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NOT VOTING—6

Hastings (FL) Porter Ros-Lehtinen
Kingston Pryce (OH) Shaw
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Mr. TALENT changed his vote from
““no’ to “‘aye’’.

So the amendment, as modified, was
rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 4, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY

MR. BEREUTER

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment No. 4, as modified,
offered by the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and
on which the ayes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment, as modified.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment, as modified.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 242, noes 181,
not voting 10, as follows:

be a 5-

[Roll No. 414]
AYES—242

Aderholt Cubin Isakson
Archer Cunningham Istook
Armey Danner Jenkins
Bachus DelLay John
Baker DeMint Johnson, Sam
Baldacci Dickey Jones (NC)
Ballenger Duncan Kaptur
Barcia Dunn Kasich
Barr Edwards Kelly
Barrett (NE) Emerson Kildee
Bartlett English Knollenberg
Barton Evans Kolbe
Bass Everett Kucinich
Bateman Ewing Kuykendall
Bentsen Fletcher LaFalce
Bereuter Fossella LaHood
Berkley Fowler Largent
Biggert Franks (NJ) Latham
Bilbray Gallegly LaTourette
Bilirakis Ganske Leach
Bliley Gekas Lewis (CA)
Blunt Gibbons Lewis (KY)
Boehner Gillmor Linder
Bonilla Gilman Lipinski
Bono Goode LoBiondo
Boswell Goodlatte Lucas (KY)
Boucher Goodling Lucas (OK)
Brady (TX) Gordon Luther
Bryant Goss Maloney (CT)
Burr Graham Manzullo
Buyer Granger Markey
Callahan Green (TX) Mascara
Calvert Green (WI) McCarthy (MO)
Camp Greenwood McCollum
Campbell Gutknecht McCrery
Canady Hall (TX) McHugh
Cannon Hansen Mclnnis
Chabot Hastings (WA) Mclntosh
Chambliss Hayes Mclintyre
Chenoweth Hayworth McKeon
Clement Hefley Metcalf
Coble Herger Mica
Coburn Hill (MT) Miller (FL)
Collins Hilleary Miller, Gary
Combest Hobson Moran (KS)
Condit Hoekstra Myrick
Cook Holden Nethercutt
Cooksey Hostettler Ney
Costello Hulshof Northup
Cox Hunter Norwood
Cramer Hyde Nussle
Crane Inslee Obey

Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri

Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Portman
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roukema
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burton
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Frank (MA)

Forbes

Ford
Hastings (FL)
Kingston

Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney

NOES—181

Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
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Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise

Wolf

Young (AK)

Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz

Ose

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pombo
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Skelton
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stark
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wilson
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn

NOT VOTING—10

Lazio

Porter

Pryce (OH)
Ros-Lehtinen

Shaw
Young (FL)
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Mr. MASCARA changed his vote from
‘“no’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | regret that |
was unavoidably detained in Chicago today on
a family emergency.

Had | been present, | would have voted yes
on rollcall Nos. 408, 409 and 410. | would
have voted no on rollcall Nos. 411, 412, and
413. | would have voted yes on rollcall No.
414,

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider Amendment No. 7 printed in
House Report 106-311.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. CALVERT

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 Offered by Mr. CALVERT:

Add at the end of title V the following new
section (and conform the table of contents
accordingly):

SEC. 517. REQUIRING MAJORITY OF AMOUNT OF
CONTRIBUTIONS ACCEPTED BY CON-
GRESSIONAL CANDIDATES TO COME
FROM IN-STATE RESIDENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(i)(1) The total amount of contributions
accepted with respect to an election by a
candidate for the office of Senator or the of-
fice of Representative in, or Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to, the Congress
from in-State individual residents shall be at
least 50 percent of the total amount of con-
tributions accepted from all sources.

“(2) If a candidate in an election makes ex-
penditures of personal funds (including con-
tributions by the candidate or the can-
didate’s spouse to the candidate’s authorized
campaign committee) in an amount in excess
of $250,000, paragraph (1) shall not apply with
respect to any opponent of the candidate in
the election.

“(3) In determining the amount of con-
tributions accepted by a candidate for pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the amounts of any
contributions made by a political committee
of a political party shall be allocated as fol-
lows:

“(A) 50 percent of such amounts shall be
deemed to be contributions from in-State in-
dividual residents.

“(B) 50 percent of such amounts shall be
deemed to be contributions from persons
other than in-State individual residents.

““(4) As used in this subsection, the term
‘in-State individual resident’ means an indi-
vidual who resides in the State in which the
election involved is held.”.

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 304
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434), as amended by sec-
tions 103(c), 204, and 307, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(h)(1) Each principal campaign committee
of a candidate for the Senate or the House of
Representatives shall include the following
information in the first report filed under
subsection (a)(2) which covers the period
which begins 19 days before an election and
ends 20 days after the election:
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“(A) The total contributions received by
the committee with respect to the election
involved from in-State individual residents
(as defined in section 315(i)(4)), as of the last
day of the period covered by the report.

‘“(B) The total contributions received by
the committee with respect to the election
involved from all persons, as of the last day
of the period covered by the report.

“(2)(A) Each principal campaign com-
mittee of a candidate for the Senate or the
House of Representatives shall submit a no-
tification to the Commission of the first ex-
penditure of personal funds (including con-
tributions by the candidate or the can-
didate’s spouse to the committee) by which
the aggregate amount of personal funds ex-
pended (or contributed) with respect to the
election exceeds $250,000.

““(B) Each notification under subparagraph
(A)—

“(1) shall be submitted not later than 24
hours after the expenditure or contribution
which is the subject of the notification is
made; and

“(I1) shall include the name of the can-
didate, the office sought by the candidate,
and the date of the expenditure or contribu-
tion and amount of the expenditure or con-
tribution involved.”.

(c) PENALTY FOR VIOLATION OF LIMITS.—
Section 309(d) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g(d)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

“(4)(A) Any candidate who knowingly and
willfully accepts contributions in excess of
any limitation provided under section 315(i)
shall be fined an amount equal to the greater
of 200 percent of the amount accepted in ex-
cess of the applicable limitation or (if appli-
cable) the amount provided in paragraph
DA

““(B) Interest shall be assessed against any
portion of a fine imposed under subparagraph
(A) which remains unpaid after the expira-
tion of the 30-day period which begins on the
date the fine is imposed.”.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring after January 2001.

Page 86, line 10, strike *“(2 U.S.C. 437g(d)) is
amended” and insert the following: ‘‘(2
U.S.C. 437g(d)), as amended by section 517(c),
is further amended”’.

Page 86, line 12, strike ‘“(4)” and insert
“(5)

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, the gentleman from
California (Mr. CALVERT) and the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE)
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
form California (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today to intro-
duce the Shaw-Calvert-Gallegly
amendment. It is a simple reform that
would make candidates 100 percent ac-
countable to the people they represent
by controlling the source of campaign
funds.

Unfortunately, some of our col-
leagues from Florida, including the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW),
have hurricane-force winds bearing
down on their homes. Our prayers are
with them and their constituents as
they brace for Hurricane Floyd’s im-
pact. The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SHAW) requested that | offer this
amendment in his absence.

Too many candidates take their show
on the road and sell themselves to the
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Americans all across this country. This
practice comes at the expense of the
people the candidate is supposed to rep-
resent. When a candidate has to pri-
marily rely on money from people out-
side their home State, they no longer
need to listen to the needs and con-
cerns of their own constituents.

This amendment requires candidates
to raise at least half of the money for
their campaigns from their home
State. Through this simple require-
ment, we give all Americans a greater
voice in the political process.

I introduced a similar amendment
last year that received 147 votes. My
colleague, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SHAw), also submitted a similar
amendment last year that garnered 160
votes.

We brought the best of both bills to-
gether today, working with the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAw) and
our colleague from California (Mr.
GALLEGLY). We combined my language
with the amendment of the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SHAwW) to address the
concerns of Members about the con-
stitutionality of its provisions.

I also heard from a number of Mem-
bers who are concerned about the
wealthy candidates abusing these pro-
visions for their own advantages. These
are valid concerns, and we have amend-
ed the language accordingly.

Should a candidate face an opponent
that uses more than $250,000 of their
own funds in a campaign, all can-
didates would be exempt from this
amendment’s provision.

This amendment is common sense
electoral reform, and | hope that every
Member will support it.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, | do rise in opposition
to this legislation. It is not quite as
simple as it sounds. And it does sound,
| believe, good on its face. But the
truth of the matter is there are those
of us in small States, and | am one of
them, there are those that have border
districts, which small States automati-
cally have, so I am one of them, as
well. And there are those who are from
very poor districts throughout this
country who have problems raising
campaign funds. | am not in that cat-
egory, as Delaware is a relatively
wealthy State.

When | first ran four terms ago for
the Congress of the United States, |
was out-spent by my opponent, not sig-
nificantly, but | was out-spent. He
raised at least 90 percent, probably a
lot greater percentage, of his money
from outside Delaware. We made a
campaign issue out of it. It worked out
just fine. And | understood what the
process was. He was allowed to raise
that money and he could.

If we are going to carry this to the
nth degree, we really should say that
no money should come from outside a
particular State.

Delaware has 800,000 people. Many of
my constituents cross over into Penn-
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sylvania and Delaware on a regular
basis and back over. It is almost impos-
sible to distinguish exactly where they
are from, and it makes | believe a mat-
ter like this very complicated.

The Shays bill calls for a study of
this, and | believe that we should go
with that.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH).

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong support of the Shaw-Calvert
amendment.

This key amendment requires can-
didates to raise their money locally
thereby aligning constituent and donor
interest. By requiring candidates to
raise 50 percent of their contributions
within their home State, we not only
give the public a greater voice in elec-
tions but also limit the power of Wash-
ington special interests.

This is a seminal change that should
be coupled with anti-bundling reforms
to restrict gaming of PAC donor limits
and a requirement that half of a can-
didate’s contributions come from an in-
dividual rather than PACs to achieve
truly viable reform.

In considering campaign finance leg-
islation, we should consider the prac-
tical effects of the bill, not the stated
intentions of its proponents. By lim-
iting the ability of all candidates to
raise money, Shays-Meehan rewards
candidate committees with a broad, al-
ready-established donor base.

Specifically, incumbents, Shays-Mee-
han is clearly the incumbent protec-
tion bill in this debate. Because Shays-
Meehan tilts the field to incumbents,
this amendment is necessary to help
correct this fatal flaw by forcing in-
cumbents and challengers to raise half
their money at home and compete on a
level playing field.

I urge all my colleagues and all true
friends of campaign finance reform to
vote in favor of this amendment. How-
ever, without additional perfecting
amendments, I, for one, cannot support
Shays-Meehan this evening. And | feel
bad about that.

I hope this amendment is successful.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | appreciate the honesty of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. He
makes it clear he is against Shays-
Meehan, so he is for an amendment
which would Kill it.

Here is one of the problems. We have,
in the first place, some very large
States, California. When the gentleman
from California, and two of the three
sponsors are from California, talk
about how self-sacrificing they are
going to be because they can only go
from San Diego to north of San Fran-
cisco, that is not very self-sacrificing
compared to people from much smaller
States.

We have small States in this country
with ethnic diversity. Let us be very
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clear. Money and ethnicity are some-
times correlated. And if we now tell Af-
rican-American candidates in the
South, now that we have redistricting
rules from the Supreme Court that say
that the districts have to be fairly
evenly balanced ethnically, if we tell
candidates in Mississippi and South
Carolina and Alabama, these smaller
States, that the money has to be raised
in State, we are putting minority can-
didates at a significant disadvantage.
Because we know as a fact that wealth
is not equally distributed, and we put
ethnic minority candidates at a dis-
advantage.

Finally, as to incumbent protection,
when we limit money to that State, we
are increasing incumbent protection
because the incumbent in a small State
is far more likely to be able to raise
the money.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 15 seconds to answer the con-
cern of the gentleman.

My amendment probably will not
even impact most candidates. Accord-
ing to the Congressional Research
Service, in 1996 only 8 percent of total
known receipts raised by Democratic
candidates for the House came from
outside their State. A similar figure for
House Republican candidates was 7 per-
cent.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 30 seconds to
my good friend, the gentleman from
the State of Michigan (Mr. SMITH).

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, | have introduced legislation that
actually bans PAC money from donat-
ing to individual congressional cam-
paigns and requires that congressional
candidates raise 50 percent of the
money from within their own legisla-
tive district. Having a requirement
that 50% of contributions for a Member
of Congress come from the State is rea-
sonable. It moves us in the right direc-
tion, and it helps make sure that con-
stituents are going to be represented,
not special interests.

Mr. Chairman, let's concentrate on con-
stituent interests, not special interests. As the
great political reporter Theodore White wrote,
“The flood of money that gushes into politics
today is a pollution of democracy.” | haven't
accepted PAC contributions since | first ran for
the Michigan state senate in 1982. Although |
knew | would always vote the way | felt was
right regardless of who donated to my cam-
paign, | also knew that it was equally impor-
tant that my constituents had no doubts about
how much PAC lobbyists might be influencing
my decisions.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to the Shaw-
Calvert amendment. This bill requires
candidates to raise 50 percent of their
contributions from their own State.
This bill makes it difficult, if not im-
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possible, for candidates to remain com-
petitive if they represent low-income
districts, border or small geographic
districts.

When | rise to speak in Congress, |
represent more than the 11th Congres-
sional District of Ohio. | represent the
hopes and dreams of the descendants of
a host of African Americans who were
enslaved, beaten, hung, brutalized and
died, and are still underrepresented in
the United States Congress.

Their descendants, wherever they re-
side, should be able to contribute to
my campaign. When | rise to speak in
this House, | represent the United
States as a whole. | recommend that a
commission be appointed to study the
impact this provision would have on
the ability of Members to raise suffi-
cient funds when they represent low-in-
come, border and minority districts.
Until such a commission is appointed, |
urge my colleagues in this House to
vote ‘‘no.”

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY.)

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, | rise
as a strong supporter of Shays-Meehan.
I was one of the original cosponsors. |
rise as a representative of all the peo-
ple in the 49th District of California.

The supporters of true campaign fi-
nance reform in my district have come
to me and said they want Shays-Mee-
han passed, but they want a condition
that says at least half of your money
should come from your State. The fact
is, these rules will apply to everyone
equally in the district that is being run
for.

Now, there was a gentleman from
Massachusetts who said, ‘“Why not
make it district?”” My constituents
would like to have it district, but this
is a compromise. It is the minimum we
can do. Let us do true campaign fi-
nance reform, pass Shays-Meehan, and
require half the money to come from
your State.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to this amendment because
I think it is an attempt to undermine
the Shays-Meehan campaign finance
reform bill. That bill is the best oppor-
tunity America has to end the cor-
rupting influence of big money and to
ensure that all Americans can partici-
pate and be heard by their elected offi-
cials without money as the motivator.
Real campaign finance reform is need-
ed to accomplish this goal. Every sin-
gle one of us who comes to this body
takes an oath of office to support and
defend the Constitution against all en-
emies, foreign and domestic. The big-
gest enemy to our constitutional de-
mocracy is campaign money.

This city was built on a swamp over
200 years ago. It has returned to being
a swamp, a swamp that is dirtied by
the huge amount of special interest
money that pours in here and stacks
the deck against the typical American
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seeking a legitimate role in the polit-
ical process.

As far as this amendment is con-
cerned, as a Californian, a State that is
wealthy and supports its candidates, |
urge my colleagues to vote against it.
There will be no way we will have more
women and more minorities in this
Congress if we pass this legislation.
This Congress will never look like
America. | urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
Shays-Meehan campaign finance reform bill.
The gentlemen are to be commended for their
leadership in bringing hope to the House that
we will finally break the bonds between the
political process and big monied special inter-
ests.

The Shays-Meehan campaign finance re-
form bill is the best opportunity America has to
end the corrupting influence of big money and
to ensure that all Americans can participate
and be heard by their elected officials without
money as the motivator. Real campaign fi-
nance reform is needed to accomplish this
goal.

Unfortunately, an election system based on
wealth and money distorts the political process
and adversely affects the civil rights of low-in-
come Americans by allowing politicians and
fundraisers to dismiss or ignore their voices
and infringe on their voting rights. While first
amendment concerns have been raised, civil
rights concerns must be addressed first.

The Shays-Meehan bill includes a ban on
soft money at the Federal and State level; a
ban on foreign money entering the system;
tougher political advertising disclosure require-
ments; mandatory electronic filing and internet
posting of a candidate’'s Federal Election
Commission reports; and establishment of a
Commission to study further reforms to im-
prove our campaign finance system.

When Washington, D.C. first was estab-
lished as America’s capital, it was built on a
swamp. It is still a swamp, a swamp dirtied by
the huge amounts of special interest money
that pours in here and stacks the deck against
the typical American seeking a legitimate role
in the political process.

| urge my colleagues to oppose all the poi-
son pill amendments and substitutes designed
to derail this measure. America needs real
campaign reform in the political process. Let's
support today’s bipartisan campaign finance
measure.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard the ar-
guments here. We do not have a very
long time to discuss this tonight. We
only have 10 minutes. The bottom line
is, | think there are some serious ques-
tions about this. | have raised some
about the small State problem that |
have, the border districts where the
people you really know, such as in a
Kansas City situation, for example,
right up in the border between two dif-
ferent States, those districts which are
extraordinarily poor, represented often
by minorities which need some help
with respect to these circumstances.

Let me just point out what is in the
Shays-Meehan bill, because | think be-
fore everybody votes, they should un-
derstand this, and that is simply this.
It establishes a bipartisan commission



September 14, 1999

to study the impact of such concerns,
and | think it goes a long way toward
addressing the problem of campaign fi-
nance reform. This is what we need to
do.

I think that the gentleman from
California’s amendment raises a seri-
ous question, something perhaps we
should consider, but | do not think we
are ready to vote on it at this par-
ticular time and make it part of the
law of the United States of America. |
think, indeed, it is something that we
should continue to look at and should
continue to discuss, make some sort of
professional determination if it is pos-
sible; if so, what it should be. For now,
this amendment should be defeated and
the Shays-Meehan bill should be
passed.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, it is con-
stitutional, it is common sense, it is
constructive. | have been for this since
I have been in Congress. | am in my
fourth term. | was for this in my first
term, and I am still for this. It is a
good idea. Give your citizens a greater
voice and vote for this amendment.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of the Shaw-Calvert-Gallegly amend-
ment to H.R. 417, the Bipartisan Campaign Fi-
nance Reform Act of 1999.

The Shaw-Calvert-Gallegly amendment is a
common sense solution to reforming our cur-
rent campaign finance laws. Our amendment
would simply require candidates running for
Congress to raise and accept no less than 50
percent of the total contributions from within
the State they represent.

Our amendment is simple and fair. It does
not tilt the playing field in favor or Republicans
or Democrats. If affects rich and poor districts
equally. Our amendment does, however, less-
en the huge advantage Washington insiders
have over challengers who do not have ac-
cess to the out-of-state fundraising circuit.

In the past, some congressional candidates
have raised as much as 95 percent of their
campaign funds from out-of-State donors. This
amendment would require that candidates
should be financially supported at least in part
by the citizens they wish to represent.

Mr. Chairman, Members should spend more
time with the people that really count, namely
the voters in our districts. We should show our
constituents that we represent Main Street, not
K Street. If you believe we should bring the
focus of fundraising back to the people we
represent, then | urge you vote in favor of the
Shaw-Calvert-Gallegly amendment.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Shaw-Calvert-Gallegly amend-
ment to H.R. 417. This key amendment re-
quires candidates to raise their money locally,
thereby aligning constituent and donor inter-
ests. | have supported similar legislation in
previous sessions of Congress. In fact, during
the 105th Congress, | drafted a similar amend-
ment to this one.

By requiring candidates to raise 50 percent
of their contributions within their home State,
we not only give the public a greater voice in
elections, but also limit the power of Wash-
ington special interests. This change should
be coupled with antibundling reforms to restrict
gaming of PAC donor limits and a requirement
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that half of a candidate’s contributions come

from individuals rather than PAC's to achieve

more meaningful reform.

In considering campaign finance legislation,
we should consider the practical effects of the
bill, not simply the promises of its proponents.
By limiting the ability of all candidates to raise
money, the Shays-Meehan proposal rewards
candidate committees with broad, already es-
tablished donor files. The only committees
with that type of donor file are incumbents.

Because the Shays-Meehan proposal tilts
the field to incumbents, this amendment is
necessary to help correct this potentially fatal
flaw by forcing incumbents and challengers to
compete on a level playing field.

| urge my colleagues to vote in favor of this
amendment. However, without these additional
amendments, | cannot support the passage of
Shays-Meehan.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CALVERT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CALVERT)
will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 8 printed in House Report
106-311.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. SWEENEY

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. SWEENEY:

Amend the heading for title X to read as
follows (and conform the table of contents
accordingly):

TITLE X—REIMBURSEMENT FOR USE OF
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY FOR CAM-
PAIGN ACTIVITY
Add at the end of title X the following new

section (and conform the table of contents

accordingly):

SEC. 1002. REIMBURSEMENT FOR USE OF GOV-

ERNMENT EQUIPMENT FOR CAM-
PAIGN-RELATED TRAVEL.

Title 111 of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by sections 101, 401, 507, 510, 515, and 1001, is
further amended by adding at the end the
following new section:

““REIMBURSEMENT FOR USE OF GOVERNMENT

EQUIPMENT FOR CAMPAIGN-RELATED TRAVEL

““SEC. 329. If a candidate for election for
Federal office (other than a candidate who
holds Federal office) uses Federal govern-
ment property as a means of transportation
for purposes related (in whole or in part) to
the campaign for election for such office, the
principal campaign committee of the can-
didate shall reimburse the Federal govern-
ment for the costs associated with providing
the transportation.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SWEENEY) and the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SWEENEY).
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Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. | offer this amendment today to
strengthen the Nation’s election law
and bring a higher level of account-
ability into the campaign process.

I believe there are, among other
things, two important goals of Federal
election law. First, election laws level
the playing field for candidates run-
ning for office, offering access to the
process to all Americans. The amend-
ment | am offering today attempts to
open up the process so that all can-
didates have a chance to get the job de-
spite disadvantages in campaign re-
sources. We want the best, the bright-
est, the most qualified, to have a shot
at winning a seat, not only those with
access to either money or resources.
Second, the reforms we are discussing
today attempt to further distinguish
the political campaign activities from
official duties.

One of the issues we are addressing
today is the perception among many
Americans that the line between offi-
cial duties and campaigning has been
blurred. Americans deserve not to have
policy decisions so colored by political
motives, especially when their tax dol-
lars are involved.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment ad-
dresses both of these objectives by lev-
eling the playing field and separating
political campaign activities from offi-
cial duties. The proposal is simple and
reasonable. If you are seeking elected
office and you use government-owned
property for campaign travel purposes,
you must fully reimburse the American
taxpayer. This will ensure that no can-
didate is given an unfair advantage
over another.

Few people have access to govern-
ment-owned  vehicles, particularly
military aircraft. Those that do should
be responsible for paying the full and
actual cost of travel when campaign
activities are involved. This amend-
ment will not only make the candidate
more accountable to the taxpayer, but
it also removes the unfair advantage
that any individual may hold over can-
didates without access to government
transportation.

This amendment also strengthens the
separation between campaign activi-
ties and official duties. Candidates who
use government-financed transpor-
tation, while defending the practice,
often split hairs over what constitutes
campaigning versus official business.
We have an obligation to make these
activities separate and distinct.

The American public deserves to
know that every candidate using any
government vehicle will not violate the
public trust by traveling at taxpayer
expense. We are free to run for office,
but as we all know here today, running
for office is not free. Neither are we
free to spend the taxpayers’ hard-
earned dollars unless, of course, your
campaign headquarters is some mili-
tary jet. Freedom has its cost, running
for office has its cost, but let us not
confuse the two. One we gain at birth,
the other we must earn.
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Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Sweeney amendment. We
have an opportunity today to pass real
campaign finance reform, but instead
we are wasting our time on a mean-
spirited, petty, politically partisan
charged amendment that has nothing
to do with real campaign finance re-
form.

The goal of this amendment is to tar-
get the First Lady by forcing her to
pay for the full costs of her travel when
she flies on government planes. Mrs.
Clinton is already following the same
FEC rules as all other candidates, rules
that require her to reimburse the gov-
ernment for the fair value of the trav-
el. If this amendment were to pass, the
First Lady may be forced to abandon
the security the Secret Service says
she needs or face tremendous costs
that no candidate could afford. We
should not compromise her security for
political, partisan purposes.

The gentleman from New York’s
amendment would apply to all can-
didates, and | quote, other than a can-
didate who currently holds Federal of-
fice. So the gentleman from New York
would exempt himself. He says that it
is okay to have two sets of rules, one
for the current officeholders, himself,
and another one for everyone else. It is
a double standard. It is a glaring loop-
hole.

I have a letter here from the chair of
the Federal Election Commission
which | would like to place in the
RECORD at the appropriate time which
states clearly that no provision of cur-
rent law covers incumbent travel, that
only FEC regulations apply.

The gentleman from New York would
like to undermine these regulations by
passing a law that specifically exempts
himself, other incumbents and creates
an enormous loophole. If the gen-
tleman from New York’s amendment is
such a good idea for Mrs. Clinton, then
why do we not apply it to candidates
who rely on State and city transpor-
tation and State and city security
when they run for Federal office? Or
better yet, why do we not apply it to
the gentleman from New York and
Members of this body who may fly on
corporate or commercial planes but are
not required to reimburse the company
or the government for the full cost of
the plane?

We should not open up a huge loop-
hole in election law by punishing chal-
lengers and giving the gentleman from
New York and incumbents a free ride.
Campaign finance reform is supposed
to be about leveling the playing field,
but here he is creating one standard for
everyone else and Mrs. Clinton and a
very different standard for incumbents.
It is petty, it is partisan, it is just
plain mean.

I urge my colleagues to reject the
Sweeney amendment.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION,
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN,
Washington, DC, May 14, 1991.

Hon. ROBERT E. WISE, JR.,

Chairman, Government Information, Justice and
Agriculture Subcommittee, Committee on
Government Operations, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: this responds to your
April 25, 1991, letter requesting information
concerning the application of Federal elec-
tion law to the use of Government-owned
aircraft for political purposes.

Your letter cites 24 flights taken by the
White House Chief of Staff on aircraft owned
by the Federal government that are listed as
“political” in nature. You state that the
chief of Staff or a campaign or political or-
ganization reimbursed the Department of
Defense for these flights in the amount of
‘“‘coach fare plus one dollar.” You request a
summary of the law pertaining to political
travel on Government aircraft and also ask
how the pertinent laws ‘“would apply to the
Chief of Staff’s travel as listed”” in the enclo-
sure submitted with your letter.

In addition, you are “interested in how
Federal election law applies to the Presi-
dent’s use of military aircraft for political
purposes,” and whether the law applies dif-
ferently when the aircraft is used for polit-
ical purposes ‘‘by other personnel.” You fur-
ther ask whether the ‘‘rules change’ when
Government aircraft is used ‘“in support’ of
a Presidential candidate after he or she
qualifies for Federal matching funds.

In view of the requirements of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(“‘the Act”), it is not appropriate for me or
the Commission to issue a ruling or opinion
of an advisory nature in response to your in-
quiry. The advisory opinion procedure, as set
forth in the Act, authorizes the Commission
to give such an opinion only in response to
the written request of any person who de-
scribes his or her own prospective or ongoing
activity, not that of another person. 2 U.S.C.
§437f, 11 CFR 112.1(b). Any person who be-
lieves that someone else may have violated
the Act may file a sworn complaint with the
Commission presenting the alleged facts and
related violations. 2 U.S.C. §437g, 11 CFR
111.4.

Notwithstanding the inability to give such
official advice, we can respond to your re-
quest for general information as to those
provisions of the Act and Commission regu-
lations that govern campaign travel on Gov-
ernment-owned aircraft for the purpose of in-
fluencing Federal elections, since the Com-
mission has no jurisdiction over State elec-
tion law.

First, the Act and the presidential public
funding provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code (26 U.S.C. 8§§9001-9042) are silent with
respect to any use of Government-owned air-
craft by any person in connection with any
election for Federal office. the 1979 amend-
ments to the Act did make clear that the use
of appropriated funds of the Federal govern-
ment would not result in a “contribution’ to
influence a Federal election because the Fed-
eral government is not a “‘person’’; only per-
sons are deemed to have the capacity to
make contributions under the Act. 2 U.S.C.
§§431(8)(A), 431(11). The legislative history
further indicates that misuse of appropriated
funds is a violation of Federal law and sub-
ject to enforcement by other agencies, not
the Federal Election Commission. (report of
Committee on House Administration, Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act Amendments of
1979, H. Rep. No. 96-422, 96th Cong., 1st Sess.
6, 7, 11 (1979).)

Several Commission regulations govern ex-
penditures for campaign travel in connection
with Federal elections and include provi-
sions pertaining to campaign travel via Gov-
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ernment-owned conveyance, which would in-
clude Government-owned aircraft. those
cited herein are most pertinent in your in-
quiry and copies are enclosed for your ref-
erence.

11 CFR 106.3 pertains to allocation of cam-
paign travel expenditures with respect to
campaigns for Federal office,other than pres-
idential candidates who receive Federal
matching funds or grants for their campaign
expenses. See, in particular, 11 CFR 106.3(e).

11 CFR 114.9(e) applies to the use of non-
commercial corporate (or labor organization)
aircraft for campaign travel in connection
with a Federal election. It does not apply to
the campaign use of aircraft owned by the
Federal government.

11 CFR 9004.7 governs the allocation and
payment of campaign travel expenditures by
presidential and vice presidential candidates
who accept Federal funding for their general
election campaigns. See, in particular, 11
CFR 9004.7(b)(4) and (b)(5) with respect to use
of Government-owned aircraft.

11 CFR 9034.7 governs the allocation and
payment of campaign travel expenditures by
a presidential candidate seeking nomination
by a political party who has accepted Fed-
eral matching funds for his or her primary
election campaign. See, in particular, 11 CFR
9034.7(b)(4) and (b)(5) regarding use of Gov-
ernment-owned aircraft.

I hope you will find this letter and the en-
closed materials helpful for purposes of your
inquiry. If you have any other questions,
please contact me or John Surina, our Staff
Director.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN WARREN MCGARRY,
Chairman for the Fed-
eral Election Com-
mission.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. I am confused by my colleague
and friend from New York and her posi-
tion. First | am confused because | do
not recall at any point in my opening
remarks mentioning the First Lady
and her bid for the Senate seat in New
York State. Although I will say that on
recess and throughout all of the travels
that | have had in my district, a num-
ber of my constituents, in fact many of
my constituents, have raised concerns
about the inequity that exists with an
individual who may or may not be a
candidate using the resources of Air
Force One or a military jet to conduct
what may or may not be a campaign.

But let me address and respond to
some of the positions that my good
friend has taken. First, let me point
out that the loophole that exists in the
current proposal, in the underlying
bill, would be a loophole that would
allow a candidate who is not defined as
a public officer, which the First Lady
certainly fits under, to use the re-
sources for transporting back and forth
to conduct campaign activities. If we
pass the underlying legislation, the
President, the Vice President, other
Federal officials, including myself,
would not be able to use those re-
sources, not that | have that available
to me at this point in time, anyway,
but they would not be able to do that.
And the loophole that would exist
would be one that would allow for a
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continuation of that kind of use by a
candidate who does not fall under that
public officer definition.

Let me also talk about the issue of
security and abandoning security and
you talk about red herrings being
thrown out there. At no point and no
time do any of us advocate that secu-
rity concerns as it relates to the First
Family or any other Federal official
who duly needs that kind of security be
taken away from them. In fact, we all
recall that it was just several years ago
that Saddam Hussein and other Mid-
east terrorists threatened the life of
former President Bush. It was because
we had strong security around former
President Bush that we were able to
thwart that attempt.

0O 1830

I in no way intend to hinder the secu-
rity today or in the future of the First
Family, and | suspect and | propose
that because we require a full reim-
bursement for the use of military jets
we are not diminishing in any capac-
ity. In fact, we are not diminishing the
opportunity for the First Lady or any-
one else who has access to those vehi-
cles to use them. That is a choice that
they will make, a choice that they will
make in conjunction with the security
interests that they will have as well.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman is so
certain that current officeholders are
already covered, | would ask him to
cite the specific provisions of election
law that applies. Just tell me where in
the Federal Election Act, and | will not
yield, the gentleman may talk on his
own time. It says that current office-
holders are blocked from using Govern-
ment travel for political purposes, but
the challengers are not. | have a letter
from the Chair of the FEC which says
that no provision of current law covers
it.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN), my good friend.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, this
partisan amendment is overtly aimed
at the First Lady of the United States
and no one else. Now candidates in
Government planes pay back the Gov-
ernment for any part of their travel
which is campaign related. If a can-
didate has to be guarded by the Secret
Service, the FEC accommodates that
in the cost calculation. That is the
right thing to do.

A democratic Nation requires phys-
ical safety for public officials, and by
the way, keeping the First Family safe
benefits us all. This dangerous amend-
ment also violates the Constitution’s
equal protection clause. Federal can-
didates who are not officeholders would
pay, but not candidates who are al-
ready elected.

Mr. Chairman, that is a brand-new
loophole for the in-crowd. The effect
would be to repeal the repayment rule,
but only for those already elected to a
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federal office. It could benefit every
Member of this House, but not those
who challenge us.

This amendment creates special pro-
tections for federal officeholders that
singles out the First Lady for bad
treatment. It is bad policy, it is uncon-
stitutional, it is petty, and it is
unchivalrous. It deserves to be voted
down.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | yield the balance of my
time to the distinguished gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the leader
of the Democratic party.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is recog-
nized for 30 seconds.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
yielding this time to me.

We ought to reject this amendment.
This is a large issue which we are de-
bating, campaign finance reform. The
American public wants campaign fi-
nance reform.

We ought not to mire ourselves in
the petty politics, as the gentlewoman
indicated. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania says he did not mention the
First Lady. He did not have to. He can-
not mention anybody else that this af-
fects. He cannot mention anybody else
that this affects right off the top of his
head. Mr. Chairman, | know it, and my
colleagues know it. This is trying to
make a petty political point to distract
our attention from a major reform bill.

Reject this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SWEENEY)
will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 9 printed in House Report
106-311.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. DELAY

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. DELAY:

Insert after title XV the following new
title (and redesignate the succeeding provi-
sions and conform the table of contents ac-
cordingly):

TITLE XVI—EXEMPTION OF INTERNET

ACTIVITIES FROM REGULATION
SEC. 1601. EXEMPTION OF INTERNET ACTIVITIES
FROM REGULATION UNDER FECA.

Title 111 of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by sections 101, 401, 507, 510, 515, 1001, and
1101, is further amended by adding at the end
the following new section:

““EXEMPTION OF INTERNET ACTIVITIES

““SEC. 330. (a) IN GENERAL.—EXxcept as pro-
vided in subsection (b), none of the limita-
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tions, prohibitions, or reporting require-
ments of this Act shall apply to any activity
carried out through the use of the Internet
or to any information disseminated through
the Internet.

““(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to the solicitation or receipt of con-
tributions.

““(c) INTERNET DEFINED.—The term ‘Inter-
net’ means the international computer net-
work of both Federal and non-Federal inter-
operable packet-switched data networks.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
prevent the burdensome restrictions
and regulations in Shays-Meehan from
applying to the Internet. Shays-Mee-
han will impose unprecedented free
speech restrictions and discussions on
the Internet. Chat rooms, e-mail and
personal Web pages will all be regu-
lated by the Federal Government if
Shays-Meehan, as drafted, becomes
law.

I want to take a minute to show my
colleagues how overreaching some of
these restrictions are. This Web site
right here was created by an anony-
mous, private person who supports the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT), the minority leader. The pur-
pose of this site is to tell other people
why Dick GEPHARDT and other Demo-
crats are good people. Simply put, this
private citizen is exercising his first
amendment rights to communicate.
But under Shays-Meehan, this site
would violate the law.

First of all, the site clearly falls
within the broad and burdensome ex-
press advocacy definition in Shays.
Second, this person does not disclose
their name and address, which Shays-
Meehan would require. And third, the
person has not submitted proper infor-
mation to the FEC concerning the
independent expenditure.

Now | want my colleagues to look at
this Web site. This is the Nazi Party
home page that freely distributes its
hate and its filth across the Web.
Under Shays-Meehan, this site is not
regulated. These hate mongers can dis-
tribute their opinions under the protec-
tion of the first amendment without
regulation.

Now | find it very disturbing that an
informational site like this private cit-
izen who supports the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) will be regu-
lated while this Nazi Web site can free-
ly distribute its filth. What is the sense
in this legislation?

The Internet is a medium that allows
individuals to engage in political dis-
course without regulation. | believe we
should encourage this dialogue, not
discourage it through burdensome reg-
ulations. Citizens should not be forced
to register their Web sites with the
Federal Government, and my amend-
ment protects the rights of individuals



H8256

who want to engage in political com-
munication on the Internet.

Even Democrat FEC Commissioner
Karl Sandstrom supports this ap-
proach, stating that the best remedy
for questionable information is more
information, and our goal should be to
encourage, not discourage, this new
form of political participation.

So, Mr. Chairman, | could not agree
more. We must defend the constitu-
tionally guaranteed freedom of speech,
and | urge my colleagues to oppose the
burdensome Internet restrictions in
Shays-Meehan and support this free
speech amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I rise to claim the time in opposition
to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DAVIS) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL).

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to begin, if my colleague
would promise to be brief in his re-
sponse, with a colloquy with the distin-
guished majority whip. Do | take him
to say that he would like to impose
regulation on that Nazi website?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Absolutely not. I am for
free speech, and | want open and free
speech.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Reclaiming my
time then, the gentleman’s point about
the unfair treatment is really not very
based in fact in that he would have no
regulation of either website. He point-
ed out that perhaps the Nazi site
should be regulated.

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman would
yield, I never said that.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, |
will allow the gentleman from Texas to
correct it as | ask him the second ques-
tion.

First off, let me just suppose for a
moment this Gephardt For President
web ad was paid for by the Red Chinese
Communists. They put this money to
put this ad on the web, and as | under-
stand it, the gentleman’s position
would be that nobody would know that
this was financed by the Communists
in China—or similarly banner ads on
the web that they can put on at huge
expense, spending say, $10 million.

Is that correct? Do | understand the
gentleman’s position.

Mr. Chairman, | continue to yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will
yield, first of all, I think it is a spe-
cious argument because | do not know
how we would require the Chinese to
file with the FEC, number one; and it
just points out how when we seek regu-
lating free speech, how complicated it
can get.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Reclaiming the
time, it is apparent to me that the gen-
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tleman would not do anything to dis-
close the Red Chinese Communists
funding a huge campaign for a can-
didate for office in the United States,
provided they use the Internet loophole
which his amendment creates, and that
is exactly the reason why we have dis-
closure.

Shays-Meehan does nothing to pro-
hibit free speech, but it does protect
free speech by guaranteeing disclosure
so that if the Red Chinese Communists
are behind the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT) for president, a
possibility which 1 do not entertain, it
would be known by the people of the
United States.

What is going on in this amendment
is absolutely clear. Just read it. It says
‘“Except as provided in subsection (b),”
which deals with fund-raising, ‘‘none of
the limitations, prohibitions or report-
ing requirements of this Act shall apply
to any activity carried out through the
use of the Internet,” [emphasis added]
Not even the reporting requirements
would apply.

I think | was asked to speak on this
because my district cares more about
the Internet, | suspect, than the aver-
age, but fair is fair. If the means of dis-
semination are to be controlled, the
Internet should be covered no more and
no less.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER).

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of this amendment. As a
general policy, the Government should
not try to control or regulate the
Internet, and 1 think most of the 90
million Americans who send e-mail or
surf the Web would totally agree with
us on this.

Last year we overwhelmingly ap-
proved the Internet Tax Freedom Act.
We were wise enough to allow com-
merce on the Web to grow and flourish
unfettered by Government interference
before trying to tax or control it, and |
believe that keeping Government bu-
reaucracies out of the business of regu-
lating political speech on the Web is a
very important thing for us to do.

This is not a partisan statement at
all. In fact, a Democratic commis-
sioner of the Federal Election Commis-
sion recently said the Internet changes
politics. On the Internet every woman
and man is a potential publisher. One
need only visit the Web page of a so-
phisticated high school student to see
how slim a technical advantage media
giants enjoy.

The Government should not involve
itself in regulating free speech, and |
believe that support of this amendment
is the most responsible thing that we
can do.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the DelLay amend-
ment. It is a poison pill that jeopard-
izes today’s bipartisan effort to reform
our campaign finance system.
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The DelLay amendment exempts ac-
tivities on the Internet from federal
campaign finance laws. While pro-
ponents say they are protecting the
Internet and protecting political
speech, the DelLay proposal, if enacted,
would endanger the Internet and stifle
the voice of the average citizen. It is a
step backwards; it is anti-reform.

First, it creates a potentially huge
loophole through which big donors,
corporations, and unions could pour
unlimited funds into Internet ad cam-
paigns to directly promote the election
or defeat of a candidate. This would
spread the disease of sham issue ads
from the TV to the Internet.

Second, the DeLay amendment opens
a loophole that would allow State par-
ties to suspend unlimited amounts of
soft money on Internet activities to in-
fluence federal elections.

Third, the DeLay amendment could
undermine the FEC’s authority to re-
quire mandatory electronic filing of
campaign reports. That is hardly in the
spirit of full disclosure so strongly ad-
vocated by the majority whip.

Despite the claims of the DelLay pro-
ponents, Shays-Meehan specifically al-
lows nonpartisan voter guides to be
distributed on the Internet as well as
other venues. Despite the claim of
DelLay proponents, the Shays-Meehan
reform bill does not impose restric-
tions on users of e-mail or Internet
chat rooms. Political discussion there
is as protected and cherished as it is in
the corner barber shop or a neighbor’s
living room. Shays-Meehan does not re-
quire people to list their Web sites with
the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, the Internet is grow-
ing at an exponential rate. Congress
thus far has taken a hands-off policy to
let the Internet grow and flourish. The
DelLay amendment, however, could un-
dermine the freedom of the Internet by
making it the favored conduit for spe-
cial interests to fund soft money and
stealth issue ads into federal cam-
paigns.

Let us not poison the Internet and
poison our democracy with this poison
pill.

O 1845

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in introducing the
chairman of the Internet Caucus, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GoobD-
LATTE), | would just say the Internet is
pure free speech. That is what makes it
a powerful force for freedom around the
world and here in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GoobD-
LATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) for yielding and for offering
this amendment, which | urge my col-
leagues to support.

Mr. Chairman, the Internet has the
potential to be a revolutionary force in
the evolution of our system of demo-
cratic governance. The ability of citi-
zens to share information at relatively
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little cost enables all Americans to be-
come active participants in the polit-
ical process.

In response to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL), there is no
way to control what people outside the
U.S. put on the Internet any more than
the Chinese can control what U.S. citi-
zens put on the Internet.

For the gentleman to attempt to reg-
ulate some poor soul who wants to
have a web site promoting the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
or any other American citizen running
for office is an outrage, and we should
strongly support this amendment and
protect free speech on the Internet.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I think it is important to point out ex-
actly what the bill does. The bill does
not single out the Internet in any fash-
ion. It is for exactly the reasons that
were expressed by Mr. DELAY. He cited
a commissioner that said that the
Internet is going to bring about great
change.

One of the arguments that is con-
stantly made by the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) is
that we should not take a snapshot of
the Internet in an attempt to decide
exactly what is going on there. This is
a very fluid situation. That is why it
needs to be studied. That is exactly
what the FEC is doing. They are study-
ing how the Internet is going to affect
politics, and it will be a positive force.

Meanwhile, we are here on the floor
of the House today debating the propo-
sition that if somebody is going to in-
tend to influence the outcome of an
election, whatever medium they should
choose, they should have to stand up
and attach their name to anything
that they intend to say or do.

Those people that are ashamed of the
political advertising that they are en-
gaged in today, so ashamed that they
do not want to put their names on it,
will resort to any media to accomplish
that dirty deed. We need to put it to a
stop. We need to adopt the issue ad re-
strictions in this bill. We need to de-
feat this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
| demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) will be
postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 10 printed in House Report
106-311.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. EWING

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, | offer
amendment No. 10.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. Ewing:

Strike section 1601 and insert the following
(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):

SEC. 1601. NONSEVERABILITY OF PROVISIONS.

If any provision of this Act or any amend-
ment made by this Act, or the application
thereof to any person or circumstance, is
held invalid, the remaining provisions of this
Act or any amendment made by this Act
shall be treated as invalid.

In the heading for title XVI, strike “SEV-
ERABILITY” and insert ‘“NONSEVER-
ABILITY” (and conform the table of contents
accordingly).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, the gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. EWING) and the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. EWING).

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

First and foremost, | support cam-
paign finance reform. Leadership sup-
ports campaign finance reform. Both
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) support cam-
paign finance reform. However, this de-
bate should center around real cam-
paign finance reform, reform that
closes loopholes that have tainted the
current system; reforms which treat
both political parties fairly; and re-
forms that protect the First Amend-
ment rights of all Americans.

My amendment is about preserving
the First Amendment rights of all
Americans by enacting constitu-
tionally accepted campaign finance re-
form.

In a hearing before the Committee on
House Administration, constitutional
experts from the ACLU to the Cato In-
stitute indicated that Shays-Meehan
was very seriously constitutionally
flawed. In fact, those witnesses be-
lieved that important elements of the
Shays-Meehan bill would be unconsti-
tutional.

The proponents have indicated that
Shays-Meehan is constitutional in all
its major provisions. Yet, if the Court
rules that any key provision of this bill
is unconstitutional, this would put an
unprecedented monkey wrench into our
current system and make a bad situa-
tion worse.

Congress went down this road in the
1970s when it enacted laws without
nonseverability provisions. This cre-
ated the soft money problem we are
trying to address today.

My amendment says one simple
thing. If any part of the Shays-Meehan
bill is ruled unconstitutional, then the
entire bill becomes invalid. All the
Ewing amendment does is provide a
constitutional check for the bill. Re-
cently, supporters of Shays-Meehan
have declared my amendment a poison
pill to their legislation. It seems to me
that the proponents believe that much
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of this bill is unconstitutional and that
is why they are opposed to my amend-
ment.

If the supporters of Shays-Meehan
feel that their bill will stand the con-
stitutional test, then why should they
have any problem with supporting this
amendment?

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL).
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, |

have a great degree of admiration for
my good friend and colleague who pro-
poses this amendment. And | have
some sympathy for the concept of the
amendment because, when the original
bill was passed in 1974, it had expendi-
ture limits and it had contribution lim-
its. And | can understand how the two
would march together or not at all.
But that simply is not the case with
Shays-Meehan.

In other words, there is in Shays-
Meehan a prohibition on sham issue
ads. That is a good prohibition whether
the rest stands or falls. There is in
Shays-Meehan a prohibition on con-
tributions of a soft money nature. That
is a good prohibition whether sham
issue ads stand or fall. In other words,
this bill is unlike the 1974 bill where, in
order to get expenditure limits, one
had to have contribution limits, and
vice versa. Here, both are good. There
is no quid pro quo. There is not, for ex-
ample, a sacrifice that Democrats
make in order to get a sacrifice for Re-
publicans to make. Both provisions of
this bill, the sham issue ad ban and the
prohibition on soft money, are good.

Second, | think it is only fair that
the authors of Shays-Meehan be al-
lowed to offer their proposal and have
it voted on as their proposal.

Third, | would just like to point out
to all of our colleagues how frequently
unanticipated provisions of bills are
struck down. The clearest example of
this is the one House veto, the legisla-
tive veto, struck down by the Supreme
Court in INS versus Chadha. Nobody
anticipated that. That same provision
is in the laws about transfer of arms
sales. It is in the war powers resolu-
tion. The war powers resolution, that
allowed me to bring to the floor of the
House the resolutions regarding
Kosovo, had another provision saying
that a single House could, by its order
alone, withdraw the troops. We would
have lost the entire bill, the entire
value, the entire ability to bring the
vote to the floor, simply because an un-
anticipated part was held to be uncon-
stitutional.

Finally, | remain of the view that
this bill is in all its parts quite con-
stitutional, but | recognize people of
goodwill can disagree. If one believes it
is unconstitutional, which is the view
of my good friend and colleague, then
it seems to me just fairness would sug-
gest that unless there is some overt
quid pro quo in making this fabric into
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one consistent whole, that he allow
those parts which are constitutional to
go ahead and work their beneficial ef-
fect.

With that, | conclude that the
amendment though well intentioned is
not the best way to proceed in this de-
bate tonight.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS).

(Mr. THOMAS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, al-
though | appreciate the argument of
my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CAMPBELL), the idea that a
portion of a significant campaign re-
form bill ought to be allowed to stand,
notwithstanding the fact that other
provisions are declared unconstitu-
tional, is exactly why we are where we
are today because back in the 1970s
they attempted to use the model, and
we have heard this phrase repeatedly
on the floor, that we want to stop cor-
ruption or the appearance of corrup-
tion.

The court, | think quite properly,
looked at contribution limits and said
if we limit the amount that someone
was given it certainly could be plau-
sible that the limit was there to stop
corruption or the appearance of corrup-
tion but in no way should it extend to
the expenditure of money. How does
spending money corrupt?

The court then took that same logic
and applied it to individuals who spent
their own money and a key portion of
Shays-Meehan that we have been con-
cerned about is those individuals who
make independent expenditures exer-
cising their First Amendment freedom.

We heard the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DAVIS) in his opening statement
say Shays-Meehan is constitutional.
We heard the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CAMPBELL) say they believe
it is constitutional. What we ought not
to do is go down the same road we went
down 25 years ago with campaign elec-
tion reform.

Any structure is balanced. If we can
come to an agreement now and the
court throws out a portion, we ought to
be able to come back and come to an
agreement on a whole, not on a piece.
For more than 25 years, we have oper-
ated on a piece. It seems that if we
want to go down the reform road again,
we ought to opt as a whole. It is either
all constitutional or if a portion of it is
not, it all falls and we do it again.

The only way to stop repeating ex-
actly what we have done in the last 25
years is to say there should be no sev-
erability clause; that it all stands or it
all falls. That is exactly what the
Ewing amendment does. It ought to
pass.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Chairman, how much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) has 3

Mr.

minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. EWING) has 45 sec-
onds.
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Might
I make a parliamentary inquiry. Do I
correctly assume the gentleman from
Ilinois (Mr. EwWING) plans to close with
his 45 seconds and not divide it?

Mr. EWING. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we have just seen a
demonstration that while proximity
may breed contempt, it can also breed
familiarity because my ally on this
issue, the gentleman from California
(Mr. CAMPBELL), anticipated the argu-
ment we just heard and refuted it be-
fore it was made; a very impressive
feat. As he pointed out, this is not at
all analogous to the 1974 act because it
is not meant to be interlocking, and
that is why this is a sham amendment.

The gentleman says well, if we think
it is all constitutional what are we
worried about? Well, 1 do not know
what the Supreme Court will do and no
one else does. It is entirely possible
they will find some parts constitu-
tional. It is clear that other parts will
not be found constitutional.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
THoMmAS), who just spoke, said they
have different standards for contribu-
tion limits and expenditure limits.
When we are talking about soft money,
we are talking about contributions and
that would clearly be constitutional.

This is an effort to try to kill the
whole thing, if any part of it fails, by
people who are against it.

By the way, if we adopted this prin-
ciple that we do not have severability
clauses, guess what we would not have?
The Telecommunications Act of 1996.
We passed the Telecommunications
Act. Maybe some people who voted for
it wish we did not have it, but we have
it. Part of it was found unconstitu-
tional, the Communications Decency
Act.

We would not have a Brady bill. Now,
that may make some people happy, al-
though probably fewer than would have
said they were happy a couple of
months ago, but the Brady bill was
found partly unconstitutional, the part
that mandated that local officials go
ahead with it. It was only because
there was a severability clause that we
still have handgun checks, because if
we followed this notion that it all has
to be balanced and of a piece and it is
either all constitutional or all uncon-
stitutional there would be no handgun
checks now.

We would not have a privacy right
for children because when my col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY), offered a privacy
right to children, which was just done
last year, it was merged with another
obscenity bill, which has already been
found unconstitutional at the district
court level by a Reagan appointee.

So this notion that it all hangs or
falls together is simply a way to try to
hang this whole bill by people who are
against it. The gentleman from Cali-
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fornia (Mr. THOMAS), who just spoke,
said we all have to come to an agree-
ment. Let us be honest. We are not
coming to an agreement. The gen-
tleman happens to be in disagreement
with the majority on this bill. He is en-
titled to that, but he is not entitled to
twist our normal constitutional doc-
trines around so that if the Supreme
Court found any one piece of this un-
constitutional, maybe the Supreme
Court will find that there is a constitu-
tional right of noncitizens to con-
tribute, so maybe the majority that
voted for the amendment will have
then succeeded in Killing the whole
thing.

That is a nice way to go; there is a
nonseverability clause, put through an
amendment of dubious constitu-
tionality, and then kill the whole bill.
The fact is that we are not sure what
will happen, but the key point was
made by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia. This is not an interlocking
piece of jigsaw. It is a bill with several
distinct provisions. If some part of the
independent expenditure is held uncon-
stitutional, that in no way makes it
wrong to try to ban soft money, in no
way. It in no way undercuts it. So,
please, reject this silly notion that it is
all constitutional or not and save
Shays-Meehan.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me try to clear
away some of this smoky rhetoric that
has been put out here to mask the
problem here.

This bill is an intricate interlocked
bill that affects the Democratic Party
and the Republican Party, and the part
that affects the Republican Party is
soft money and that will be constitu-
tional; and the part that affects the
Democratic Party is the issue advocacy
and that will be unconstitutional.
When we are done, we will have an un-
fair bill that does not treat both par-
ties fairly and the gentleman knows it
and | know it and that is why we
should adopt this amendment.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the Ewing Amendment to H.R. 417.
This amendment is a vital component to any
meaningful campaign finance reform passed
by the House today.

True advocates of campaign finance reform
favor legislation that can survive legal chal-
lenge and remain balanced, that is, without
unduly favoring one party or ideolgical group-
ing over another.

Many provisions of the Shays-Meehan bill
that are most susceptible to unfavorable legal
review are those most critical to the mainte-
nance of this balance.

The Ewing Amendment fixes this by sub-
jecting the entire Shays-Meehan bill to a rig-
orous test of Constitutionality. Non-severability
is the true test of sincere reform. If my col-
leagues who support the Shays-Meehan bill
really believe in the campaign finance reform
package they are touting as the one real re-
form being debated today, | urge them to vote
for this amendment.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman,
back the balance of my time.

I yield
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O 1900

The CHAIRMAN. All
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EWING).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EwING) will
be postponed.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. CAL-
VERT of California; Amendment No. 8
offered by Mr. SWEENEY of New York;
Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr.
DELAY of Texas; Amendment No. 10 of-
fered by Mr. EWING of Illinois.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. CALVERT

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on Amendment No. 7 offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAL-
VERT) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice note.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

time has ex-

RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 179, noes 248,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 415]
AYES—179

Aderholt Chenoweth Fowler
Archer Coburn Gallegly
Armey Collins Gekas
Bachus Combest Gibbons
Baker Condit Gillmor
Ballenger Cook Goode
Barcia Cooksey Goodlatte
Barrett (NE) Costello Goodling
Bartlett Cramer Goss
Barton Crane Graham
Bereuter Cubin Granger
Bilbray Cunningham Green (WI)
Bilirakis Davis (VA) Gutknecht
Blunt Deal Hall (TX)
Boehner DelLay Hansen
Bono DeMint Hastings (WA)
Brady (TX) Diaz-Balart Hayworth
Bryant Dickey Herger
Burr Doolittle Hill (MT)
Burton Duncan Hilleary
Buyer Dunn Hobson
Callahan Ehlers Hoekstra
Calvert Ehrlich Hostettler
Camp Emerson Hulshof
Canady English Hunter
Cannon Everett Hutchinson
Chabot Ewing Isakson
Chambliss Foley Istook

Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kelly
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio

Leach

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
MclIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica

Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barr
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Conyers
Cox

Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
Delauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo

Moran (VA)
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ose

Oxley

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri

Pitts

Pombo
Portman
Radanovich
Regula
Riley

Rogan
Rohrabacher
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus

NOES—248

Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hayes
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hyde
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski

Shuster
Skeen
Smith (M)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
Mclnnis
Mcintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
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Ryun (KS) Spratt Vento
Sabo Stabenow Visclosky
Sanchez Stark Waters
Sanders Stenholm Watt (NC)
Sandlin Strickland Watts (OK)
Sawyer Stupak Waxman
Schakowsky Sununu Weiner
Scott Tanner Weldon (PA)
Serrano Tauscher Wexler
Shays Thompson (CA) Weygand
Sherman Thompson (MS) Whitfield
Shows Thurman Wilson
Simpson Tierney Wise
Sisisky Toomey Woolsey
Skelton Towns Wu
Slaughter Turner Wynn
Smith (WA) Udall (CO) Young (AK)
Snyder Udall (NM)
Spence Velazquez
NOT VOTING—6
Hastings (FL) Payne Ros-Lehtinen
Kingston Pryce (OH) Shaw
0O 1922
Ms. KILPATRICK and Messrs.

WEYGAND, FLETCHER, PICKERING,
and ACKERMAN changed their vote
from *“‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. SAXTON, ISAKSON, CAN-
NON, WAMP, CRAMER, LUTHER,
WICKER, TAYLOR of Mississippi,
PITTS, and MORAN of Virginia
changed their vote from ““no”’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on each amendment on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. SWEENEY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 8 offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. Sweeney)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 261, noes 167,
not voting 5, as follows:

be a 5-

[Roll No. 416]
AYES—261

Aderholt Bilbray Callahan
Archer Bilirakis Calvert
Armey Bliley Camp
Bachus Blunt Canady
Baker Boehlert Cannon
Ballenger Boehner Castle
Barr Bonilla Chabot
Barrett (NE) Bono Chambliss
Bartlett Boswell Chenoweth
Barton Boucher Coble
Bass Brady (TX) Coburn
Bateman Brown (OH) Collins
Bereuter Bryant Combest
Berkley Burr Cook
Berry Burton Cooksey
Biggert Buyer Cox
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Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dixon
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski

Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson

Clay

Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
MclIntosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds

NOES—167

Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
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Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Wu

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)

King (NY) Moakley Schakowsky
Kleczka Mollohan Scott
Klink Moran (VA) Serrano
Kucinich Murtha Sherman
LaFalce Nadler Slaughter
Lampson Napolitano Snyder
Lantos Neal Spratt
Larson Oberstar Stabenow
Lee Obey Stark
Levin Olver Stupak
Lewis (GA) Ortiz Tanner
Lofgren Owens Tauscher
Lowey Pallone Thompson (CA)
Maloney (CT) Pascrell Thompson (MS)
Maloney (NY) Pastor Thurman
Markey Payne Tierney
Martinez Pelosi Towns
Mascara Pickett Velazquez
Matsui Price (NC) Vento
McCarthy (MO) Rahall Visclosky
McCarthy (NY) Rangel Waters
McDermott Reyes Watt (NC)
McGovern Rivers Waxman
McKinney Rodriguez Weiner
Meehan Rothman Wexler
Meek (FL) Roybal-Allard Weygand
Meeks (NY) Rush Wise
Menendez Sabo Woolsey
Millender- Sanchez Wynn

McDonald Sanders
Mink Sawyer

NOT VOTING—5

Hastings (FL) Pryce (OH) Shaw

Kingston Ros-Lehtinen

0 1931

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. DELAY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 9 offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 160, noes 268,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 417]

AYES—160
Aderholt Coble Goodling
Archer Coburn Goss
Armey Collins Granger
Baker Combest Gutknecht
Ballenger Cooksey Hall (TX)
Barr Crane Hansen
Bartlett Cubin Hastings (WA)
Barton Cunningham Hayes
Bateman Davis (VA) Hayworth
Biggert DelLay Hefley
Bliley DeMint Herger
Blunt Diaz-Balart Hill (MT)
Boehner Dickey Hilleary
Bonilla Doolittle Hobson
Bono Dreier Hoekstra
Brady (TX) Dunn Hostettler
Bryant Ehlers Hulshof
Burr Ehrlich Hutchinson
Burton English Istook
Buyer Everett Jenkins
Callahan Ewing Johnson, Sam
Calvert Fletcher Jones (NC)
Camp Fossella Kasich
Canady Fowler King (NY)
Cannon Gibbons Knollenberg
Chambliss Goode Kolbe
Chenoweth Goodlatte Largent

Latham
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
McKeon
Mica

Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pitts

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Emerson
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Pombo
Radanovich
Reynolds
Riley

Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (M)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns

NOES—268

Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette

Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Vitter
Walden
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson

Wu

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Petri
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
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Rivers Sisisky Turner
Rodriguez Skelton Udall (CO)
Roemer Slaughter Udall (NM)
Rothman Smith (WA) Upton
Roukema Snyder Velazquez
Roybal-Allard Spratt Vento
Rush Stabenow Visclosky
Sabo Stark Walsh
Sanchez Stenholm Wamp
Sanders Strickland Waters
Sandlin Stupak Watt (NC)
Sanford Tanner Waxman
Sawyer Tauscher Weiner
Saxton Taylor (MS) Weller
Schakowsky Thompson (CA) Wexler
Scott Thompson (MS) Weygand
Serrano Thune Wise
Shays Thurman Wolf
Sherman Tierney Woolsey
Shows Towns Wynn
NOT VOTING—5
Hastings (FL) Pryce (OH) Shaw

Kingston Ros-Lehtinen

0 1941

Mr. McCOLLUM changed his vote
from “‘aye’” to ‘‘no”’.

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. EWING

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment No. 10 offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EWING) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 167, noes 259,
not voting 7, as follows:

be a 5-

[Roll No. 418]
AYES—167

Aderholt DeMint Hostettler
Archer Diaz-Balart Hulshof
Armey Dickey Hunter
Ballenger Doolittle Hutchinson
Barcia Dreier Hyde
Barr Duncan Istook
Bartlett Dunn Jenkins
Barton Ehlers Johnson, Sam
Bateman Ehrlich Jones (NC)
Biggert Emerson Kasich
Bliley English King (NY)
Blunt Everett Knollenberg
Boehner Ewing Kolbe
Bonilla Fletcher LaHood
Bono Fossella Largent
Brady (TX) Fowler Latham
Bryant Frost LaTourette
Burr Gekas Lewis (CA)
Burton Gibbons Lewis (KY)
Buyer Gillmor Linder
Callahan Goodlatte Lucas (OK)
Calvert Goss Manzullo
Camp Granger McCollum
Canady Green (WI) McCrery
Cannon Gutknecht Mclnnis
Chambliss Hall (TX) Mclntosh
Chenoweth Hansen Mica
Coburn Hastings (WA) Miller (FL)
Collins Hayes Miller, Gary
Combest Hayworth Mollohan
Cooksey Herger Nethercutt
Cox Hill (MT) Ney
Crane Hilleary Northup
Cunningham Hobson Norwood
DelLay Hoekstra Obey

Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Pombo
Radanovich
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Scarborough

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner

Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)

NOES—259

Foley
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
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Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mcintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nussle
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MlI)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
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Spratt Thurman Waters
Stabenow Tierney Watt (NC)
Stark Towns Waxman
Stenholm Turner Weiner
Strickland Udall (CO) Wexler
Stupak Udall (NM) Weygand
Tanner Upton Wise
Tauscher Velazquez Wolf
Taylor (MS) Vento Woolsey
Thompson (CA) Visclosky Wu
Thompson (MS) Wamp Wynn
NOT VOTING—7

Cubin McKeon Shaw
Hastings (FL) Pryce (OH)
Kingston Ros-Lehtinen

O 1948

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider Amendment No. 11 in the na-
ture of a substitute printed in House
Report 106-311.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. DOOLITTLE

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, |1
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment No. 11 in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Mr. DOOLITTLE:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ““Citizen Leg-
islature and Political Freedom Act”.

SEC. 2. REMOVAL OF LIMITATIONS ON FEDERAL
ELECTION CAMPAIGN CONTRIBU-
TIONS.

Section 315(a) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 44la(a)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

““(9) The limitations established under this
subsection shall not apply to contributions
made during calendar years beginning after
2000.”."

SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF TAXPAYER FINANCING
OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION CAM-
PAIGNS.

(a) TERMINATION OF DESIGNATION OF INCOME
TAX PAYMENTS.—Section 6096 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

““(d) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1999.””

(b) TERMINATION OF FUND AND ACCOUNT.—

(1) TERMINATION OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION
CAMPAIGN FUND.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 95 of subtitle H
of such Code is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:

“SEC. 9014. TERMINATION.

The provisions of this chapter shall not
apply with respect to any presidential elec-
tion (or any presidential nominating conven-
tion) after December 31, 2000, or to any can-
didate in such an election.”

(B) TRANSFER OF EXCESS FUNDS TO GENERAL
FUND.—Section 9006 of such Code is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

““(d) TRANSFER OF FUNDS REMAINING AFTER
1998.—The Secretary shall transfer all
amounts in the fund after December 31, 2000,
to the general fund of the Treasury.”

(2) TERMINATION OF ACCOUNT.—Chapter 96 of
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new section:
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“SEC. 9043. TERMINATION.

The provisions of this chapter shall not
apply to any candidate with respect to any
presidential election after December 31,
2000.”

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—

(1) The table of sections for chapter 95 of
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

““Sec. 9014. Termination.”

(2) The table of sections for chapter 96 of
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

““‘Sec. 9043. Termination.”

SEC. 4. DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR CER-
TAIN SOFT MONEY EXPENDITURES
OF POLITICAL PARTIES.

(a) TRANSFERS OF FUNDS BY NATIONAL Po-
LITICAL PARTIES.—Section 304(b)(4) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434(b)(4)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘““and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (H);

(2) by adding ‘“‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (I); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

“(J) in the case of a political committee of
a national political party, all funds trans-
ferred to any political committee of a State
or local political party, without regard to
whether or not the funds are otherwise treat-
ed as contributions or expenditures under
this title;”.

(b) DISCLOSURE BY STATE AND LoOcCAL PoLIT-
ICAL PARTIES OF INFORMATION REPORTED
UNDER STATE LAw.—Section 304 of such Act
(2 U.S.C. 434) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

“(d) If a political committee of a State or
local political party is required under a
State or local law, rule, or regulation to sub-
mit a report on its disbursements to an enti-
ty of the State or local government, the
committee shall file a copy of the report
with the Commission at the time it submits
the report to such an entity.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring after January 2001.
SEC. 5. PROMOTING EXPEDITED AVAILABILITY

OF FEC REPORTS.

(a) MANDATORY ELECTRONIC FILING.—Sec-
tion 304(a)(11)(A) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(11)(A))
is amended by striking ‘‘permit reports re-
quired by’ and inserting ‘‘require reports
under”’.

(b) REQUIRING REPORTS FOR ALL CONTRIBU-
TIONS MADE TO ANY PoOLITICAL COMMITTEE
WITHIN 90 DAYS OF ELECTION; REQUIRING RE-
PORTS TO BE MADE WITHIN 24 HOURS.—Sec-
tion 304(a)(6) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(6)) is
amended to read as follows:

““(6)(A) Each political committee shall no-
tify the Secretary or the Commission, and
the Secretary of State, as appropriate, in
writing, of any contribution received by the
committee during the period which begins on
the 90th day before an election and ends at
the time the polls close for such election.
This notification shall be made within 24
hours (or, if earlier, by midnight of the day
on which the contribution is deposited) after
the receipt of such contribution and shall in-
clude the name of the candidate involved (as
appropriate) and the office sought by the
candidate, the indentification of the contrib-
utor, and the date of receipt and amount of
the contribution.

“(B) The notification required under this
paragraph shall be in addition to all other
reporting requirements under this Act.”.

(c) INCREASING ELECTRONIC DISCLOSURE.—
Section 304 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434(a)), as
amended by section 4(b), is further amended
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by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

““(e)(1) The Commission shall make the in-
formation contained in the reports sub-
mitted under this section available on the
Internet and publicly available at the offices
of the Commission as soon as practicable
(but in no case later than 24 hours) after the
information is received by the Commission.

“(2) In this subsection, the term ‘Internet’
means the international computer network
of both Federal and non-Federal interoper-
able packet-switched data networks.””.

(d) EFFeCTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to reports for periods beginning on or after
January 1, 2001.

SEC. 6. WAIVER OF “BEST EFFORTS” EXCEPTION
FOR INFORMATION ON IDENTIFICA-
TION OF CONTRIBUTORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 302(i) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
432(i)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘(i) When the treasurer”
and inserting ‘“‘(i)(1) Except as provided in
paragraph (2), when the treasurer’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

““(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply with re-
spect to information regarding the identi-
fication of any person who makes a contribu-
tion or contributions aggregating more than
$200 during a calendar year (as required to be
provided under subsection (c)(3)).”.

(b) EFFeCTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to persons making contributions for
elections occurring after January 2001.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 283, the gentleman from
California (Mr. DooLITTLE) and the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
each will control 20 minutes.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to yield 7 minutes
to the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
WAMP) and 7 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) and
they will control that time, leaving
myself with 6 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Maryland?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) is rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, do |
have the right to close on this amend-
ment?

The CHAIRMAN. No. The gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), as a mem-
ber of the committee does.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard an
awful lot about the problems of the
present system. | would like to present
what | believe are the problems with
the system. | think it has tremendous
problems. They are intolerable and
they cry out for reform. It is just that
the nature of the reform that | would
favor is much different than the advo-
cates of Shays-Meehan would favor.

I believe that today’s campaign fi-
nance system requires current and pro-
spective office-holders to spend too
much time raising money and not
enough time governing and debating
issues. Today’s system has failed to
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make elections more competitive. And
indeed, since the 1974 amendments, the
disastrous system we have that was
created by those amendments, voter
participation has actually declined.

Today’s system allows millionaires
to purchase congressional seats and in-
hibits the ability of challengers to
raise the funds necessary to compete.
Today’s system hurts taxpayers by
taking nearly $900 million collected in
federal taxes and subsidizing the presi-
dential campaigns of all sorts of char-
acters, including convicted felons and
billionaires.

Today the system hurts voters in our
Republic by forcing more contributors
and political activists to operate out-
side of the system where they are unac-
countable and consequently more irre-
sponsible. That latter fact is what
causes the advocates of Shays-Meehan
to focus upon soft money because that
is one of those areas. But they fail to
understand that what is driving soft
money is the unadjusted limits on hard
money, never changed in 25 years.

Justice Thurgood Marshall in Buck-
ley v. Valeo observed that one of the
points on which all members of the
court agree is that money is essential
for effective communication in a polit-
ical campaign.

David Broder, not known | do not
think as a Republican, this is not a
conservative, but he wrote in the
Washingtonian 3 years ago and said the
following:

““Raise the current $1,000 limit on
personal campaign contributions to
$50,000. Maybe even go to $100,000.”

I note parenthetically, we could not
even go to $3,000 tonight let alone 50 or
100 like Mr. Broder has recommended.

“Today’s limits are ridiculous given
television and campaigning costs. Rais-
ing that Ilimit with full disclosure
would enable some people to make
really significant contributions to help
a candidate.”

My campaign finance reform goals
are the following: we should encourage
political speech rather than limit it,
like the supporters of Shays-Meehan
want to do. We should promote com-
petition, freedom, and a more informed
electorate, not limit their information
at the time when people are coming
awake and paying attention to politics,
namely, 60 days before an election. We
should enable any American citizen to
run for office, not just of the wealthy,
not just the well connected. And that
tends to be the trend if we continue
down this road of regulation, like
Shays-Meehan. We should increase the
amount of time candidates spend with
constituents in debating issues rather
than raising money.

Just last week we lost a couple of
candidates for the Senate because of
this very thing. They could not put
themselves through the absurd race to
raise money that the present law re-
quires.

And lastly, we should make can-
didates accountable to their constitu-
ents for the money they accept.
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| propose to achieve those goals with
the Citizen Legislature and Political
Freedom Act embodied in H.R. 1922,
which is the substitute | bring before
my colleagues now.

This legislation repeals limits on how
much individual and political action
committees may contribute to can-
didates or parties. It repeals limits on
how much parties can contribute to
candidates. We think political speech
is good, and we think those limits have
got to go.

This bill also terminates the horrid
taxpayer financing of presidential elec-
tion campaigns that we have in place
today. This legislation requires polit-
ical parties to distinguish between fed-
eral and nonfederal funds and requires
that each State party file with the FEC
a copy of the same disclosure form as
filed with the State. That way we do
not add any bureaucratic requirements
to what the States have to do, but we
make the information available for
people to see.

We require electronic filing of cam-
paign reports, and we require those re-
ports to be filed every 24 hours within
3 months of an election. With the ad-
vent of the Internet, any person with a
computer and access to the Internet
will be able to access this information.
The media, of course, will do that and
it will be available for all to see.

That is why we call ours the full dis-
closure act because we get right to the
heart of it, and we make this informa-
tion available to the electorate rather
than empowering a new government in-
formation czar.

We require the FEC to post all cam-
paign reports on the Internet. They do
not have to go down to the government
office and get the Xeroxed copy of the
report somebody mailed in months
after the election. They will have it
right there on the Internet.

By the way, we also bar acceptance
of campaign contributions unless spe-
cific disclosure requirements are met.
We repeal, if you will, the best-effort
rule. That is what the legislation does.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY), who has been
very active on this issue for many
months and years now.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, | re-
gretfully have to stand in opposition to
the substitute.

I think the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE), my dear col-
league that | have worked so closely
with for so long, has come up with a lot
of hard work and a total reform of the
approach to campaign finance reform,
and | have got to give him credit for
that. He has shifted the whole perspec-
tive to a whole new view.

We may be there some day, but the
fact is today we have Shays-Meehan in
front of us. We have a bill that tries to
correct the problems of campaign fi-
nance reform that was passed in the
1970s.
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The proposal of the gentleman from
California would totally approach the
issue totally different than we have in
the last 30 years. | would ask us to con-
sider, let us see if we can fix the exist-
ing system before we try to replace the
entire system with a whole new ap-
proach.

Now, | happen to have had the privi-
lege of serving as a county supervisor
in California in a county of 2.8 million
people with districts as large as con-
gressional districts; and our campaign
limits were $250 a person, no PACs, no
corporate checks, no union participa-
tion.

Let me tell my colleagues something:
it works. | just ask, do not fear cam-
paign finance limitations. It is an
equal ground. Everybody plays by the
rules, and we move forward.

So | have to say, in all fairness, I
think the gentleman from California
(Mr. DoOOLITTLE) may have a great ar-
gument, but my question is, before we
try to scrap the old system and move
on, let us try to fix the one we have in
Shays-Meehan.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY), a cosponsor
and an author of the clean elections
bill himself.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank my colleague from Massachu-
setts for yielding me the time, and |
congratulate him on once again having
the tenacity to stay with the Shays-
Meehan bill and bring it back to this
House.

With all due respect, | suggest that
the proposal by our colleague from
California is a step backwards, cer-
tainly not a step forward. | would say
that we should support the Shays-Mee-
han bill and note that that is in fact
only a partial reform.

The bill that | propose pending before
this body and some day, hopefully, we
will get it as part of a rule and be able
to debate it is the clean money, clean
elections bill and in fact calls for pub-
lic financing of campaigns.

I understand all of the arguments
that the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLITTLE) has made and just sug-
gested. There is nobody that | hear in
the district, no average citizen, that
thinks that it is going to be easier on
elections if in fact they can raise
money or thinks that people are going
to stop raising money at some point in
time. In fact, if we raise the limits,
they are going to spend more, raise
more, have more TV ads and go on.

O 2000

The clean money, clean elections bill
will in fact be the one process by which
we can lower the cost of campaigns. It
requires broadcasters to give time for
campaign ads at low or reduced cost,
because in fact we have given them a
public value, we have given them the
spectrum, and they ought to in return
give some public benefit back on that
and that would reduce the cost of cam-
paigns by some 40 or 50 percent.

H8263

The clean money, clean elections bill
would limit the amounts of money
spent. It would make campaign season
shorter by virtue of the distribution
schedule. It would make the money
chase end. People would not have to
spend virtually all their time raising
money. And, in fact, it would allow
people that are not personally wealthy
and do not know people with $50,000 or
$75,000 or $3,000 able to run for office
and have a reasonable prospect of cam-
paigning and winning. It is, in fact, the
kind of campaign reform that most of
America wants. State after State are
passing referenda and certifying that
they want to have a campaign system
where they get their elective process
back in their hands. They have heard
all the arguments. All of those
referenda has been put to them in a
way of, “Do you want public money
buying bumper stickers for can-
didates?”” The resounding answer is
““Yes, rather than special interests pay-
ing that money, we want to have our
election process back.”’

Let us pass Shays-Meehan and get
beyond that someday to real campaign
finance reform.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY), the distinguished
House majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, | think
we just heard what this is all about.
This is about more regulation of free
speech and, at the end of the last
speaker’s remarks, taxpayer-funded
elections. That is where we are headed
when you regulate free speech and reg-
ulate the people’s right to participate
in the political system.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support
of this substitute legislation. We sim-
ply cannot allow the participation of
Americans in our democracy to be lim-
ited. We have an important choice
today, a choice to either encourage
participation in our political system or
a choice to limit it. We can either
choose to uphold the first amendment
which guarantees our citizens the right
to free speech, or we can choose to in-
fringe upon this right.

Now, some of the rhetoric on the
other side might sound good, but we
must not allow those who support
Shays-Meehan to fool us. In short, the
Shays-Meehan bill restricts the demo-
cratic process by placing unfair regula-
tions on those willing and able to com-
pete as candidates and as their sup-
porters. While accountability in fund-
raising is necessary, we must be sure
that we do not limit the ability of
those who want to compete through
fair and worthy avenues to do so. The
Doolittle substitute will instill this ac-
countability. Among other things, the
Doolittle substitute institutes new fil-
ing requirements and mandates that
the Federal Election Commission post
all campaign reports on the Internet.
After all, what reform can restore ac-
countability more than an open book?
Simply put, freedom works.

Only those supporting Shays-Meehan
would think that freedom is a step
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backwards. The important responsi-
bility of this body is to protect free-
dom, not take it away.

Mr. Chairman, Congress must work
to reform, not restrict, the political
process. We must encourage, not limit,
our citizens’ ability to participate in
the political system. | urge my col-
leagues to vote for fairness, vote for
freedom in our political system by sup-
porting this substitute.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL), one of our
most distinguished new Members.

Mr. HOEFFEL. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the Doolittle substitute amendment. A
vote for the Doolittle substitute is a
vote to Kill Shays-Meehan. | urge oppo-
sition to all of the poison pill sub-
stitutes and urge support of Shays-
Meehan.

The Doolittle substitute would elimi-
nate all Federal contribution limits,
end public financing of presidential
campaigns, which has worked well, and
would weaken the disclosure require-
ments contained in Shays-Meehan.

Instead, we should adopt Shays-Mee-
han, which prohibits soft money con-
tributions, stops the sham issue ads
and strengthens FEC disclosure and en-
forcement.

The House should also pass com-
prehensive reform to implement vol-
untary spending limits for campaigns
in exchange for partial public financing
and free and discounted air time. These
reforms also deserve a floor debate and
the attention of this House.

Again, | urge my colleagues to op-
pose Doolittle, support Shays-Meehan,
and move on to Tierney.

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the Doolittle substitute. The Doolittle
substitute repeals all existing limits on
contributions, ends the presidential
public financing system, and requires
disclosure of funds transferred to a
State or local political party. But let
us be honest. This amendment would
virtually turn over the campaign fi-
nance system to the wealthy and the
special interests.

Mr. Chairman, in a recent survey,
over 50 percent of Americans said they
believe that Abraham Lincoln’s revered
formulation that our democracy is a
government of, by and for the people
no longer applies. Passing the Doolittle
substitute will regrettably confirm this
very cynical perception of public serv-
ice and public servants.

It will take the passage of meaning-
ful, comprehensive campaign finance
reform, which is the Shays-Meehan
bill, H.R. 417, to change the prevailing
attitude.

Mr. Chairman, the key word here is
comprehensive campaign finance re-
form. The Doolittle substitute, al-
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though it may be well-intended, is win-
dow dressing. It requires only limited
disclosure rather than making the nec-
essary changes to clean up the current
system, namely, ending soft money and
reining in sham issue ads.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no”” on the Doolittle sub-
stitute and support final passage of the
Shays-Meehan bill.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Mrs. JoONES), again, one of the
leaders on campaign finance reform.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition to the Doolittle sub-
stitute amendment, eliminating all
Federal campaign contributions and
public financing of presidential cam-
paigns. In effect, the Doolittle amend-
ment would be the Kkiss of death for
H.R. 417, the Bipartisan Campaign Re-
form Act, because it guts the essence of
the Shays-Meehan bill. Eliminating
public financing of presidential cam-
paigns in effect eliminates the ability
of the little people to impact a presi-
dential election at a time when voter
apathy and participation is at an all-
time low. Eliminating limits on con-
tributions allows the haves to speak
louder and places a gag on the have-
nots. Eliminating campaign contribu-
tion limits will cause the House of Rep-
resentatives to represent only the
wealthy and leave the poor un- and
underrepresented.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“no’” on
this amendment. All the proposed re-
porting is only a smoke screen to cover
this attempt to turn public office and

public officeholders over to the
wealthy.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, | rise to support the Doo-
little substitute. Thirteen States do
not have limits, and | do not think you
can name them because they do not
stand out as States loaded with public
corruption. Thirteen States do not
limit campaign financing. We should be
here debating increasing disclosure,
immediate reporting and enforcement.

I have heard speaker after speaker
talking about laws not being enforced.
What about more laws without enforce-
ment? Yet folks in this city have
worked themselves into a state of
hysteria over what they call campaign
finance reform. This in spite of the fact
that survey after survey show that
most Americans rate campaign finance
reform near the bottom of their con-
cerns, if they rate it at all. Then why
the hysteria?

The liberals’ idea of reform rests pri-
marily on restricting the free flow of
moneys and ideas to the public through
any channels except those they control
and they regulate.

The refreshing motto of Fox Cable
News network is ‘““We report and you
decide.” That is how elections ought to
be. We report who helped us and you
decide. By contrast, the motto of lib-
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erals and their media allies embodied
in the Shays-Meehan bill seems to be,
“We report, we decide, and everyone
else be quiet.”

It is a bedrock principle of American
political heritage that money is
speech. When the supporters of Shays-
Meehan want to restrict and regulate
the amount of money in campaigns,
they want to restrict and regulate the
amount of speech. They decide, not the
voters. Even the American Civil Lib-
erties Union has stated that the Shays-
Meehan bill is patently unconstitu-
tional and makes it harder for ethnic
and racial minorities, women and non-
mainstream voices to be heard prior to
an election. It will be an incumbent
protection bill.

I will give my colleagues an example
from Pennsylvania when you do not
have money to get the message out. In
1998, Governor Ridge was running for
reelection, the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania was running for reelec-
tion, and they both had strong bipar-
tisan support. They bo