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Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, just

today the Washington Times editorial-
ized, saying ‘‘Save the First Amend-
ment,’’ very strongly in opposition to
the Hollings amendment. I ask unani-
mous consent that this editorial be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Washington Times, Mar. 18, 1997]

SAVE THE FIRST AMENDMENT

‘‘The First Amendment denies government
the power to determine that spending to pro-
mote one’s political views is wasteful, exces-
sive or unwise.’’ So said the U.S. Supreme
Court in what some now refer to as its ‘‘infa-
mous’’ 1976 ruling in the landmark case
Buckly vs. Valeo. The high court’s decision
struck down as unconstitutional post-Water-
gate reforms restricting campaign expendi-
tures, and critics have been trying to get
around the decision ever since.

Today, the U.S. Senate is scheduled to
take up a proposed constitutional amend-
ment to override the ruling and, in effect, re-
form the reforms. South Carolina Sen. Er-
nest Hollings, the amendment’s chief backer
along with Pennsylvania Sen. Arlen Specter,
calls it the only ‘‘rational alternative’’ to a
system that awarded public office to the
highest bidder.’’ Among other things it
states Congress can set ‘‘reasonable’’ limits
on contributions to and expenditures by can-
didates for federal office. It gives states
similar powers to control state campaign
spending.

The proposed amendment is but the first
shot in a battle over campaign finance re-
form that gets hotter with each new story
about the golden handshakes Mr. Clinton got
from contributors during the last presi-
dential campaign. Still to come is the
McCain-Feingold bill to put ‘‘voluntary’’
limits on campaign contributions and an ef-
fort to provide for taxpayer financing of
campaigns or, as critics refer to the idea,
food stamps for politicians.

Arrayed against the Hollings amendment
is a formidable coalition of interest groups
ranging from the American Civil Liberties to
the National Rifle Association, who have lit-
tle in common other than the principle that
limiting contributions and expenditures will
restrict the right of their members to free
speech. These days, some speech costs a lot,
whether in the form of commercials,
mailings or bumper stickers. Cutting off
funds in this case inevitably means cutting
off your ability to disseminate your mes-
sage—free speech, in other words.

At the head of the coalition is Kentucky
Sen. Mitch McConnell, whom Ellen Miller of
Public Campaign calls the Darth Vader of
campaign-finance reform, so successful has
he been in blocking the proposed changes.
Mr. McConnell is an unapologetic defender of
the political debate that comes of campaign
spending. Indeed, he considers such spending
to be evidence of the robust debate
indispensible to the well-being of the coun-
try.

If such a position makes him the Darth
Vader of campaign reform, then here’s hop-
ing the force, so to speak, is with him. Cam-
paign spending is one measure of the power
government has to manipulate political and
economic ends to the benefit of one group or
another. If you want to limit spending, limit
the power and watch how quickly the fund-
raisers dissipate.

Short of that, there is a danger that tight-
ened regulations may tilt campaign laws to
benefit one group or other. If you limit soft-
money contributions to political parties, for
example, you may end up giving an edge to

organized labor, which favors candidates
with in-kind and off-the-books contributions
in the form of get-out-the-vote drives and
phone banks.

There are also free-speech concerns with
government campaign financing. Why should
taxpayers have to see their hard-earned dol-
lars go to support candidates with whom
they disagree?

Does the current system really favor those
candidates with deep pockets? Ask Oliver
North, Michael Huffington and Steve Forbes,
all of whom raised and spent huge sums of
money, in some cases their own, without
winning office.

The best kind of reform, long advocated
here, would drop spending limits and in-
crease disclosure. As University of Virginia
professor Larry Sabato has put it, ‘‘Let a
well-informed marketplace, rather than a
committee of federal bureaucrats, be the
judge of whether someone has accepted too
much money from a particular interest
group or spent too much to win an election.
Reformers who object to money in politics
would lose little under such a scheme, since
the current system—itself a product of re-
form—has already utterly failed to inhibit
special-interest influence.’’

Congress shouldn’t aggravate the problem
by gutting the First Amendment.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I referred earlier
to a press conference that I happened
to have had Friday with various groups
opposed to this amendment and also
opposed to McCain-Feingold. The press
conference was really about both.
Among the groups organized in opposi-
tion: the National Taxpayers Union,
the National Right to Life Committee,
the National Rifle Association, the
American Civil Liberties Union, the
Christian Coalition, the Direct Market-
ing Association, the National Associa-
tion of Broadcasters, the National
Assocation of Business PAC’s, the Na-
tional Education Association, the Na-
tional Association of Realtors.

All of these groups, which represent
over 15 million American citizens, are
saying in effect to the Congress, do not
amend the first amendment for the
first time in 200 years. Do not pass a
measure like McCain-Feingold. Do not
shut us up. We are not part of the prob-
lem. We are busily at work expressing
our point of view, arguing for the
causes that we think are important.
This is totally American. This is the
essence of America.

And so those groups came together
last Friday in an effort to express
themselves about this proposal to
amend the first amendment and also
McCain-Feingold. I think one of the
most interesting speakers was from an
organization with which I am seldom
aligned, the National Education Asso-
ciation. Don Morabito, who is from the
NEA, was at the press conference, and
he said, ‘‘The fact is,’’ referring to the
groups in the room, ‘‘We don’t rep-
resent the same people, don’t contrib-
ute to the same candidates and don’t
believe in the same things,’’ with one
exception. We agree on the first
amendment. We agree on the first
amendment.

The ACLU, in referring to the pro-
posal before us, said the constitutional
amendment is ‘‘truly an abhorrent pro-

posal,’’ with ‘‘breathtaking implica-
tions, and McCain-Feingold is draco-
nian regulation.’’ ‘‘And if you want to
talk ‘unseemly,’ added ACLU Washing-
ton director Laura Murphy, what about
the current reform proposal’s efforts to
‘demonize’ special interests and politi-
cal action committees that follow the
law?’’

So I think it is important to remem-
ber what the current feeding frenzy is
all about. We all thought it was about
illegal, illegal activity, and there
seems to have been a good deal of that
particularly at the White House and in
the Democratic campaign for President
last year, but now the effort is to
switch, change the subject and to pass
either a constitutional amendment or
some legislation to take American citi-
zens out of the game.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield for a
question.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes, I yield to the
Senator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, would it
be appropriate to say, I ask my friend
from Kentucky, that at the present
time under the first amendment the
American people are free to participate
in their political system and in public
affairs pretty much in any way they
wish, that their freedom of speech is
entirely unlimited?

And would it be fair also to say that
the thrust of this constitutional
amendment is that its sponsors are
asking the American people to give the
Congress of the United States the right
to devise, to knit together a gag which
is then to be applied to the American
people themselves, not just candidates
but to any American who wishes to ex-
press his views about a candidate, any
organization that wishes to express its
views about a candidate, for that mat-
ter, any newspaper or television sta-
tion that wishes to express its view
about a candidate; that this constitu-
tional amendment says that what has
been entirely free, an entirely free
process, we now ask that you allow us
to impose whatever we consider to be a
reasonable gag upon your exercise of
that right?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I would say to my
friend from Washington, he is abso-
lutely correct. He describes the con-
stitutional amendment with precision.
And that is exactly what the sponsors
of this proposal have in mind.

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Chair.

f

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:14 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr.
COATS].
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