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and helpful briefings I have ever heard. 
I have been a Wilhelm fan ever since, 
and I certainly value his advice and his 
suggestions. 

General Wilhelm stated our vital na-
tional security interests very well 
when he said the following: 

I see our future prosperity in the Amer-
icas, not in the Far East. . . . Forty-six per-
cent of our exports flow within the Amer-
icas, 28 percent to the Far East and 26 per-
cent to Europe. I see the balance shifting 
even more to the Americas over the first 25 
years of this century. The future prosperity 
of the United States is linked to the Amer-
icas. 

Throughout his career as a United 
States Marine, General Charles Wil-
helm demonstrated uncompromising 
character, discerning wisdom, and a 
sincere, selfless sense of duty to his 
Marines and members of other services 
assigned to his numerous joint com-
mands. 

His powerful leadership inspired his 
Marines to success, no matter what the 
task. All Marines everywhere join me 
in saying to the general: Thank you 
and well done. The results have guar-
anteed United States security in this 
hemisphere and throughout the world. 

In behalf of my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle, our congratulations 
to him and to his wife Valerie and his 
son Elliot on the completion of a long 
and distinguished career, and I trust 
more to come. God bless this great 
American and Marine. Semper Fi, Gen-
eral, Semper Fi. 

f 

APPROVAL OF CONVENTION 176 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, last week 
the Senate unanimously approved for 
ratification the International Labor 
Organization Convention 176 on mine 
safety and health. I thank the Chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina, for his committee’s ef-
forts in expeditiously approving this 
convention. I also thank the mining 
state senators from New Mexico, Penn-
sylvania, Montana, Kentucky, Nevada, 
Idaho, and my own West Virginia, who 
joined me in championing this conven-
tion. 

Coal mining has long been recognized 
as one of the most dangerous occupa-
tions in the world. In the United 
States, the frequency and magnitude of 
coal mining disasters and intolerable 
working conditions in the 19th century 
created a public furor for mine health 
and safety laws. The Pennsylvania leg-
islature was the first to pass signifi-
cant mine safety legislation in 1870, 
which was later followed by the first 
federal mine safety law that was passed 
by Congress in 1891. Over the years, 
these state and federal laws were com-
bined into what are today the most 
comprehensive mine safety and health 
standards in the world. Since the be-
ginning of the 20th century, mine-re-

lated deaths have decreased from 3,242 
deaths in 1907, the highest mining fa-
tality rate ever recorded in the United 
States, to 80 deaths in 1998, the lowest 
mining fatality rate ever recorded in 
the United States. 

These numbers stand in stark con-
trast to the recorded fatalities in other 
parts of the world. In China, for exam-
ple, the government recently reported 
2,730 mining fatalities in the first six 
months of this year. That is more than 
thirty times the number of fatalities 
recorded in the United States for all of 
1999. And, this number does not even 
include metal and nonmetal mining fa-
talities in China. 

Many countries in the world have na-
tional laws specific to mine safety and 
health. Yet, in most of these countries, 
the laws are often times inadequate. In 
many South American and Asian coun-
tries, national laws have not kept pace 
with the introduction of new mining 
equipment, such as long-wall mining 
machines and large surface mining 
equipment, which create new hazards 
for miners. Similarly, many of these 
countries do not require employers to 
inform miners of workplace hazards or 
allow for workers to refuse work be-
cause of dangerous conditions without 
fear of penalties. What is worse is that 
even if these countries do have ade-
quate laws, in most cases, the inexperi-
ence and limited resources of their 
mine inspectors often means that egre-
gious violations by foreign coal compa-
nies are never penalized, encouraging 
repeat violations. 

As a result, miners in developing 
countries are exposed to risks and haz-
ards that claim up to 15,000 lives each 
year. Severe mine disasters involving 
large loss of life continue to occur 
throughout Europe, Africa and Asia. 
The most recent accident to gain 
worldwide attention occurred in 
Ukraine in March of this year, when 80 
miners were killed after a methane gas 
explosion because of an improperly 
ventilated air shaft. 

The United States competes against 
these countries with notoriously low 
mine safety standards in the global en-
ergy market. However, the disparity in 
mine safety and health standards with 
which foreign and domestic coal com-
panies must comply, places U.S. coal 
companies at a disadvantage by allow-
ing foreign coal companies to export 
coal at a cheaper cost. This has con-
tributed to a decrease in U.S. coal ex-
ports in the global energy market. Ac-
cording to the Department of Energy, 
U.S. coal exports to Europe and Asia 
have decreased from 78 million tons to 
63 million tons between 1998 and 1999. 
The Administration projects that U.S. 
coal exports will continue to decrease 
to approximately 58 million tons by 
2020. This reduction in coal exports 
falls on an industry that is already ex-
periencing a steady decrease in the 
number of active coal mining oper-

ations and employment in the United 
States. Faced with strong competition 
from other coal exporting countries 
and limited growth in import demand 
from Europe and Asia, the United 
States needs to level the playing field 
as much as possible with its foreign 
competitors, and should encourage for-
eign governments to adopt safety and 
health standards similar to those in 
the United States. 

Accordingly, representatives from 
the National Mining Association, the 
United Mine Workers of America, and 
the Mine Safety and Health Adminis-
tration helped to draft a treaty in 1995 
that would establish minimum mine 
safety and health standards for the 
international community. This treaty 
was based on the federal mine safety 
and health laws in the United States. 
Convention 176 was adopted by the 
General Conference of the Inter-
national Labor Organization in 1995, 
and would designate that a competent 
authority monitor and regulate safety 
and health in mines and require foreign 
coal companies to comply with na-
tional safety and health laws. It would 
also encourage cooperation between 
employers and employees to promote 
safety and health in mines. 

By encouraging other countries to 
ratify Convention 176, the United 
States can increase the competitive-
ness of U.S. coal prices in the global 
market place, while, at the same time, 
increasing protections for miners in all 
parts of the world. In addition, the 
United States can build a new market 
for itself where it can provide training 
and superior mine safety equipment to 
nations struggling to increase their 
mine safety standards. 

The United States prides itself on 
having the safest mines in the world, 
while, at the same time, remaining a 
competitive force in the global energy 
market. This convention embraces the 
belief that other countries would do 
well to follow the U.S. example. I sup-
port this convention, and applaud the 
Senate for its approval. 

f 

RICHARD GARDNER URGES HIGH-
ER BUDGET PRIORITY FOR U.S. 
FOREIGN POLICY 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in an 
article published in the July/August 
issue of Foreign Affairs, Richard Gard-
ner argues persuasively that at this 
time of record prosperity, America 
must commit itself to an increased 
budget for foreign policy in order to 
protect our vital interests and carry 
out our commitments around the 
world. He argues that America’s secu-
rity interests must be protected not 
only by maintaining a superior mili-
tary force, but also by focusing on 
other international issues that are es-
sential to our national security, such 
as global warming, AIDS, drug-traf-
ficking, and terrorism. He asserts that 
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to achieve these goals, foreign aid must 
be given higher spending priority, and 
the current trend of decreased funding 
for our international commitments 
must be reversed. 

Mr. Gardner is well known to many 
of us in Congress. For many years, and 
under many Administrations, he has 
served our nation well as a distin-
guished diplomat. He skillfully rep-
resented U.S. interests abroad, and has 
made valuable contributions to ad-
vancing America’s foreign policy objec-
tives. He continues this important 
work today, serving as a Professor of 
Law and International Organization at 
Columbia University and a member of 
the President’s Advisory Committee on 
Trade Policy and Negotiations. 

I believe that Ambassador Gardner’s 
article will be of interest to all of us in 
Congress, and I ask unanimous consent 
that it may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From Foreign Affairs, July/August 2000] 
THE ONE PERCENT SOLUTION—SHIRKING THE 

COST OF WORLD LEADERSHIP 
(By Richard N. Gardner) 

A dangerous game is being played in Wash-
ington with America’s national security. 
Call it the ‘‘one percent solution’’—the fal-
lacy that a successful U.S. foreign policy can 
be carried out with barely one percent of the 
federal budget. Unless the next president 
moves urgently to end this charade, he will 
find himself in a financial straitjacket that 
frustrates his ability to promote American 
interests and values in an increasingly un-
certain world. 

Ultimately, the only way to end the dan-
gerous one percent solution game is to de-
velop a new national consensus that sees the 
international affairs budget as part of the 
national security budget—because the fail-
ure to build solid international partnerships 
to treat the causes of conflict today will 
mean costly military responses tomorrow. 
Those who play the one percent solution 
game do not understand a post-Cold War 
world in which a host of international prob-
lems now affects Americans’ domestic wel-
fare, from financial crises and the closing of 
markets to global warming, AIDS, terrorism, 
drug trafficking, and the spread of weapons 
of mass destruction. Solving these problems 
will require leadership, and that will cost. 

MONEY CHANGES EVERYTHING 
If this all sounds exaggerated, consider the 

way the one percent solution game is being 
played this year, when America has a GDP of 
nearly $10 trillion and a federal budget of 
over $1.8 trillion. Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright asked the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB) for $25 billion in the 
budget for fiscal year (FY) 2001, which begins 
October 1, for the so-called 150 Account, 
which covers the nonmilitary costs of pro-
tecting U.S. national security. OMB cut that 
figure to $22.8 billion to fit President Clin-
ton’s commitment to continued fiscal re-
sponsibility and limited budgetary growth. 

The congressional budget committees cut 
it further to $20 billion, or $2.3 billion less 
than the $22.3 billion approved for FY 2000. 
At the same time, the budget committees 
raised defense spending authority for FY 2001 
to $310.8 billion—$4.5 billion more than the 
administration requested. 

Clinton and Albright strongly protested 
the congressional cuts. They will undoubt-
edly protest even more when the appropria-
tions committees of the Senate and the 
House divide up the meager 150 Account pie 
into inadequate slices for essential foreign 
affairs functions. At the end of this congres-
sional session, $1 billion or so of the foreign 
affairs cuts may be restored if Clinton 
threatens to veto the appropriation bills— 
not easy to do in an election year. Of course, 
the next president could make another fa-
miliar move in the one percent solution 
game—ask for a small supplemental appro-
priation to restore the previous cuts. But if 
the past is any guide, Congress will do its 
best to force the next administration to ac-
commodate most of its supplemental spend-
ing within the existing budget. (This year, 
for instance, Congress resisted additional 
spending to pay for the U.S. share of multi-
lateral projects such as more U.N. peace-
keeping and debt reduction for the poorest 
countries.) 

Even more discouraging for the next presi-
dent are the projections for the 150 Account 
that the Clinton administration and the 
budget committees have presented as spend-
ing guidelines until 2005. The president’s pro-
jected foreign affairs spending request of 
$24.5 billion for 2005 hardly keeps up with in-
flation, and the budget committees’ target of 
$20 billion means a decrease of nearly 20 per-
cent from FY 2000, adjusted for inflation. By 
contrast, the administration’s projected de-
fense spending authority goes up to $331 bil-
lion in FY 2005; the budget committees’ de-
fense projection is comparable. Thus the 
ratio of military spending to foreign affairs 
spending would continue to increase in the 
next few years, rising to more than 16 to 1. 

The percentage of the U.S. budget devoted 
to international affairs has been declining 
for four decades. In the 1960s, the 150 Account 
made up 4 percent of the federal budget; in 
the 1970s, it averaged about 2 percent; during 
the first half of the 1990s, it went down to 1 
percent, with only a slight recovery in FYs 
1999 and 2000. The international affairs budg-
et is now about 20 percent less in today’s dol-
lars than it was on average during the late 
1970s and the 1980s. 

A nation’s budget, like that of a corpora-
tion or an individual, reflects its priorities. 
Both main political parties share a broad 
consensus that assuring U.S. national secu-
rity in the post-Cold War era requires a 
strong military and the willingness to use it 
to defend important U.S. interests and val-
ues. The Clinton administration and Con-
gress have therefore supported recent in-
creases in the defense budget to pay for more 
generous salaries and a better quality of life 
in order to attract and retain quality per-
sonnel; fund necessary research, training, 
and weapons maintenance; and procure new 
and improved weapons systems. Politicians 
and military experts may differ on the util-
ity and cost-effectiveness of particular weap-
ons, but after the catch-up defense increases 
of the last several years, Washington appears 
to be on an agreed course to keep the defense 
budget growing modestly to keep up with the 
rate of inflation. 

Why then, at a time of unprecedented pros-
perity and budget surpluses, can Washington 
not generate a similar consensus on the need 
to adequately fund the nonmilitary compo-
nent of national security? Apparently spend-
ing on foreign affairs is not regarded as 
spending for national security. Compounding 
the problem is Washington’s commendable 
new commitment to fiscal responsibility 
after years of huge budget deficits—a com-

mitment reflected in the tight cap that Con-
gress placed on discretionary spending in 
1997. Even though that cap is already being 
violated and will undoubtedly be revised up-
ward this year, the new bipartisan agree-
ment to lock up the Social Security surplus 
to meet the retirement costs of the baby 
boomers will continue to make for difficult 
budget choices and leave limited room for in-
creased spending elsewhere, foreign affairs 
included. 

The non-Social Security surplus—esti-
mated at something more than $700 billion 
during the decade 2000–2010—will barely 
cover some modest tax cuts while keeping 
Medicare solvent and paying for some new 
spending on health care and education. For-
tunately, higher-than-expected GDP growth 
may add $20–30 billion per year to the non- 
Social Security surplus, affording some addi-
tional budgetary wiggle room. Even so, that 
windfall could be entirely eaten up by larger 
tax cuts, more domestic spending, or unan-
ticipated defense budget increases—unless 
foreign affairs spending becomes a higher 
priority now. 

More money is not a substitute for an ef-
fective foreign policy, but an effective for-
eign policy will simply be impossible with-
out more money. Foreign policy experts 
therefore disdain ‘‘boring budget arith-
metic’’ at their peril. 

The State Department recently set forth 
seven fundamental national interests in its 
foreign affairs strategic plan: national secu-
rity; economic prosperity and freer trade; 
protection of U.S. citizens abroad and safe-
guarding of U.S. borders; the fight against 
international terrorism, crime, and drug 
trafficking; the establishment and consolida-
tion of democracies and the upholding of 
human rights; the provision of humanitarian 
assistance to victims of crisis and disaster; 
and finally, the improvement of the global 
environment, stabilization of world popu-
lation growth, and protection of human 
health. This is a sensible list, but in the po-
litical climate of today’s Washington, few in 
the executive branch or Congress dare ask 
how much money will really be required to 
support it. Rather, the question usually 
asked is how much the political traffic will 
bear. 

Going on this way will force unacceptable 
foreign policy choices—either adequate fund-
ing for secure embassies and modern commu-
nications systems for diplomats or adequate 
funding for U.N. peacekeeping in Kosovo, 
East Timor, and Africa; either adequate 
funding for the Middle East peace process or 
adequate funding to safeguard nuclear weap-
ons and materials in Russia; either adequate 
funding for family planning to control world 
population growth or adequate funding to 
save refugees and displaced persons. The 
world’s greatest power need not and should 
not accept a situation in which it has to 
make these kinds of choices. 

THE STATE OF STATE 
Ideally, a bipartisan, expert study would 

tell us what a properly funded foreign affairs 
budget would look like. In the absence of 
such a study, consider the following a rough 
estimate of the increases now required in the 
two main parts of the 150 Account. The first 
part is the State Department budget, which 
includes not only the cost of U.S. diplomacy 
but also U.S. assessed contributions to inter-
national organizations and peacekeeping. 
The second part is the foreign operations 
budget, which includes bilateral develop-
ment aid, the bilateral economic support 
fund for special foreign policy priorities, bi-
lateral military aid, and contributions to 
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voluntary U.N. programs and multilateral 
development banks. 

Take State’s budget first. The United 
States maintains 250 embassies and other 
posts in 160 countries. Far from being ren-
dered less important by the end of the Cold 
War or today’s instant communications, 
these diplomatic posts and the State Depart-
ment that directs them are more essential 
then ever in promoting the seven funda-
mental U.S. foreign policy interests identi-
fied above. 

Ambassadors and their staffs have to play 
multiple roles today—as the ‘‘eyes and ears’’ 
of the president and secretary of state, advo-
cates for U.S. policies in the upper reaches of 
the host government, resourceful nego-
tiators, and intellectual, educational, and 
cultural emissaries in public diplomacy with 
key interest groups, opinion leaders, and the 
public at large. As Albright put it in recent 
congressional testimony, the Foreign Serv-
ice, the Civil Service, and the Foreign na-
tionals serving in U.S. overseas posts con-
tribute daily to the welfare of the American 
people ‘‘through the dangers they help con-
tain; the crimes they help prevent; the deals 
they help close; the rights they help protect, 
and the travelers they just plain help.’’ 

Following the tragic August 1998 bombings 
of American embassies in Nairobi and Dar es 
Salaam, the secretary of state, with the sup-
port of the president and Congress, estab-
lished the Overseas Presence Advisory Panel 
(OPAP), composed of current and former dip-
lomats and private-sector representatives, to 
recommend improvements in America’s 
overseas diplomatic establishment. ‘‘The 
United States overseas presence, which has 
provided the essential underpinnings of U.S. 
foreign policy for many decades, is near a 
state of crisis,’’ the panel warned. ‘‘Insecure 
and often decrepit facilities, obsolete infor-
mation technology, outmoded administra-
tive and human resources practices, poor al-
location of resources, and competition from 
the private sector for talented staff threaten 
to cripple America’s overseas capability, 
with far-reaching consequences for national 
security and prosperity.’’ 

The OPAP report focused more on reforms 
than on money, but many of its rec-
ommendations have price tags. The report 
called for $1.3 billion per year for embassy 
construction and security upgrades—prob-
ably $100 million too little, since an earlier 
and more authoritative study by the Ac-
countability Review Boards under former 
Joint Chiefs of Staff Chair William Crowe 
proposed $1.4 billion annually for that pur-
pose. OPAP also called for another $330 mil-
lion over several years to provide unclassi-
fied and secure Internet and e-mail informa-
tion networks linking all U.S. agencies and 
overseas posts. 

Moreover, OPAP proposed establishing an 
interagency panel chaired by the secretary 
of state to evaluate the size, location, and 
composition of America’s overseas presence. 
Visitors who see many people in U.S. embas-
sies often do not realize that the State De-
partment accounts for only 42 percent of 
America’s total overseas personnel; the De-
fense Department accounts for 37 percent, 
and more than two dozen other agencies such 
as the Agency for International Development 
and the Departments of Commerce, Treas-
ury, and Justice make up the rest. If one in-
cludes the foreign nationals hired as support 
staff, State Department personnel in some 
large U.S. embassies are less than 15 percent 
of the employees, and many of them are ad-
ministrators. 

The State Department’s FY 2001 budget of 
$6.8 billion provide $3.2 billion for admin-

istering foreign affairs. Of that, even after 
the East Africa bombings, only $1.1 billion 
will go toward embassy construction and se-
curity upgrades, even though $1.4 billion is 
needed. Moreover, only $17 million is pro-
vided for new communications infrastruc-
ture, although $330 million is needed. Almost 
nothing is included to fill a 700-position 
shortfall of qualified personnel. The State 
Department therefore requires another $500 
million just to meet its minimal needs. 

The FY 2001 State Department budget con-
tains a small but inadequate increase—from 
$204 million in FY 2000 to $225 million—for 
the educational and cultural exchanges for-
merly administered by the U.S. Information 
Agency. Most of this money will go to the 
Fulbright academic program and the Inter-
national Visitors Program, which brings fu-
ture foreign leaders in politics, the media, 
trade unions, and other nongovernmental or-
ganizations (NGOS) to meet with their 
American counterparts. These valuable and 
cost-effective exchanges have been slashed 
from their 1960s and 1970s heights. A near- 
doubling of these programs’ size—with dis-
proportionate increases for exchanges with 
especially important countries such as Rus-
sia and China—would clearly serve U.S. na-
tional security interests. A sensible annual 
budget increase for educational and cultural 
exchanges would be $200 million. 

The budget includes $946 million for as-
sessed contributions to international organi-
zations, of which $300 million is for the U.N. 
itself and $380 million more is for U.N.-affili-
ated agencies such as the International 
Labor Organization, the World Health Orga-
nization, the World Health Organization, the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, and 
the war crimes tribunals for Rwanda and the 
Balkans. Other bodies such as NATO, the Or-
ganization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD), and the World Trade 
Organization (WTO) account for the rest. 

Richard Holbrooke, the able American am-
bassador to the U.N., is currently deep in dif-
ficult negotiations to reduce the assessed 
U.S. share of the regular U.N. budget and the 
budgets of major specialized U.N. agencies 
from 25 percent to 22 percent—a precondition 
required by the Helms-Biden legislation for 
paying America’s U.N. arrears. If Holbrooke 
succeeds, U.S. contributions to international 
organizations will drop slightly. 

But this reduction will be more than offset 
by the need to pay for modest U.N. budget 
increases. The zero nominal growth require-
ment that Congress slapped on U.N. budgets 
is now becoming counterproductive. To take 
just one example, the U.N. Department of 
Peacekeeping Operations is now short at 
least 100 staffers, which leaves it ill-prepared 
to handle the increased number and scale of 
peacekeeping operations. If Washington 
could agree to let U.N. budgets rise by infla-
tion plus a percent or two in the years ahead 
and to channel the increase to programs of 
particular U.S. interest, America would have 
more influence and the U.N. would be more 
effective. Some non-U.N. organizations, such 
as NATO, the OECD, and the WTO, also re-
quire budget increases beyond the rate of in-
flation to do their jobs properly. Moreover, 
America should rejoin the U.N. Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO), given the growing foreign policy 
importance of its concerns and the role that 
new communications technology can play in 
helping developing countries. The increased 
annual cost of UNESCO membership ($70 mil-
lion) and of permitting small annual in-
creases in the U.N.’s and other international 
organizations’ budgets ($30 million) comes to 
another $100 million. 

Selling this will take leadership. In par-
ticular, a showdown is brewing with Con-
gress over the costs of U.N. peacekeeping. 
After reaching a high of 80,000 in 1993 and 
then dropping to 13,000 in 1998, the number of 
U.N. peacekeepers is rising again to 30,000 or 
more as a result of new missions in Kosovo, 
East Timor, Sierra Leone, and the proposed 
mission in the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo (DRC). So the State Department had 
to ask Congress for $739 million for U.N. 
peacekeeping in the FY 2001 budget, com-
pared to the $500 million it received in FY 
2000. (The White House also requested a FY 
2000 budget supplement of $143 million, which 
has not yet been approved.) But even these 
sums fall well short of what Washington will 
have to pay for peacekeeping this year and 
next. In Kosovo, the mission is seriously un-
derfunded; the U.N. peacekeeping force in 
southern Lebanon will have to be beefed up 
after an Israeli withdrawal; and new or ex-
panded missions could be required for con-
flicts in Sierra Leone, Ethiopia-Eritrea, and 
the DRC. So total U.N. peacekeeping costs 
could rise to $3.5–4 billion per year. With the 
United States paying for 25 percent of peace-
keeping (although it is still assessed at the 
rate of 31 percent, which is unduly high), 
these new challenges could cost taxpayers at 
least $200 million per year more than the 
amount currently budgeted. Washington 
should, of course, watch the number, cost, 
and effectiveness of U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations, but the existing and proposed oper-
ations serve U.S. interest and must be ade-
quately funded. 

Add up all these sums and one finds that 
the State Departments budget needs an in-
crease of $1 billion, for a total of $7.9 billion 
per year. 

A DECENT RESPECT 
The Clinton administration has asked for 

$15.1 billion for the foreign operations budget 
for FY 2001—the second part of the 150 Ac-
count. Excluding $3.7 billion for military aid 
and $1 billion for the Export-Import Bank, 
that leaves about $10.l4 billion in inter-
national development and humanitarian as-
sistance. This includes various categories of 
bilateral aid: $2.1 billion for sustainable de-
velopment; $658 million for migration and 
refugee assistance; $830 million to promote 
free-market democracies and secure nuclear 
materials in the countries of the former So-
viet Union; and $610 million of support for 
eastern Europe and the Balkans. It also cov-
ers about $1.4 billion for multilateral devel-
opment banks, including $800 million for the 
International Development Association, the 
World Bank affiliate for lending to the poor-
est countries. Another $350 million goes to 
international organizations and programs 
such as the U.N. Development Program ($90 
million), the U.N. Children’s Fund ($110 mil-
lion), the U.N. Population Fund ($25 million), 
and the U.N. Environment Program ($10 mil-
lion). 

The $10.4 billion for development and hu-
manitarian aid is just 0.11 percent of U.S. 
GDP and 0.60 percent of federal budget out-
lays. This figure is now near record lows. In 
1962, foreign aid amounted to $18.5 billion in 
current dollars, or 0.58 percent of GDP and 
3.06 percent of federal spending. In the 1980s, 
it averaged just over $13 billion a year in 
current dollars, or 0.20 percent of GDP and 
0.92 percent of federal spending. Washing-
ton’s current 0.11 percent aid-to-GDP share 
compares unflatteringly with the average of 
0.30 percent in the other OECD donor coun-
tries. On a per capita basis, each American 
contributes about $29 per year to develop-
ment and humanitarian aid, compared to a 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 01:06 Dec 17, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00066 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\S25SE0.002 S25SE0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 19203 September 25, 2000 
media of $70 in the other OECD countries. 
According to the Clinton administration’s 
own budget forecasts, the FY 2001 aid figure 
of $10.4 billion will drop even further in FY 
2005, to $9.7 billion. Congress’ low target for 
total international spending that year will 
almost certainly cut the FY 2005 aid figure 
even more. 

Considering current economic and social 
trends in the world’s poor countries, these 
law and declining aid levels are unjustifi-
able. World Bank President James 
Wolfensohn is right: the global struggle to 
reduce poverty and save the environment is 
being lost. Although hundreds of millions of 
people in the developing world escaped from 
poverty in recent years, half of the six bil-
lion people on Earth still live on less than $2 
a day. Two billion are not connected to any 
energy system. One and a half billion lack 
clean water. More than a billion lack basic 
education, health care, or modern birth con-
trol methods. 

The world’s population, which grows by 
about 75 million a year, will probably reach 
about 9 billion by 2050; most will live in the 
world’s poorest countries. If present trends 
continue, we can expect more abject poverty, 
environmental damage, epidemics, political 
instability, drug trafficking, ethnic violence, 
religious fundamentalism, and terrorism. 
This is not the kind of world Americans 
want their children to inherit. The Declara-
tion of Independence speaks of ‘‘a decent re-
spect for the opinion of mankind.’’ Today’s 
political leaders need a decent respect for fu-
ture generations. 

To be sure, the principal responsibility for 
progress in the developing countries rests 
with those countries themselves. But their 
commitments to pursue sound economic 
policies and humane social policies will fall 
short without more and better-designed de-
velopment aid—as well as more generous 
trade concessions—from the United States 
and its wealthy partners. At the main indus-
trialized nations’ summit last year in Bir-
mingham, U.K. the G-8 (the G-7 group of 
highly industrialized countries plus Russia) 
endorsed such U.N.-backed goals as halving 
the number of people suffering from illit-
eracy, malnutrition, and extreme poverty by 
2015. 

Beyond these broad goals, America’s next 
president should earmark proposed increases 
in U.S. development aid for specific pro-
grams that promote fundamental American 
interests and values and that powerful do-
mestic constituencies could be mobilized to 
support. These would include programs that 
promote clean energy technologies to help 
fight global warming; combat the spread of 
diseases such as AIDS, which is ravaging Af-
rica; assure primary education for all chil-
dren, without the present widespread dis-
crimination against girls; bridge the ‘‘digital 
divide’’ and stimulate development by bring-
ing information technology and the Internet 
to schools, libraries, and hospitals; provide 
universal maternal and child care, as well as 
family planning for all those who wish to use 
it, thus reducing unwanted pregnancies and 
unsafe abortions; support democracy and the 
rule of law; establish better corporate gov-
ernance, banking regulations, and account-
ing standards; and protect basic worker 
rights. 

What would the G–8 and U.N. targets and 
these specific programs mean for the U.S. 
foreign operations budget? Answering this 
question is much harder than estimating an 
adequate State Department budget. Doing so 
requires more information on total require-
ments, appropriate burden-sharing between 

developed and developing countries, the 
share that can be assumed by business and 
NGOs, the absorptive capacity of countries, 
and aid agencies’ ability to handle more as-
sistance effectively. 

Still, there are fairly reliable estimates of 
total aid needs in many areas. For example, 
the 1994 Cairo Conference on Population and 
Development endorsed an expert estimate 
that $17 billion per year is now required to 
provide universal access to voluntary family 
planning in the developing world, with $5.7 
billion of it to be supplied by developed 
countries. Were the United States to con-
tribute based on its share of donor-country 
GDP, U.S. aid in this sector would rise to 
about $1.9 billion annually. By contrast, U.S. 
foreign family-planning funding in FY 2000 
was only $372 million; the Clinton adminis-
tration has requested $541 million for FY 
2001. 

We already know enough about aid require-
ments in other sectors to suggest that doing 
Washington’s fair share in sustainable-devel-
opment programs would require about $10 
billion more per year by FY 2005, which 
would bring its total aid spending up to some 
$20 billion annually. This would raise U.S. 
aid levels from their present 0.11 percent of 
GDP to about 0.20 percent, the level of U.S. 
aid 20 years ago. That total could be reached 
by annual increases of $2 billion per year, 
starting with a $1.6 billion foreign-aid sup-
plement for FY 2001 and conditioning each 
annual increase on appropriate management 
reforms and appropriate increases in aid 
from other donors. 

An FY 2005 target of $20 billion for develop-
ment and humanitarian aid would mean a 
foreign operations budget that year of about 
$25 billion; total foreign affairs spending that 
year would be about $33 billion. This sounds 
like a lot of money, but it would be less than 
the United States spent on foreign affairs in 
real terms in 1985. As a percentage of the FY 
2005 federal budget, it would still be less than 
average annual U.S. foreign affairs spending 
in the late 1970s and 1980s. 

STICKER SHOCK 
For a newly elected George W. Bush or Al 

Gore, asking for $2.6 billion in additional 
supplemental funds for FY 2001 on top of re-
versing this year’s budget cuts—thus adding 
$1 billion for the State Department and $1.6 
billion more for foreign operations—would 
produce serious ‘‘sticker shock’’ in the con-
gressional budget and appropriations com-
mittees. So would seeking $27 billion for the 
150 Account for FY 2002 and additional an-
nual increases of $2 billion per year in order 
to reach a total of $33 billion in FY 2005. How 
could Congress be persuaded? 

The new president—Democrat or Repub-
lican—would have to pave the way in meet-
ings with congressional leaders between elec-
tion day and his inauguration, justifying the 
additional expenditures in national security 
terms. He would need to make the case with 
opinion leaders and the public, explaining in 
a series of speeches and press conferences 
that America is entering not just a new cen-
tury but also a new era of global interaction. 
He would need to energize the business com-
munity, unions, and the religious and civic 
groups who are the main constituencies for a 
more adequate foreign affairs budget. Last 
but not least, he would need to emphasize re-
forms in the State Department, in foreign- 
aid programs, and in international agencies 
to provide confidence that the additional 
money would be spent wisely. 

Starting off a presidency this way would be 
a gamble, of course. But most presidents get 
the benefit of the doubt immediately after 

their first election. Anyway, without this 
kind of risk-taking, the new commander in 
chief would be condemning his administra-
tion to playing the old one percent solution 
game, almost certainly crippling U.S. for-
eign policy for the remainder of his term. 
The one percent solution is no solution at 
all. 

f 

SAMHSA AUTHORIZATION 
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to 
speak today about the provisions in 
H.R. 4365—which passed the Senate on 
Friday, that address our Nation’s grow-
ing problems with methamphetamines 
and ecstasy and other club drugs. I am 
happy to have worked with Senator 
HARKIN and Senator BIDEN to ensure 
that these provisions could be included 
in the conference report. Indeed, Sen-
ator HARKIN has worked tirelessly to 
address this issue, and I commend him 
for his efforts; without his involve-
ment, this legislation would not have 
passed. 

I believe that the methamphetamine 
provisions in this report embody the 
best elements of S. 486, which the Sen-
ate passed last year, while casting 
aside the more ill-advised ideas in that 
legislation. The manufacture and dis-
tribution of methamphetamines and 
amphetamines is an increasingly seri-
ous problem, and the provisions we 
have retained in this legislation will 
provide significant additional re-
sources for both law enforcement and 
treatment. In addition to creating 
tougher penalties for those who manu-
facture and distribute illicit drugs, this 
bill allocates additional funding to as-
sist local law enforcement, allows for 
the hiring of new DEA agents, and in-
creases research, training and preven-
tion efforts. This is a good and com-
prehensive approach to deal with 
methamphetamines in our local com-
munities. 

Meanwhile, we have not included in 
this legislation the provision in S. 486 
that would have allowed law enforce-
ment to conduct physical searches and 
seizures without the existing notice re-
quirement, a serious curtailment of the 
civil liberties that Americans have 
come to expect. It would have also 
amended the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure so that Rule 41(d)’s require-
ments concerning the notice, inven-
tory, and return of seized property 
would only apply to tangible property, 
thus exempting the contents of individ-
uals’ computers from the property pro-
tections provided to American citizens 
under current law. I worked hard to 
make sure that that provision did not 
become law, and I had effective and 
dedicated allies on both sides of the 
aisle in the House of Representatives. 
Indeed, the methamphetamine legisla-
tion approved by the House Judiciary 
Committee did not include this provi-
sion. 
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