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campaign. | was too busy chasing
bucks.” |1 had a similar experience in
1992.

I remember Senator Richard Russell
saying: “They give you a 6-year term
in this U.S. Senate 2 years to be a
statesman, the next 2 years to be a pol-
itician, and the last 2 years to be a
demagogue.” Regrettably, we are no
longer afforded even 2 years as states-
men. We proceed straight to politics
and demagoguery right after the elec-
tion because of the imperatives of rais-
ing money.

My proposed constitutional amend-
ment would change all this. It would
empower Congress to impose reason-
able spending limits on Federal cam-
paigns. For instance, we could impose a
limit of, say, $800,000 per Senate can-
didate in a small State like South
Carolina—a far cry from the millions
spent by my opponent and me in 1992.
And bear in mind that direct expendi-
tures account for only a portion of
total spending. For instance, my 1992
opponent’s direct expenditures were
supplemented by hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars in expenditures by
independent organizations and by the
State and local Republican Party.
When you total up spending from all
sources, my challenger and | spent
roughly the same amount in 1992.

And incidentally, Mr. President, let’s
be done with the canard that spending
limits would be a boon to incumbents,
who supposedly already have name rec-
ognition and standing with the public
and therefore begin with a built-in ad-
vantage over challengers. Nonsense. |
hardly need to remind my Senate col-
leagues of the high rate of mortality in
upper Chamber elections. And as to the
alleged invulnerability of incumbents
in the House, | would simply note that
more than 50 percent of the House
membership has been replaced since
the 1990 elections.

I can tell you from experience that
any advantages of incumbency are
more than counterbalanced by the ob-
vious disadvantages of incumbency,
specifically the disadvantage of defend-
ing hundreds of controversial votes in
Congress.

| also agree with University of Vir-
ginia political scientist Larry Sabato,
who has suggested a doctrine of suffi-
ciency with regard to campaign spend-
ing. Professor Sabato puts it this way:
“While challengers tend to be under-
funded, they can compete effectively if
they are capable and have sufficient
money to present themselves and their

messages.”’
Moreover, Mr. President, | submit
that once we have overall spending

limits, it will matter little whether a
candidate gets money from industry
groups, or from PAC’s, or from individ-
uals. It is still a reasonable—‘‘suffi-
cient,”” to use Professor Sabato’s
term—amount any way you cut it.
Spending will be under control, and we
will be able to account for every dollar
going out.
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On the issue of PAC’s, Mr. President,
let me say that | have never believed
that PAC’s per se are an evil in the
current system. On the contrary, PAC’s
are a very healthy instrumentality of
politics. PAC’s have brought people
into the political process: nurses, edu-
cators, small businesspeople, senior
citizens, unionists, you name it. They
permit people of modest means and
limited individual influence to band to-
gether with others of mutual interest
so their message is heard and known.

For years we have encouraged these
people to get involved, to participate.
Yet now that they are participating,
we turn around and say, ‘‘Oh, no, your
influence is corrupting, your money is
tainted.”” This is wrong. The evil to be
corrected is not the abundance of par-
ticipation but the superabundance of
money. The culprit is runaway cam-
paign spending.

To a distressing degree, elections are
determined not in the political mar-
ketplace but in the financial market-
place. Our elections are supposed to be
contests of ideas, but too often they de-
generate into megadollar derbies,
paper chases through the board rooms
of corporations and special interests.

Mr. President, | repeat, campaign
spending must be brought under con-
trol. The constitutional amendment |
have proposed would permit Congress
to impose fair, responsible, workable
limits on Federal campaign expendi-
tures.

Such a reform would have four im-
portant impacts. First, it would end
the mindless pursuits of ever-fatter
campaign war chests. Second, it would
free candidates from their current ob-
session with fundraising and allow
them to focus more on issues and ideas;
once elected to office, we would not
have to spend 20 percent of our time
raising money to keep our seats. Third,
it would curb the influence of special
interests. And fourth, it would create a
more level playing field for our Federal
campaigns—a competitive environment
where personal wealth does not give
candidates an insurmountable advan-
tage.

Finally, Mr. President, a word about
the advantages of the amend-the-Con-
stitution approach that | propose. Re-
cent history amply demonstrates the
practicality and viability of this con-
stitutional route. Certainly, it is not
coincidence that all five of the most re-
cent amendments to the Constitution
have dealt with Federal election issues.
In elections, the process drives and
shapes the end result. Election laws
can skew election results, whether you
are talking about a poll tax depriving
minorities of their right to vote, or the
absence of campaign spending limits
giving an unfair advantage to wealthy
candidates. These are profound issues
which go to the heart of our democ-
racy, and it is entirely appropriate
that they be addressed through con-
stitutional amendment.

And let us not be distracted by the
argument that the amend-the-Con-
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stitution approach will take too long.
Take too long? We have been dithering
on this campaign finance issue since
the early 1970’s, and we haven’t ad-
vanced the ball a single yard. It has
been a quarter of a century, and no leg-
islative solution has done the job.

The last five constitutional amend-
ments took an average of 17 months to
be adopted. There is no reason why we
cannot pass this joint resolution, sub-
mit it to the States for a vote, and rat-
ify the amendment in time for it to
govern the 1996 election. Indeed, the
amend-the-Constitution approach
could prove more expeditious than the
alternative legislative approach. Bear
in mind that the various public financ-
ing bills that have been proposed would
all be wvulnerable to a Presidential
veto. In contrast, this joint resolution,
once passed by the Congress, goes di-
rectly to the States for ratification.
Once ratified, it becomes the law of the
land, and it is not subject to veto or
Supreme Court challenge.

And, by the way, | reject the argu-
ment that if we were to pass and ratify
this amendment, Democrats and Re-
publicans would be unable to hammer
out a mutually acceptable formula of
campaign expenditure limits. A Demo-
cratic Congress and Republican Presi-
dent did exactly that in 1974, and we
can certainly do it again.

Mr. President, this joint resolution
will address the campaign finance mess
directly, decisively, and with finality.
The Supreme Court has chosen to ig-
nore the overwhelming importance of
media advertising in today’s cam-
paigns. In the Buckley decision, it pre-
scribed a bogus if-you-have-the-money-
you-can-talk version of free speech. In
its place, | urge passage of this joint
resolution, the freedom of speech in po-
litical campaigns amendment. Let us
ensure equal freedom of expression for
all who seek Federal office.

By Mr. BROWN:

S.J. Res. 19. A joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States relative to
limiting congressional terms; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

TERM LIMITS CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
o Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, today |
rise to offer a joint resolution calling
for the adoption of a constitutional
amendment limiting congressional
terms.

Congress is considering several meas-
ures that will change the way Congress
does business. Congressional account-
ability will apply the laws to Congress.
Unfunded mandate reform will reduce
burdens on the States. The balanced
budget amendment will fundamentally
alter our budget process, and the line-
item veto will end an era of midnight
pork-barrel spending.

My amendment offers change of a dif-
ferent sort. Instead of changing our
procedures, term limitations will
change the way we think.



		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-17T14:05:20-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




