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Treasury. The legislation makes the
Secretary of the Treasury a member of
this new board, recognizing the link be-
tween tax policy and tax administra-
tion. Additionally, the Secretary of the
Treasury would continue to have final
say over the IRS budget before it is
sent to Congress. Under this legisla-
tion, the board would send Congress a
copy of their budget at the same time
they send it to the Secretary, giving
Congress an independent view of how
much money to appropriate. In short,
our new structure will bring height-
ened accountability to the IRS and tax
administration.

Mr. President, the American people
know that the status quo is no longer
tolerable and that the IRS needs fixing;
$3.4 billion was wasted on a failed mod-
ernization project. IRS operations are
antiquated and outdated, and tax-
payers—close to 90 percent of whom
voluntarily pay their taxes—are gen-
erally, and unfairly, treated as if they
are guilty of something when they con-
tact the IRS.

The IRS’s problems are rooted in the
lack of strategic vision and focus,
measures that do not encourage em-
ployees to treat taxpayers well, oper-
ational units that do not communicate
with each other, and a systemic lack of
expertise and continuity in manage-
ment and governance. The legislation
Senator GRASSLEY and I will introduce
will put the IRS on the road to recov-
ery with a reasoned, comprehensive ap-
proach to fixing these problems. When
implemented into law, I am confident
the result will be: Restored public con-
fidence in the IRS; increased focus on
customer service; cohesive oversight
and governance; efficiency gains in IRS
operations; and innovative compliance
and customer service programs.

We hope for expedited action on our
legislation so that the American people
have the IRS they expect and deserve.
Our work to restructure the IRS will
g0 a long way toward restoring tax-
payers’ faith not only in our tax sys-
tem, but in our Government, as well.

Mr. President, again, I congratulate
and applaud and appreciate the dedi-
cated service and expertise and leader-
ship of the distinguished Senator from
Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Arizona such
time as he may require.

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

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, my col-
leagues and I have come to the floor
this morning to briefly discuss the
issue of campaign finance reform. It is
our hope that during the August recess,
discussions will progress and a plan de-
veloped to bring campaign finance re-
form before the Senate no later than
the end of September.
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Almost daily I have approached the
majority leader and told him that we
must move forward on campaign fi-
nance reform. The leader has been ex-
ceedingly gracious and shown much pa-
tience in listening to my missives. I
want to thank the majority leader for
his time and hope that soon, we can
come to an agreement for floor time to
debate campaign finance reform.

But I also understand that the leader
is under great pressure to move many
bills, and may feel constrained to com-
mit at this time. I understand that sit-
uation. The leader has to deal with the
wishes of 99 other Senators. However,
my colleagues and I feel compelled to
put the Senate on notice that the time
to act on this matter is rapidly expir-
ing.

We believe that we must begin the
debate on campaign finance reform no
later than the end of September, and
therefore, if we cannot come to some
agreement to bring the bill up free-
standing, with an up or down vote on
the bill itself, we will feel compelled to
bring the bill to the floor by offering it
as an amendment to some unrelated
measure.

This is not an approach we relish.
But we realize that we may have no
other choice.

Delay no longer serves any purpose.
Since before the last election, talk of
campaign finance reform has domi-
nated the American conversation. The
public has a right to have this issue de-
bated. Members have recognized this
fact, and as proof of that recognition,
have introduced over 70 campaign fi-
nance bills.

I recognize that many of those bills
have laudable features. I want to sit
down and work with the sponsors of
those bills. And I further recognize
that McCain-Feingold is far from per-
fect. As I have stated on numerous oc-
casions, we have only two fundamental
principles that are nonnegotiable:

First, we must seek to level the play-
ing field between challengers and in-
cumbents; and

Second, we must seek to lessen the
influence of money in elections.

All else is negotiable.

Some of our colleagues in the House
have begun discussing a scaled-down
version of McCain-Feingold. I welcome
those talks and want to state that if
that is what is necessary to change our
electoral system, then let’s move in
that direction.

Fundamentally changing the elec-
toral system in order to restore the
faith of the American people in our
Democratic Government is our goal.
We are open to compromise and nego-
tiation. But we must act soon. It is our
duty.

Last week the Economist published
an editorial entitled ‘“The Fear of For-
eign Cash.” Although the title is
slightly misleading, I would like to
quote from this editorial.

The answer, at least on the strength of the
hearings so far, is straightforward: foreign
money is worse only because it is not Amer-
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ican. And two meanings can be read into
that. One is xenophobia: that century-old
American fear of little yellow mercenary
men, scurrying round now at the behest of a
newly menacing power on the world stage.
And the second meaning is that foreign
money provides a convenient distraction.
While it is being comprehensively inves-
tigated, with CIA men parked behind screens
and giant blow-up charts of the destinations
of Mr. Huang’s telephone calls, politicians
can be left free to attend their dinners, go to
their fund-raisers, and continue in all the
ways they know best to let their consciences
and their legislative proposals be shaped,
like warm wax, by the promise of a cheque.

While Mr. Thompson’s hearings have been
getting into gear, in other parts of Congress
some 57 separate bills to reform campaign fi-
nance have been dying for lack of interest.
Should anyone really care how good clean
American money flows through the machine
of American democracy? Well, yes, gentle-
men: someone should.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this entire editorial be print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

THE FEAR OF FOREIGN CASH

For two drowsy weeks, Senator Fred
Thompson’s committee has been conducting
hearings into campaign-finance abuses dur-
ing America’s recent election. As a result,
Americans now know that there was a Chi-
nese plot to influence the 1996 campaign,
though not who masterminded it or how
wide it went. They know that John Huang,
who once worked for an Indonesian bank
with ties to the Chinese government, was
given a post at the Commerce Department
because he was such a good fund-raiser for
the Democrats; but they do not know quite
what use he made of his office and his fax
machine. They are aware that Bill Clinton
appreciated Mr. Huang and his fellow-fund-
raiser, Charlie Trie, at whose Chinese res-
taurant in Little Rock Mr. Clinton often
packed away the dim sum. But they are not
yet clear what orders, if any, came down
from the White House, beyond the sort that
could be filled in small aluminium trays.

The largest question to be answered, how-
ever, is a simpler one. It is this: why is for-
eign money, applied to elections, so much
worse than the American sort? When the
Democratic National Committee learned
that this money was ‘‘illegal, inappropriate
or suspect’’, officials instantly returned it,
as if it would corrode their hands. Yet how
much was involved here? A mere $2.8m, out
of $2 billion spent by both parties on cam-
paigning. Of that total, $250m was ‘‘soft”
money, subject to no limits, sent in by
unions and corporations for the nebulous
purpose of ‘‘party-building’’. Mr. Thompson’s
committee has undertaken to look into soft
money later; but, meanwhile, how much of it
has been returned as suspect? None, of
course.

PERILS, YELLOW AND OTHERWISE

Democrats and Republicans alike will in-
sist that the cases are not the same. Foreign
contributions are illegal for good reason:
outside powers may well be trying to weaken
America, steal its secrets, compromise its
security. Yet the supposed Chinese plot ap-
pears to have had nothing to do with na-
tional secrets, nor with persuading America
to treat it kindly over trade. China just
seems to have wanted to make friends in
high places, as all lobbyists do; and it may
well wonder why election money was so evil,
when American congressmen have happily,
and legally, availed themselves of $400,000-
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worth of free trips to China over the past 18
months.

Is democracy hurt by this? Possibly; but no
more than when a party or politician accepts
money from any source with an interest to
promote. Suppose that the Chinese govern-
ment gave money in the hope of winning
concessions in Asia-Pacific trade. Is this
worse than the trade distortions and higher
domestic prices already caused by years of
election contributions from America’s own
sugar and peanut farmers? Or perhaps China
thought an election contribution would en-
courage a blind eye to its abuses of human
rights. Is this worse than the contributions
that have won, for years, indulgent treat-
ment for America’s cigarette companies?

The answer, at least on the strength of the
hearings so far, is straightforward: foreign
money is worse only because it is not Amer-
ican. And two meanings can be read into
that. One is xenophobia: that century-old
American fear of little yellow mercenary
men, scurrying round now at the behest of a
newly menacing power on the world stage.
And the second meaning is that foreign
money provides a convenient distraction.
While it is being comprehensively inves-
tigated, with CIA men parked behind screens
and giant blow-up charts of the destinations
of Mr. Huang’s telephone calls, politicians
can be left free to attend their dinners, go to
their fund-raisers, and continue in all the
ways they know best to let their consciences
and their legislative proposals be shaped,
like warm wax, by the promise of a cheque.

While Mr. Thompson’s hearings have been
getting into gear, in other parts of Congress
some b7 separate bills to reform campaign fi-
nance have been dying for lack of interest.
Should anyone really care how good clean
American money flows through the machine
of American democracy? Well, yes, gentle-
men: someone should.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the
Economist is exactly right. ‘“Should
anyone really care how good clean
American money flows through the
machine of American democracy? Well,
yes, gentlemen, someone should.”

Yes, we should and must. And we will
have the opportunity to demonstrate
our understanding of this issue when
we return from recess.

Finally, I would like to thank my
friend, RUSS FEINGOLD, my friend Sen-
ator COLLINS, Senator CLELAND, and soO
many others who have been involved in
this issue and have made this a bipar-
tisan issue, and one that I think de-
serves the attention of the Senate, and
I think clearly deserves an answer for
the American people.

Mr. President, I thank my friend,
Senator FEINGOLD.

I yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COATS). The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I require.

Mr. President, it is truly a pleasure
to be here on the floor with my friend
and colleague and fellow campaign fi-
nance reformer from Arizona, the sen-
ior Senator, Mr. McCAIN, as well as our
other colleagues who join with us
today, including the junior Senator
from Maine, Senator COLLINS, and
shortly expected the senior Senator
from Michigan, Mr. LEVIN, and, of
course, my good friend, the junior Sen-
ator from Georgia, Mr. CLELAND.
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We are all among a group of 33 Mem-
bers of this body who have already co-
sponsored the McCain-Feingold legisla-
tion. As the Senator from Arizona said,
we are here today to announce that we
will be seeking consideration of bipar-
tisan campaign finance reform legisla-
tion during the month of September.

We will continue our discussions, as
the Senator from Arizona indicated,
with the majority leader. And I am
hopeful that we will be able to reach a
compromise that will allow us to have
an open public debate on this issue, and
allow all Senators the opportunity to
participate in offering amendments to
our proposal.

However, as the Senator from Ari-
zona has just indicated, if such an
agreement with the majority leader
cannot be reached, we are prepared to
use other legislative proposals as a ve-
hicle for campaign finance reform.
That is not our preference. But we are
committed to having a discussion of
this issue and making sure there are
votes on campaign finance reform dur-
ing the month of September.

We have said for some time now—and
the Senator from Arizona just reiter-
ated—that our bipartisan proposal is
far from perfect. We have repeatedly
told Senators on both sides of the aisle
that we are open to making changes for
modifications to this package. We do
have some fundamental issues, how-
ever, that we will not waiver on.

First, this proposal will ban soft
money. The days when corporations,
labor unions, and wealthy individuals
could make unlimited contributions to
the national parties will be over.

Second, the proposal must try to
level the playing field between incum-
bents and challengers. Currently, we
have a system that provides incumbent
Senators with a reelection rate of 90 to
95 percent and provides virtually no as-
sistance to legitimate challengers who
are essentially being shut out of the
democratic process.

We must provide an opportunity for
candidates, particularly underfunded
challengers taking on well-entrenched
incumbents, to run a competitive cam-
paign without having to raise and
spend millions of dollars.

Finally, Mr. President, whatever
package of reforms we consider and
whatever modifications we are willing
to make, those reforms must be bal-
anced and bipartisan.

I am pleased at this point, Mr. Presi-
dent, to insert into the RECORD a state-
ment today from the President of the
United States, William J. Clinton, with
regard to the campaign finance reform
legislation.

Mr. President, I would now like to
read from the President’s statement,
which he asked us to present as a part
of this presentation.

The President says:

In my State-of-the-Union Address, I called
on Congress to enact bipartisan campaign fi-
nance reform legislation. I said that delay
could be the death of reform, and urged Con-
gress to move forward quickly. I strongly
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support the decision by Senators McCain and
Feingold to bring campaign finance reform
legislation to the floor of Congress in Sep-
tember for a vote.

The problem with the role of money in
presidential and congressional elections are
plain. Since the campaign finance laws were
last overhauled two and a half decades ago,
the system has been overwhelmed by a flood
of campaign cash. Both political parties are
now engaged in an ever-escalating arms race
for campaign funds. The consequences for
our political system are clear; there is too
much money in politics, and it takes too
much time to raise.

To make sure that ordinary citizens have
the loudest voice in our democracy, we must
act to change the campaign finance laws.
This year, I have asked the FEC to ban so
called ‘‘soft money” to parties; I have asked
the Federal Communications Commission to
require broadcasters to provide free TV time
to candidates; and the Justice Department
has indicated it will defend spending limits
in the courts. But these steps, however im-
portant, are no substitute for legislation.
America needs—and the American people de-
mand—strong, comprehensive campaign fi-
nance reform legislation. As the new century
approaches, we have an opportunity and an
obligation to restore the trust of the Amer-
ican people in their politics—and this is our
chance to do it.

For years, the special interests and their
allies have blocked reform. This year, those
who seek to continue special interest influ-
ence as usual will filibuster again. But this
year, we have an opportunity to come to-
gether across party lines to act and pass re-
form that cleans up the campaign finance
system. September will be the time for mem-
bers of the Senate to stand up and be count-
ed for reform. I will do what I can to see to
it that 1997 is finally the year that it is
achieved.

Mr. President, we welcome the sup-
port and enthusiasm of the President
of the United States for our effort.

The Senators who are here on the
floor today have joined together across
party and ideological lines to produce a
compromise package that I like to
refer to as moderate, mutual disar-
mament.

We have already heard the top 10 ex-
cuses for why we can’t pass campaign
finance reform. And frankly, I am
amazed at some of the absurd argu-
ments we have heard from opponents of
reform.

We have been told, ridiculously
enough, that there is not enough
money flowing through our campaign
system. That argument, incidently, is
greeted with laughter every time I tell
my constituents in Wisconsin that
there are some folks in Washington
who actually believe we need more
money in our political system.

We have been told that our proposal
is somehow inconsistent with the first
amendment—a giant red herring given
that a number of the leading non-
partisan, first amendment scholars in
the country, including the nonpartisan
Congressional Research Service, have
all said otherwise.

We have been told that reform is not
possible without a constitutional
amendment, an argument all too famil-
iar to those of us who were told that we
could not have a balanced budget with-
out a constitutional amendment.
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We have been told that the Senate
does not have enough courage to pass
meaningful reform and that, once
again, we should delegate responsi-
bility to some sort of commission.

We have been told by some that this
bill goes too far, and interestingly, by
others that it does not go far enough.
Some might point to that as the work-
ing definition of a moderate proposal.

We have been told that the American
people do not care about this issue, de-
spite numerous public opinion polls
demonstrating 80 to 90 percent of the
American people in support of these re-
forms.

We have been told that this issue re-
quires further study, despite 29 sets of
hearings, 76 CRS reports and 522 dif-
ferent witnesses testifying on this
issue over the last decade.

We have been told that the out-
rageous fundraising practices that we
witnessed in the last election and
which have spawned congressional in-
vestigations, a Justice Department in-
vestigation, an FBI investigation, and
a CIA investigation, and have led to
charges of espionage, corruption and
undue influence were ‘‘a healthy sign
of a vibrant democracy.”

In short Mr. President, we have heard
more phony excuses than are heard by
a high school vice-principal’s office.

Fortunately, no one is buying these
excuses. Not the Senators who are
standing here on the floor today and
certainly not the American people.

I look forward to having a public dis-
cussion during the month of September
about the role of money in our political
system. And I look forward to working
with my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle in passing meaningful, bipartisan
campaign finance reform in 1997.

Mr. President, I want to conclude, as
the Senator from Arizona did, by just
mentioning the folks that are here on
the floor with us today. Obviously, I
have already talked about my great
feelings about working with Senator
McCCAIN on this, but I know that the
other three Senators we are going to
hear from—Senator COLLINS, Senator
LEVIN, and Senator CLELAND—who are
all members of the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee, are intimately aware
of what is wrong with our system. They
have taken the time to come down here
today to put forth a message, as Sen-
ator CLELAND has done so well at the
hearings. He has asked a number of
witnesses, ‘“Would these things have
happened had McCain-Feingold been
enacted?” The answer in every case
was, ‘‘No.”

So that is the challenge before us.

Mr. President, at this point I would
like to yield such time as she requires
to the Senator from Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, I am delighted to join
my colleagues, particularly Senator
McCAIN and Senator FEINGOLD, in an-
nouncing our intent to bring bipartisan
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campaign finance reform legislation to
a vote in September. At the State
level, Maine has led the Nation on this
issue, and the people of my State think
the time has come for Congress to step
up to the plate and enact meaningful
reform.

As a member of the Governmental
Affairs Committee, I have spent the
past month listening to testimony
about illegal campaign contributions.
It is not a pretty picture. In my open-
ing statement at the hearings, I ob-
served that our political system suffers
from a mania for money. If anything,
the hearings have demonstrated that I
underestimated just how intense that
mania is.

Mr. President, we should be embar-
rassed by how our political system is
viewed. Listen to the judgment ren-
dered by Johnny Chung, one of the in-
dividuals alleged to have laundered for-
eign political contributions. ‘I see the
White House is like a subway—you
have to put in coins to open the gates.”
What Mr. Chung did not say, because
he did not have to say it, is that the
vast majority of hard-working and hon-
est Americans do not have enough
coins to make the gates open.

This is not a partisan observation.
All of us in this Chamber—Republicans
and Democrats alike—should be embar-
rassed at the perception that the lead-
ers of the greatest Nation on earth are
accessible only to those with enough
coins.

Mr. President, we should be embar-
rassed that the American people are
convinced that we will never reform
the system, that we will never put the
integrity of our political system ahead
of our self-interests.

Some argue that the relative quiet of
the people means they are satisfied
with the status quo, but that is wrong.
In this case, silence sends a stronger
message of disapproval than the loud-
est shouts of protest. The message that
it sends is that people have given up on
us. Look at the reform efforts at the
State level, and you will see that it is
not that the voters do not believe in
campaign finance reform. It is that
they do not believe in the U.S. Senate.

We all know that if left untreated,
the disease that afflicts our political
system will only grow worse. With the
high cost of television ads, the money
frenzy can only grow. Indeed, the tele-
vision ad race has become the political
counterpart of the nuclear arms race
characterized by the same insecure
feeling that one can mnever have
enough.

None of us involved in this effort has
all of the answers. We recognize that
reforming our campaign finance laws
raises difficult issues of public policy
and thorny issues of constitutional
law. Our approach is not set in stone.
We are open to other ideas. We are
open to compromise, but we are not
open to letting the Senate duck this
issue. Like my colleagues, I look for-
ward to working with the leadership of
this body to bring this matter to a
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vote. We have an obligation to the
American people to ensure that such a
vote comes about, and we are deter-
mined to make that happen in Sep-
tember.

Mr. President, the American dream
has undergone some changes, not all of
which are for the better. We are now
living in a country in which any mil-
lionaire can dream of growing up to be
a United States Senator. That may be
an acceptable state of affairs during a
time of peace and prosperity, when the
Government does not need to call upon
the people of this Nation to make sac-
rifices. But the unhealthy mix between
money and politics may produce far
more worrisome consequences during
periods when America is tested. As
with all reforms, the time to make
them is before they are urgently need-
ed.

I look forward to a vigorous debate
and vote on this issue in September. 1
thank my colleagues for working with
me on this important issue.

I yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
extremely grateful for the work of Sen-
ator COLLINS on this issue.

I now yield to the Senator from
Michigan such time as he may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Wisconsin and con-
gratulate the great Senators from Ari-
zona and Wisconsin for their steadfast
leadership on this issue. It is a privi-
lege to join their cause and to join with
others, Senator COLLINS and Senator
CLELAND, in the Chamber this morning
to speak on behalf of this bill.

Mr. President, I have in my hand
here a copy of the current Federal cam-
paign finance law. It says that individ-
uals cannot contribute more than
$1,000 to any candidate or political
committee with respect to any election
for Federal office. It says corporations
and unions cannot contribute at all. In
Presidential campaigns you are sup-
posed to be financed with public funds.

That is the law on the books today.
So how is it that we hear about con-
tributions of hundreds of thousands of
dollars from individuals, corporations
and unions? Why do Presidents and
Presidential candidates spend long
hours fundraising for hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars? How is it possible, we
ask? We thought there was a law.

Well, there is, but in the race to com-
pete and win elections, candidates and
parties have found a way around the
law, and that way is what we refer to
as soft money. It is called soft money
as opposed to hard money, which is the
money regulated by the campaign fi-
nance laws, because soft money is easi-
er to raise. You can get $500,000, say,
from just one corporation or indi-
vidual. You do not have to go to 500 dif-
ferent people and raise $1,000 each as
you do with hard money. You can find
one person who is rich enough and will-
ing enough to pay a half-million dol-
lars or more and you can then accept
that contribution.
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There is another part in current law
which says that if you spend money in
an election in support of a candidate or
opposed to a candidate, you have to
spend only money that is raised the
hard way, following the limits. But
here is a TV ad, and there are dozens
like this one, and here we have a tran-
script of this TV ad, and anyone who
would see this ad would think that it
was opposed to a particular candidate.
But this ad was produced and aired not
with hard money, as the law requires,
but with soft money, and here it is. It
reads this way:

Who is Bill Yellowtail? He preaches family
values but he takes a swing at his wife.
Yellowtail’s explanation. He only slapped
her, but her nose was not broken. He talks
law and order but is himself a convicted
criminal. And though he talks about pro-
tecting children, Yellowtail failed to make
his own child support payments, then voted
against child support enforcement. Call Bill
Yellowtail and tell him you don’t approve of
his wrongful behavior.

Now, there is no doubt that that ad,
which was bought and paid for by an
organization called Citizens for Re-
form, was designed to defeat Bill
Yellowtail, but because it doesn’t use
any of the seven so-called magic
phrases like ‘‘vote against” or ‘‘de-
feat,” it is not governed by our cam-
paign finance laws.

Why? Because it is viewed as an issue
ad, at least up until now, and not a
candidate ad, and it can be paid for
with soft money. Now, nobody really
believes that fiction, but that is what
the law currently allows.

So, Mr. President, you have the vi-
cious combination under the current
campaign system and outside of the
control of our campaign finance laws of
contributions of hundreds of thousands
of dollars from one individual or cor-
poration funding campaign ads that go
directly for or against a particular can-
didate. The net result is that the ex-
ceptions to our campaign finance laws
have swallowed up the rules. Our cam-
paign finance laws are a sham and a
shambles. Now we face the daunting
task of trying to plug those loopholes,
to make the law whole again and in
making it whole to make it effective.

I am pleased to be here today to an-
nounce our intention, Mr. President, to
get the Senate, one way or another, to
take up the McCain-Feingold campaign
finance reform bill in September. We
are hopeful, of course, that we can
work out an agreement with the major-
ity leader to allow us to have an up-
down vote on the bill. But if that can-
not be arranged, we are committed to
getting this legislation before the Sen-
ate in spite of the absence of such an
agreement. It is not our preferred way
to approach this legislation, but it may
be the only way we can get it before
the Senate. I hope not, but it may
prove to be the only way.

Some will argue that we should first
complete the campaign fundraising in-
vestigation into the 1996 elections cur-
rently being conducted by the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee. But they
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know that we do not need more evi-
dence to prove this crime. And the cur-
rent state of our campaign finance sys-
tem is a crime. What is already unlaw-
ful, of course, must be prosecuted, but
too much of what is currently lawful
should be unlawful. The McCain-Fein-
gold bill is a comprehensive bipartisan
bill supported by over a majority of
this Senate. The President has said in
a letter read by Senator FEINGOLD that
he welcomes the opportunity to sign it.
There is strong support in the House of
Representatives. We are determined to
bring this bill to the floor of the Sen-
ate and to keep it before the Senate
until we get an up-down vote, and we
are determined to do that in Sep-
tember.

The Fourth of July was supposed to
be the date by which this legislation
was to be considered. This year July
comes in September, and we will act to
get this legislation considered in an up-
down vote by the Senate in September.

Again, I commend the leaders of this
effort. It is going to take great
strength and great energy to overcome
the opposition, but we are determined
to use our full energies to do just that.

I thank the Chair and I yield the
floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Pre-
siding Officer will advise the Senator
from Wisconsin he has 4 minutes and 40
seconds remaining on his time.

Mr. FEINGOLD. We are delighted to
have the persistence and expertise of
the Senator from Michigan on this ef-
fort.

I yield all but 30 seconds to my friend
from Georgia.

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, hear-
ing the discussion in this Chamber
today gets my juices flowing. I appre-
ciate the comments of everyone here.
It reminds me that back in my great
State of Georgia there is a little town
called Waycross that has adopted as its
mascot a little comic strip character
called Pogo. Pogo was a little possum
that lived on the edge of the Oke-
fenokee Swamp, and he was famous for
one statement, which is, “We have met
the enemy and he is us.”

There is no question, Mr. President,
that the enemy of campaign finance re-
form is us, and yet the friends of cam-
paign finance reform are us. We have to
resolve this issue. It is not going to be
left up to anyone else, any one other
body. We have to do it and no one else
is going to do it.

I am extremely pleased to join with
my distinguished colleagues from Ari-
zona and Wisconsin and Maine and
Michigan to discuss this critical issue
that I think is one of the most impor-
tant issues we face certainly this year.

Now, my friends, Senators MCCAIN
and FEINGOLD, have indicated we will
be voting on this issue in this Chamber
this September. I certainly hope so.
Three of us here also have the distinc-
tion, and I guess it is an honor, of serv-
ing on the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee which is investigating a series
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of illegal and improper activities in
connection with the Federal elections
of 1996. All three of us—myself, Senator
CoLLINS, and Senator LEVIN—are re-
cently veterans of the campaign fi-
nance wars, each of us having won elec-
tion or reelection in the 1996 elections.
I think that is one of the reasons why
we have a burning desire to change the
very system under which we ran.

While the Governmental Affairs
Committee has more work to do in un-
covering the full story of the 1996 elec-
tions, it is already abundantly clear
that the atrocious current system of
Federal campaign finance laws has
made our country vulnerable to efforts
by foreign as well as domestic sources
to improperly influence our electoral
process. As Georgia’s secretary of state
and certainly as a U.S. Senator, I have
been aware for a long time of the do-
mestic abuses of big money and special
interests, and that concern has helped
fuel my longstanding interest in sig-
nificant campaign finance reform.

Mr. President, these Governmental
Affairs proceedings have been an eye-
opener for me. They have indicated to
me the incredible vulnerability that
this country and our political system
experience in terms of foreign special
interests. As the preceding speakers
have indicated, we as a group are not
wedded to any one plan. We will be
working with other Senators to come
up with the best legislation we can pos-
sibly put together. But we will insist
that the final legislative language we
will support and force a vote on in Sep-
tember be truly bipartisan, must be
real reform and not a sham, and in my
view to constitute real reform at a
minimum we must reduce the role of
big money in our political process, help
level the playing field for less-financed
candidates and must ban soft money
altogether at the Federal level. One of
the unifying threads of the Govern-
mental Affairs investigation to date
has been the very concentration vir-
tually of all the fundraising abuses in
both parties in the realm of soft
money.

So I look forward to taking our case
back home to our constituents in Au-
gust and in forging a bipartisan com-
promise which does incorporate the
necessary elements of real reform. We
are not going to terminate our effort.
We intend to terminate these abuses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CLELAND. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues for an excellent
presentation this morning. We are very
much looking forward to September.

Let me include, because know var-
ious Senators have to go to Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, one last
anecdote. The chairman of the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, Senator
THOMPSON, the other day heard ref-
erence to the McCain-Feingold bill, and
he corrected it saying it’s actually
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been called the McCain-Feingold-
Thompson bill. I think that is a good
sign for the future of our legislation.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

———

MEASURE PLACED ON
CALENDAR—S. 1085

Mr. McCAIN. I understand there is a
bill at the desk that is due for its sec-
ond reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1085) to improve the management
of the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilder-
ness, and for other purposes.

Mr. McCAIN. I object to further pro-
ceedings on this matter at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will go to the calendar.

———

INTERNATIONAL DOLPHIN
CONSERVATION PROGRAM ACT

Mr. McCAIN. I now ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of S. 39 as under the con-
sent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 39) to amend the Marine Mammal
Protection Act of 1972 to support the Inter-
national Dolphin Conservation Program in
the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation, with an amendment to strike
all after the enacting clause and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES.

(a) SHORT TITLE—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘International Dolphin Conservation Pro-
gram Act’’.

(b) REFERENCES TO MARINE MAMMAL PROTEC-
TION ACT.—Ezxcept as otherwise expressly pro-
vided, whenever in this Act an amendment or
repeal is expressed in terms of an amendment to,
or repeal of, a section or other provision, the
reference shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Marine Mam-
mal Protection Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1361 et
seq.).

SEC. 2. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS.

(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act are—

(1) to give effect to the Declaration of Pan-
ama, signed October 4, 1995, by the Governments
of Belize, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador,
France, Honduras, Mexico, Panama, Spain, the
United States of America, Vanuatu, and Ven-
ezuela, including the establishment of the Inter-
national Dolphin Conservation Program, relat-
ing to the protection of dolphins and other spe-
cies, and the conservation and management of
tuna in the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean;

(2) to recognize that nations fishing for tuna
in the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean have
achieved significant reductions in dolphin mor-
tality associated with that fishery; and

(3) to eliminate the ban on imports of tuna
from those nations that are in compliance with
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the International Dolphin Conservation Pro-
gram.

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) the nations that fish for tuna in the east-
ern tropical Pacific Ocean have achieved sig-
nificant reductions in dolphin mortality associ-
ated with the purse seine fishery from hundreds
of thousands annually to fewer than 5,000 an-
nually;

(2) the provisions of the Marine Mammal Pro-
tection Act of 1972 that impose a ban on imports
from nations that fish for tuna in the eastern
tropical Pacific Ocean have served as an incen-
tive to reduce dolphin mortalities;

(3) tuna canners and processors of the United
States have led the canning and processing in-
dustry in promoting a dolphin-safe tuna market;
and

(4) 12 signatory nations to the Declaration of
Panama, including the United States, agreed
under that Declaration to require that the total
annual dolphin mortality in the purse seine
fishery for yellowfin tuna in the eastern tropical
Pacific Ocean not exceed 5,000 animals, with a
commitment and objective to progressively re-
duce dolphin mortality to a level approaching
zero through the setting of annual limits with
the goal of eliminating dolphin mortality.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

Section 3 (16 U.S.C. 1362) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraphs:

“(28) The term ‘International Dolphin Con-
servation Program’ means the international pro-
gram established by the agreement Signed in
LaJolla, California, in June, 1992, as formalized,
modified, and enhanced in accordance with the
Declaration of Panama, that requires—

“(A) that the total annual dolphin mortality
in the purse seine fishery for yellow fin tuna in
the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean shall not ex-
ceed 5,000 animals with a commitment and ob-
jective to progressively reduce dolphin mortality
to a level approaching zero through the setting
of annual limits;

““(B) the establishment of a per stock per year
dolphin mortality limit at a level between 0.2
percent and 0.1 percent of the minimum popu-
lation estimate to be in effect through calendar
year 2000;

“(C) the establishment of a per stock per year
dolphin mortality limit at a level less than or
equal to 0.1 percent of the minimum population
estimate beginning with the calendar year 2001;

‘(D) that if a dolphin mortality limit is ex-
ceeded under—

“(i1) subparagraph (A), all sets on dolphins
shall cease for the applicable fishing year;, and

““(ii) subparagraph (B) or (C), all sets on the
stocks covered under subparagraph (B) or (C)
and any mixed schools that contain any of
those stocks shall cease for the applicable fish-
ing year;

“(E) a scientific review and assessment to be
conducted in calendar year 1998 to—

‘(i) assess progress in meeting the objectives
set for calendar year 2000 under subparagraph
(B); and

“(ii) as appropriate, consider recommenda-
tions for meeting these objectives;

“(F) a scientific review and assessment to be
conducted in calendar year 2000—

‘(i) to review the stocks covered under sub-
paragraph (C); and

“(ii) as appropriate to consider recommenda-
tions to further the objectives set under that
subparagraph;

“(G) the establishment of a per vessel mazx-
imum annual dolphin mortality limit consistent
with the established per-year mortality limits, as
determined under subparagraphs (A) through
(C); and

““(H) the provision of a system of incentives to
vessel captains to continue to reduce dolphin
mortality, with the goal of eliminating dolphin
mortality.

“(29) The term ‘Declaration of Panama’
means the declaration signed in Panama City,
Republic of Panama, on October 4, 1995.”.

July 30, 1997

SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 1.

(a) Section 101(a)(2) (16 U.S.C. 1371(a)(2)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting after the first sentence ‘‘Such
authorizations may be granted under title II1
with respect to purse seine fishing for yellowfin
tuna in the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean, sub-
ject to regulations prescribed under that title by
the Secretary without regard to section 103’ be-
fore the period; and

(2) by striking the semicolon in the second
sentence and all that follows through ‘‘prac-
ticable’.

(b) Section 101(a)(2) (16 U.S.C. 1371(a)(2)) is
amended—

(1) by striking subparagraph (B) and inserting
the following:

‘““(B) in the case of yellowfin tuna harvested
with purse seine nets in the eastern tropical Pa-
cific Ocean, and products therefrom, to be ex-
ported to the United States, shall require that
the government of the exporting nation provide
documentary evidence that—

“(i)(I) the tuna or products therefrom were
not banned from importation under this para-
graph before the effective date of the Inter-
national Dolphin Conservation Program Act; or

‘“(11) the tuna or products therefrom were har-
vested after the effective date of the Inter-
national Dolphin Conservation Program Act by
vessels of a mnation which participates in the
International Dolphin Conservation Program,
and such harvesting nation is either a member
of the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commis-
sion or has initiated (and within 6 months
thereafter completed) all steps required of appli-
cant nations, in accordance with article V,
paragraph 3 of the Convention establishing the
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, to
become a member of that organization;

““(ii) such nation is meeting the obligations of
the International Dolphin Conservation Pro-
gram and the obligations of membership in the
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, in-
cluding all financial obligations; and

‘‘(iii) the total dolphin mortality limits, and
per stock per year dolphin mortality limits per-
mitted for that nation’s vessels under the Inter-
national Dolphin Conservation Program do not
exceed those levels determined for 1996, or in
any year thereafter, consistent with a commit-
ment and objective to progressively reduce dol-
phin mortality to a level approaching zero
through the setting of annual limits and the
goal of eliminating dolphin mortality, and re-
quirements of the International Dolphin Con-
servation Program; and’’

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D),
and (E) as subparagraphs (D), (E), and (F), re-
spectively;

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following:

“(C) the Secretary shall not accept such docu-
mentary evidence if—

‘(i) the government of the harvesting nation
does not provide directly or authorize the Inter-
American Tropical Tuna Commission to release
complete and accurate information to the Sec-
retary in a timely manner to allow determina-
tion of compliance with the International Dol-
phin Conservation Program; or

“(it) the government of the harvesting nation
does not provide directly or authorize the Inter-
American Tropical Tuna Commission to release
complete and accurate information to the Sec-
retary in a timely manner for the purposes of
tracking and verifying compliance with the min-
imum requirements established by the Secretary
in regulations promulgated under subsection (f)
of the Dolphin Protection Consumer Informa-
tion Act (16 U.S.C. 1385(f)); or

“(iti) after taking into comsideration this in-
formation, findings of the Inter-American Trop-
ical Tuna Commission, and any other relevant
information, including information that a na-
tion is consistently failing to take enforcement
actions on violations which diminish the effec-
tiveness of the International Dolphin Conserva-
tion Program, the Secretary, in consultation
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