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Mrs. HELMS made this trip a couple
years with us. They could be firsthand
advocates. What it does is give every
Member an opportunity to view objec-
tively the issue of whether or not it is
in the national interest to open ANWR,
whether we can do it safely, whether
indeed it makes, as it does in my opin-
ion and those of many other Alaskans,
a significant contribution to the na-
tional security interests of this Nation
and makes a significant contribution
to the economy. They will have an op-
portunity to hear from Alaskans them-
selves their attitude on whether or not
this can be opened safely.

One of the things that bothers me
about this issue is, I continually have
to account for my knowledge of the
issue as an Alaskan. Yet my opponents,
who have never been there and don’t
have any intention of going, never
seem to have to account for their igno-
rance or lack of knowledge—if I may
put it a little more Kkindly—on the
issue.

So this is a rare opportunity, Mr.
President. I again encourage Members
to think about it. Spouses are welcome
to accompany Members. We in Alaska
are certainly willing to do our part.
This development would take place on
land as opposed to offshore. It is much
safer to do it on land. It seems to me
that as we look at the high price of en-
ergy, there is a recognition that we can
have some relief, at least from depend-
ence on imported oil, which affects our
transportation costs; that it is signifi-
cant.

Some Members obviously don’t no-
tice much of an increase in their bills
because maybe somebody else pays the
bills. A lot of people in my State of
Alaska, including fishermen—and, for
that matter, fishermen on the east
coast, in Massachusetts and other
States—are affected by the high price
of fuel for their vessels. They are all af-
fected by the high cost of energy. So I
don’t think we should rely on the
NIMBY theory—not in my back yard.

I was doing some figuring the other
day as a consequence of a little address
we did on ‘“‘Face The Nation’ this
weekend, where we had a debate with
one of my friends from Massachusetts.
I am told there is enough oil in ANWR
to fuel the State of Massachusetts for
125 years. ANWR happens to be about
four times the size of the State of Mas-
sachusetts.

In any event, I am not picking on
Massachusetts this morning. I am ex-
tending an invitation to Members that
this weekend would be an ideal oppor-
tunity for you to see and evaluate for
yourselves, and not necessarily take
the word of America’s environmental
community, which has seen fit to use
this issue as a major factor in gener-
ating membership and dollars. I think
they have not really related to the rec-
ognition of the technical advancements
we have made in producing energy in
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this country, in recognition that we
can do it safely.

Mr. President, I will be leaving this
Thursday night and returning Sunday
evening. I encourage all Members to
consider this invitation. This is an in-
vitation from Senator STEVENS and
myself.

I yield the floor.

————
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for morning business has expired.
Morning business is closed.

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM
ACT OF 2001—Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the pending business.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 27) to amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to provide bipartisan
campaign reform.

Pending:

Specter amendment No. 140, to provide
findings regarding the current state of cam-
paign finance laws and to clarify the defini-
tion of electioneering communication.

Fitzgerald amendment No. 144, to provide
that limits on contributions to candidates be
applied on an election cycle rather than elec-
tion basis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 145

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 145 and ask
that it be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 145.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To apply the prohibition on elec-

tioneering communications to targeted

communications of certain tax-exempt or-
ganizations)

On page 21, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following:

SEC. 204. RULES RELATING TO CERTAIN TAR-
GETED ELECTIONEERING COMMU-
NICATIONS.

Section 316(c) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441b), as added by
section 203, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘(6) SPECIAL RULES FOR TARGETED COMMU-
NICATIONS.—

““(A) EXCEPTION DOES NOT APPLY.—Para-
graph (2) shall not apply in the case of a tar-
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geted communication that is made by an or-
ganization described in such paragraph.

“(B) TARGETED COMMUNICATION.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), the term ‘targeted
communication” means an electioneering
communication (as defined in section
304(d)(3)) that is distributed from a television
or radio broadcast station or provider of
cable or satellite television service whose
audience consists primarily of residents of
the State for which the clearly identified
candidate is seeking office.”’.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, first, I thank my col-
league from Massachusetts for his re-
marks and in particular for his focus
on the importance of what some call
clean money, clean elections, others
call public financing, partial or full
public financing.

Before I talk about this amendment,
I want to give it some context with the
argument I made on the floor of the
Senate last week.

I am Dbitterly disappointed my
amendment was not adopted. That
amendment was an effort to say that
our States should have the option of
applying a voluntary system of partial
or full public financing to our races. A
couple of Senators said to me during
the vote that they did not want their
State legislatures deciding ‘‘how to fi-
nance my campaigns.” They are not
our campaigns. These campaigns be-
long to the people of the country. I do
believe, until we move to some system
of public financing or move in that di-
rection with some reforms, we are
going to continue to have a system
that is wired for incumbents. Some-
times I think the debate is as much be-
tween ins and outs as it is between
Democrats and Republicans.

I want to put the defeat of that
amendment in the context of some of
the reform amendments being defeated
and other amendments which I think
significantly weaken this legislation,
at least if one’s interest is in reform
and in trying to get some of the big
money out of politics and bring some of
the people back in.

The acceptance last week of the so-
called millionaire’s amendment, where
we tried to fix the problem of people
who have wealth and their own eco-
nomic resources and spending it on
their own campaigns with basically an-
other abuse, which is to take the limits
off how much money people can con-
tribute—I fear this week we are going
to take the lid off individual campaign
contributions as some have suggested,
going from $1,000 to $3,000 or $2,000 to
$6,000 a year.

The point is, again, one-quarter of 1
percent of the people in the country
contribute $200 or more and one-ninth
of the voting age population in the
country contribute $1,000 a year or
more. How last week’s support of the
so-called millionaire’s amendment can
be considered a reform—it probably



		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-01T14:20:37-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




