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meeting. The committee shall meet on that
day and hour. Immediately upon the filing of
the notice, the clerk of the committee shall
notify all members of the committee that
such special meeting will be held and inform
them of its date and hour. If the chairman of
any such committee is not present at any
regular, additional, or special meeting of the
committee, the ranking member of the ma-
jority party on the committee who is present
shall preside at that meeting.

That provision applies to the Budget
as to any other committee except the
Appropriations Committee. So in the
rules there is provision for members of
a committee, if the majority of the
members so wish, to insist upon and to
require and to have a meeting of the
committee.

Now, there are two problems with
this provision. One is that you have to
have a majority. We have a 50/50 break-
down. In other words, in the committee
we have 11–11. I haven’t tested the wa-
ters to see if someone on the Repub-
lican side—with, I assume a majority,
probably unanimous group of Senators
on my side—would join to insist that
we have a meeting of that committee,
the Budget Committee, to mark up the
bill. It might very well be that we
would get a majority. That is the first
problem.

The second problem is as big or big-
ger. Once the committee meets at the
request and insistence of a majority of
the committee, if the chairman is not
there, the ranking member—which
means of the same party—would act as
chairman. So far, so good. But the real
fly in the ointment would come in the
fact that that chairman can call the
meeting to order and put the com-
mittee out immediately. He has ful-
filled his—the request of the majority
of the committee. In other words, he
doesn’t have to sit there and have a
long hearing or meeting. He can just
call it to order and adjourn.

So why do I call that to the attention
of the Senate? Not as a possible—not to
indicate that there is a possible avenue
which would constitute a threat to the
chairman. I do not do that at all. But
just to remind Senators that it is
there.

When George Mallory, that great
Britisher, was asked why he wanted to
climb Mount Everest, he said ‘‘because
it’s there.’’ So, today, I have taken the
time to point out to my colleagues,
some of whom may have not read this
in quite a while, myself included—that
it is there.

Why is it there? It is there because it
needed to be there. Why did it need to
be there? Because there were some
chairmen in the Congress, both Houses,
who just refused to have their commit-
tees meet. And if the civil rights bills
or whatever were introduced, they
went to the committee. That was the
burying ground. They never came out
of that door.

So Congress said, and the people said,
and the press said: We have had
enough. We are going to require—we
are going to put something in here by
which a majority of the committee can

be sure that that committee does meet.
As I say, the chairman may gavel it in
and gavel it out, but he has to do this
before the people. Used to be these
things did not have to be out in the
sunlight, but you have to be in the sun-
shine now, so the people say. So if he
wants to gavel the committee in and
gavel it out, OK, he can do that. He is
elected for 2 years. Probably—it is un-
likely he will be expelled from the body
for doing that, but there comes a time
when he does have to stand before the
bar of the people. If he wants to be
high-handed, heavyhanded, or what-
ever, the people will make a judgment.

So that is why we have in the rules a
way to force a committee chairman to
meet. We are not talking about that
here, for Chairman DOMENICI; he is very
excellent about having hearings and so
on. But there is just a certain remnant
of the evil that existed when chairmen
could bottle up matters in their com-
mittees, not even have meetings.

We have been having meetings, but
we face a very serious matter of having
soon to be confronted with a budget
resolution which will not have been
marked up in the committee, and
which will have only details which will
have only been provided by the chair-
man.

I come to a close now just to say
again that all I say is meant to be
within the spirit of goodwill, but also
to indicate my concern about what is
happening in this Senate and the way
it is happening.

I thank the Chair and all Senators
who have been waiting.

Let me thank, again, my own chair-
man, the ranking member of the Budg-
et Committee, for the excellent work
he has done in that committee.

I made it clear at the beginning, may
I say to my ranking member, that I am
not here posing as top man on my com-
mittee. I couldn’t be, and I wouldn’t
want to be. The ranking member has
done a very good job.

But as a member of that committee,
and as one who has been around here
now for 49 years in this institution, I
am afraid something is going on that
gets to the root of this institution and
will hamper the representation of the
people by virtue of the fact that our
hands, figuratively speaking, are going
to be tied, and that we are, to an ex-
tent, being gagged to the point where
it is going to be done the chairman’s
way. The way it is going to be done, he
has been very forthright about and
very frank about. It is just going to
come to the Senate without the benefit
of amendment. That in my opinion is
not for the Senate or for the good of
the Nation. So, I respectfully ask my
chairman, Senator DOMENICI, let us fol-
low your own advice, let us use the 1993
Reconciliation Act as a role model and
have a markup.

I thank all Senators for listening. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The distinguished Senator from
Vermont is recognized.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
thank the senior Senator from West
Virginia for making us aware of the
situation which we are coming into. I
speak as a committee chairman who is
deeply concerned about the process and
how we are going to be meaningful in
our participation to handle some of the
very serious issues of this country. I
thank him very much for his help.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, I thank him, not for
what he said but I thank him for being
a Senator who is independent in his
thinking, who has the courage of his
own convictions, and who is unafraid
to state them. I thank him for his serv-
ice not only to his State and the people
who sent him here but also on behalf of
the Senators from other States who re-
spect that kind of integrity.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Senator.
f

SNOWE-JEFFORDS PROVISIONS
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise

today to more fully discuss the Snowe-
Jeffords provisions of the Bipartisan
Campaign Reform Act. Accountability
and transparency are two of the most
important principles in a democracy.
The Snowe-Jeffords provisions will
strengthen our campaign finance laws
and democracy by ensuring the finan-
cial sponsors of sham issue ads are ac-
countable to the voters through in-
creased disclosure.

I am concerned that the intent and
effect of these provisions have been dis-
torted by some of those who oppose
campaign finance reform. I am here
today to set the record straight.

I have been proud to work with my
good friend the senior Senator from
Maine to develop these provisions that
our citizens demand and that abide by
the First Amendment. Senator SNOWE
has shown great leadership and dedica-
tion in developing a legislative solu-
tion that will fully and fairly address
the proliferation of these sham issue
ads.

Let me begin with a discussion of
what the Snowe-Jeffords provisions
would do. First, they require disclosure
of certain information if an individual
spends more than 10,000 dollars in a
year on electioneering communications
which are run in the 30 days before a
primary, or 60 days before a general
election. Second, Snowe-Jeffords pro-
hibits the direct or indirect use of
union or corporate treasury monies to
fund electioneering communications
run during these time periods. For my
colleagues and those watching on C–
SPAN, an electioneering communica-
tion is any broadcast, cable, or sat-
ellite communication which references
a clearly identified federal candidate
within the time period explained
above.

Now let me explain what the Snowe-
Jeffords provisions will not do:

The Snowe-Jeffords provisions will
not prohibit groups like the National
Right to Life Committee or the Sierra
Club from disseminating electioneering
communications;
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It will not prohibit such groups from

accepting corporate or labor funds;
It will not require such groups to cre-

ate a PAC or another separate entity;
It will not bar or require disclosure

of communications by print media, di-
rect mail, or other non-broadcast
media;

It will not require the invasive dis-
closure of all donors, and

Finally, it will not affect the ability
of any organization to urge grassroots
contacts with lawmakers on upcoming
votes.

The last point bears repeating. The
Snowe-Jeffords provisions do not stop
the ability of any organization to urge
their members and the public through
grassroots communications to contact
their lawmakers on upcoming issues or
votes. That is one of the biggest distor-
tions of the Snowe-Jeffords provisions.
Any organization can, and should be
able to, use their grassroots commu-
nications to urge citizens to contact
their lawmakers. Under the Snowe-Jef-
fords provisions any organization still
can undertake this most important
task.

My colleagues may wonder what led
Senator SNOWE and I to work so hard
for the inclusion of these provisions in
the McCain-Feingold campaign finance
reform bill. Since the 1996 election
cycle we have both seen, and experi-
enced first hand, the explosion in the
amount of money spent on these so-
called issue ads. From the 135–150 mil-
lion dollars spent in 1996, spending on
these so-called issue ads has ballooned
to over 500 million dollars during the
last election cycle.

It is not the increase in the amount
spent on these so-called issue ads alone
that concerns us. Studies have shown
that in the final two months of an elec-
tion, 95 percent of television issue ads
mentioned a candidate, 94 percent
made a case for or against a candidate,
and finally 84 percent of these ads had
an attack component. Does anyone
think these statistics are just a coinci-
dence? An overwhelming majority of
the public recognizes this problem.
They see an ad identifying, 90 percent,
or showing a candidate, 83 percent, or
an ad being shown in the last few
weeks before an election, 66 percent, as
ads that are trying to influence their
vote for or against a particular can-
didate.

Some of my colleagues are of the
opinion that this increase in money
spent on sham issue ads is fine. They
believe that more money in the system
will better inform the electorate about
the candidates. Unfortunately, these
sham issue ads are corrupting our elec-
tion system and are not better inform-
ing the voters about the candidates.

The public can differentiate between
electioneering communications and
other types of communications done to
purely inform the public on an issue. A
recent study done by the Brigham
Young University Center for the Study
of Elections and Democracy shows this,
and the effect these ads are having on
the public.

As you can plainly see from this
chart, I have beside me the public
views electioneering communications
as trying to persuade them to vote
against a candidate. These ads—80 per-
cent—evoke as strong of a reaction in
the viewing public as the party adver-
tisements—81 percent—and are even
stronger than the candidate’s own
ads—67 percent. This chart also shows
that the public knows when it is view-
ing a pure issue ad as compared to the
other types of ads tested. Seventy per-
cent of the public recognizes that.

This next chart, chart No. 2, also
demonstrates how the public views
these ads, again showing what is the
real purpose behind these election-
eering communications. Here, like the
first chart, you can see that the public
is able to differentiate between ads run
to help or hurt a candidate versus a
pure issue ad meant to inform the pub-
lic. What is interesting, or frightening,
about this chart is that the election-
eering communications generate a
higher response from the viewing pub-
lic—86 percent—than even the can-
didate—82 percent—or party ads—84
percent.

My third chart shows the degree to
which the public felt an ad was in-
tended to influence their vote, with 1
being not at all and 7 being clearly in-
tended to influence their vote.

This chart again shows that the pub-
lic is able to differentiate between the
communications they receive. Like be-
fore, there is a stark difference in pub-
lic perception between those ads which
are seen as trying to influence a vote,
election issue ads, party ads, and can-
didate ads, versus those seen as por-
traying a purely informational pur-
pose, pure issue ads. The chart also
shows that the public views the intent
of these electioneering communica-
tions to be to influence their vote as
strongly as a party ad—6.3 to 6.3; about
even—and even more strongly—6.3 to
5.8—than the candidate’s own adver-
tisement. The chart also shows the
stark difference in the public’s mind
between the intent of electioneering
communications—6.3—and pure issue
ads—3.7.

While the public correctly perceives
that electioneering communications
are meant to influence their vote, the
public is confused about the origin of
these communications. As this chart
shows, chart No. 4, an overwhelming
majority—75 percent—of the public be-
lieve that these communications are
being paid for by the party or the can-
didate themselves. The voters deserve
to know who is trying to influence
their vote, and the Snowe-Jeffords pro-
visions will give them that informa-
tion.

My final chart, chart No. 5, shows
that the public craves the information
that the Snowe-Jeffords provisions
would provide them. Eighty percent of
the public believes that it is important
or very important that they know who
pays for or sponsors a political ad.

I ask our opponents, do they not be-
lieve that the public deserves to know

who is trying to influence their vote?
The public both wants and deserves
that information, and Senator SNOWE
and I provide it to them with our provi-
sions.

I think this is an incredibly impor-
tant part of the bill. I strongly urge all
of my patriots to study the Snowe-Jef-
fords provisions to make sure they
fully understand that all we are requir-
ing is disclosure. We want to make sure
people know from where the informa-
tion to influence them is coming.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed in morn-
ing business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for as much time as I
may consume in morning business.

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

f

THE ECONOMY OF OUR COUNTRY

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have
listened with some interest today to
some of the discussion on the floor of
the Senate, first about campaign fi-
nance reform, and then to Senator
Byrd, and others.

I come to the floor to talk about the
economic circumstances this country
finds itself in for the moment. I want
to visit about a number of issues that
relate to our economy.

Mr. President, I came across one of
my favorite books last evening while
going through a pile of old books that
had been stacked for some long while.
The book is written by a man named
Fulghum. Most people in this country
have read this book or seen the book.
It is entitled ‘‘All I Really Need to
Know I Learned in Kindergarten.’’ It is
a wonderful little book.

In ‘‘All I Really Need to Know I
Learned in Kindergarten,’’ he de-
scribes: ‘‘Put things back where you
got them.’’ ‘‘Don’t hurt others.’’ ‘‘Play
fair.’’ ‘‘Clean up your own mess.’’
‘‘Don’t hit people.’’ ‘‘Wash your
hands.’’ ‘‘Flush.’’

There is a whole list of things you
learned in kindergarten that represent
enduring truths throughout life.

I started thinking about this in the
context of the grappling that we do in
this country with our economy. We for-
get the most basic of things—almost
kindergarten-like lessons—about our
economy so very quickly.

Let me describe just a few of them.
We have been blessed, of course, with

a long period of economic expansion, a
period in which we have seen almost
unprecedented economic growth: new
jobs, better income, and more oppor-
tunity for most American families. The
stock market began to increase in
value and rolled to increasing new
heights. People felt good about the
stock market. They invested in the
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