
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2057March 10, 1997
years to negotiate. So why not em-
brace the strong treaty we have now
and make the best use of it?

Failure to ratify this treaty will have
serious negative consequences for the
United States. We would cede our long-
standing international leadership on
multilateral arms control issues and
lose influence over the way the CWC is
implemented. And, ironically, the U.S.
chemical industry, which strongly sup-
ports the treaty and which participated
in the negotiations leading up to it,
would be subject to trade restrictions
that could cost it up to $600 million a
year in sales.

However, the greatest consequence of
failure to ratify the CWC would be that
U.S. military forces would be placed at
increased risk of poison gas attack.

In fiscal year 1997, the United States
will spend over $800 million on chemi-
cal and biological weapons defenses.
This is money well spent. Our troops
must be prepared to deal with this hor-
rible threat. However, it would be folly
to spend these funds without doing
something concrete to reduce the long-
term threat posed by chemical weap-
ons.

Mr. President, veterans groups and
military associations have spoken with
a clear voice. They want the scourge of
chemical weapons eliminated and agree
that the Chemical Weapons Convention
advances this goal. Let’s not ignore
their pleas. Let’s ratify the Chemical
Weapons Convention as soon as pos-
sible so that we can get down to the
business of rolling back chemical arms
programs worldwide.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

f

AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN-
MENTAL AFFAIRS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of Senate
Resolution 39, which the clerk will re-
port.

The bill clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 39) authorizing ex-

penditures by the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, with an amendment to strike all

after the resolving clause and insert
the following:

That (a) Senate Resolution 54, agreed to
February 13, 1997, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘AUTHORIZATION OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS

‘‘SEC. 24. (a) IN GENERAL.—A sum equal to
not more than $4,350,000, for the period be-
ginning on the date of adoption of this sec-
tion and ending on December 31, 1997, shall
be made available from the contingent fund
of the Senate out of the Account for Ex-
penses for Inquiries and Investigations for
payment of salaries and other expenses of
the Committee on Governmental Affairs
under this resolution, of which amount not
to exceed $375,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended). The
expenditures by the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs authorized by this section
supplement those authorized in section 13
and may be expended solely for the purpose
stated in this section.

‘‘(b) PURPOSE OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—The
additional funds authorized by this section
are for the sole purpose of conducting an in-
vestigation of illegal activities in connection
with 1996 Federal election campaigns.

‘‘(c) REFERRAL TO SELECT COMMITTEE ON
ETHICS.—The Committee on Governmental
Affairs shall refer any evidence of illegal ac-
tivities involving any Member of the Senate
revealed pursuant to the investigation au-
thorized by subsection (b) to the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics.

‘‘(d) FINAL REPORT.—The Committee on
Governmental Affairs shall submit a final
public report to the Senate no later than
January 31, 1998, of the results of the inves-
tigation, study, and hearings conducted by
the Committee pursuant to this section.’’.

(b) Section 16(b) of Senate Resolution 54,
agreed to February 13, 1997, is amended by—

(1) striking ‘‘$1,339,109’’ and inserting
$1,789,109’’; and

(2) striking ‘‘$200,000’’ and inserting
$300,000’’.

(c) The Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration shall continue to conduct hearings
on campaign reform.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, on
Thursday of last week, the Rules Com-
mittee reported out an amendment to
Senate Resolution 39, and it is my un-
derstanding that the present business
is that pending amendment, which does
amend, if decided by the Senate, rule
39.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
thank the Chair. We will now proceed
to discuss the amendment as passed by
the Rules Committee on Thursday of
last week, the 6th of March.

Madam President, the responsibility
of the Rules Committee is to entertain,
from all committees of the U.S. Sen-
ate, their requests for funding. We
have, in Senate Resolution 54, which
has been adopted by the Senate, the
budgets for all of the committees of the
Senate for their fiscal year, which runs
from March 1 through February 28.

The Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs, in Senate Resolution 39, submit-
ted their request for funding. In the
initial consideration of Senate Resolu-
tion 39 by the Rules Committee, the
committee determined that they would

grant a portion of the funding request,
and that is reflected in Senate Resolu-
tion 54.

The Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee still had, under Senate Resolution
39, the balance of their request, which
was considered on the 6th of March by
the Rules Committee. After a full de-
bate—and certainly in the judgment of
the chairman, myself, and actively par-
ticipated in by Senators on both sides,
as we had nearly 100 percent attend-
ance at the committee hearing on both
sides—the committee voted to provide
$4.35 million for the Committee on
Governmental affairs as a supple-
mental to the request as reported in
Senate Resolution 54.

Now, how did we arrive at that fig-
ure? You can look at the request of the
distinguished Senator from Ohio—in-
deed, a request that, by and large, was
supported by most on that side of the
aisle—that there be a definitive date
for cutoff, and that date by the senior
Senator from Ohio was December 31 of
this calendar year, 1997.

If I took that and viewed it as a re-
duced period of time; namely, that the
Governmental Affairs Committee could
begin its work using the supplemental
funds, March 15, from a practical
standpoint, through December 31, 1997,
it would appear to this Senator that we
would have, by and large, given that
committee the funding profile in dol-
lars in proportion to the timing from
which those funds may be expended.

The next question was the scope. I
worked with other colleagues, pri-
marily those on the Rules Committee,
and I devised a formula, in consulta-
tion with the distinguished majority
leader and others, whereby looking at
the original Watergate resolution, we
took from that the concept that we
would allow the Governmental Affairs
Committee to expend the supplemental
budget for such investigations that
they felt were illegal in connection
with the 1996 Presidential election and
congressional elections—not delineat-
ing between the House and Senate, but
simply all Federal elections in cal-
endar year 1996.

So it seems to me that the Rules
Committee, in a fair manner, recog-
nized the dollars that we needed, gave
the Governmental Affairs Committee a
scope of the investigation and illegal—
illegal is a very broad scope. It goes be-
yond. And I will at a later time today
put into the RECORD the definitions of
illegal. But it goes beyond just crimi-
nal assertions of allegations of crimi-
nal violations. It goes beyond that. So
it is a broad scope. Then the Rules
Committee took from the proposal,
which the senior Senator from Ohio
will address momentarily, a termi-
nation date of December 31, 1997.

In addition to the Rules Committee,
I think very importantly recognizing
the essential need for the Senate of the
United States to actively participate in
determining what happened, certainly
in 1996 in connection with the ever-in-
creasing number of allegations—most
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of them regrettably could border on or
do, in fact, constitute illegal—it was
essential that the other committees of
the Senate take on their responsibil-
ities, which is traditional under the al-
location in the Senate of the respon-
sibilities among the several commit-
tees. Therefore, we charged the Rules
Committee, of which I am privileged to
be the chairman, the duty to continue
its hearings on campaign finance re-
form, gave it a sum of $450,000 to be
used by that committee in enlarging
and broadening the scope of their oper-
ations in the overall context of cam-
paign reform and campaign financing.
So the Rules Committee will take on
an added role.

In addition, if there is that develop-
ment by the Governmental Affairs
Committee or the Rules Committee of
facts which should be examined by the
Ethics Committee of the U.S. Senate as
those facts relate to a Member of this
body, it will be incumbent upon the
Ethics Committee to review any alle-
gations we feel merit the judgment of
that committee as it relates to an indi-
vidual in the U.S. Senate.

So, Madam President, I feel that the
Rules Committee unanimously, regret-
tably—bipartisan, yet unanimous
among the Republicans—has addressed
this tough issue, and we are here today
for the purpose of amending Senate
Resolution 39 such that they can have
the additional funds and under a very
carefully crafted and proscribed scope
of activities within a time limit of De-
cember 31, 1997.

Madam President, I yield the floor so
that my distinguished colleague from
Ohio can present his views.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio.
Mr. GLENN. Madam President, we

are now into the second week in March.
The Senate has been operating for ap-
proximately 2 months. I don’t know
that we have had much in the way of
accomplishment during that time pe-
riod. Certainly, there are national
problems that should be addressed.

For example, we ought to be working
on balancing the budget instead of just
trying to pass amendments, which we
tried to do, and it failed. We also have
a series of problems with our health
care system. Managed care may be sav-
ing money, but there is increasing evi-
dence that it is happening at the ex-
pense of lower quality of health care.
So, for uninsured Americans, that con-
tinues to be a major problem. As far as
health care goes, we are going to have
a debate, I guess, about partial-birth
abortion.

In other areas, the stock market has
gone through the roof. Unemployment
is at a 25-year low. But there is concern
about the future, and about Social Se-
curity and Medicare. But there are no
serious proposals by the Republican
majority to deal with these issues.
Well, today we have an opportunity.
We have an opportunity to have the
possibility of beginning a serious dis-

cussion about a serious issue: the cam-
paign finance system used by both po-
litical parties in the United States.

The American people are disgusted
by what they see in campaign finance.
And they should be. Along with the
steady drumbeat of antigovernment
ideologues, it is a major factor in
America’s loss of faith in our institu-
tions of government. It is that serious.
All you have to do is look at the poll-
ing data and such things as decreased
participation in voting. If this trend
continues, if America goes downhill be-
cause of the lack of confidence in our
Federal Government, I say that we face
a crisis that could literally threaten
the foundation of democracy in the
United States.

There is a remedy to avert this crisis,
as I see it, and to begin the restoration
of public support for this system of
government. The remedy requires that
we reform the campaign finance sys-
tem. It is a wonderful place to start be-
cause it certainly needs reforming.

Will this get a serious examination
by Congress, or will we get sidetracked
by a partisan political circus? The jury
is definitely out on that at this time.
We have before us a resolution to fund
a Senate investigation which, if the
scope were made broader than it cur-
rently is, has enormous potential as a
tool to stimulate public pressure on
Congress to enact meaningful cam-
paign finance reform, honest campaign
finance reform.

Recent revelations about fundraising
involving 1996 Federal races are dis-
turbing. They involve both parties in
both congressional and Presidential
campaigns. The truth is that the cur-
rent fundraising system, both Presi-
dential and congressional, is scandal-
ous. Having said that, in my opinion,
most Members of Congress are honest
elected officials, both over in the
House and here in the Senate. They are
honest elected officials trying to do a
good job, albeit from different political
philosophies. But that is our system.
But the general public perception that
money gets its way in determining pol-
icy is, indeed, true for too many.

There is a public perception that ac-
cess follows money, and anybody who
has been around Capitol Hill very long
knows that sometimes it does. Access
can alter the balance of arguments
weighed by a Member and his or her
staff when deciding a course of action,
be it a vote on the floor or in commit-
tee, a colloquy on the Senate floor, in-
troduction or cosponsorship of a piece
of legislation, floor speech, insertion of
language in a committee report, or a
communication with an executive
branch agency requesting an action, or
the withholding of an action. But even
when there is no connection whatso-
ever between a donation by a person to
a politician and the latter’s specific ac-
tion as a legislator favoring that per-
son, the perception of a payoff, even
the possibility of a perception of a pay-
off, is corrosive to public trust in our
Government. We must dispel this grow-

ing perception that Congress or parts
of Congress are for sale if we are to re-
verse electoral apathy and restore faith
in our Government. Gift bans have not
done it. Honoraria bans have not done
it. Only deep changes in the campaign
finance system will do the job, and it
will not be easy.

The question is what should be the
relationship of the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee investigation to the
drive for effective bipartisan campaign
finance reform? The resolution before
us, S. 39, as amended by the Rules
Committee, states that the supple-
mental funds to be given to the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee for this
investigation are for the sole purpose
of an investigation into illegal activi-
ties in the 1996 Federal election cam-
paign.

There are two things wrong with this
statement of scope for the investiga-
tion. The first thing is that it is a bald-
faced attempt by the Republican ma-
jority of the Rules Committee to undo
a unanimous bipartisan agreement
among the members of the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee to have a
broad investigation that would exam-
ine improper as well as illegal activi-
ties along with previous campaigns.
Contrary to the claims of the Rules
Committee chairman that his language
tracks the Watergate resolution, the
fact is that the Watergate resolution
called for an investigation of improper
and unethical activities as well as ille-
gal ones.

I am looking at a copy of the Water-
gate resolution that was passed in the
Senate back in 1973. It was submitted
by Senator Ervin, Sam Ervin and Mike
Mansfield. In part 15 on page 8, it says
they are ‘‘to look into any other activi-
ties, circumstances, materials or trans-
actions having a tendency to prove or
disprove that persons, acting either in-
dividually or in combination with oth-
ers, engaged in any illegal, improper,
or unethical activities in connection
with the Presidential election of 1972,
or any campaign, canvas, or activity
related to such election.’’

That is the language of one of the
parts of what the Watergate Commit-
tee was to look into—any illegal, im-
proper, or unethical activities in con-
nection with the Presidential election
of 1972.

The narrowing of the scope of the
Governmental Affairs investigation by
the Rules Committee is nothing more
than a blatant pander to those ele-
ments in the Republican Party that do
not wish to reform the campaign fi-
nance system and who are quite willing
to scuttle the Governmental Affairs in-
vestigation if necessary to avoid creat-
ing public pressure to pass a decent
bill.

How does narrowing the scope to ille-
gal activities avoid this problem for
the Republicans? The first thing to un-
derstand is that the problem with the
campaign finance system is not just
what politicians do that is illegal. It is
what politicians do that is legal that is
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an equal scandal, and it happens every
single day on Capitol Hill and with
both political parties.

Let me give you an example. Let us
talk about soft money. That is the best
example. One of the most pernicious
influences in politics these days is soft
money. Let me give you an example of
that. Let us say Senator X, whoever it
might be, solicits $50,000 or $500,000 in
soft money from a potential donor to
his or her party, ostensibly for party-
building purposes, get-out-the-vote
drives or the like. But the party can
then turn around and use the money on
an issue ad during the Senator’s reelec-
tion campaign that helps him or her
and hurts the opponent.

According to the Department of Jus-
tice, Senator X can even do the solici-
tation for that $500,000 from his or her
office because the solicitation is not
for his or her campaign specifically
but, rather, for the Senator’s party.

This practice should be illegal, but it
is not. Suppose Senator X wants a di-
rect contribution to his or her cam-
paign from a potential donor, direct to
his personal campaign. In that case,
Federal election law prohibits the
donor from contributing more than
$1,000 per person, and it must be in the
donor’s own name.

But that same donor can go out and
collect checks of $1,000 for Senator X
from everyone he knows, bundle them
together, and send them to the Sen-
ator’s campaign. Let us say Senator X
calls from the Senator’s office for
those donations. If Senator X calls, he
is committing an illegal act. But if
Senator X calls from outside, it is OK.

Suppose Senator X is so grateful,
wherever the call came from, for the
donor’s willingness to help that the
next time the donor is in town and
wants to talk to Senator X about a leg-
islative matter he has an interest in,
Senator X not only lets him into his of-
fice but he welcomes him and listens to
his pitch. And suppose that Senator X
is sufficiently concerned about main-
taining the donor’s political help that
the Senator does what the donor wants
on the issue and there was no discus-
sion linking the donation to the do-
nor’s request or to the Senator’s ac-
tion.

In that case, there has been no bribe.
But it is certainly the case that Sen-
ator X made his decision on the issue
as a result of the donor having had ac-
cess to the Senator, access that was
based at least in part on the donation
the Senator was given.

Now, suppose Senator X made the
original call to the donor from the Sen-
ator’s office phone instead of from an
outside phone. That would be a viola-
tion of law. You cannot do that.

Let me pose the question. Which is
the worst ethical lapse, making the
phone call from a legally prohibited
place or letting the money influence
the Senator’s vote? I submit that the
answer is not even close. Senator X’s
constituents and the people generally
will have been ill served if he lets

money influence his decision, and that
overshadows the question of whether
the phone he used was a private phone
or a Government phone.

What is the point of this fictitious
example? Well, the resolution before
us, which limits the scope of the inves-
tigation only to illegal activities,
would allow an investigation of wheth-
er Senator X committed an illegal act
by using a Government phone for the
direct solicitation if there was an alle-
gation that he had done so but would
allow no investigation of the contribu-
tion, and if a soft money contribution
was involved, whether Senator X’s
party had spent that money on certain
ads helpful to the Senator’s campaign,
a legal practice but one that should be
illegal.

It is not just the independent expend-
itures by the major parties that is the
problem. There are also the independ-
ent expenditures by outside private
groups including tax-exempt organiza-
tions that should be investigated for
possible collusion with party organiza-
tions. The Washington Post had an ar-
ticle yesterday concerning nonprofits.
To quote them: ‘‘Mysterious organiza-
tions that funded a flurry of attack ads
at the end of the 1996 election,’’ that
were targeted mainly against Demo-
cratic candidates. No one apparently
knows who supports them. One group,
the Coalition for Our Children’s Fu-
ture, spent $700,000 on ads, mailings,
phone banks, to help Republican can-
didates from Louisiana to California.

Another group, Citizens for Reform,
spent $2 million on ads, including a
mailing labeling a Democratic can-
didate for Congress as sexist and
anticonsumer. And this organization is
tax exempt. They are not supposed to
deal in political matters. In the case of
tax-exempt organizations, collusion
with a political party would be illegal
but would not involve criminal pen-
alties. In the case of a so-called
501(c)(3) tax-exempt organization,
which is prohibited from engaging in
political activity, there is the question
of whether the placing of certain issue
ads should be considered political ac-
tivity under certain circumstances.

Will this be investigated by the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee under
the funding resolutions’ current scope
statement? That will depend on how
the word ‘‘illegal’’ is interpreted. I
must say, at several points along the
way we have had different interpreta-
tions of that word.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the Washington Post arti-
cle be printed in the RECORD at the end
of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. GLENN. That is only the begin-

ning of the problems with this resolu-
tion. It also requires that if any evi-
dence of illegality is discovered in the
1996 campaign activities of a Member
of Congress by a Member of Congress,
then such evidence is to be referred to
the Ethics Committee.

Does that mean the committee’s in-
vestigation is to be terminated at that
point? And, if the evidence comes to
the attention of the committee before
an investigation has even been initi-
ated, does that mean the committee is
to defer to the Ethics Committee for
the investigation of the Member? Does
referral to the Ethics Committee mean
that Governmental Affairs will defer to
the Ethics Committee on any possible
criminal referral to the Department of
Justice? We need answers to all of
those things, obviously.

What if we are into an investigation
and there is something that pops up
that looks as though it might be an
ethical matter and might be illegal,
which this committee would be per-
mitted to deal with? Since there is this
special provision with regard to ethics
in the Senate, in referring it to the
Ethics Committee, do we have to stop
any investigation before anything
comes out beyond a point where there
has been just an allegation of illegal-
ity?

So, let me return to the question of
the meaning of the word ‘‘illegal’’ in
the resolution. What is the standard to
be used by the Governmental Affairs
Committee to determine that an activ-
ity involves an illegality and is there-
fore subject to an investigation? Is ille-
gality meant to be equivalent to crimi-
nality? Or is it broader and includes ac-
tivities that are in violation of law but
subject to only civil penalties or no
penalties at all? The answer to this
question will determine whether the
activities of tax-exempt organizations
engaged in political activity will be in-
vestigated.

I believe the questions I am raising
need to be answered during this debate
so Members will know precisely what
they are voting on when the time
comes. These questions also need to be
answered in order to examine whether
the 54 subpoenas issued thus far by the
chairman of the Governmental Affairs
Committee are within the new scope of
the investigation.

Let me turn to some other defi-
ciencies in the resolution. These are
also deficiencies of omission. My re-
marks stem once again from my belief
that a balanced investigation of fund-
raising by both parties, highlighting
legal transgressions as well as their
legal but ethically dubious fundraising
activities, could be effective in point-
ing the way toward real reform. Con-
versely, an unbalanced, partisan inves-
tigation suggesting that the problems
lie solely or even mainly with one
party would be destructive to forging a
consensus and would lead to political
games, possibly including an attempt
to pass reform legislation crafted not
so much to fix the system as to give
one party a fundraising advantage over
the other.

As the ranking Democrat on Govern-
mental Affairs, I have urged the chair-
man of the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee to follow standard Senate prac-
tices and enter into a written agree-
ment that the investigation will be
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carried out in a bipartisan manner
with an agreed-upon agenda and with
fairness. That involves ensuring that
both the majority and minority: have
contemporaneous access to all docu-
mentary evidence received by the com-
mittee; have the right to be given ade-
quate advance notice of, to be present
at, and to participate equally in all
depositions and investigatory inter-
views; have equal opportunity to ob-
tain and present relevant evidence on
the subjects of the committee’s in-
quiry; and, are treated equally and
without discrimination in the dis-
charge of the committee’s administra-
tive responsibilities.

I regret to say that no agreement on
these matters has been reached thus
far. This has most egregiously shown
up in the way subpoenas have been
handled thus far.

I am hopeful that passage of a fund-
ing resolution for the committee’s in-
vestigation will be the occasion to put
this investigation back on a bipartisan
track. I believe that failure to do so
will redound to the credit of no one and
mark the first major stain on this com-
mittee’s record of bipartisan coopera-
tion during my 22-year tenure on it.

Finally, I must comment on that
part of the resolution that provides for
authorization of some $450,000 in addi-
tional funds for the Rules Committee
to examine those aspects of campaign
fundraising that are outside the scope
of the Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee’s investigation under the terms of
this resolution as currently written. It
is certainly true that the Rules Com-
mittee has legislative jurisdiction over
campaign finance reform and, there-
fore, can look into soft money and
independent expenditures, among other
things, as policy matters.

But the Rules Committee is not basi-
cally an investigative committee. I
could not recall the last time it ever is-
sued a subpoena. We made some in-
quiry into this and found that no sub-
poenas have been issued by the com-
mittee since at least 1980. We do not
know whether any were before that
time or not. They may do hearings, but
that is not the same as an investiga-
tion as conceived under this resolution.

Let us not deceive the public about
this. Recent press reports clearly indi-
cated that at least two members of the
Rules Committee, Republican members
of the Rules Committee, would not
vote for the funding resolution for the
investigation that originally came out
of the Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee because the scope of the investiga-
tion would have included legal as well
as illegal congressional fundraising
practices. Those Members were con-
cerned that the result of such an inves-
tigation might be to raise public pres-
sure on Congress to pass campaign fi-
nance reform legislation.

The fact is, there is little support for
campaign reform among my Repub-
lican colleagues. The McCain-Feingold
bill has only one other Republican co-
sponsor, and that is Senator THOMPSON,

to his credit. So we know what game is
being played with the Rules Committee
rewrite of the previously-agreed-to
scope of the Governmental Affairs
Committee’s investigation. It is a
game in which legal but improper con-
gressional fundraising is kept off the
table while a parade of Presidential
fundraisers for the Democratic Party
and the Clinton-Gore campaign are
brought before the cameras at televised
hearings, to give the impression that
all the problems are with the Demo-
cratic Party and there is no need to
change the laws.

I do not believe it will work. I do not
believe the American people are that
naive. I believe they will see through
such a strategy were it to unfold.
Chairman THOMPSON has said congres-
sional fundraising should be on the
table. I agree with him. That is one of
the reasons I was disappointed when
none of his first 65 subpoenas were di-
rected toward congressional fundrais-
ing. I and my Democratic colleagues
will attempt to broaden the scope to
include legal activities that are im-
proper, which is where many of the
major campaign finance problems are,
and which should be thoroughly inves-
tigated by the Governmental Affairs
Committee. So, I hope—in fact I invite
Chairman THOMPSON to join me in co-
sponsoring an amendment I plan to
offer to broaden the scope, and I invite
him to join me in voting against ta-
bling any such amendment.

I also invite all Members of the Sen-
ate, Democratic and Republican, who
truly want to change our system to
join us.

Let us look at it from your children’s
perspective of 20 years from now.
Whichever party is in the majority—
and that may have changed in that
time, maybe before that—but look at
your children as adults out there, tak-
ing part in the political system at that
time. Whichever party is in the major-
ity at that time, I am sure we can all
hope that political fundraising will not
be the mess that it is today. One way
to gain that end is to assure that inves-
tigations are carried out now without
fear or favor and spotlighting the dark
corners, whether illegal or legal, but in
either event, wrong, improper, and un-
ethical.

The resolution before us does not
take us in that direction, and that is
why I also urge Senator THOMPSON,
even if we fail to pass such an amend-
ment, to seek every opportunity at our
committee level to examine and thor-
oughly investigate any alleged illegal
fundraising activities by Members of
Congress, in the House or Senate. That
will at least be a start, and I pledge my
full support to such efforts.

So I await with interest his proposed
agenda and subpoenas in this area.

At the appropriate time today, before
we finish this debate, I will have an
amendment to submit. I would like to
lay it down this evening. I doubt all
the people on either side of the aisle
who wish to speak on the amendment

will return before we go out of session,
but I would like to have time later on
to submit the amendment before we go
out of session this evening.

I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 9, 1997]
FOR THEIR TARGETS, MYSTERY GROUPS’ ADS

HIT LIKE ATTACKS FROM NOWHERE

(By Charles R. Babcock and Ruth Marcus)
Campaign watchdog groups and govern-

ment regulators are concerned about the
emergence of mysterious organizations that
funded a flurry of attack ads at the end the
1996 election and could play an even larger
role in coming campaigns.

The groups, with bland names such as Citi-
zens for Reform and the Republic Education
Fund, spent millions of dollars on television
advertising, mailings and telephone banks in
the closing weeks of the campaign, mostly
on the side of the Republicans. None of their
activities was reported to the Federal Elec-
tion Commission (FEC).

‘‘The public has no idea who these people
are or where they’re coming from or who
funds them,’’ said Charles Lewis, executive
director of the Center for Public Integrity,
which monitors political ethics. ‘‘They are
trying to influence the political process and
the public is in the dark.’’

For example, a group called the Coalition
for Our Children’s Future spent more than
$700,000 on television and radio ads, mailings,
and telephone banks to bolster GOP can-
didates in key races from Louisiana to Cali-
fornia.

The last-minute onslaught, financed in
part by a donor who demanded a written con-
fidentiality agreement, was conducted with-
out the knowledge or approval of the group’s
directors. Two of the directors resigned in
protest after The Washington Post informed
them of the late ads, saying they never ap-
proved the expenditures. They said they still
do not know exactly what was done or the
source of funding.

Former director Deborah Steelman, a GOP
lobbyist, said she thought the group had
been inactive since spending more than $4
million on advertising backing the GOP’s
legislative agenda in 1995. ‘‘Clearly, the orga-
nization created another mission of which we
were not a part,’’ she said.

Like the more identifiable AFL–CIO and
environmental groups that also ran advertis-
ing, leaders of organizations such as the coa-
lition say their television commercials were
not political because they did not explicitly
endorse a candidate. Since they were engag-
ing in ‘‘issue advocacy,’’ they said, they were
not required to report to the FEC the source
of their funds or how much they spent.

One group created last spring and calling
itself Citizens for Reform spent $2 million in
the closing days, according to its president,
conservative activist Peter Flaherty. In
California, it sent mailings into the district
of Democratic Rep. George Brown accusing
him of being sexist and anti-consumer. The
Consumer Federation of America, cited as
the source in one flier although it endorsed
Brown, denounced the mailing as ‘‘extremely
misleading and grossly unfair.’’ In Montana,
the group bought television time calling
Democratic congressional candidate Bill
Yellowtail a convicted criminal who
‘‘preaches family values . . . but took a
swing at his wife.’’

Another new group called Citizens for the
Republic Educaiton Fund obtained at least
$1 million in late ads, according to director
Lyn Nofziger, longtime political aide to Ron-
ald Reagan. In Texas, it bought television
ads against Democratic congressional can-
didate Nick Lampson that said he had been
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accused of Medicare fraud. In Erie, Pa., an-
other television ad denounced ‘‘big labor
bosses’’ for trying to buy ‘‘a Congress they
can control.’’

Some ads were so inflammatory that the
Republican candidates they were designed to
help denounced them. And some stations
would not run some ads or pulled them off
the air after complaints by Democratic can-
didates. Leaders of the groups targeting
Democrats say they operated independently
and they and GOP officials said the groups
were not fronts for the party.

Nofziger called it, ‘‘outrageous’’ that advo-
cacy groups like his are allowed to ‘‘go and
run political ads and call them education.’’
He added, ‘‘We wouldn’t have had to do it if
it had not been for labor’’ and its attacks on
GOP candidates.

The Flaherty and Nofziger groups were run
by a Washington-based firm, Triad Manage-
ment, that advertises itself as sort of an un-
derground version of the Republican Party.
A Triad marketing video includes
testimonials from Sen. Don Nickles (R-
Okla.) and several House members aimed at
recruiting donors for what the video labels a
‘‘privatized Republican national coalition.’’

Triad’s Carolyn Malenick, a former fund-
raiser for Oliver L. North, says on the video
that labor has always been the ‘‘rapid fire’’
of the Democratic Party. ‘‘If the Republican
Party needs that quote ‘rapid fire’ where’re
we going to find it?’’ she said. ‘‘If we need to
move or have $100,000 put into a congres-
sional race tomorrow where’re we going to
find it?’’ Malenick declined to be inter-
viewed.

Mark Braden, Triad’s attorney, said the
group was not a front for the GOP or a par-
ticular special interest, like the tobacco in-
dustry. Malenick’s donors are mostly indi-
viduals from ‘‘ideologically driven net-
works,’’ he said.

While most of the late negative issue ads
with mysterious sponsors targeted Demo-
cratic races, a labor-funded group, the ’96
Project, paid for voter guides mailed in the
name of other groups in 14 races. The project
paid $50,000 for mailings in six House dis-
tricts where the fliers said they were ‘‘spon-
sored’’ by local or state affiliates of the Na-
tional Council of Senior Citizens, a group
made up predominantly of retired union
members. There was no mention of the ’96
Project in the mailings.

Scott Wolf, director of the project, said
there was no intent to deceive the public on
who was behind the mailings, which made
GOP candidates look unfavorable on key is-
sues.

His group also paid for mailings in eight
races ‘‘sponsored’’ by the Interfaith Alliance,
a group of ministers formed as an alternative
to the Christian Coalition, according to the
alliance’s Greg Lebel. Lebel said ‘‘it never
occurred to us’’ voters might be misled be-
cause the eight mailings said only that the
’96 Project ‘‘prepared’’ the voter guides.

Most of the late money from obscure
groups was spent on television. And Federal
Communications Commission officials who
monitor political advertising say their au-
thority over broadcasters is limited. Charles
Kelley, chief of enforcement for the FCC’s
mass media bureau, said the agency wants to
know ‘‘who is the attempted persuader’’ in
such ads. The question, he said, is ‘‘what
legal authority we have, if any, to obligate
the true sponsor to step forward.’’

The FCC managed to do that in a case in
Oregon last fall, when it discovered that a
group calling itself Fairness Matters to Or-
egonians was being financed by the Tobacco
Institute. The FCC ruled the group’s ads,
which opposed an increase in the state ciga-
rette tax, could be aired but the tobacco In-
stitute had to be identified as the sponsor.

Various campaign reform proposals in Con-
gress attempt to address the late attacks by
saying the name or image of candidates can-
not be mentioned in ads in the last 60 days
before the general election. But many law-
makers and interest groups say such propos-
als would put unconstitutional limits on
their First Amendment rights.

Flaherty, who also heads the Conservative
Campaign Fund PAC, said concerns about
sponsorship are misplaced. ‘‘Most people
when they see an ad don’t focus on who put
it on, but focus on the message,’’ he said. ‘‘If
the message has strength and credibility it
will persuade people. If it doesn’t, it won’t.’’
In applying for tax-exempt status, which al-
lowed it to avoid paying taxes on investment
income, Citizens for Reform told the IRS it
had no plans to spend money ‘‘attempting to
influence’’ elections. But asked whether the
groups’ advertising had been effective,
Flaherty said, ‘‘I think we made a big dif-
ference. It was an absolute onslaught in
some of these areas by labor and liberal
groups and I think we helped stanch the
bleeding artery.’’

Perhaps the most peculiar of the late ad
campaigns was the one run in the name of
the Coalition for our Children’s Future,
which spent money in six House districts,
the Louisiana Senate race and 12 Minnesota
legislative races, according to Executive Di-
rector Barry Bennett.

Two directors, Dirk Van Dongen, president
of the National Association of Wholesaler-
Distributors, and Donald L. Fierce, a GOP
consultant and former Republican National
Committee aide, resigned in protest; two
others, Steelman and Gary Andres, had left
the board earlier.

How the unauthorized advertising cam-
paign was launched and how races were tar-
geted remains murky. Bennett, working in
Ohio at the time of the election as chief of
staff to then-Rep. Frank A. Cremeans (R), at
first said he did not know of any extensive
late advertising. Then he acknowledged he
had signed the secrecy agreement with the
donor and signed blank checks to pay a
Houston political consultant who ran the ad-
vertising campaign. Bennett said he did so
without telling board members.

Bennett and the group’s fund-raising con-
sultant, John Simms, said the consultant,
Denis Calabrese, approached them last sum-
mer and helped connect them with some do-
nors, who they declined to identify.
Calabrese, who has worked on industry’s side
to make it harder to win large damage
awards in lawsuits, did not return numerous
phone calls.

Bennett said he had tried without success,
after the Post inquiries, to obtain copies of
the television scripts from Simms’ firm. He
said he had no idea what the coalition, orga-
nized to address federal issues, was doing in
Minnesota statehouse races.

‘‘Am I embarrassed by this?’’ Bennett said
before he stopped returning phone calls.
‘‘Yes . . . I understand we’ve created a huge
mystery here and that’s our fault.’’

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-

LARD). The Senator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, there

are others anxious to speak to this. I
see Senator HATCH is here, and I want
to, just in reply to my distinguished
friend and colleague, say a few words
here, and then Senator HATCH, hope-
fully, will take the floor momentarily.

First, I want to make it very clear, I
am not going to personalize this debate
in any way or use the word ‘‘pander-
ing.’’ Nobody is pandering anybody
around here. What we are trying to do

is how to get as quickly as possible to
the point where the U.S. Senate, in
several committees, can start looking
into this very important issue, hope-
fully in a fair and objective manner, for
the best interests of this institution
and our country.

I have been in politics—I am almost
hesitant to mention how many years—
but it is a good 40-plus, and I have
never in my lifetime ever seen a situa-
tion engulfing this great Nation, cast-
ing more doubt in the minds of the vot-
ers with regard to how we, those who
serve in the Congress and those who
serve in the executive branch as the
President and Vice President, go about
the process of elections, and we have to
get at the bottom of this thing as
quickly as possible.

I have indicated my support for
Chairman FRED THOMPSON as a man I
have absolute faith in, who can deal
with this matter fairly and objectively,
and I have said that for weeks. Never
once have I deviated, and I do not
think there will ever be a basis that I
shall deviate. I said from the beginning
that I want to support him as an indi-
vidual. I want to support the work of
his committee. But there is a very
careful delineation of responsibilities
here among the several committees,
and there is clearly, within the juris-
diction of the Rules Committee, which
I am privileged to chair, the right to
superimpose our own judgment on the
scope and activities of the other com-
mittees of the Senate as it relates to
those funds under our jurisdiction.

This is in no way any bald-faced ef-
fort by myself or other members of the
Rules Committee, particularly the dis-
tinguished majority leader, who was
just on the floor consulting with me
minutes ago, no way to try to do other
than what I have just said, which is to
get the Senate on the track as quickly
as possible. We just have to get beyond
all of this procedure business and get
on with the business.

I said that I drew this scope lan-
guage, drawing from the Watergate. I
never said I used it. I have read it now
probably 25 times and studied the his-
tory of it. I know all the words that are
in it. It is interesting. In the Watergate
resolution, I ask my friend, if he wants
to debate it later on, whether or not
you find any authority in there to in-
vestigate the Congress. I do not find it
in the Watergate resolution, but it is
very clearly expressed in this resolu-
tion as adopted by the Rules Commit-
tee. We in no way tried to obfuscate
that issue.

This volume is the ‘‘Authority and
Rules of Senate Committees’’ for the
last fiscal year, but it is applicable to
this. I would like to just read the ques-
tion of jurisdiction of the Rules Com-
mittee, and it is found on page 155 of
that book. It states we have the au-
thority to investigate ‘‘corrupt prac-
tices.’’

Now that is about as broad as any
charter can be—as broad as any charter
can be. Then go to section 5:
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Federal elections generally, including the

election of the President, Vice President,
and Members of the Congress.

There it is. That is the jurisdiction of
the Rules Committee.

Now go over to the jurisdiction of the
Governmental Affairs Committee—and
I urge my colleague from Ohio to take
a moment or two to look through this
book so that he can reply—found on
page 101, and in detail on page 102,
where it says, the committee is duly
authorized, or a subcommittee thereof
is authorized to study and investigate.

You do not find—at least I haven’t
thus far in studying it—that precise
language as it relates to the Rules
Committee concerning jurisdiction
over precisely what it is that the U.S.
Senate must investigate. If anything,
this volume gives clearly the authority
to the Rules Committee, and I find less
specificity as it relates to the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee.

Lastly, as to campaign finance re-
form, the generic subject, the Rules
Committee held a number of hearings
last year. We already commenced our
series of hearings this year. The distin-
guished majority leader designated the
majority whip, Mr. NICKLES, and a
group of us, including the Senator from
Virginia speaking, and it is our respon-
sibility to try to come up with a group-
ing of proposals which we have reason
to believe will effect the greatest pos-
sible reform in this generic subject of
campaign finance reform.

You bet there are areas which I
would like to see changed. In my last
campaign, I experienced spending by
my opponent—and I do not castigate
him in any way at this point in time,
nor did I ever—but clearly he had the
authority under the Supreme Court de-
cision to spend all the money of his
personal funds he wished. He set a
record in the history of the U.S. Senate
races from the first day this body was
constituted through and including
today for the greatest amount of
money spent for a State per capita in
the United States.

I think we should enact some legisla-
tion that would curtail, in some man-
ner, the limit of an individual to ex-
pend millions and millions and mil-
lions of dollars. In the case of my race,
it is presumably in excess, it was re-
ported, $10 million out of personal
spending. Maybe subsequent records
will show an additional amount, but
that is not here to argue. The point
being, the only way that can be done is
by a constitutional amendment. I
would not want to see this body rest its
entire package of reforms that a con-
stitutional amendment is going to be
adopted in this area of campaign fi-
nance reform.

My own personal opinion, it is highly
unlikely that such an amendment,
even though I would favor certain
types of constitutional amendments on
campaign reform, that that can be
achieved; essentially, the first amend-
ment, which, again, would require a
constitutional amendment. There are

many areas of campaign finance reform
that would be solely predicated on the
ability to get a constitutional amend-
ment in order to achieve those goals.

I would not want to see this body
pass a package of campaign finance re-
form proposals knowing full well in our
hearts that the Federal court is going
to strike down in large measure a num-
ber of those provisions.

So I look forward to continuing to
work with the distinguished majority
leader and the majority whip in seeing
what we can come up with in a package
of campaign finance reform proposals
which can be adopted by this body and,
Mr. President, can withstand the essen-
tial scrutiny that will come about by
the third branch of Government, name-
ly, the Federal court system.

Mr. President, I now yield the floor.
Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah.
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it befalls

me to make a few comments here
today concerning why this investiga-
tion is so important. Before I do, I
want to compliment the Rules Com-
mittee and the people on the Rules
Committee who have handled this very
difficult subject matter and have done
it in a credible and responsible way.

I also personally believe that no two
people could handle this matter better
than the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee. Senator THOMPSON has had ex-
tensive experience in these matters and
Senator GLENN is known as an emi-
nently fair and worthy person here in
this body. I have total confidence in
both of them that they will be fair,
they will be thorough, they will be
tough, and they will do what is right.

We simply have to get to the bottom
of this. The American people are con-
cerned about it. Certainly the media
has written extensively about these
matters. It is incumbent upon the Sen-
ate in its oversight capacity to inves-
tigate these matters fairly and thor-
oughly.

As we take up Senate Resolution 39
today, I would like to just take a few
minutes to emphasize one major point:
That there is a serious number of very,
very troubling matters to investigate,
simply at the very core of Senators
THOMPSON’s and GLENN’s inquiry.

Merely in recent press reports—if
that is all you had—there are very sub-
stantial and troubling questions that
must be answered regarding whether
foreign money and foreign influence
has infiltrated the American political
process. While numerous other allega-
tions of improper fundraising at the
White House and by the White House
have surfaced in the media in the past
week or so, that is not what I want to
talk about today.

Even putting aside all of those alle-
gations, the fact is that we have before
us very serious allegations that China
funneled funds into American elections
in an attempt to influence American
policy and policymakers. The gravity

of these allegations should not and
must not be underestimated. Were our
national interests sold out? I hope they
were not. But this matter must be pur-
sued, and it must be done in a thor-
ough, fair, and honest manner.

Later this week the Judiciary Com-
mittee will forward a letter to the At-
torney General requesting that she
apply for an independent counsel. To
date, she has refused to do so in this
matter. I do not read anything sinister
into that—I believe that the Attorney
General is an honorable, ethical person
of integrity. She has applied for the ap-
pointment of no less than four inde-
pendent counsels since she has been At-
torney General. I think she has shown
that she is a person who can act. But to
date she has refused to act on this mat-
ter.

Accordingly, Congress must be all
the more vigilant. And given the appar-
ent conflict of interest, the public will
be relying on Congress to ascertain the
facts and get to the bottom of this
whole affair.

The Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee inquiry into fundraising impropri-
eties is, in my opinion, one of the most
important congressional investigations
in history and involves some of the
most serious allegations we have seen
to date about our electoral system and
our Government. The press and con-
gressional committees have uncovered
material facts that prompt numerous
questions:

First, did a foreign government try
to influence our national elections and
our domestic and/or foreign policy?

No. 2, were millions of dollars of for-
eign money laundered through various
groups to the Democratic National
Committee, particularly by three indi-
viduals—Charlie Trie, Johnny Chung,
and John Huang, all of whom have
some ties to China.

No. 3, were there violations of any of
our existing laws, such as the Hatch
Act, the Ethics in Government Act,
and our current Federal elections laws?

The breadth of this particular inves-
tigation is immense. We cannot allow
ourselves, in an attempt to satisfy the
tendentious cause for a broad inquiry
into congressional campaigns, to inter-
fere with what is a serious matter.

Investigating the 1996 Presidential
campaign alone will require a very sub-
stantial budget and a substantial
amount of time—I presume even more
time than the Rules Committee has al-
lowed in this instance, which is only
until the end of this year or approxi-
mately 8 months. I suspect this will go
on beyond that and will have to go on
beyond that because of what will be
brought out. Let us focus for a mo-
ment, however, in terms of the breadth
of this investigation, on one individ-
ual—Mr. John Huang. He was born in
China. He worked for the Lippo Group,
a huge conglomerate based in Indo-
nesia with large business interests in
China. Lippo is owned and controlled
by the Riady family—Mochtar, James,
and Stephen. These are also Chinese
natives.
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By 1994, Huang was the top Lippo ex-

ecutive in the United States.
Huang was appointed Deputy Assist-

ant Secretary for International Eco-
nomic Policy in our Department of
Commerce in September 1994.

Let me just go down through what
John Huang did while employed at
Commerce—just a quick glance. He
was, according to reports, given a top
security clearance without the usual
background check, which is all but un-
heard of; 78-plus visits to the White
House; 70-plus calls to Lippo during
this period of time; 39 classified top se-
cret briefings dwelling on China and
other countries in Asia; 30-plus phone
conversations with Mark Middleton or
associates; 9 phone messages from or
calls to Webster Hubbell; 9 phone mes-
sages from the Chinese Embassy offi-
cials; 5 months of top secret clearance
before joining the Commerce Depart-
ment. In other words, even before he
got in this very important position in
Government, he had 5 months of top se-
cret clearance. Why? That is a question
that is going to be a big question in
this matter.

Huang enjoyed a top secret clearance
for 5 months of top secret clearance be-
fore joining Commerce and nearly a
year after leaving Commerce to join
the Democratic National Committee.
Why? Why would those security clear-
ances go with him outside of Govern-
ment? Why would he be permitted this
kind of access to very sensitive infor-
mation? These are questions that are
very important. Taken with the
$780,000 severance pay Huang received
from Lippo prior to joining the Com-
merce Department, these facts natu-
rally raise questions.

This next chart involves a meeting at
the White House to discuss the Huang
transfer from the White House to the
Democratic National Committee on
September 13, 1995. It was an Oval Of-
fice meeting. The President was there.
James Riady, the Lippo executive was
there. Bruce Lindsey, the Deputy
White House Counsel, was there. Jo-
seph Giroir, who is, I believe, the
former top partner in the Rose Law
Firm, the Lippo joint venture partner/
adviser, former Rose Law Firm part-
ner, and, if I recall correctly, was the
managing partner of that firm, and
none other than John Huang, former
Lippo executive, Principal Deputy As-
sistant, Secretary of Commerce.

At this meeting, it was decided that
John Huang would move from the Com-
merce Department to the Democratic
National Committee as vice chairman
of finance.

We do not know what happened at
this meeting, although some extremely
troubling explanations have been re-
ported by the media. Each one of these
people, it seems to me, with the pos-
sible exception of the President, will
have to be questioned regarding just
what went on at that meeting, why
Huang left Commerce, and why he was
immediately transferred to the Demo-
cratic National Committee as the fi-

nance vice chairman, why James
Riady, was even at this meeting. That
is a very important meeting.

Let me put another chart up here.
This is John Huang at the Demo-

cratic National Committee. These are
examples of illegal funds raised by
Huang. The Wiriadinatas raised
$450,000, all of which was returned by
the DNC. Pauline Kanchanalak,
$250,000. She has since left the country.
She is now in Thailand. All funds re-
turned by the DNC. Wogesh Gandhi,
$250,000. He testified he had no assets.
All funds returned by the DNC, the
Democratic National Committee.

Cheong Am America—or John H.K.
Lee—$250,000. Like Kanchanalak and
others, Cheong Am America—or John
H.K. Lee—has disappeared. All of these
funds were returned by the Democratic
National Committee. Hsi Lai Buddhist
Temple, $166,750: This comes from a
temple where the residents take a vow
of poverty; $74,000 of the $166,750 was
returned by the DNC. All together,
that we know of, John Huang raised
$3.4 million, $1.6 million of which has
been returned by the Democratic Na-
tional Committee.

These are just a few of some of the
problems that I think the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee is going to
have to go into. I do not see how they
can avoid doing it. To give a picture of
some of the people who seem to be in-
volved in this, let me just highlight
some of the other individuals involved
in this affair.

We start with John Huang, former
top Lippo executive in the United
States, who had a $780,000 severance
package when he went to Congress. He
had multiple contacts while there with
Lippo.

The former Democratic National
Committee vice chairman raised more
than $3.4 million, $1.6 million was re-
turned, and he visited the White House
during this period more than 75 times.
C.J. Giroir, in the Lippo joint ventures,
former Rose Law Firm attorney, met
with James Riady, President Clinton,
and Lindsey on the Huang move to
DNC, and donated $25,000 to the DNC.
Mark Middleton, former White House
aide from Little Rock, met with James
Riady and President Clinton on that
occasion, Far East business interests,
had unlimited access to the White
House after his departure.

Charles Trie, Little Rock
restauranteur, received a $60,000 loan
from Lippo, and he arranged with the
former Lippo executive Antonio Pan to
get a Hong Kong dinner for Ron Brown.
Trie also attempted to give $600,000 to
the Clinton legal trust fund, and he vis-
ited the White House at least 37 times.

Mark Grobmyer, Little Rock attor-
ney, close friend of President Clinton,
consultant to Lippo, Far East business
interests, met with James Riady,
Huang and President Clinton. Soraya
Wiriadinata, daughter of Hashin Ning,
former Lippo executive, contributed
$450,000 to the DNC, and it was all re-
turned, according to the committee.
Soraya has gone back to Indonesia.

S. Wang Jun, Lippo joint ventures,
Chinese arms merchant, senior execu-
tive at CITIC and COSTIND, Chinese
Government entities, and attended a
White House conference. Webster Hub-
bell, former Associate Attorney Gen-
eral, received a $250,000 consulting fee
from Lippo—would not say why he got
that.

Charles DeQueljoe is the president of
Lippo Securities in Jakarta, gave
$70,000 to the Democratic National
Committee and was appointed to the
USTR office. Pauline Kanchanalak, a
Thai lobbyist who worked with Huang
when he was at Lippo, contributed
$253,000 to the DNC, and it was all re-
turned. She had frequent contacts with
Huang. She visited the White House at
least 26 times. And then we come back
to John Huang himself.

Now, all of these people are going to
have to be interviewed. We are going to
have to find out what the facts are
here. What was going on? Were there il-
legalities?

In that regard, these are key players
who have taken the fifth amendment:
John Huang, Charlie Trie, Pauline
Kanchanalak, Mark Middleton, and
Webster Hubbell. I do not see how any-
body on the other side of the floor can
argue that this set of hearings should
not go on, or that this would not take
almost every second of any commit-
tee’s time, and I am only talking about
one aspect of it. There are many other
aspects to this.

The key players who have left the
country—and we have not been given
reasons why they left the country—are
John H.K. Lee—gone. If he is going to
be interviewed, it is overseas. Charlie
Trie, gone, after taking the fifth. Pau-
line Kanchanalak, gone—as far as I
know, back in Thailand, after having
taken the fifth amendment. Arief and
Soraya Wiriadinata, gone. Charles
DeQueljoe, gone. And James and
Mochtar Riady, gone. They left the
country.

All this is a brief discussion of one
aspect of this. There are other aspects
of this, but this is a brief glimpse into
some of the serious allegations the
Government Oversight Committee will
have to look into. I emphasize the
point with which I opened, just that at
the core of this investigation is a vast
series of matters which must be looked
into. This will be one of the most im-
portant congressional investigations in
history. I hope it is not obstructed by
partisan tactics and politics. I hope
with all my heart it is not. I think the
American people expect as much.

When I found out over the weekend
that the FBI—and I did not know this
before—had notified seven Members of
Congress that they might be receiving
laundered funds from a foreign coun-
try, mainly China, I was kind of
shocked at that, because if they in-
formed those seven Members of Con-
gress, surely the FBI informed the
White House. I have been led to believe
by the FBI they informed the National
Security Council. That being the case,
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why are all these people having such
access to our White House under those
circumstances? As chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee, as chairman of the
committee that oversees the Justice
Department and the FBI, naturally, I
have to be concerned about it.

Now, in addition to all of this, there
are newer revelations coming out every
day. I challenge the Government Af-
fairs Committee to substantiate these
allegations, to look into them.

Let me just list some of the new rev-
elations about the campaign finance
scandals that were first reported after
the Governmental Affairs Committee
made a request of $6.5 million to inves-
tigate the scandal.

First, Deputy Chief of Staff Harold
Ickes made a telephone call from Air
Force One to warn of the wiring of the
money to the Democratic National
Committee and additional funds to
nonprofit organizations. There is some
indication they used Air Force One for
the purpose of raising funds. I hope
that is not the case.

Second, questions have been raised
concerning whether the White House
database was created for official—as
opposed to political—purposes, since it
contained individuals’ Social Security
numbers, nicknames, relations to the
First Family, pet political issues, and
sometimes a photograph.

Third, China may have sought to in-
fluence U.S. policy through the direc-
tion of foreign campaign contributions
to the Democratic National Committee
and actions taken at the Chinese em-
bassy. It has been disclosed that Huang
had contacts with the embassy while
he worked at Commerce.

Fourth, the NSC, National Security
Council, at the White House provided
the White House with warnings about
Johnny Chung, who has ties to the Chi-
nese Government, who was nonetheless
subsequently granted access to the
White House on numerous occasions,
even though they knew about those
ties.

Fifth, Huang approached two busi-
ness associates and offered to pay them
$45,000 if they would take $250,000 from
him and donate it in their own names
to the Democratic National Commit-
tee. That is illegal.

Sixth, the White House fired four
staff members whose salaries were
being paid by the Democratic National
Committee while they were working at
the White House. I don’t know whether
that has ever been done before, but it
should not be done.

There are other allegations, but let
me just mention a couple of other
things. The Democratic National Com-
mittee returned another $1.5 million in
illegal or questionable campaign funds
that have to be looked into. The FBI
warned, as I have said, seven Members
of Congress that the Chinese Govern-
ment was laundering money into the
United States’ election process. The
FBI warned the National Security
Council as well. We checked that
today. And I have to tell you, just this

one set of allegations could take more
than a year or two just to get into
them. It’s going to take overseas trav-
el; it’s going to be very difficult with
people taking the fifth amendment,
with people possibly hiding documents
and withholding them, and with just
this one problem burgeoning and get-
ting bigger every day.

So I commend the Rules Committee
and the majority leader for getting this
thing off dead center and providing the
money so the Governmental Affairs
Committee can look into these matters
and resolve them one way or the other.

I wish some of these things were not
true. I certainly don’t wish anyone any
harm. But, unfortunately, if you look
at the facts that I have just given to
you today, I think it’s very unlikely
that these matters are going to be
disproven. But I hope they can be.

It is going to be up to this Govern-
mental Affairs Committee to look into
it. I think that committee is very capa-
ble of doing this. The two leaders are
among the best in the Senate. I expect
them to do a terrific job. Senator
THOMPSON, in particular, has had ex-
tensive experience because of his expe-
rience in the Watergate investigation
and other investigations since then. He
is an excellent lawyer, one of the best
who has ever served in the Congress of
the United States. I don’t know any-
body who will be more fair and more
decent to the people who are being in-
vestigated. I think the same goes for
the distinguished Senator from Ohio,
Senator GLENN, for whom I have great
friendship and fondness, and who I
know will do an honest and decent job
here.

I don’t think we should get so caught
up in this context, in some of the is-
sues that are being raised collaterally.
I know the distinguished Senator from
Ohio is not raising campaign finance
reform to take the edge off of these is-
sues.

I don’t want to get into that today,
because I think that is irrelevant to
what needs to be looked into by the
Governmental Affairs Committee. Now
they are going to have a charter to pro-
ceed and, I think, a fair amount of
money to at least begin these inves-
tigations. Hopefully, these investiga-
tions can be completed within the time
allotted. But, if not, I think the Senate
is going to have to look at it and ex-
tend the time if this burgeons into
what many think it will.

With that, I thought some of these
matters were important to bring out
today in the beginning of this debate,
so people realize this isn’t just some
little erstwhile decision by the Rules
Committee; this is a very important,
well-thought-out resolution of what
has been a very difficult set of prob-
lems, which had a tendency to be
greatly politicized over the last few
weeks.

I commend the chairman of the Rules
Committee, the majority leader, and
the others who have worked so hard on
this important matter for the work
they have done.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished friend and colleague,
the senior Senator from Utah. Indeed,
he points out, really, the tip of the ice-
berg here, in terms of the scope of the
problem of all the issues that befall the
Senate of the United States. There is
plenty of work for everyone. I urge
that it be done in accordance with the
established rules and precedence of the
U.S. Senate as to the allocation and re-
sponsibilities among the several com-
mittees.

I certainly join in the Senator’s ob-
servation about the chairman of Gov-
ernmental Affairs, Senator THOMPSON,
and my good friend, the senior Senator
from Ohio. A note of irony here. The
two of us used to do a lot of the inves-
tigation for the Senate Armed Services
Committee a decade or so ago, and I
thought we did it rather well. By the
way, Mr. President, we didn’t have any
charter or much money, but we got the
job done and did it quite well, for the
wonderful men who preceded us on the
Armed Services Committee, Senators
Stennis, Tower, and Jackson. They
gave us special tasks and we followed
through.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,

with all due respect to my colleagues—
and I have a lot of respect for my col-
leagues on the other side—I think the
decision of the Rules Committee
doesn’t represent a step forward, it rep-
resents a great leap sideways.

The Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee had voted unanimously to have a
full inquiry. The inquiry certainly was
going to focus on illegalities, but also
on improprieties. That’s the way we
should proceed. The Rules Committee
has stripped down the scope. And for
people in the country who care fiercely
about our getting away from auctions
and back to elections, for people in the
country who care about our getting
away from what we have right now,
which is pseudo-democracy, with big
money dominating, back to authentic
democracy, what the Rules Committee
has done represents not a step forward,
but a great leap sideways. It is a great
leap sideways from an investigation
that has to take place.

Mr. President, I know that some-
times we don’t know what we don’t
want to know. But, quite frankly, I
don’t believe that this Congress is
going to be able to step sideways from
a full investigation into all of the ways
in which money has come to dominate
politics today in the United States of
America.

Mr. President, my colleague Senator
GLENN, at some point in his prepared
remarks, said something like: Even
what is legal quite often can be scan-
dalous when you are looking at all the
ways which money and politics inter-
act today, and it really undercuts the
whole idea of representative democ-
racy. He is absolutely correct. We all
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know that there are all sorts of exam-
ples of, No. 1, too much money being
spent in these campaigns; No. 2, too
much special interest access; we all
know all about that; No. 3, too much of
a money chase with Senators spending
way too much time, more than any of
us want to, raising money; No. 4, there-
fore, a system where regular people, or-
dinary citizens, which I do not use in a
pejorative sense but in a positive way,
don’t even think they can play the
game. That is what we are facing—
money determining who gets to run,
money determining who is considered a
viable candidate, money determining
the outcome of an election, money de-
termining what issues are on the agen-
da, money determining which people
are here lobbying every day and which
are left out, and money determining
the outcome. This really represents a
corruption. But I am not talking about
corruption as in the wrongdoing of in-
dividual officeholders. I am not here to
bash any colleague on either side of the
aisle. I am talking about a corruption
which is systemwide. It is systemic. It
is systemic corruption in the following
sense: Too few people with this system
we have right now, this rotten system
we have right now, have far too much
wealth, power, say, and access to
decisionmakers, and the vast majority
of people are left out of the loop. That
is what is going on in the country.

My colleagues want to narrow the
scope of inquiry. The Rules Committee
basically has made an end run around
the Governmental Affairs Committee.
The Governmental Affairs Committee
at one point in time had a unanimous
vote. What happened? What happened?
At one time the Governmental Affairs
Committee said we are going to be a re-
form committee, and we are going to
look at illegal behavior—by the way,
we should; I am not defending any of
it—and, in addition, we are going to
look at improper behavior, what is in-
appropriate, and if people have special-
color stamps for big contributors,
maybe that is not appropriate, and if
people take folks on trips and give
them access to Republicans and Demo-
crats based on their being big contribu-
tors, maybe that is not right. If people
have special meetings, special dinners
with special access to Senators because
they are big givers or heavy hitters or
well connected, maybe that is not
right. Or if there is evidence of people
being invited to help write legislation
because they are big givers, maybe
that is not right. Or if there is a meet-
ing with a business community or
labor community and one party or the
other says, ‘‘We noticed you have made
contributions to Members of the other
party, and you had better not do that
or you’re not going to have access to
us,’’ that is not right. The list goes on
and on.

What is legal is scandalous. This
whole system needs to be turned not
upside down—it is upside down right
now—but right side up. We need to get
the big money out of politics. We need

to get the big money out of politics.
Anybody who believes in free and open
elections, anybody who believes in po-
litical equality, anybody who believes
that each person in the United States
of America should count as one and no
more than one, should be genuinely
horrified with this system that we now
have.

Mr. President, I think—I hope I am
proven wrong—but I think the action
of the Rules Committee represents not
a step forward but a great leap side-
ways. I have my doubts as to whether
or not we are going to pass the reform
that gets the big money out of politics.
Given the scope now at least of Govern-
mental Affairs, they are not going to
be looking at soft money, they are not
going to be looking at independent ex-
penditure, they are not going to be
looking at what the New York Times
yesterday in their editorial called sys-
tematized influence peddling, which by
the way is a bipartisan invention. And
when we narrow the scope and don’t
look at all of the abuses —we can have
abuses; they may not be illegal but
they are abuses—it is arrogance. It is
what people in the country hate. It is
what destroys confidence on the part of
people in our political process. When
we don’t look at any of that, how con-
venient it will be. Because, if we do not
have a full inquiry into all of these
abuses, into all of this improper behav-
ior, into all of the ways in which le-
gally big money has come to dominate
politics, guess what? We don’t make
the case for reform.

My concern is as follows: I think if
we are not careful—on this point, even
though I am in sharp policy disagree-
ment with him, I think Senator WAR-
NER is the best when it comes to civil-
ity. I do not have any question about
him at all when it comes to civility.
But my concern is that we have to
really be careful so that what doesn’t
happen here—is that you have just got
people going after each other with ac-
cusations, throwing bombs at each
other, and all of the rest—is that we
don’t get down to what should be the
real business, which is when push
comes to shove there is plenty of blame
on all sides. I include myself as being a
part of the problem. I want to be part
of the solution. I have said, in my not
so humble opinion, that everybody in
public office should hate this system
and want to change it because when
you run for office you have to raise
money. I just finished running for of-
fice, and I raised money. You call peo-
ple. You call people to ask them to sup-
port you. We do that. You may be-
lieve—and I did believe and I do believe
—that the compelling necessity to
raise money in these campaigns, given
the current system, that it has never
once influenced any position you have
taken on any issue. You may believe
that. But I tell you something. It
doesn’t look that way to people. Even
if you are very honest—and I think my
colleagues are—it doesn’t look that
way to people. We have to change this
system.

My real concern—and we will have an
amendment or several amendments on
the floor of the Senate starting tomor-
row—is that what the Rules Committee
has done is not moving us forward, but,
as I say, it is a great step sideways. It
is a great step sideways from full in-
quiry. It is a great step sideways so the
Governmental Affairs Committee is
not really looking at all of the abuses.
It is a great step sideways in not look-
ing at the full range of problems and
not looking at all of the ways in which
money dominates politics. Therefore,
is it is a great step sideways from re-
form.

I mean, ultimately here is the litmus
test for all of us. Speeches can be
made. I am making this speech right
now on the floor. Words can be uttered.
But really the litmus test is, are you or
are you not, regardless of political
party, interested in change? Are you
interested in getting this big money
out of politics? Are you interested in
having these Senate races with less
money being spent? Are you interested
in elections as opposed to auctions?
Are you interested in reducing special
interests access to decisionmaking?
Are you interested in a system where
there is a level playing field for chal-
lengers? Yes, challengers who can chal-
lenge all of us who are incumbents
whether we are Democrats or Repub-
licans. I will tell you. I do not think
most people in the country think we
are interested in that. I do not think
most people in the country think we
are going to pass any significant re-
form. I think most people in the coun-
try think that this is as much of a de-
bate between ins and outs as Demo-
crats versus Republicans, and the ins
don’t want to change a system that is
really a great benefit to the ins; that is
to say, people who hold office.

I am telling you that I think all of us
are under a lot of scrutiny. And I think
we had better figure out a way that we
push through some significant reform,
and it had better not be cosmetic, it
had better not be one of these pieces of
legislation that has a great acronym, a
kind of made-for-Congress look; you
know, sounds great, but as a matter of
fact very little substance by way of
really changing this system. I do not
think we are heading in that direction.
I think the Rules Committee decision
takes us not forward, but again I think
it represents, if not a retreat, the best
I can say is it is a step sideways. That
is why we will have an amendment or
amendments on the floor demanding a
full inquiry.

By the way, Mr. President, in the de-
bates that I have been in, the argument
I usually have to do deal with is, ‘‘Well,
this is just some kind of convenient
strategy because you don’t want to
focus on the illegalities.’’ Of course, we
do. But there is nothing mutually ex-
clusive about saying get the facts
about illegalities, then there is a full
investigation and people are held ac-
countable, but also look at the abuses,
also look at the improprieties, also
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look at the reform issue, also go down
the path of changing the system for the
better.

Mr. President, that, I think, is the
missing piece. That will be our chal-
lenge on the floor of the Senate, and
that is the direction that we have to go
in.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to.
Mr. WARNER. I listened very care-

fully to the Senator’s remarks—indeed,
I thank him for his comments about
the Senator from Virginia. I have also
found the Senator from Minnesota to
have the same characteristics although
I disagree with him on a number of is-
sues.

As I listen to the Senator, it seems to
me the Senator has pretty well made
up his mind. The Senator has in mind
already a framework of ideas and con-
cepts that should be legislated by this
body, am I not correct?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
Senator is correct that I can see a
number of pieces of legislation, and I
am going to outline some of them in a
few moments, that I think would make
sense, but I also am interested in the
give-and-take with colleagues and fash-
ioning compromise if I think it rep-
resents a step forward.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that. But I think the Senator
is pretty well of a mind to let us get on
with the business. The Senator knows
what has to be done in exchange with
colleagues. Yet, the charter given by
the Rules Committee for the additional
funding, that sum of money on top of
the normal budget for Government Af-
fairs, goes to December 31. You are not
going to wait until December 31 to
hopefully get the legislation that you
have resolved to have one way or an-
other put on the floor, am I not cor-
rect? As a matter of fact, do I have rea-
son to believe that you would like to
see that legislation enacted before July
4 of this year?

Mr. WELLSTONE. The Senator from
Virginia is absolutely correct. I do
think—if I could finish.

Mr. WARNER. Go ahead.
Mr. WELLSTONE. There is an A and

a B part. A, I do not think people in the
United States of America need to be
convinced that there are huge prob-
lems, and I do not think they believe
we do not already know what many of
those problems are. It is not like all of
a sudden we have to get all sorts of
more and more investigation to know
what we can do. But I think the inves-
tigation can be helpful if you have a
full scope of inquiry. I think now where
we have gone with the Government Af-
fairs Committee is a step sideways, and
I think we should take action.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on this
issue I wish to engage my colleague.
Clearly, in this resolution we have
added additional money for the Rules
Committee. If the Senator will exam-
ine the document which I referred to

earlier, the authority and rules of the
Senate, you see in here the clearest of
jurisdiction given by the Senate over
decades to the Rules Committee to do
precisely this, the broadest type of au-
thority. You do not find in here, inci-
dentally, the same authority for Gov-
ernment Affairs. Why? Because they
are charged with investigating viola-
tions of law. They are not a committee
that originates legislation in this area.
That is for the Rules Committee.

So it is very clear to this Senator,
and I think other Senators will soon
recognize, that we are not sidestepping
any issue, I say to my friend and col-
league. We are simply adhering to the
traditional guidelines, precedents and
the written prescription for the com-
mittees of the Senate to perform their
duties. I would urge the Senator to
think about whether or not this is
sidestepping, or, rather, using the rules
and precedents of the Senate set forth
in this volume and elsewhere with
great clarity.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, to
respond to the question—and I believe
my colleague has asked a question—I
do not know any other way to say this
but to be straightforward and honest.
The proof will be in the pudding. But I
think once upon a time the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee under the
leadership of Senator THOMPSON was
going to look at illegalities; it was
going to look at improprieties; it was
going to be a full scope of inquiry, and
I think we were looking in the proper
direction.

With all due respect to my colleague,
whom I respect, I think the majority of
the Rules Committee is not interested
in reform. I think the Rules Committee
could very well be a burial ground for
reform. Now, if I am wrong, I am
pleased to be wrong. But right now, as
I think about some of the people who
are most active on the Rules Commit-
tee and some of the people I have heard
speak on this, certainly some of them
have made it crystal clear that they
are not interested in any reform at all.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I can
certainly answer just for this Senator.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes. And I am not
talking about the Senator from Vir-
ginia.

Mr. WARNER. I am in favor of re-
form, although I have not supported
McCain-Feingold because I find there
are serious questions as to whether the
majority of that bill can be upheld in
the Federal court system. That is my
concern. And my concern is it totally
ignores the very serious problem in
this Senator’s mind whereby labor
unions compel their membership to do-
nate by taking it out of their paycheck
before it even gets to the union family.

But anyway, I am not here to try to
raise all the red hot irons. I want to
keep, hopefully, this debate focused on
this volume which lays out the author-
ity of the several committees and the
fairness of the resolution in this Sen-
ator’s mind. I take umbrage, personal
and otherwise, at the Senator’s com-

ment—he wants to generalize—that the
Rules Committee is the burial ground
for campaign finance reform. Other
Senators can speak to their thoughts
on this. But certainly for this Senator,
I am very anxious to participate in re-
form. As I said earlier, I am working
with the distinguished majority whip
in trying to bring together a series of
concepts which will withstand Federal
court scrutiny, in our judgment, and
which will move forward in substantial
reform.

So I say to my friend, I have listened
very carefully to his comments, but I
do urge him to look at this volume,
which prescribes the duties of several
committees, and to reflect once again
on the fairness of the proposed resolu-
tion. We can move forward, Mr. Presi-
dent, with campaign finance reform ir-
respective of the timetable that is
given, whether it is to the Rules Com-
mittee or the Governmental Affairs
Committee. We can move forward. And
that is a judgment call of the 100 Sen-
ators to work on collectively under
their respective leaders.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Virginia yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I think I have the
floor.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair,
and I thank my colleague from Vir-
ginia. I say that I felt I was just ex-
pressing my honest opinion about what
I think is going to happen in the Rules
Committee. And my comment was not
aimed at my friend from Virginia.

Mr. President, I will say one more
time—and I will finish up because I see
my colleague from Mississippi is here
and I know my colleague from Mis-
sissippi is going to agree with every-
thing I am saying so I am anxious for
him to get the floor. But let me just
finish up. Two points.

One, I think it is problematical, I
think it is suspect, I think it is weav-
ing and bobbing and dancing around
and a big step sideways to have moved
the Government Affairs Committee
away from what should have been the
scope of the inquiry. We are going to
come out here to the floor with lan-
guage which is going to make it clear
that we are serious about reform. And
we know that what is key to reform is
an investigation not only of illegal-
ities—and you get into a definitional
battle over that—but also what is im-
proper, what is not appropriate. You
name it. And also all of the ways in
which money and politics have now
interacted in such a way as to severely
undercut the very idea of representa-
tive democracy and really undercut the
trust people have in our political proc-
ess. That is No. 1.

No. 2. I just think people in the coun-
try are scratching their heads and say-
ing, these folks in the Senate, they are
saying that they actually need a lot of
time to study all of these problems and
they do not want to make a commit-
ment to any date to bring up any piece
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of campaign reform legislation; permit
us to be a little skeptical. We have this
idea that politicians are pretty good at
delay, and they are pretty good at
sidestepping issues, and they are pretty
good at not getting down to the work;
permit us to be a little skeptical.

How much more do people need to
know about abuses, improprieties or il-
legalities in order to make some
change? Many of us, my colleague is
right, are pushing for some action.
Now, I am not arrogant enough to say
that one person has all the ideas about
what should be done, but I do get very
concerned about sidestepping here, nar-
rowing the scope of inquiry here, delay-
ing here and maybe, just maybe, at the
very end laboring mightily and produc-
ing a mouse—hardly any kind of re-
form. I want to tell you, if we do that,
people in the country should hold us
accountable.

I think that my colleagues, some col-
leagues, fail to make a distinction. I
could be wrong about this. But I am
coming to believe that every day there
is a headline about something new. I
think people read it and they just
quickly go on to other stories. I think
part of the reason is, unfortunately,
people’s expectations are not very
high, and that should trouble all of us.
But at the very core, what is inside of
people in this country, is we do not
like this system at all. We do not feel
as though we are well represented. We
feel ripped off and we want you to
change it.

I would say to my colleagues—yes,
we talked about McCain-Feingold. I
support McCain-Feingold. I worked
with both Senators from the word go. I
think it is an important, significant re-
form effort.

If I had my way I would go the
‘‘Maine option,’’ legislation which real-
ly gets the interested money and pri-
vate money out; a major overhaul of
the system. If not, Senator COCHRAN
and I had an opportunity to be at a
show last night and I said, ‘‘Look, I
will come to the floor with an amend-
ment just to prohibit soft money.’’ We
are going to take action. There are a
variety of different approaches and
there are other things that can be done
that represent reform. But I say to my
colleagues, ultimately it gets down to
this. We have to dramatically reduce
the amount of money that is spent. We
have to dramatically reduce the influ-
ence of interested dollars and special
interest access to decisionmakers. We
have to dramatically reduce this
money chase. And we have to move to-
ward something that approximates,
more or less, a level playing field so we
have competitive elections and so chal-
lengers have a chance against incum-
bents.

If we do not do that, we have not
done the job. I think people are going
to hold us to that standard. So we
might be debating kind of the process
we are going through to get to the end.
But we need to get there together at
the end.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield

for just one moment?
Mr. COCHRAN. I am happy to yield

to my distinguished chairman.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I think

the record should reflect our distin-
guished colleague, the senior Senator
from Kentucky, has just made a state-
ment with regard to his future. Other-
wise he would be here today, partici-
pating in this debate. Senator FORD re-
turned home to make a very important
statement regarding his future. I know
my colleague from Ohio has looked
over that statement in which he has in-
dicated that he no longer is going to
pursue a career in the U.S. Senate, but
is to return to greener fields. I just
thought we should put that in the
RECORD, as to his absence here today.

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator yield?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the

Senator yield?
Mr. COCHRAN. Yes. I want to praise

Senator FORD, too. But we set aside
this time for debate on the resolution.
We had 2 hours in morning business
and we will have additional morning
business time, I am sure, later. I hope
we could debate the resolution, but I
will be happy to yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. I thank my friend from
Mississippi. I just want to reinforce
what the Senator from Virginia just
said. Senator FORD, as ranking minor-
ity member on the Rules Committee,
would normally be on the floor, manag-
ing this bill. Since I had been ranking
minority member over at Govern-
mental Affairs, which is involved with
this very deeply, he asked me to take
his place here today. I should have
noted that at the beginning of the ses-
sion today, before I made my speech.

But he will be missed. I was sorry to
see my good friend, WENDELL FORD,
who came here the same time I did,
make a decision to not run again. I
know some of the pangs of going
through that decision, having gone
through those pangs myself just a
short time ago. And I am sure I will
want to say more tomorrow, but that is
the reason he is not here floor-manag-
ing the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
think we should make it clear at the
outset that those of us who are sup-
porting this resolution as reported by
the Rules Committee favor looking
very carefully at our current campaign
laws. The Federal Election Campaign
Act sets out some very strict rules and
guidelines and laws with respect to
how our Federal election campaigns
ought to be conducted. Some of us
agree that those laws can be improved
and are in favor of making changes.
For example, I think one of the clear
deficiencies in current law is the fail-

ure to require disclosure from all of
those who spend money in the Federal
election campaign process. There is no
law against participating. We like to
have full participation by all American
citizens, by all of those who are eligible
to vote in our country, and we need to
continue to examine the process to see
if we are doing a good enough job of
trying to get everybody’s involvement
in the process. So there are a lot of
things that we can do to improve the
system.

But I hope that our friends who are
urging immediate vote on a single pro-
posal, certainly ought to allow a full
debate to occur and a free exchange of
ideas. This Committee on Rules has
had a number of hearings under the
leadership of the distinguished Senator
from Virginia on this subject. And in
this resolution there is a provision that
further campaign reform issues will be
examined by the Rules Committee, in
the context of this resolution on this
investigation.

Having said that, I think we do need
to support, though, the passage of this
resolution now so investigation can
move forward. The Governmental Af-
fairs Committee is charged under this
resolution with responsibility of con-
ducting an investigation into illegal
activities surrounding the 1996 election
campaigns. We do not single out the
President’s reelection campaign. We
say the campaigns that were conducted
in 1996, the challenge of the Republican
candidate, the campaigns of all Mem-
bers of Congress, the campaigns of
those Senators who were up in the last
cycle—all are to be the subject of the
investigation by the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee into illegal activities.

Further, if any Senator is found to
have engaged in illegal activity, that is
to be directly referred to the Ethics
Committee for prompt attention and
review.

What are these facts that support and
are the basis for the resolution? I think
it is important for us to look at what
the facts are, to look at what the alle-
gations are, some of the charges that
have been made. One of the individuals
who was mentioned by the Senator
from Utah is John Huang. It is said by
reports that he raised more than $3.4
million for the Democratic National
Committee. Where did this money
come from? That is a fair question.
That is a very legitimate question, and
it ought to be answered by this inves-
tigation.

John Huang was given a security
clearance while he was still working
for a private enterprise, the Lippo
Group, and before he started to work at
the Department of Commerce. A legiti-
mate inquiry by this investigation
committee is: Why did he get a secu-
rity clearance before starting a job
with the Department of Commerce?
And he kept his security clearance,
even after he left the Department of
Commerce and went to work for the
Democratic National Committee. An-
other legitimate inquiry is: Why did
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someone who is a full-time fundraiser
for the Democratic National Commit-
tee need a security clearance? Or why
was he permitted to have a security
clearance?

During his tenure with the Com-
merce Department and at the Demo-
cratic National Committee, he had sev-
eral visits with officials of the Em-
bassy of the People’s Republic of
China. A legitimate inquiry: What were
the purposes of these visits? Which Chi-
nese officials at the Embassy did he
visit and why?

Another person who was mentioned
by Senator HATCH, as involved in the
reports and who was involved actively
in the election campaign of 1996, is
Johnny Chung. Johnny Chung is said
to have donated a total of $366,000 to
the Democratic National Committee. A
legitimate inquiry: Where did Chung
get this money? Another reported fact:
Johnny Chung visited the White House
more than 50 times, despite the fact
that the National Security Council
staff had issued a memo describing him
as a hustler, and warning officials at
the White House of that. Why did John-
ny Chung have such free access to the
White House? That is a legitimate in-
quiry. Who did he see when he went to
the White House on these occasions,
and for what purpose? One day, during
a radio address by the President of the
United States, Johnny Chung brought
six Chinese officials with him to be
spectators, and to witness the Presi-
dent’s radio address, 2 days after giving
a $50,000 check to a senior White House
official to pass on to the Democratic
National Committee.

Charlie Trie is another person who
has been mentioned today. Charlie Trie
was a fundraiser for the Democratic
National Committee and the Clinton’s
legal defense fund. He is said to have
raised more than $600,000. What were
the sources of these donations? What
did he expect in return, if anything?
Charlie Trie visited the White House
more than 23 times. Who did he see
when he was there? What were the pur-
poses of his visits? Charlie Trie ar-
ranged to have Wang Jun, a Chinese
arms dealer, attend a White House
event with the President.

These are legitimate subjects of in-
quiry into an investigation into pos-
sible illegal conduct in connection with
the 1996 Presidential election cam-
paign. It seems to me that these are
not only questionable activities that
raise questions about purposes of fund-
raising, but connections with a foreign
government which was very actively
involved in developing new trade rela-
tions with our country, in testing our
relationship with other countries in
that region of the world, and just this
past weekend there were new revela-
tions in connection with the fact that
the Chinese Government was said, by
our own Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, to be targeting Members of Con-
gress, to influence for the purpose of
enhancing China’s position with re-
spect to legislation and national policy
here in the United States.

The question that is legitimate for us
to undertake to answer in this inves-
tigation is what connection do these
associates of the Democratic National
Committee or the President—John
Huang, Charlie Trie, Johnny Chung,
and others—have with this effort by
the Chinese, if any? These are legiti-
mate inquiries.

Has there been a revelation or a dis-
cussion or a briefing at the White
House by the FBI on these same sub-
jects? And when did those briefings
occur? Before these people were given
free access to the White House? Or
later? Or when?

Did these activities on the part of the
Chinese Government become common
knowledge at the White House? If they
did, who knew about it? Somebody is
bound to have known about it. You
don’t have this kind of seemingly un-
limited access with high-level officials
in our administration without some-
body knowing why they were there.

What were their interests? One, of
course, was a Department of Commerce
official interested in trade, organizing
trade missions all around the country.
But not only that, Mr. President, let
me show you a chart, for the purpose of
information for Senators, reflecting in-
formation that may be close as a circle
of interest.

Here we have the three persons I was
talking about where there is clear evi-
dence of a lot of fundraising activity, a
lot of access with the White House and
with top officials in the administra-
tion, one working at the Department of
Commerce. This is John Huang, who
was former top U.S. Lippo executive.
Lippo is the Indonesian conglomerate
already described by Senator HATCH
and others. He was a top Democratic
National Committee fundraiser. He had
a top-secret security clearance at Com-
merce—even before, we have now
learned—and had almost unlimited
White House access.

Johnny Chung visited the White
House at least 50 times, brought sev-
eral Communist Party officials, Chi-
nese Government officials, to the
White House, and maintains business
relationships in China.

Charlie Trie, Little Rock res-
taurateur, has visited the White House
from 20 to 30 times; owns a home and
restaurant in Beijing.

All three participated in very produc-
tive fundraising activities for the
Democratic National Committee or the
President’s legal expense fund. Ap-
proximately $4.5 million was raised by
these three individuals for the Demo-
cratic National Committee. The Demo-
cratic National Committee said it is
returning $2.2 million of those con-
tributions. For the President’s legal
expense fund, Charlie Trie raised
$639,000, all now ruled by the lawyers as
returnable and should be returned.

Then look at this. These are interest-
ing connections as well. Does this form
a link, the link to China that gets the
foreign government involved in our
election process? It seems to me clear-

ly to indicate a reason to go forward
immediately with the passage of this
resolution and to go forward with this
investigation to find out what the facts
are. But here are what some of the alle-
gations are in the reported facts that
we can verify with an investigation.

Wang Jun, the foreign arms dealer
who was brought to the White House,
chairman of Poly Technologies, a Chi-
nese arms manufacturer. He is also
chairman of CITIC, which is the largest
state-run business in China. He visited
the White House on February 6, 1996, as
a guest of Charlie Trie.

Ng Lap Seng, a member of CPPCC.
This is the Chinese Government’s na-
tional advisory board. He has multiple
business interests in China, Hong
Kong, and Macao. He is partners with
Charlie Trie in San Kin Yip Inter-
national Trading Co.

And the Lippo Group, which was dis-
cussed in some detail by Senator
HATCH. Mochtar and James Riady are
the family members who have large in-
terests, if not controlling interests, in
the Lippo Group. Lippo has vast busi-
ness interests in China, business part-
ners with China Resources, a Chinese
Government-owned entity.

The CP Group, this is the largest for-
eign investor in China, $2 billion in-
vestment, 130 joint ventures. Chairman
Dhanin serves as economic adviser to
the Chinese Government. Dhanin vis-
ited with President Clinton in the
White House on June 18, 1996, arranged
by Pauline Kanchanalak through John
Huang.

The connections are with Huang,
Chung, and Trie with investors, leading
industrialists in China, in Indonesia,
all with Chinese ties, all with very big
stakes in the outcome of Government
policies here in the United States and
legislation here in the United States,
and, apparently, Members of Congress
were selected to be supported or en-
couraged or lobbied, or whatever hap-
pened, and we don’t know what hap-
pened. We don’t know if anything hap-
pened, but we need to find out what
steps were taken to try to influence de-
cisions in this Government by the for-
eign government.

The question about whether passing
a bill to reform campaign finance law
cures all that, of course, begs the ques-
tion. That is not the question, and it is
certainly not the answer. The question
is, What are the illegal activities that
are involved in these transactions, if
any? That is not only an appropriate
area for inquiry by this U.S. Senate, it
is mandatory, it is a duty, it is a man-
datory responsibility, it is a duty we
have.

So I urge my colleagues to adopt this
resolution. It is a product of an effort
to try to resolve differences that some
on the other side of the aisle have had
with the effort that we initiated in the
Governmental Affairs Committee to
put together a resolution to define
scope and a budget and a process.

But I have confidence, Mr. President,
in the chairman and the ranking
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Democratic member, Senator THOMP-
SON and Senator GLENN, who are to-
tally dedicated, in my view, to a fair
but full inquiry of the allegations that
are apparent and are begging to be in-
vestigated so that we can find out what
the facts are.

If laws need to be changed, we can
recommend changes in the law. If we
simply need to disclose whether people
are innocent of the charges that have
been made against them, that is an im-
portant part of the responsibility, too.
To clear those whose names may have
been tarnished by published reports
that we have seen in the newspapers
and heard in the broadcast media, that
is part of the obligation of this com-
mittee as well, which I think will be
taken very, very seriously.

So I am hopeful that the Senate will
approve the resolution, Mr. President. I
congratulate the chairman for his lead-
ership in this.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-

guished colleague.
We are particularly fortunate on the

Rules Committee to have a very sig-
nificant number of senior colleagues, of
which my good friend, the senior Sen-
ator from Mississippi, is one. And three
members of the Rules Committee,
three who voted for this resolution, are
also members of the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee. That, in my judg-
ment, is a very, very important aspect
of this debate. They looked at it from
both perspectives. They have counseled
this chairman as well as others on the
committee. I think that goes a long
way to say that this was a resolution
carefully crafted and thoughtfully ar-
rived at. I thank my dear friend.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio.
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise not

for a lengthy statement here, but just
to say that most of the remarks on the
other side of the aisle this afternoon
have been involved with ‘‘The China
Link,’’ as it is called on the diagram I
see on the other side right now, and
with the China connection, with Mr.
Huang, Mr. Chung, Mr. Trie, and what
may have happened.

I am not quite sure what relevance
all these things have to do with S. 39
that is before us on the floor now and
which we are debating. Because every-
one is agreed, everyone I know on the
Rules Committee, the Governmental
Affairs Committee, the White House,
the President, everybody is agreed that
some things went awry in this area.
And even the President has said, yes,
he wants to see this brought out. Let
us find out what happened. Let us cor-
rect it. Let us cure it and let us get on
with it.

I do not know whether our debate
here on the floor is going to take up
time pushing this idea that somehow,
or implying at least, that we are trying
to avoid some sort of discussion or the

President is trying to avoid some kind
of discussion on Huang, Trie, and oth-
ers, because I do not think that is the
case. I know the Justice Department,
as I understand it—and this is just
from news reports; I have not talked to
the people over there—but as I under-
stand it, they have 25 FBI agents as-
signed to investigate exactly this mat-
ter that we are talking about on the
floor this afternoon. So if we need to,
on the Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee, get into those areas because they
involve, obviously, allegations of ille-
gality, we will do so.

So I just want to make that com-
ment that we are united, I think, in
the Senate on both sides of the aisle
and down to Pennsylvania Avenue to
the White House on finding out what
happened with Mr. Huang, Mr. Chung,
and Mr. Trie, and bring that informa-
tion out so we can correct whatever
the situation was or get new legisla-
tion if that is needed to correct it. So
we are all committed to that. I yield
the floor.

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, it is im-

perative that the public have a full pic-
ture of the questionable campaign
fundraising practices which have risen
to the surface in such quantity. These
practices are not the sole domain of
one party. Both parties raise money in
comparable ways. Republican practices
as well as Democratic practices must
be investigated and made public. Oth-
erwise, there is going to be no con-
fidence and no credibility in this inves-
tigation. Unless we have an investiga-
tion into fundraising abuses by both
parties, the committee’s investiga-
tion—and here I am talking about the
Governmental Affairs Committee’s in-
vestigation—will turn into a partisan
squabble.

Both Democratic and Republican ac-
tivities at both ends of Pennsylvania
Avenue must be investigated, and then
let the chips fall where they may.
There must be a full and thorough in-
vestigation into the campaign finance
practices of the last election, and to
the extent practices of earlier elections
shed light on current practices or set
the context for our consideration of
current practices, the Governmental
Affairs Committee should include and
voted to include those election cycles
in our investigation as well. Whatever
we do in this investigation will also
hopefully contribute to the enactment
of campaign finance reform.

With those goals in mind, the mem-
bers of the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee met and together unanimously
decided on language relative to the
scope of this investigation. Members on
both sides of the aisle were satisfied
with the result and with the sense of
accomplishment that we felt. Senator
GLENN said just before the vote on the
scope resolution:

I think we have made really a lot of
progress in this regard. . . . I think this sets

down in language what we had talked about,
what you, Senator Thompson had indicated
you were for, what we were for.

And Senator LIEBERMAN described it
as ‘‘an extraordinarily positive piece of
work.’’

That agreed-upon scope in the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee was not
an expansion of Chairman THOMPSON’s
statement of scope which he made on
the Senate floor on January 28 when he
announced his plans for the commit-
tee’s investigation. It was the embodi-
ment, for all practical purposes, of
what Senator THOMPSON had described
in his floor statement. Senator THOMP-
SON said at that time:

The investigation that we are now under-
taking is neither a criminal investigation
nor a seminar on campaign finance reform,
although it involves elements of both.

And continuing, Senator THOMPSON
said:

Based on the information before us at this
time, it is an inquiry into illegal and im-
proper campaign finance activity in the 1996
Presidential campaign and related activi-
ties. . . . Now certainly our work will in-
clude any improper activities by Repub-
licans, Democrats or other political par-
tisans. . . . We are investigating activities
here, not political parties.

We had a disagreement over how
much the investigation would cost, but
we did not have a disagreement over
what the scope should be. We had a dis-
agreement over the length of the inves-
tigation. Democrats on the committee
thought we should have a goal for an
end date so that we could responsibly,
and in a reasonable amount of time, re-
port to the Senate on our findings and
conclusions. We thought, looking back
at previous investigations, that a year
would be appropriate. The congres-
sional investigation into Watergate
lasted just over a year. And we thought
an end date as well as the funding
could always be adjusted if the public
interest warranted an extension de-
pending upon the state of the evidence
at the time the agreed-upon end date
was reached.

We had also hoped for, and actually
expected, progress on working out bi-
partisan procedures for the conduct of
the investigation. The committee di-
rected the staff to work on an agree-
ment on procedures to ensure that
there was bipartisan access to wit-
nesses, documents and depositions.

So that’s where we were after the
last Governmental Affairs Committee
meeting. We had a unanimously
agreed-upon scope resolution, progress
on bipartisan procedures, and dif-
ferences over money and length of
time. How did we get to where we are
today? Well, this whole thing took a
dramatic detour to, and then a dra-
matic detour in, the Rules Committee.

Republican members of the Rules
Committee decided to narrow the
unanimously adopted scope of the com-
mittee investigation. Initially, some of
the Rules Committee wanted to leave
Congress out of the investigation alto-
gether. But they soon realized that
that would not pass muster with the
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media or with the American people. So
they concocted a formulation, some-
thing that made them look like they
were covering Congress but, in effect,
leaving out the most sensitive areas to
Members: soft money and independent
expenditures. Republicans raised much
more soft money than Democrats, and
outspent Democrats 10 to 1 in inde-
pendent expenditures.

The Rules Committee majority no
doubt thought that if they could get
the Senate to strike the word ‘‘im-
proper’’ from the Governmental Affairs
Committee jurisdiction and leave the
scope covering only illegal activity,
then they could deflect or avoid the
possible resulting pressure to pass cam-
paign finance reform. I have no doubt
that that was the goal of many mem-
bers of the Rules Committee—to de-
flect or avoid pressure to pass cam-
paign finance reform.

That pressure would come from the
bipartisan investigation in the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee not only
into what is illegal but into what
should be illegal, what is improper, to
what has an odor about it, to what is
excessive. That is what the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, on a bipar-
tisan basis, wanted to look at. Not just
as to what was illegal technically but
as to what we should consider as a leg-
islative body to make illegal.

Now, the Rules Committee decided to
put in language about referring allega-
tions of illegal conduct against Mem-
bers to the Ethics Committee and re-
ferred the issue of soft money and inde-
pendent expenditures, and those are
the 800-pound gorillas of campaign fi-
nance in the 1990’s. Soft money, inde-
pendent expenditures currently—the
legal portion of those activities—were
referred to the Rules Committee. But
it is the Rules Committee whose ma-
jority does not want the Governmental
Affairs Committee to have a full-blown
investigation in the first place.

Now, that is where we are. The Rules
Committee is proposing to this Senate
that a unanimously agreed upon reso-
lution of a standing committee of this
body to investigate improper activity
should not be permitted. Now, I do not
know whether this has been done be-
fore in the history of this body where
you have a committee with jurisdiction
which votes unanimously on an inves-
tigation, which is then denied that in-
vestigation by the Rules Committee.
Perhaps it has happened before, I do
not know. I have asked the Democratic
staff on the Rules Committee if they
know of any precedent for this. They
do not know of any.

We are not talking about reducing
the funding. Here we are talking about
limiting the scope of an investigation
within the jurisdiction of a standing
committee of this body, unanimously
voted upon by that standing commit-
tee. Now, anybody who has been follow-
ing this sad story will see through it
because I do not think, again—and I
will make this challenge to my dear
friend from Virginia, Senator WARNER,

and he is my dear friend; I will make
this challenge to him, because we
should know whether or not the Rules
Committee has ever in this way limited
the scope of an investigation unani-
mously voted on by a standing commit-
tee of this body.

We are not talking about limiting
the money. We are talking about say-
ing you may not investigate improper
activity. That is clearly within the ju-
risdiction of the Governmental Affairs
Committee. There is no doubt that the
Governmental Affairs Committee has
jurisdiction to look into improper ac-
tivities of the kind laid out in our full-
scope resolution.

By the way, I have no doubt that the
Rules Committee has jurisdiction to do
what it has decided it wants to do, as
well, that that jurisdiction is not ex-
clusive. The Governmental Affairs
Committee has the jurisdiction. There
is nothing improper about its jurisdic-
tion. For the Rules Committee to tell a
standing committee of this body you
may not look into improper activity
within your jurisdiction, I believe, is
unprecedented. If it has a precedent,
then it seems to me this body ought to
hear about it from the Rules Commit-
tee.

Again, to make clear what we are not
talking about, we are not talking
about reducing the funding, and we are
not talking about the question of
whether the Rules Committee has ju-
risdiction, as well, because clearly they
have both jurisdiction to reduce the
funds and to take up an issue them-
selves. What we are talking about is
something that is clearly within the
jurisdiction of the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee and unanimously
adopted by the Governmental Affairs
Committee.

Now, in setting aside the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee resolution,
the Rules Committee and the resolu-
tion before the Senate struck the very
key word ‘‘improper.’’ Here is what the
unanimously passed resolution of the
Governmental Affairs Committee said:

The [committee] shall conduct a Special
Investigation into illegal or improper fund-
raising and spending practices in the 1996
Federal election campaigns. . .

Here is what the Rules Committee
substitute says:

The additional funds authorized by this
section are for the sole purpose of conduct-
ing an investigation of illegal activities in
connection with 1996 Federal election cam-
paigns.’’

The key word missing from the Rules
Committee substitute is the word ‘‘im-
proper.’’

What they are restricting us to inves-
tigate on the Governmental Affairs
Committee is illegal activities. We are
barred from using these special funds—
and I emphasize it is these special
funds which are at issue—from inves-
tigating improper activities. If the
Rules Committee version of this reso-
lution passes, and I hope it will not,
the Senate would go on record as af-
firmatively denying an investigative

committee of the Senate from inves-
tigating improper campaign activities.
I think that is a precedent which this
body should reject on a bipartisan basis
because it puts us in the exact wrong
direction in terms of what this Nation
wants us to do, which is to both look at
illegal as well as improper practices.

Now, some people say, what about
the illegal practices which have been
alleged. My answer to that is we ought
to look at it even though that is usu-
ally left to prosecutorial bodies and
courts. We ought to look at illegal ac-
tivities. We should not shy away from
that—illegal activities by whomever.
But we surely should look as well at
improper activities, which activities,
at least arguably, should be made ille-
gal.

We are also doing something else in
addition to restricting us from looking
at the soft underbelly of campaign fi-
nancing, which is soft money, we are
also risking the very investigation of
the Governmental Affairs Committee,
because the legislative purpose, which
is to change the laws, is being put into
question by the restriction of the Rules
Committee. If we could only look at il-
legal activity, things already illegal,
and we cannot look at things which ar-
guably should be made illegal, then the
question of legislative purpose arises.
That is what the courts have ruled
must exist before subpoenas can be en-
forced.

A Federal district court in the Icardi
case said that:

The court does hold that if the committee
is not pursuing a bona fide legislative pur-
pose when it secures the testimony of any
witness, it is not acting as a ‘‘competent tri-
bunal’’ even though that very testimony be
relevant to a matter which could be the sub-
ject of a valid legislative investigation . . .

So the resolution that is proposed by
the Rules Committee substitute not
only strikes the key word ‘‘improper’’
that would give the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee the direct authority
to investigate practices that are now
legal but should be made illegal—be-
cause that is what the word improper
allows us to do. What the substitute
resolution of the Rules Committee does
is fails to include any reference what-
ever to a legislative purpose. In this
case, campaign finance reform. The si-
lence on this point is deafening, and I
am afraid the silence on this point, the
removal of the word ‘‘improper’’ is also
going to jeopardize the investigation
which is left into the jurisdiction of
the Governmental Affairs Committee.

Finally, I want to read one portion of
the committee report of the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee that sup-
ports the broader scope resolution
which had been unanimously adopted
by the Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee. This is what we said, Democrats,
Republicans, unanimously. Or this is
what the committee report, more accu-
rately, the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, says about the broad scope res-
olution:

The allegations that have been made are
very serious and go to the fundamental
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workings of our democratic government. The
faith of the people in their government and
in their system of government is at risk. Our
Constitution is premised on the fallibility of
human enterprises, including governments.
The founders of this Republic did not believe
that the errors of Government were self-cor-
recting. They knew that only constant ex-
amination of our shortcomings, and learning
from them, would enable representative gov-
ernment to survive. They believed, correctly,
that this process makes America stronger,
not weaker. We must have the same faith.

And then the committee report of the
Governmental Affairs Committee says
the following:

These allegations of improper activities
must be investigated. The committee in-
tends to investigate allegations of improper
activities by all, Republicans, Democrats, or
other political partisans. It will investigate
specific activities, not on the political party
against which the allegations are made.

The Senate, if it adopts the Rules
Committee resolution, will undermine
the solid, bipartisan work of the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee. A unani-
mously adopted resolution of that com-
mittee that has jurisdiction to inves-
tigate improper activities will be un-
dermined by, instead, a partisan reso-
lution of the Rules Committee, adopted
on a partisan vote, which narrows the
scope of the Governmental Affairs
Committee on the use of these special
funds.

So, again, while my friend from the
Rules Committee, the chairman, is
here, let me repeat one point. There is
no doubt that the Rules Committee has
jurisdiction to entertain the kind of
hearings that it is going to have. There
is no doubt that the Rules Committee
can reduce the funding that has been
provided. But I don’t know of—and I
welcome my friend correcting me if I
am wrong—a precedent where the
Rules Committee has told a committee
of jurisdiction in this body which
unanimously adopts a resolution to in-
vestigate an activity that it may not
do so with the funds that are appro-
priate or allocated. I know that we can
use other funds for that purpose. But
we are talking here about a special
funding resolution and a unanimously
adopted, bipartisan resolution of the
Governmental Affairs Committee to in-
vestigate something within its jurisdic-
tion. For the Rules Committee to re-
move the word ‘‘improper,’’ it seems to
me is unprecedented and unwise, given
the tremendous necessity to change
the way campaign financing is done in
this country.

I yield the floor and would be happy
to respond if my friend from Virginia,
the chairman of the Rules Committee,
desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. Since he came to
the Senate, I have valued his views
greatly and his friendship a good deal
more. Although we differ from time to
time, let us see if we can’t come to
some fundamental understanding here.
Has the Senator had an opportunity to
review the document, which I referred

to today, the ‘‘Authority of the Rules
of the Senate on Committees?’’ If not,
I urge that the Senator take a little
time to look through it. I read it as
saying very clearly, that the broadest
jurisdiction possible is in the Rules
Committee to look into the subject be-
fore us—namely, campaign finance re-
form, campaign finance violations, the
whole generic subject. It is silent with
respect to the Governmental Affairs
Committee. Most respectfully, it is si-
lent on that subject.

The distinguished Governmental Af-
fairs Committee is not a legislative
committee in the context of this sub-
ject. I wonder if the colleague will take
the microphone and we can have a col-
loquy. The first question is—you have
not had a chance, but you will look at
this?

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct, and we
would be happy to.

Mr. WARNER. Second, you agree
that Governmental Affairs is not a leg-
islative committee.

Mr. LEVIN. The investigative juris-
diction of the Governmental Affairs
Committee was the question I directed
to my friend.

Mr. WARNER. I want to take it step
by step. But as far as legislation, to the
extent that the Senate hopefully will
adopt legislation on campaign finance
reform and campaign finance viola-
tions, this Senator is going to—and has
and will continue to—work vigorously
toward that goal. At the current time,
the distinguished majority leader has
designated the majority whip to head a
task force on this side of the aisle, and
I am a part of that. I can assure we are
working diligently. So that’s the legis-
lative action.

The second point I wish to make is, I
don’t know of anything done by the
Rules Committee in this particular res-
olution, or in any other thing the Rules
Committee has done, which would
deter the Senate or forestall the Sen-
ate from taking up campaign finance
reform whenever the concurrence as to
the timing comes with the distin-
guished majority leader and the minor-
ity leader. That is traditionally the
function of those two leaders. That is a
subject that is being actively discussed
between the leaders. So nothing we
have done deters that. That is a sepa-
rate timing, a separate subject.

But we see when we pick up the pa-
pers, there is something new on this
subject every day. It is the most dis-
tressing period I have ever seen.

Mr. GLENN. Will my friend yield?
Mr. WARNER. Yes. This is a col-

loquy. Go ahead.
Mr. GLENN. I thank my friend. I

reply that the Governmental Affairs
Committee has more broad jurisdiction
on investigations than any committee
here. It doesn’t mean that we do those
things legislatively then, but we are a
committee that does investigations.
We have done broad investigations in
drug matters, for instance, and inves-
tigations and hearings regarding that.
Yet, we turn that legislation over, we

turn our information over to other peo-
ple to form the legislative background
they need to bring it here to the Sen-
ate.

We have conducted hearings on espio-
nage in the past, and we certainly
don’t have authority in those areas.
But we are given broad investigative
powers and staff and money to look
into these things as part of our regular
jurisdiction.

This committee was known through
the years as a committee that took on
organized crime. It was known back in
those days, originally, as the Truman
committee, PSI subcommittee that we
have, and the McClellan subcommittee.
We took on organized crime. But we
didn’t do the legislative matters, the
legislating that had to be done. We
turned the results over to other com-
mittees.

More recently, we have looked at
fraudulent health programs involving
the District of Columbia here and West
Virginia and, I believe, part of Vir-
ginia, also. We didn’t propose to do the
legislation in those areas. For many
years, I have personally been as in-
volved as anybody in the Senate on
matters regarding nuclear non-
proliferation. Yet, primarily, that was
not something we had to go ahead and
put legislation in on, although I did use
that to put legislation in many years
ago. We have had investigations on ter-
rorism, and it fell to other people to
have the legislation.

Mr. WARNER. I readily accede to all
this history, which is important. In-
deed the Senator has been on the com-
mittee for 22 years, has he not?

Mr. GLENN. I have indeed.
Mr. WARNER. I am just pointing out

that this resolution goes to the author-
ity to investigate until December 31. Is
the Senator suggesting that we are
going to wait in the Senate until De-
cember 31 to review a final proposal on
campaign finance reform? I hope not.

Mr. GLENN. I respond to my friend,
no.

Mr. WARNER. There is a clear sepa-
ration between the two trains that are
moving—your investigation, which is
important, and campaign finance re-
form, which, in my judgment, is equal-
ly as important. They are on different
tracks.

Mr. LEVIN. Can I ask a factual ques-
tion?

Mr. WARNER. The previous speaker
said this Rules Committee resolution
sidetracked campaign finance reform. I
took serious question with him on
that.

Mr. LEVIN. I think that is the likely
outcome. We will know that. Is my
friend from Virginia suggesting that
the Governmental Affairs Committee
does not have jurisdiction to inves-
tigate improper campaign activities?

Mr. WARNER. I didn’t say that, Mr.
President. The authority is very clear
with respect to the Rules Committee,
but it is less clear with Governmental
Affairs. If the Senator sees a passage
which I have missed—it is rather
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lengthy—but it is less clear, in my
judgment.

Mr. LEVIN. Just to clarify the col-
loquy, I heard my friend say the com-
mittee can use regular funding to look
into improper activity.

Mr. WARNER. That was my next
point.

Mr. LEVIN. Is there any doubt that
the committee has jurisdiction to look
into improper activities under its
broad jurisdiction—quoting the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee jurisdic-
tion—‘‘to have the duty to study the
efficiency, economy, and effectiveness
of all agencies and departments of Gov-
ernment, which would include the Fed-
eral Elections Committee.’’

My question of the Rules Committee
chair is, is there any question about
the jurisdiction of the Governmental
Affairs Committee to investigate the
propriety of campaign financing and
fundraising? Is there some doubt about
that?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are
coming to a very important point, and
I was going to raise that because I had
this in my hand at the time I yielded
for the colloquy with the Senator from
Ohio. Senate Resolution 54, the omni-
bus resolution of the Rules Committee
for all committees, under which $4.533
million was allocated to the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee—there is
nothing in here respecting exactly how
it will go about it. That is a matter
that is up to the collective wisdom of
the members of the committee under
the leadership of the very fine chair-
man, and, indeed, equally fine ranking
member. What the Rules Committee
decided is, if you wish to have addi-
tional funds, that is within the prov-
ince of the Rules Committee to say
that those funds will be for a specific
purpose, and that purpose being—we
know exactly what it is. But it would
seem to me that that action by the
Rules Committee, subject to whatever
the Senate does in working its will on
this resolution—however this resolu-
tion emerges—hopefully, in my judg-
ment, will emerge intact. There may be
a technical change here or there. That
should certainly be a precedent to the
members of the Governmental Affairs
Committee—a sort of guidepost as to
how collectively, exercising the major-
ity vote in this, the members should
expend all the funds, in my judgment.

Mr. LEVIN. The collective wisdom of
the Governmental Affairs Committee,
unanimously adopted, is that we
should look at both illegal and im-
proper activities. I do not think there
is a slightest doubt that both of those
are within the investigative jurisdic-
tion of the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee. And nothing my friend from
Virginia here today says anything to
the contrary. Both illegal and improper
activities are within the investigative
jurisdiction of the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee. And here we have a
Rules Committee on a partisan vote
saying to a committee of jurisdiction
that has jurisdiction to investigate

both illegal and improper activity:
‘‘Sorry. This additional funding can
only be used on what is already illegal.
You may not investigate activities
which maybe should be made illegal.’’ I
believe that is unprecedented. I am not
saying the Rules Committee cannot do
that. I am saying it is unprecedented. I
believe it is unwise for the Rules Com-
mittee to do that institutionally. More
importantly, I believe that the Nation
requires an investigation of both ille-
gal and improper, and that is what
with the bipartisan unanimous vote of
the Governmental Affairs Committee
was.

It is to me just the wrong message to
send to the country that we are not
going to let the investigative body look
into improper activities, particularly
involving soft money; independent ex-
penditures which are now for the most
part legal, not totally because there
are some questions of illegality. But
there are some. Most of the soft money
is probably legal. Most of the independ-
ent expenditures are probably legal.
But much of it deserves scrutiny and
investigation.

What the Rules Committee has done
is to deny—in a unanimous vote by the
Governmental Affairs Committee—use
of these additional funds to both look
at improper and illegal activity. And I
just hope the Senate as a whole will
not set this precedent.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, with
that I await the will of the Senate to
work on it. But I point out that there
is $4.53 million. There is no proscrip-
tion in there. But I would think that
however this resolution emerges it
should be a guidepost for the conduct
of the investigation of this committee.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I want

to compliment my colleague from Vir-
ginia, and echo some of the comments
that he has made. I happen to have the
distinction, as a couple of us do, to
serve on both committees. I serve on
the Rules Committee, and I serve on
the Governmental Affairs Committee. I
think the resolution that the Senator
from Virginia brought to the floor—
and I compliment him for it—says that
we should abide by the jurisdiction of
the committees. The Rules Committee
has jurisdiction over campaign finance
reform. It has had that jurisdiction for
years. One of the reasons I became in-
volved in the Rules Committee, one of
the reasons I participated in the com-
mittee, and one of the reasons I re-
quested time for participating, was be-
cause I am interested in campaign fi-
nance reform legislation, not just over-
sight on illegal activities. That is what
the Governmental Affairs Committee
investigates. That committee will be
investigating a lot of things that have
been discussed on the floor today and
tomorrow and probably will be inves-
tigating these matters for some time
this year, and rightfully so.

I believe I even heard the President
of the United States say that we should
investigate some of the alleged laun-
dering of foreign money to the Demo-
cratic National Committee. We should
investigate whether foreign nationals
have tried to influence American elec-
tions. I do think, however, that the
Rules Committee can work on cam-
paign reform and simultaneously have
hearings on legal activities dealing
with soft money and with independent
expenditures. I do not think that it is
appropriate that those hearings should
be mixed up with the hearings on ille-
gal activity.

Think about it. We are talking about
having people testify under oath and
perhaps, by subpoena. I know from
some of the subpoenas submitted by
the minority that appear to focus on
money spent by these groups—groups
such as the Christian Coalition, Right
to Life, the Sierra Club, the unions,
and so on. A lot of organizations raise
money and use that money to ‘‘educate
their voters.’’ Maybe they do a lot
more. Maybe they want to educate
every voter in America. Organized
labor put in millions of dollars in this
last election. I am on the Rules Com-
mittee and I hope that we have hear-
ings. I would say to the chairman of
the Rules Committee, have hearings on
soft money. What influence did it have
on independent expenditures?

I think it is perfectly proper for the
Rules Committee to investigate cam-
paign finance reform. We put in an
extra $450,000 in this resolution for the
Rules Committee to investigate ‘‘legal
but improper’’ activities. If somebody
deems a legal act to be improper, well
that is the eyes of the beholder. But
the Rules Committee, the committee
of jurisdiction, the committee that will
be charged with writing campaign fi-
nance reform, should be the committee
that is going to be trying to figure out
how you handle soft money.

For those who have not really looked
into campaign finance reform before, I
will tell you: There is not an easy an-
swer on soft money. Some people just
say ban it. Well, if you just automati-
cally say ban it, you probably have not
thought about it very much. You prob-
ably have not thought, ‘‘Wait a
minute. Are we going to tell an organi-
zation they can’t communicate their
views to members on legislation pend-
ing or on a Member’s vote on whether
they are for their side or against this
side?’’ I do not think we want to do
that. I think that can become an in-
fringement on the people’s rights of
free speech. I think it may very well be
declared unconstitutional. I really do
not have any interest in us passing leg-
islation just to have it to be declared
unconstitutional by the courts.

So my point is that issues concerning
independent expenditures and soft
money are not easily dealt with. I will
tell my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle that I would be happy to work
with others that have ideas. I think
there is a real imbalance in today’s
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electoral system. Under today’s laws,
individuals are limited donations of
$1,000. But you have unlimited expendi-
tures on soft money. So an individual
can only put in $1,000. But you might
have a wealthy person put in $10 mil-
lion to try to educate the populace on
a particular issue. Another example, as
the Senator from Virginia found out,
you might run against a very wealthy
candidate that might put in $12 million
or $15 million and just swamp the air-
waves. Yet, a Senator or another indi-
vidual, if they don’t have a lot of re-
sources, would be limited to $1,000 per
election, and $2,000 for a primary and
general election. There are some real
imbalances here and I would like to see
us work to correct those.

I think that is properly done in the
Rules Committee, not the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee. The Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee is not
going to be marking up the legislation
on this issue. When you are dealing
with the oversight on independent ex-
penditures, on soft money, on legal
campaign activity and the investiga-
tions, the Rules Committee should
lead. The investigations under the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee is where
we have the subpoena power. That is
where we are talking about trying to
uncover what has happened. We have
constitutional responsibilities within
this committee to exercise oversight
and find out if the laws have been bro-
ken. That is one of our responsibilities
on Government Affairs and we need to
do it.

I don’t think it would be fair to be
calling on people who have allegedly
broken the law, having them sworn in,
giving depositions under oath, making
statements before the Governmental
Affairs Committee, and then the next
week be calling in groups under the
same circumstances that were acting
legally under the current system. I
think they would be unfairly tainted
with the same broad brush of illegal ac-
tivity. I do not think that is right. I
think it would be a mistake.

So I compliment my colleague from
Virginia. I think he has designed a
good resolution, a resolution that we
can pass. It is a resolution that pro-
tects the jurisdictions of each commit-
tee. We actually have three commit-
tees involved. We have the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, which has
very broad jurisdiction.

My colleague from Michigan asked if
they can not investigate everything
else. The Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee basically has the authority
under its legislative authority to inves-
tigate almost anything related to Gov-
ernment. And so some people say, why
even bother trying to delineate what
they can investigate? They can inves-
tigate anything. However, I think what
we have come up with a solution to let
the Governmental Affairs Committee
investigate the illegalities of the last
election, whether it be congressional or
presidential. Let the Rules Committee
conduct hearings on campaign finance

reform and soft money and include
hearings on improper activities, if
there truly were improper activities.
Maybe we can come to a consensus on
how to handle soft money or independ-
ent expenditures. And if we find Mem-
bers who have violated the rules or the
laws, have those be referred to the Eth-
ics Committee.

Some people say that the Ethics
Committee is a chamber that no one
hears from. I have been in the Senate
now 17 years, and I can think of at
least 5 Senators who are not here pri-
marily as a result of the Ethics Com-
mittee. They do made a difference and
they changed people’s careers. They
caused people to retire. They caused
people not to run for reelection or they
caused expulsion from the Senate. So
the Ethics Committee does exercise its
responsibility.

I compliment my colleague from Vir-
ginia. I think the delineation and pro-
tection is important. Frankly, if I was
chairman of the Rules Committee, I
would guarantee you I would be down
here fighting for my committee’s juris-
diction. We do it all the time. The
Rules Committee does have jurisdic-
tion over campaign finance reform and
it should fight to protect that. It
should have any hearings on independ-
ent expenditures. And my colleagues, if
they want to get into it, I am all for it.
Have the hearings. But to me it is in
the right scenario. It is not putting
people under oath and subpoenaing
documents and making them submit to
the same procedures as when illegal ac-
tivities before a committee are under
consideration.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. NICKLES. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. WARNER. First, I as chairman
wish to give assurance of the Senator,
who is a member of the committee, and
other members, it has been the inten-
tion of the Rules Committee to con-
tinue as we did last year with extensive
hearings—six in total. We will continue
this year, and we will deal with those
issues relating to soft money and inde-
pendent expenditures. Somebody
thinks you can take a hand and remove
soft money but it is just all driven into
the independent expenditure. And then
you come straight to the first amend-
ment and an individual’s right to speak
and to spend, which the Supreme Court
of the United States has basically
equated under their interpretation of
the Constitution. Am I not right on
that?

Mr. NICKLES. I think the Senator is
correct. We may well have the debate
on this this week, just to answer my
colleague. We may well have the de-
bate on whether or not we will have a
constitutional amendment to limit the
first amendment as it pertains to
speech in campaigns. Some people ad-
vocate that. I do not happen to be one.
But again that is a fair debate and one
that we will probably have in the
Chamber.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
could continue with the question, and I
recognize two other Senators are seek-
ing recognition so I will be brief, but
several of our colleagues, and I respect
their views, have come during the
course of this very good debate this
afternoon on this issue and tried to in-
dicate in their judgment that this ac-
tion by the Rules Committee is a deter-
rent, stalling or in another way imped-
ing the progress of the Senate on the
generic subject of campaign finance re-
form, which we have been working on
now for some 2 years, and I do not
think this is in any way a deterrent. As
a matter of fact, the Governmental Af-
fairs committee is to go on until next
December.

It would be my hope and expectation
that the distinguished majority leader
and the Senator from Oklahoma in
consultation with the minority leader
would work on a schedule that is mutu-
ally agreeable. And I also wish to com-
mend the Senator for taking the lead-
ership in consultation with the major-
ity leader to have a specific task force
within our group that is now assessing
what can be done and what will with-
stand constitutional scrutiny of the
Federal courts to put a package to-
gether. It would be wrong to put a
package through here if we all knew,
many of us being lawyers, that it was
going to be struck down by the Federal
courts. But it is an easy thing to go out
amidst this public concern, rightful
concern about campaign finance re-
form, shovel the legislation out know-
ing that in a year’s time it will be
struck done by the courts. And that is
wrong.

So I wonder if the Senator would just
take a minute to describe the work of
the task force. We have now had three
meetings. In my judgment, we are
making progress and I hope that the
Senator shares that judgment.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank my colleague.
Let me just make a couple of com-
ments, Mr. President. One, we do have
a group that is currently working on
campaign finance reform. And to those
who are saying that this effort of hav-
ing the Rules Committee have jurisdic-
tion over campaign reform is a stall—
I think it is quite the opposite. I think
having the Rules Committee retain its
historical, legitimate jurisdiction over
campaign reform is the right thing to
do. I also think it is the best thing to
do if you want to have real campaign
reform, if you want to get something
passed.

Now, we can work simultaneously. I
believe the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee is going to be swamped. It has
numerous allegations to review. Alle-
gations have been made almost on a
daily basis for weeks and weeks now.
The list is very long. If you tack on to
that, an additional general oversight
on campaign reform, I think that bogs
down the process for, one, getting the
original investigation resolved and,
two, it bogs down campaign reform.

Now, I think by separating the two
oversight responsibilities by having
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hearings on campaign reform in the
Rules Committee, it will allow the
Rules Committee to consider those is-
sues and to go ahead and work on legis-
lation. We may have to do the legisla-
tion in a couple of pieces. Some people
are very adamant on passing campaign
reform legislation this year and they
think we can only do it in one piece. I
would urge my colleagues—and I see
my friend from Wisconsin here—who
are really interested in campaign re-
form to think of possibly what we can
do. What can we put together now that
has bipartisan support that we can
pass?

I can think of several things. Full
and immediate disclosure for soft
money, for independent expenditures
and for all hard money. There is a lot
of money under the table right now. We
do not have any idea, for example, how
much total money that organized labor
put into the campaigns. We do not have
any idea how much different groups
have put in. We could require imme-
diate disclosure, and I bet we could get
an overwhelming vote, even a unani-
mous vote, for immediate disclosure.

I think we can do some other things.
There are a lot of other good ideas but
I do not know that I should throw all of
them out because I am starting to ne-
gotiate on these with my Democrat
colleagues who want to make some real
reform. Maybe we could come up with
a consensus package now that includes
reform on individual and special inter-
est money. Some people advocate con-
fining money to being raised in their
State or district. I am for looking into
that. Let us negotiate and see if we
cannot put together a package by hav-
ing oversight in the Rules Committee
to include issues of independent ex-
penditures and soft money. Let us see
if we can come up with an agreement
on that. Maybe the hearings will evolve
to where we can come to a consensus
on these issues. Also, maybe at the
conclusion of the Governmental Affairs
Committee, we may find other statutes
that need to be changed.

Most of the things that we are look-
ing at investigating right now concern
statutes that are fairly clear. In some
cases, they have been ambiguous. I no-
ticed the statute in section 607, where
it says it shall be unlawful for any per-
son to solicit in a Government build-
ing. And the Vice President said he is
exempt from the law. I find that to be
a stretch. I do not see an exemption
there for the Vice President. But if he
is correct, maybe we need to change
the law.

And so maybe these hearings will
evolve and we will learn a little bit
more about what should be included in
our laws. I am happy to do that. But I
do not think the Rules Committee has
to wait on the Governmental Affairs
Committee to act. I am willing to act
earlier. I am very, very serious about
trying to work to see if we cannot
come up with bipartisan consensus leg-
islation. Once we have passed that, to
see if we can come up with those ele-

ments that we can agree upon such as
making sure, for example, that all con-
tributions for political campaigns are
voluntary. To me that is a fundamen-
tal right. We should have that in a
package.

So let us put together a package,
pass it and then if we determine be-
cause of the Governmental Affairs
Committee hearings or the Rules Com-
mittee hearings that we need to do fur-
ther work, we can address it and pass
that possibly later.

So again, I compliment my friend
from Virginia for his resolution. I am
hopeful that we will be able to pass it
soon. I am hopeful—I see my colleague
from Ohio—that we will be able to
work together in the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee in a bipartisan fashion
to get the facts out and to conclude. I
will tell my colleague I was one that
said let us try to wrap this up this
year. I do not want this thing going on
forever. So we will work towards that
end. I thank my colleagues, and I yield
the floor.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that

was a very interesting dissertation as
part of this debate by the distinguished
majority whip.

I would like to also note that the
former chairman of the Governmental
Affairs Committee, the senior Senator
from Alaska, participated throughout
the debate in the Rules Committee on
this issue. He, as well as anyone, un-
derstands that committee, the scope of
its jurisdiction, the wisdom of preserv-
ing the jurisdiction, and he voted sol-
idly with us on this matter. So we have
three members, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, the distinguished
Senator from Alaska, and the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi, who
spoke today in strong support of this
resolution.

So we are particularly fortunate that
we have three members of the other
committee that served on the Rules
Committee and who gave their unquali-
fied support for this resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I will not
make prolonged remarks this evening,
but I must reply to some of the things
that have been said here because the
implication, at least, has been that
somehow Governmental Affairs was
usurping jurisdiction or something,
and that Rules are protecting their
turf in making sure this jurisdiction
was not taken over by Governmental
Affairs. I think we need to briefly re-
view the bidding and how we got where
we are.

When all this matter of campaign fi-
nance reform first came up, there were
a number of committees in the Senate
that thought they had a piece of this
and wanted to have hearings or were
quoted in the paper as saying they
might look into it. We had Commerce,
Judiciary, Foreign Relations, the Rules

Committee, and Governmental Af-
fairs—all were involved. What was de-
cided in centering this in Govern-
mental Affairs was not a decision made
on the Democratic side at all. To con-
centrate this in the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee was a decision of the
Republican leadership, that they did
not want this strung out all over the
lot. And with Governmental Affairs
having the preeminent investigative
authority in the Senate, they would
concentrate everything there. The
newspaper reports, at least, indicated
that the leadership got the other com-
mittee chairmen to sign off with that
approach, and it was announced that
the Governmental Affairs Committee
was going to take the lead in this.

That was not a decision made on the
minority side. That was a decision
made and carried out on the majority
side. So there was no effort whatsoever
by anybody to take some jurisdiction
away from another committee.

Now, let us follow this through just
very briefly as to what happened. When
did the Rules Committee finally get in-
terested in this and decide it was in
their jurisdiction? Only after the fund-
ing request came from the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee and the
members on the Rules Committee, who
really do not want campaign finance
reform, blocked the funding, period,
not in an official committee meeting,
but in a meeting just of the Repub-
licans on that committee.

Why did they object to the funding
rules? Because they have an objection
to campaign finance reform. This got
into a real impasse, a real impasse with
Republican leadership. So, then it be-
came a deal cut to say we will water
down what Governmental Affairs is
going to do and we will let the Rules
Committee handle this, because we
have members opposed to campaign fi-
nance reform on the Rules Committee.

It has been pointed out that we have
members now on the Rules Committee
that are also on the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee, three crossovers,
three people with dual membership on
both committees, who voted on the
Rules Committee to do what this Sen-
ate Resolution 39 that we are debating
is supposed to do. But I would point
out, those are the same three members
who voted unanimously on the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, unani-
mously on the scope, unanimously on
what was to be looked into, unani-
mously there would be no-holds-barred,
unanimously we would look into soft
money, unanimously we would look
into legal, illegal, improper, what-
ever—wherever the track led us. That
is what they voted for on the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, and that is
the reason it went to the Rules Com-
mittee that way.

It was only after members of the
Rules Committee put this whole thing
into a quagmire of dissent and were
going to block any funding that this
so-called compromise arrangement—or
capitulation, I would term it—was
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worked out. And that is just exactly
how this thing developed.

So, all the talk here about how the
Rules Committee members voted this
so it must be right because they are
also on Governmental Affairs ignores
that they are the ones who voted
unanimously on Governmental Affairs
for the scope, for everything we wanted
to look into. We hoped we could work
out a goal. All of these things that
were voted out of committee only got
objections after it got over to the
Rules Committee where any funding
was stopped by the people who basi-
cally do not want any campaign fi-
nance reform.

I hate to be so blunt, but that is ex-
actly——

Mr. WARNER. Will my colleague
yield for a second?

Mr. GLENN. I will yield the floor.
Mr. WARNER. I think, if you are

going to have that rendition of facts,
you should also include that those
same members asked for $11-plus mil-
lion and no time limitation, which, if I
may with respect, you and your col-
leagues objected to. So that changed
the entire formula for those three
members.

Mr. GLENN. How did that change the
formula, changing the money?

Mr. WARNER. When you denied them
the fact they could go on without a
time limitation, and the amount of
money. My recollection is that you
were only going to grant $1.8 million.

Mr. GLENN. No, let me correct that,
because what happened on this was
that was a proposal from the Demo-
cratic side. It was voted down on Re-
publican side. And the $6.5 million was
voted out of committee to the Rules
Committee and the Democrats, who
had thought we could get by with a
much lower figure because every other
committee had, going into this inves-
tigation with the idea that you always
could come back and ask for money—
which was done in the case of Water-
gate, with five different allocations of
money. They voted out of committee
$6.5 million. That is what went to the
Rules Committee. So we had gotten
past that hurdle there. We were going
with $6.5 million over at Rules, and
that is when Republican members on
the Rules Committee objected to going
forward. That was not the Democratic
side. That is how we got to where we
are right now.

So I am sure we are going to have
more debate on this tomorrow, but I
just thought I better indicate here, this
was not Governmental Affairs trying
to usurp jurisdiction. That jurisdiction
was given to us by the Republican lead-
ership in trying to combine all of the
different committees that wanted this
investigation into one investigation,
under the prime investigative commit-
tee in the Senate, which is the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee. That was a
decision of the Republican leadership.
We had nothing to do with that on our
side of the aisle. It only came apart,
even after it was voted out of the Gov-

ernmental Affairs Committee unani-
mously, by all Republican members,
and got over to the Rules Committee
and ran into trouble with some who
want no campaign finance reform and
objected so strenuously that a deal had
to be cut to let them have some juris-
diction back on the Rules Committee
in the areas of soft money that they
are so afraid will be changed, and
brought it back over there where they
would have more of a chance to control
it.

We, then, on the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee, were charged with
looking into only illegalities. That is a
far narrower standard, when you get to
investigating matters. We had hoped to
have, and what the Republican mem-
bers on the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee had all voted for, was a broad
investigation, no-holds-barred, let’s set
the basis for campaign finance reform
for the future. That is basically what is
being denied now.

I yield the floor.
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I shall

yield momentarily to my distinguished
colleague after just one further fact.
The Rules Committee—we went back
and checked it again—noted that con-
cerning the request for funding from
the Governmental Affairs Committee,
which in the tradition of the Senate
both the chairman and the ranking
would sign, the distinguished ranking
member of the Governmental Affairs
did not sign the financial request for
$11-plus million that came to our com-
mittee.

So I think there are a few other facts
that should be brought to bear as we
look at this situation.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin.
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, it was

not too long ago, just last June, when
I joined the senior Senator from Ari-
zona and the senior Senator from Ten-
nessee, as well as the senior Senator
from Minnesota and other Senators, in
offering in this body the first biparti-
san campaign finance proposal in over
a decade. Although the legislation had
received unprecedented bipartisan sup-
port, including the backing of Presi-
dent Clinton and Ross Perot and Com-
mon Cause, 161 different editorial
boards nationwide and some 60 congres-
sional Democrats and Republicans, we
in this body did fail to invoke cloture
on that measure by 6 votes.

We have heard some interesting argu-
ments during the past summer about
this in the public debate, when we did
finally debate campaign finance reform
for just 2 days under a series of rules
that would not allow us to amend the
bill but would only allow us to have a
debate for 2 days and then vote imme-
diately on cloture.

That was the deal we had to accept,
just to have this issue heard in this
body and before the American people.

But we did so because we wanted a
chance to be heard.

We were told on that occasion by our
opponents, led by the junior Senator
from Kentucky, very clearly that he
believed there really wasn’t much of a
problem with our current campaign fi-
nance system. We were told that the
explosion in campaign spending that
we had seen in 1992 and, again, in the
1994 elections was not only not a cause
for alarm; we were told by some, led by
the senior Senator from Kentucky,
that this onslaught of campaign cash
was healthy for democracy. That is
what we were told, and it carried the
day, although a majority of this body
did vote to go forward. The status quo,
we were told, was democracy at its fin-
est, and more spending, more big
spending, would only make it better.

Of course, we heard the other side of
this debate from those of us who ada-
mantly are opposed to the status quo,
and at one point during the public de-
bate over this issue, I recall very clear-
ly hearing both the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. MCCAIN], and the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. THOMPSON], pre-
dict that the 1996 elections would
produce a large-scale scandal. They
predicted a scandal. I also remember
their stern warnings that it would be a
scandal of grand magnitude that would
eventually compel the Congress to pass
meaningful campaign finance reform.

Mr. President, based on what has
happened in the months that followed
that debate, what was right? Who was
right? Those who were proclaiming
that money in politics was a match
made in Heaven, or those who sug-
gested that money in politics was clos-
er to gasoline and matches?

I believe the debate we are having
today, and the endless headlines and
media reports of abuses by both sides
of the aisle in the last election, provide
a clear answer to that question. In
fact, the Senator from Kentucky and
others who opposed our effort last June
on the grounds that we needed more
campaign spending, not less, got ex-
actly what they wanted in the last
election. They got more spending all
right.

The 1996 elections set an all-time
record for campaign spending at $2.7
billion—$2.7 billion, Mr. President.
Now, was democracy strengthened, as
the Senator from Kentucky suggested
it would be? I don’t think so. Consider-
ing that the fewest percentage of
Americans went to the ballot in 72
years in that election, I would say that
we can lay to rest the theory that more
campaign spending increases participa-
tion in our political system and is
somehow good for democracy.

The resolution before us today pro-
vides about $4.3 million for the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee to conduct
an investigation into reported illegal-
ities stemming from just the 1996 elec-
tions. This includes abuses both in the
Presidential and congressional elec-
tions. The investigation, as we have
laid out here today, must conclude by
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December 31, and a report must be is-
sued by the committee within 1 month
after that date.

Ultimately, I certainly will support
this resolution, because I strongly be-
lieve these activities must be inves-
tigated on a bipartisan basis. That is
why I have also supported an appoint-
ment of an independent counsel to in-
vestigate both Republican and Demo-
cratic abuses in the 1996 elections. I am
aware that several of my colleagues
originally held to the position, as the
senior Senator from Ohio is pointing
out, that the committee should only
examine abuses in the Presidential
election, but in light of the recent rev-
elations about potential congressional
campaign finance abuses in the last
election, I commend the authors of this
resolution for their willingness to in-
vestigate wrongdoing at both ends of
Pennsylvania Avenue.

I am concerned, however, that this
resolution is confined to the 1996 elec-
tions. Just in the past few days, allega-
tions have come to light about the 1992
elections and potential wrongdoing by
the current Speaker of the other body,
as well as a former Vice President of
the United States. These 1992 allega-
tions are as serious, in my mind, as the
1996 allegations, and they warrant a
full investigation by the oversight
committees. The use of the White
House and the office of the Vice Presi-
dent for activities related to fundrais-
ing I don’t think was invented in 1996.
That is just my guess, but I am pretty
sure it was not invented in 1996.

Although it is imperfect, I will ulti-
mately support the underlying resolu-
tion to allow this investigation to go
forward and hope that the committee,
under the strong leadership of the Sen-
ators from Tennessee and Ohio, will
conduct a balanced and bipartisan in-
vestigation process.

But we have to recognize that these
investigations are only one small step
forward. We have to understand that
these abuses, on both sides of the aisle,
were an almost inevitable byproduct of
a campaign finance system that has
virtually no restraints on candidate or
party spending and no restraints what-
soever on the so-called soft money con-
tributions that seem to be at the focal
point of so many of these abuses.

These abuses, as the Senators from
Arizona and Tennessee predicted last
June, were simply inevitable. Yes, it is
illegal to raise campaign funds from
the White House or from a Senate of-
fice. Yes, it is illegal to accept cam-
paign contributions from nonresident
foreign nationals. Now, that is clear.
But let us talk about fundraising prac-
tices where the lines between what is
legal and illegal and what is ethical
and unethical become far more blurred.
This is very, very difficult to deter-
mine whether something is simply ille-
gal or legal.

For example, under current law, it is
viewed as legal for a corporation, a
labor union or a wealthy individual to
hand the President of the United

States or a U.S. Senator acting on be-
half of their political parties a check
for $400,000. As long as the check is
made out to the party and not the per-
son accepting or even soliciting the
check, it is widely viewed as legal. It is
called soft money, which is unlimited
campaign contributions from sources
which are normally restricted in their
contributing, based on the reforms that
were enacted some 20 years ago.

For example, corporations and labor
unions, which are strictly forbidden
from contributing directly to Federal
candidates, can contribute unlimited
sums of money to the national parties,
which then funnel these funds into var-
ious House and Senate races. Mr. Presi-
dent, I don’t think anyone in this body
is going to be able to fool the American
people on this. What this system is is a
giant money laundering operation, and
it is done openly. That is what it is. It
is a giant money laundering operation,
known as soft money.

It is also considered legal, appar-
ently, for elected officials to trade ac-
cess for huge campaign contributions.
That is probably on the legal side of
the ledger. Let me give you a couple of
examples.

In 1995, the Republican National
Committee promised $15,000 donors
four meetings a year with House and
Senate Republican leaders, as well as
participation in international trade
missions. That same year, the Demo-
cratic National Committee offered
$10,000 donors the opportunity to par-
ticipate in trade missions to Budapest,
Vienna, and Paris.

This system of exchanging access to
elected officials for large campaign
contributions was recently referred to
by a Member of this body as ‘‘the
American way,’’ that it is simply the
American way to do things this way.
Mr. President, if that is true, it is an
awfully sad day for America.

The abuses that have been uncovered
in recent elections are the symptoms,
not the disease. The disease is our
failed campaign finance system. No-
where is this more visible than with
the virtual explosion of so-called soft
money. In the 1992 elections, about $86
million was raised by the two national
parties in these so-called soft money
contributions. In 1994, that figure
jumped to over $100 million. And then
in the 1996 elections, soft money ex-
ploded, and the two parties accumu-
lated over $263 million in soft money
contributions. That, Mr. President, is
more than a 150 percent increase in
just 2 years.

When is this body going to stand up
and say that it should be illegal, clear-
ly illegal, for anyone, whether you are
from Jakarta or Janesville, WI, to
make a $400,000 contribution?

When is this body going to stand up
and say that we should reform a sys-
tem that reelects incumbents well over
90 percent of the time?

When is this body going to stand up
and say there is simply too much
money flowing through our campaign

system? And, yes, we do need—soon—
comprehensive bipartisan reform.

I just got here a little while ago, got
to the floor, and heard the arguments
of, yes, we are going to have the inves-
tigation and, yes, we are going to have
a vote on the constitutional amend-
ment on campaign finance reform. I am
hopeful no one will be fooled. That
combination of limited hearings that
have to do with only illegal conduct
and a vote on a constitutional amend-
ment that will lose is simply a way to
sweep this issue under the rug. That is
all it is. That is a deadly combination.
That would be the death of campaign
finance reform, to simply pretend that
a vote on a constitutional amendment,
with the barriers that are involved
there in a limited hearing, will some-
how take care of this problem.

Many of the people who are saying
that they are concerned and want to
work on this issue are the very ones
that voted last year to not even put
campaign finance reform on the agenda
of the 104th Congress. So we ought to
very carefully examine their claims
that the combination of a couple days
of debate on a constitutional amend-
ment and limited hearings will do the
job. If it can be accomplished, it will be
a very neat trick. And it worked in the
104th Congress, but it will not work in
the 105th Congress.

Mr. President, it will not be possible
to contain this issue. It will not be pos-
sible to just sweep it under the rug.

Mr. President, make no mistake, the
investigations and the issue of legislat-
ing campaign finance reform are auto-
matically and inextricably linked to
each other. Let me say, if these inves-
tigations are done right, it can help.

An investigation that shines a spot-
light on the darkest corners of our
campaign finance system can be a use-
ful endeavor so long as those who bene-
fit the most from our current campaign
finance rules are willing to turn the
spotlight on themselves.

Passage of this resolution, if done
right, is a first step. But I do not be-
lieve its passage will change one bit
the public’s perception that their Gov-
ernment and the elected leaders are for
sale.

The only way we can truly begin the
process of restoring the trust and faith
of the American people in their elected
officials is to pass meaningful, biparti-
san campaign finance reform. It is my
sincere hope that opportunity presents
itself in the coming months. And I look
forward to a thoughtful debate on the
issue as well as negotiations with re-
gard to the specifics.

So although I will support this reso-
lution, I will also support efforts to
strengthen it by explicitly broadening
its scope to include both legal and ille-
gal fundraising activities as well as in-
cluding the elections prior to 1996
where the seeds of much of this abuse
were planted.

Mr. President, what I just described
was the original scope of the hearings
approved by the Governmental Affairs



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2077March 10, 1997
Committee on a bipartisan, unanimous
vote of 16 to 0. And those who sup-
ported the narrowing of this scope owe
the American people an explanation of
why we are only going to examine
some of the abuses but not all of the
abuses.

In my view, many of the issues can
be investigated even under the wording
of the resolution before us. In other
words, I think it is going to be very dif-
ficult to simply make a legal ruling
that something was legal or illegal
without looking at the facts. And I do
think, however, though it would be
preferable to restore the specific lan-
guage regarding the detailed scope that
was originally outlined by the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee. Thank you,
Mr. President. I yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent.
Mr. President, I would like to ask my

distinguished colleague from Wisconsin
a question.

We reviewed your bill with great care
in the Rules Committee. You will re-
call that. I think you appeared before
the committee, am I not correct in
that?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I do
recall that.

Mr. WARNER. Essential to this
whole debate is the question of unions.
Yet my colleague from Wisconsin ex-
cluded that from consideration in his
bill.

What do you say as to why you pur-
posefully left an important part of re-
form out of your proposed legislation?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the
answer to the question is, the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia must be
talking about a different bill. This bill
bans soft money. The labor unions in
this country, I believe, spent $7 million
this year on soft money. That is wiped
out by the McCain-Feingold bill.

Second, this bill added last year, and
it has in this year’s version, significant
limitations on political action commit-
tees. I believe the unions in this coun-
try spent about $14 million on political
action committees.

Our bill says, if you want the benefit
of the voluntary limits within the bill,
you have to limit how much you get
from political action committees to
total to less than 20 percent of your
total campaign contributions.

It also takes down the amount that a
political action committee can give
from $5,000 to $1,000 to the individual
limit.

These are severe and real restrictions
which I can assure you that the labor
unions do not like. In fact, last year
there was a meeting of various labor
unions and business groups and wom-
en’s groups and others saying they
were very unhappy.

Finally, Mr. President, let me say, in
answer to the question, the Senator
from Arizona and I have said in the
past we are willing to look at other

provisions relating to this broader
issue as long as it is fair from the point
of view of looking at issues of cor-
porate giving, of share-holding money
and the giving activities of other orga-
nizations that use their members’ dues.
That is possible.

So we have two major limitations on
unions in the bill now. And we are will-
ing to discuss an evenhanded provision
that relates to other issues. It is sim-
ply not the case——

Mr. WARNER. If I——
Mr. FEINGOLD. Let me finish. It is

simply not the case, Mr. President,
that anyone has barred limitations
that affect unions in our bill.

Mr. WARNER. Do I understand that
on the question of dues, these are in
many instances deducted from the pay-
check. Am I not correct in that?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, that
is one of a variety of issues that has to
do with how unions operate. There are
issues of how corporations take money
from shareholders, profits to use on
campaigns. There are issues about how
the National Rifle Association, for ex-
ample, takes its members’ dues and
uses that for their activities. These are
issues that can be considered.

Now, I will agree with the Senator,
we have not put a provision relating to
all of this in our bill at this point be-
cause I think it is possible that if we
try to take all of that on, it could kill
campaign finance reform. It could
make it very difficult for us to ban soft
money and to put a voluntary limita-
tion system on Members of Congress
with incentives.

But the Senator from Arizona and I
have been very careful in saying every-
thing is potentially on the table, and
we want to negotiate. Nothing has been
stopped from being considered as this
bill comes forward.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I just
conclude by saying that over $35 mil-
lion was spent by the unions in the last
election, to the best of my knowledge.

I yield the floor.
Mr. FEINGOLD. A brief rejoinder on

that.
The Senator mentioned $35 million

spent by the unions in the last elec-
tion. As I illustrated in my remarks,
our bill certainly affects at least $20
million worth of spending that unions
did with regard to soft money and po-
litical action committees. And may I
just point out that the amount of
money spent by corporations and other
interests in this country, I think,
would simply dwarf the figures that are
being thrown out around here. That
has to be addressed as well.

I thank the chair.
Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio.
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, before I

introduce my amendment, I would like
to correct the statement I made in the
earlier debate.

The Democrats voted against the $6.5
million recommendation that came out
of the committee, but we were out-

voted on that at the end. We had fa-
vored the smaller amount and letting
the committee back for additional allo-
cations of money as were required later
on if paydirt was being hit, if the hear-
ings were being fruitful.

So, the original resolution to rules
went with a partisan vote on the
money, but not on the scope because
there was unanimous agreement on the
scope. And that is what now is largely
at issue here. So I just wanted to cor-
rect that so there would be no mis-
understanding on it.

AMENDMENT NO. 21

(Purpose: To clarify the scope of the
investigation, and for other purposes)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 21.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
On page 10, strike lines 17 through 20 and

insert the following:
‘‘(b) PURPOSE OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The additional funds au-

thorized by this section are for the sole pur-
pose of conducting an investigation into ille-
gal or improper fundraising and spending
practices in the 1996 Federal election cam-
paigns, including the following:

‘‘(A) Foreign contributions and the effect
of those contributions on the United States
political system.

‘‘(B) Conflicts of interest involving Federal
office holders and employees, and the misuse
of Government offices.

‘‘(C) Failure by Federal employees to
maintain and observe legal limitations relat-
ing to fundraising and official business.

‘‘(D) The independence of the Presidential
campaigns from the political activities pur-
sued for their benefit by outside individuals
or groups.

‘‘(E) The misuse of charitable and tax ex-
empt organizations in connection with polit-
ical or fundraising activities.

‘‘(F) Amounts given to or spent by a politi-
cal party for the purpose of influencing Fed-
eral elections generally that are not subject
to the limitations or reporting requirements
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) (commonly referred to
as ‘soft money’) and the effect of soft money
on the United States political system.

‘‘(G) Promises or grants of special access in
return for political contributions or favors.

‘‘(H) The effect of independent expendi-
tures (whether by corporations, labor unions,
or otherwise) upon the current Federal cam-
paign finance system, and the question as to
whether such expenditures are truly inde-
pendent.

‘‘(I) Contributions to and expenditures by
entities for the benefit or in the interest of
Federal officers.

‘‘(J) Practices described in subparagraphs
(A) through (I) that occurred in previous
Federal election campaigns to the extent
that those practices are similar or analo-
gous.

‘‘(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to limit the
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authority of the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs under the Senate Rules or
section 13(d) of this resolution.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into a period of morning business for
not to exceed 5 minutes for each Sen-
ator.

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

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business Friday, March 7, the
Federal debt stood at
$5,353,405,261,722.26.

One year ago, March 7, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,017,741,000,000.

Twenty-five years ago, March 7, 1972,
the Federal debt stood at
$427,832,000,000 which reflects a debt in-
crease of nearly $5 trillion
($4,925,573,261,722.26) during the past 25
years.
f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted on March 6, 1997:

By Mr. WARNER, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, with an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute:

S. Res. 39: An original resolution authoriz-
ing expenditures by the Committee on Gov-
ernment Affairs.

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment and with
a preamble:

S. Res. 56: A resolution designating March
25, 1997 as ‘‘Greek Independence Day: A Na-
tional Day of Celebration of Greek and
American Democracy.’’

S. Res. 60: A resolution to commend stu-
dents who have participated in the William
Randolph Hearst Foundation Senate Youth
Program between 1962 and 1997.

The following report of committee
was submitted on March 10, 1997:

By Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee
on Governmental Affairs:

Report to accompany the resolutions (S.
Res. 39) authorizing expenditures by the
Committee on Governmental Affairs (Rpt.
105–7).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and
Mr. DEWINE):

S. 412. A bill to provide for a national
standard to prohibit the operation of motor
vehicles by intoxicated individuals; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

By Mrs. HUTCHISON:
S. 413. A bill to amend the Food Stamp Act

of 1977 to require States to verify that pris-
oners are not receiving food stamps; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr.
LOTT, Mr. BREAUX, and Mr. GORTON):

S. 414. A bill to amend the Shipping Act of
1984 to encourage competition in inter-

national shipping and growth of United
States imports and exports, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, and Mr.
THOMAS):

S. 415. A bill to amend the medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to improve rural health services,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:
S. 416. A bill to amend the Energy Policy

and Conservation Act to extend the expira-
tion dates of existing authorities and en-
hance U.S. participation in the energy emer-
gency program of the International Energy
Agency; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

S. 417. A bill to extend energy conservation
programs under the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act through September 30, 2002; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. WARNER:
S. 418. A bill to close the Lorton Correc-

tional Complex, to prohibit the incarcer-
ation of individuals convicted of felonies
under the laws of the District of Columbia in
facilities of the District of Columbia Depart-
ment of Corrections, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. FORD:
S. Res. 62. An executive resolution express-

ing the sense of the Senate regarding a dec-
laration to resolution of ratification of the
Chemical Weapons Convention; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him-
self and Mr. DEWINE):

S. 412. A bill to provide for a national
standard to prohibit the operation of
motor vehicles by intoxicated individ-
uals; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

THE SAFE AND SOBER STREETS ACT

∑ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
introduce a bill that, if enacted, will go
a long way toward reducing the deadly
combination of drinking and driving. I
am proud to stand with Senator MIKE
DEWINE of Ohio in introducing this
bill. The Safe and Sober Streets Act of
1997 sets a national illegal blood alco-
hol content [BAC] limit of .08 percent
for drivers over 21 years of age. The bill
gives States that have a limit above .08
BAC, 3 years to adopt .08 laws. States
that fail to enact this limit will have a
percentage of their highway construc-
tion funds withheld.

Mr. President, drunk driving contin-
ues to be a national scourge that im-
poses tremendous suffering on the vic-
tims of drunk driving accidents and
their loved ones. In 1995, drunk driving
increased for the first time in a decade.
That year, 17,274 people were killed in
alcohol-related crashes. Every one of

those deaths could have been pre-
vented, had the driver decided to call
for a ride, handed the keys to a friend,
or did anything other than taking the
wheel.

Every 30 minutes someone in Amer-
ica—a mother, husband, child, grand-
child, brother, sister—dies in an alco-
hol-related crash. The numbers are in-
creasing. Our highways are turning
into death traps and our concrete clo-
ver leaves into killing fields.

Mr. President, we have made progress
over the past few decades in the fight
against drunk driving. In 1982, 53 per-
cent of motor vehicle fatalities in-
volved alcohol; today, alcohol-involved
motor vehicle crashes is 40.5 percent.
In 1984, I authored the bill that Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan signed into law to
increase the drinking age to 21. Since
1975, 21 drinking age laws have saved
roughly 15,700 lives. And, 2 years ago,
Congress passed and President Clinton
signed into law a zero tolerance bill
with sanctions, making it illegal for
drivers under 21 years of age to drive
with any amount of alcohol in their
system.

While that shows promise, we know
we must do more—17,274 lives lost is
17,274 too many. Instituting a national
standard for impaired driving at .08
BAC is the next logical step in the
fight against drunk driving.

There are those who ask why the
standard for impaired driving should be
.08 BAC. But I think the better ques-
tion is: why should the standard be as
high as .10? We know that any amount
of alcohol affects motor skills and driv-
ing behavior to some degree. A 1991
study by the Insurance Institute for
Highway Safety indicates that each .02
increase in the BAC of a driver with
nonzero BAC, nearly doubles the risk
of being in a fatal crash. This means
that the risk a driver faces begins
much earlier than when his or her
blood alcohol content is at .10 or .08,
after the first or second drink. In fact,
the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration [NHTSA] reports that
in single vehicle crashes, the relative
fatality risk of drivers with BAC’s of
.05 and .09 is over 11 times greater than
for drivers with a BAC of zero.

Mr. President, .08 BAC is not an in-
significant level. A 170 lb. male must
consume four and a half drinks in 1
hour on an empty stomach to reach .08
BAC. This is not social drinking. While
most States have .10 BAC as their legal
limit, it is actually at .08 BAC where
driving skills are seriously com-
promised. At that level, the vast ma-
jority of drivers are impaired when it
comes to critical driving tasks. Brak-
ing, steering, speed control, lane
changing, and divided attention are all
compromised at .08 BAC.

Thirteen States have .08 BAC limits,
and many industrialized countries have
.08 BAC limits or lower. Canada, Great
Britain, Austria, and Switzerland have
.08 BAC limits. France and The Nether-
lands have a .05 BAC limit. They adopt-
ed these laws because they know that
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