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SENATE—Tuesday, June 6, 2000

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious God, yesterday was the
eighty-first anniversary of the passage
of the nineteenth amendment estab-
lishing women’s suffrage. Thank You
for the heroines of our heritage as we
celebrate progress in the rights of
women in our society. We thank You
for the impact of women on American
history. We praise You for our founding
Pilgrim foremothers and the role they
served in establishing our Nation, for
the strategic role of women in the bat-
tle for independence, for the incredible
courage of women who helped push
back the frontier, for the suffragettes
who fought for the right to vote and
the place of women in our society, for
the dynamic women who have given
crucial leadership in each period of our
history.

Today, Gracious God, we give You
thanks for the women who serve here
in the Senate: for the outstanding
women Senators, for the women who
serve as officers and in strategic posi-
tions in the ongoing work of the Sen-
ate, and for the many women through-
out the Senate family who glorify You
by their loyalty and excellence.

In Your holy name we pray. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable GEORGE V. VOINOVICH,
a Senator from the State of Ohio, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

—————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VoiNoVvIcH). Under the previous order,
the leadership time is reserved.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business, not to extend beyond the
hour of 12:30 p.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 5 minutes
each.

The Senator from Idaho is recog-
nized.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, today the
Senate will be in a period of morning

business, as the Chair has mentioned,
until 12:30 p.m., with Senator DURBIN
and Senator THOMAS in control of 1
hour each.

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will recess for the weekly party
conferences. As a reminder, the official
Senate picture will be taken at 2:15
p.m. today. I encourage my colleagues
to be prompt in an attempt to com-
plete the photo in a timely manner.

When the Senate reconvenes, it is
hoped the Senate can begin consider-
ation of the Department of Defense au-
thorization bill. Senators who intend
to offer amendments to this important
legislation are encouraged to Kkeep
their amendments germane in an effort
to complete action on the bill prior to
the end of the week.

I thank my colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant minority leader is recognized.

————

ITEMS TO ACCOMPLISH BEFORE
THE JULY 4 RECESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I look for-
ward to this period of time prior to the
July 4 recess, as does the entire minor-
ity. We are hopeful we can make
progress on the appropriations bills,
which certainly need to be accom-
plished. Also, I hope there will be an
opportunity to do something about the
Patients’ Bill of Rights, prescription
drugs; that we can complete work on
the minimum wage, and the juvenile
justice bill.

A number of these matters have been
languishing, waiting for the conference
committees to act. We have all had our
time at home, and we are ready to go.
We hope we can move forward, I repeat,
with the appropriations bills and these
matters I have outlined.

BUILDING A BIPARTISAN
COMPROMISE

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly concur with my colleague that I
hope we can move forward on these
critical issues. We are now working
hard at accomplishing some of those
efforts. As he mentioned, the con-
ference on the Patients’ Bill of Rights
is at work. We hope we can build a bi-
partisan compromise as necessary to
produce that kind of program and law
and protection for the American con-
sumers of health care.

There is a great deal of work to be
done. I hope we can come together in a
united and bipartisan way to resolve
some of these issues, to move the ap-
propriations bills forward, to make
sure we complete our business in a
timely manner.

Of course, I understand, as I think
my colleague from Nevada under-
stands, that is going to take coopera-
tion from both sides. Tragically, and
sadly, we got into a bit of a nonproduc-
tive period prior to the Memorial Day
recess. I hope the recess has cleared the
air and we can come back in a produc-
tive way.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—S. 2645 AND H.R. 3244

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I under-
stand there are two bills at the desk
due for their second reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the bills by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2645) to provide for the applica-
tion of certain measures to the People’s Re-
public of China in response to the illegal
sale, transfer, or misuse of certain controlled
goods, services, or technology, and for other
purposes.

A bill (H.R. 3244) to combat trafficking of
persons, especially into sex trade, slavery,
and slavery-like conditions in the United
States and countries around the world
through prevention, through prosecution and
enforcement against the traffickers, and
through protection and assistance to victims
of trafficking.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I object to
further proceeding on these bills at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the rule, the bills will be placed on the
calendar.

The Senator from South Carolina is
recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. THURMOND and
Mr. DURBIN pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S.J. Res. 46 are located in to-
day’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on In-
troduced Bills and Joint Resolution.”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 11
a.m. is under the control of the Sen-
ator from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, or his
designee.

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at 12 o’clock I
be allowed to speak for 15 minutes in
morning business.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the time between
12:15 and 12:30 be reserved for myself.

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Wisconsin.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank the Senator from Il-
linois.

———

THE NEED FOR A MORATORIUM
ON EXECUTIONS

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the
Federal Government has not executed
a person in the name of people of the
United States of America since 1963.
For 37 years, we as a people have not
taken that fateful, irreversible step. I
rise today because all that is appar-
ently about to change.

Since January, I have come to the
Senate floor several times to urge my
colleagues to support a moratorium on
executions and a review of the adminis-
tration of capital punishment. Mr.
President, the need for that morato-
rium has now become more urgent.

During the Senate recess just ended,
a Federal judge in Texas set a date for
the execution of Juan Raul Garza. In
only two months, on August 5, he could
become the first prisoner that the Fed-
eral Government has put to death since
1963.

In the early hours of a Saturday
morning, when most Americans will be
sleeping, Federal authorities will strap
Mr. Garza to a gurney at a new Federal
facility in Terre Haute, Indiana. They
will put the needle in his vein. And
they will deliver an injection that will
kill him.

Mr. President, I rise today to invite
my colleagues to consider the wisdom
of this action.

More and more Americans, including
prosecutors, police, and those fighting
on the front lines of the battle against
crime, are rethinking the fairness, the
efficacy, and the freedom from error of
the death penalty. Senator LEAHY, a
former federal prosecutor, has intro-
duced the Innocence Protection Act, of
which I am proud to be a cosponsor.
Congressman DELAHUNT and Congress-
man LAHOOD have introduced the same
bill in the House. Congressman
DELAHUNT, also a former prosecutor, is
concerned that our current system of
administering the death penalty is far
from just. He has said: ‘‘If you spent 20
years in the criminal justice system,
you would be very concerned about
what goes on.”

In my own home state of Wisconsin,
at least eleven active and former state
and Federal prosecutors have said that
executions do not deter crime and
could result in executing the innocent.
Michael McCann, the well-respected
District Attorney of Milwaukee Coun-
ty, has said that prosecution is a
human enterprise bound to have mis-
takes.

Mr. President, police—the people on
the front lines of the battle against
crime—are coming out against the
death penalty. They are finding that it
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is bad for law enforcement. Recently,
when police chiefs were asked about
the death penalty, they said that it was
counterproductive. Capital cases are
incredibly resource-intensive. They do
not yield a reduction in crime propor-
tional to other, more moderate law-en-
forcement activities.

A former police chief of Madison,
Wisconsin, for example, has said that
he fears that the death penalty would
make police officers’ jobs more dan-
gerous, not less so. He expressed con-
cern that a suspect’s incentive to sur-
render peacefully is diminished when
the government has plans to execute.

Ours is a system of justice founded
on fairness and due process. The Fram-
ers of our democracy had a healthy dis-
trust for the power of the state when
arrayed against the individual. Many
of the lawyers in the early United
States of America had on their shelf a
copy of William Blackstone’s Com-
mentaries on the Laws of England,
where it is written: “For the law holds,
that it is better that ten guilty persons
escape, than that one innocent suffer.”
And Benjamin Franklin wrote, ‘“‘That
it is better 100 guilty Persons should
escape than that one innocent Person
should suffer. .. .”

Our Constitution and Bill of Rights
reflect this concern for the protection
of the individual against the might of
the state. The fourth amendment pro-
tects: ““The right of the people to be se-
cure in their persons, houses, papers,
and effects, against unreasonable
searches and seizures. . . .”” The fifth
amendment protects against being ‘‘de-
prived of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law. . . .”” The
sixth amendment guarantees that ‘‘the
accused shall enjoy the right . . . to
have the assistance of counsel for his
defense.”” And the eighth amendment
prohibits ‘“‘cruel and unusual punish-
ments.”’

Our system of government is deeply
grounded in the defense of the indi-
vidual against the power of the govern-
ment. Our Nation has a proud tradition
of safeguarding the rights of its citi-
Zens.

But more and more, we are finding
that when a person’s very life is at
stake, our system of justice is failing
to live up to the standards that the
American people demand and expect.
More and more, Americans are finding
reason to believe that we have a justice
system that can, and does, make mis-
takes.

Americans’ sense of justice demands
that if new evidence becomes available
that could shed light on the guilt or in-
nocence of a defendant, then the de-
fendant should be given the oppor-
tunity to present it. Unfortunately, ap-
parently, the people of New York and
Illinois are the only ones who under-
stand this. They have enacted laws al-
lowing convicted offenders access to
the biological evidence used at trial
and modern DNA testing.
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If you are on death row in a state
other than Illinois or New York, you
might be able to show a court evidence
of your guilt or innocence based on new
DNA tests. But your ability to do so
rests on whether you’re lucky enough
to get a prosecutor to agree to the test
or convince a court that it should be
done. Or, as we have seen very re-
cently, your ability to show your inno-
cence may rest with the decision of the
governor. And that raises the risk of a
political decision, not necessarily one
that is based solely on fairness or jus-
tice.

Mr. President, I am not surprised
that both Texas Governor George Bush
and Virginia Governor James Gilmore
are no longer confident that every pris-
oner on death row in their states is
guilty and has had full access to the
courts. Allowing death row inmates the
benefit of a modern DNA test is the
fair and just thing to do. But scores of
other death row inmates, in Texas, in
Virginia, and around the country, may
also have evidence exonerating them.
They may have DNA evidence. Or they
may have other exonerating evidence.
We must ensure that all inmates with
meritorious claims of innocence have
their day in court. But, among prob-
lems in our criminal justice system,
the lack of full access to DNA testing
is, unfortunately, just the tip of the
iceberg.

Americans’ sense of justice demands
fair representation and adequate coun-
sel. In the landmark 1963 case of Gid-
eon v. Wainwright, the Supreme Court
held that ‘“‘in our adversary system of
criminal justice, any person haled into
court, who is too poor to hire a lawyer,
cannot be assured a fair trial unless
counsel is provided for him.”” The Court
in Gideon wrote:

From the very beginning, our state and na-
tional constitutions and laws have laid great
emphasis on procedural and substantive safe-
guards designed to assure fair trials before
impartial tribunals in which every defendant
stands equal before the law. This noble ideal
cannot be realized if the poor man charged
with crime has to face his accusers without
a lawyer to assist him.

And, in cases since then, for example
the 1988 case of McCoy v. Court of Ap-
peals, the Supreme Court has ruled
that: “It is ... settled law that an indi-
gent defendant has the same right to
effective representation by an active
advocate as a defendant who can afford
to retain counsel of his or her choice.”

But, Mr. President, more and more,
we are finding counsel that fail the
standard of adequacy. Drunk lawyers.
Sleeping lawyers. Lawyers who never
cross-examined. Lawyers whose first
trial is a trial where the client’s life is
on the line. Lawyers who have been
subsequently disbarred.

We would never allow a podiatrist to
perform heart surgery. And we would
never allow a surgeon to perform sur-
gery while drunk, or to fall asleep dur-
ing surgery. But courts, over and over
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again, have upheld convictions where
the defendants’ lawyers were not quali-
fied to represent them, slept through
trial, or were drunk in court.

Take the case of the lawyer Joe Can-
non. In 1979, one Mr. Carl Johnson was
convicted of murder and sent to death
row by a Texas state court. During
trial, his lead counsel, Joe Cannon, was
often asleep. Cannon’s co-counsel, Phil-
ip Scardino, was two years out of law
school and recalls the whole experience
as ‘“‘frightening.” He said, ‘“All I could
do was nudge him sometimes and try
to wake him up.” Johnson’s appellate
attorney, David Dow, said the trial
transcript gives the impression that
there was no one in the courtroom de-
fending Johnson. It ‘‘goes on for pages
and pages, and there is not a whisper
from anyone representing him.” Mr.
Johnson was executed in 1995, the 12th
execution under Governor Bush’s
watch.

Now as ‘“‘frightening’’ as this sounds,
the same attorney continued to work
capital cases.

Like the majority of inmates on
Texas’ death row, Calvin Burdine could
not afford an attorney, so the court
paid a lawyer to represent him, and
that lawyer again was Joe Cannon.
Five years after Johnson’s trial, and
this time without co-counsel, Cannon
represented Burdine, and again slept
through crucial moments of the trial.
The clerk for the trial judge said Can-
non ‘“was asleep for long periods of
time during the questioning of wit-
nesses.” Three jurors noted he did most
of his nodding off in the afternoon, fol-
lowing lunch. Burdine’s appellate at-
torneys contend that highly incrimi-
nating hearsay testimony was intro-
duced and reached the jury because the
attorney was sleeping. In 1995, the
Texas Court of Criminal Appeals re-
jected his claim of ineffective assist-
ance. Burdine’s case is now before the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Cir-
cuit.

As Texas State Senator Rodney Ellis
said of the Burdine case on ABC’s This
Week this past Sunday, ‘“That is a na-
tional embarrassment.”’” Incredulously,
Senator Ellis lamented: ‘‘[TJhe Texas
Court of Criminal Appeals ruled appar-
ently that you can be Rip Van Winkle
and still be a pretty good attorney.”

Two years after his death, lawyer Joe
Cannon remains a courthouse legend.
In a span of about 10 years, twelve of
his indigent clients went to death row.

Americans’ sense of justice demands
that the poor, as well as the rich,
should get their day in court. Even
death penalty supporters like Reverend
Pat Robertson recognize that this ulti-
mate punishment appears reserved for
the poor.

The machinery of death is badly bro-
ken. Since the 1970s, 87 people sitting
on death row were later proven inno-
cent. That means that for every seven
executions, we’ve found one person in-
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nocent. But remember, this is after
they were on death row. Eight of the 87
people later proven innocent relied on
modern DNA testing to prove their in-
nocence. But access to DNA testing
plainly tells only a small part of the
story of the mistakes in our criminal
justice system. The remaining 79 inno-
cent people gained their release based
on other kinds of evidence—evidence
like recanted witness testimony.

Sometimes, it is evidence that an in-
effective attorney fails to introduce at
trial. Take the case of Gregory Wilhoit.
In 1987, an Oklahoma court sentenced
Wilhoit to die for the murder of his es-
tranged wife. The key evidence for the
prosecution was expert testimony that
a bite mark on the victim matched
Wilhoit’s. The defense never called an
expert to challenge the prosecution’s
dental expert. The court of appeals
granted a new trial, recognizing that
Wilhoit had ineffective legal represen-
tation. The appellate court noted that
his counsel was ‘‘suffering from alcohol
dependence and abuse, and brain dam-
age during his representation.” Wilhoit
describes his former attorney as ‘‘a
drunk” and recalls several occasions
when the attorney threw up in the
judge’s chambers. After spending six
years on death row, Wilhoit was exon-
erated after 11 experts—11 experts—tes-
tified that the teeth marks did not
match.

Mr. President, I hate to say it, but
this is the worst of government gone
amok. People understand that the gov-
ernment can make mistakes in other
areas. They can only expect as much
here. Columnist George Will recently

wrote that conservatives, especially,
should be concerned. George Will
wrote: ‘‘Capital punishment, like the

rest of the criminal justice system, is a
government program, so skepticism is
in order.”

When we do not exercise that skep-
ticism, when we rush to execute with
ever growing speed, we contribute to,
rather than detract from, a culture of
violence. It deprives us of the greatness
that is America. We are better than
this.

And so, Mr. President, the time has
come to pause. That is why today, in
the light of the scheduling of the first
Federal execution in almost 40 years,
and in light of the growing awareness
that there are fundamental flaws in
our system of justice, I urge my Col-
leagues to join me in the National
Death Penalty Moratorium Act, which
I introduced along with Senators LEVIN
and WELLSTONE.

This bill is a common sense, modest
proposal. It merely calls a temporary
halt to executions while a national,
blue ribbon commission thoroughly ex-
amines the administration of capital
punishment. The bill simply calls for a
pause and a study. That is not too
much to ask, when the lives of inno-
cent people hang in the balance.
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When an airplane careens off a run-
way, the Federal government steps in
to review what went wrong. This Na-
tion’s system of capital punishment
has veered seriously off-course. It is
now clear that it is replete with errors.

The time has come to pause and
study what is wrong. The time has
come to pause and ensure that our sys-
tem is fair and just.

Our American tradition of fairness
and due process demands it. Reverence
for our democracy’s protection of the
individual against the state compels as
much. The American people’s love of
justice deserves no less.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend my colleague from the State of
Wisconsin. He is a person of principle.
He comes to the floor of the Senate and
reminds Members, whether in support
of or in opposition to the death pen-
alty, it is fundamental to the American
system of justice that we insist on fair-
ness.

In my State of Illinois, some 13 peo-
ple who were on death row preparing to
be executed by the State of Illinois
were found by scientific testing to be
innocent and were released. Because of
that, the Governor of our State, a Re-
publican, George Ryan, made what I
consider to be an important and coura-
geous decision. He suspended the death
penalty in my home State of Illinois.

The Senator from Wisconsin, Mr.
FEINGOLD, reminds Members that the
experience in Illinois is not unique. In
State after State, we have found people
who have been called to justice and
have received virtually no representa-
tion before the court of law. In the
most serious possible cases under our
system of justice, these men have been
sentenced to death. In many cases,
that sentence was carried out with in-
adequate defense and representation.

For example, I think the decision by
Governor Bush of Texas to at least sus-
pend the execution of an individual for
30 days while DNA testing is underway
is a thoughtful decision. I commend
him for that. The State of Texas, I be-
lieve, leads the Nation in the number
of executions, and the State of Texas
has no public defender system. So in
the State of Texas, if you are a crimi-
nal defendant facing a capital crime
which could result in execution, it is
literally a gamble, a crapshoot as to
the person who will represent you to
defend your life.

In cases that have been cited by Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, some of the most in-
competent attorneys in America have
been assigned this responsibility. In
our State of Illinois, we found these at-
torneys to be not well versed in law; we
found them to be lazy; we found them
to be derelict in their duty, and in
some cases, a person’s life was at
stake.

Again, I commend my colleague from
the State of Wisconsin for his state-
ment. It is a reminder to all, whether
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we support the death penalty—as I do—
or we oppose it, that we in this country
believe in a system that is based on
fairness and justice.

I have introduced legislation to give
to all Federal prisoners who were sub-
jected to capital punishment the same
right for DNA testing that exists in my
State of Illinois. There are similar bills
introduced by my colleagues. I hope
that all, conservative and liberals
alike, Democrats and Republicans, will
at least adhere to the basic standard of
justice when it comes to cases of this
seriousness and this magnitude.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator
and take my hat off to him and to our
neighbor to the south, the State of Illi-
nois. Without the leadership of Illinois,
which had the courage to admit that it
had a problem, this entire issue would
not be receiving the kind of examina-
tion occurring across the country.
That is to the Senator’s credit, to that
of the Governor, and to all the people
of your State.

The bill I have introduced is modeled
exactly after the pattern followed in Il-
linois; that is, the calling of a morato-
rium by a Governor who is, or at least
has been, a death penalty supporter,
and then the appointing of a very dis-
tinguished blue-ribbon commission, in-
cluding our former wonderful col-
league, Paul Simon, and including both
pro- and anti-death penalty people.

Under Illinois’ leadership, there will
be this kind of pause and examination
that is open to people of any view on
the death penalty, to simply make sure
that system is fixed.

As the Senator pointed out, Illinois
could not possibly be the only State
that has this problem. In fact, I predict
it will not turn out to be the one with
the worst problem in this area.

The other States need to join it on
this, the Federal Government needs to
join, and I compliment your State, as I
did in my earlier remarks, as being one
of the only two States to recognize the
right to have guaranteed DNA testing.

————
LEGISLATIVE AGENDA

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, in the
time that remains in morning business,
which I will share with my colleague
from California, we will address several
of the issues which still remain before
this session of Congress. Many of us are
just returning from a Memorial Day
break which we spent with our families
back in our States, trying to acquaint
ourselves with the concerns of people
and the concerns about issues we face
here in Washington.

One of the concerns in the State of I1-
linois and in the city of Chicago con-
tinues to be gun violence. This is still
a phenomenon which is almost unique-
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ly American and which is tragic in its
proportion. To think we lose 12 or 13
children every day to gun violence,
that is a sad reminder of what hap-
pened at Columbine High School in
Littleton, CO, a little over a year ago,
when some 13 students were killed at
that school. It is merely one instance
of a situation which repeats itself
every single day.

It has been more than a year since
that tragedy, but still this Congress re-
fuses to act on sensible gun safety leg-
islation. I remind those who are fol-
lowing this debate, the proposal for
this gun safety legislation is hardly
radical. If people are going to buy a
gun from a gun dealer in America, they
are subjected to a background check.
We want to know if they are criminals.
We want to know if they have a history
of violent crime or violent mental ill-
ness or if they are too young to buy a
gun—basic questions. I understand
that, as of last year, over 250,000 would-
be purchasers of guns were denied that
opportunity as a result of a simple
background check.

Did they turn around and buy a gun
on the street? It is possible. But we
should not make it easy for them. It
should not be automatic. In fact, I hope
in many instances, having been denied
at a gun dealer, they could not find a
gun nor should they have been able to.
We believe applying the same standard
of gun safety legislation to gun shows
just makes common sense.

So that is part of the gun safety leg-
islation we passed in the Senate by a
vote of 49-49, and a tie-breaking vote
was cast by Vice President AL GORE.
That bill left the Senate over 8 months
ago, went over to the House of Rep-
resentatives where it was emasculated
by the gun lobby, where the National
Rifle Association would not accept the
basic idea that we should check on the
backgrounds of people who buy guns at
gun shows.

The National Rifle Association be-
lieves those who go into gun shows
should be able to buy a gun with no
questions asked. That is just fun-
damentally unfair and ignorant. That
position prevailed in the House of Rep-
resentatives. The matter went to a
conference committee where it has lan-
guished ever since.

Since Columbine High School, thou-
sands of Americans have been killed by
gunfire. Until we act, Democrats in the
Senate will, each day, read the names
of some, just some, who lost their lives
to gun violence in the past year and
will continue to do so every day the
Senate is in session.

In the names of those who died, we
will continue this fight, and in the
names of their families who still grieve
their losses, we will continue to re-
member these victims of gun violence.

Following are the names of some of
the people who were killed by gunfire 1
year ago today, on June 6, 1999, at a
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time after the Senate passed gun safety
legislation:

BEarnest Barnes, 38, Atlanta, GA;
Quentin A. Brown, 29, Chicago, IL; Dex-
ter J. Caruthers, 46, Gary, IN; George
Cook, 19, Minneapolis, MN; Don Fer-
guson, 80, Oakland, CA; Juan J.
Gonzales, 28, Oklahoma City, OK; Mark
S. Hansher, 33, Madison, WI; Joseph
Jainski, 34, Philadelphia, PA; Maurice
Lewis, 29, Philadelphia, PA; Donald
Norrod, 67, Akron, OH; Allen Ringgold,
23, Baltimore, MD; Lawanza Robertson,
18, Detroit, MI; Agapito Rodriquez, 32,
Dallas, TX; Jonathan Shields, 31,
Washington, DC; Clarence Veasley, 44,
St. Louis, MO; Kirk Watkins, Detroit,
MI.

In addition, since the Senate was not
in session this year from May 26 to
June 5, I ask unanimous consent the
names be printed in the RECORD of
some of those who were killed by gun-
fire last year on the days from May 26
through June 5:

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

MAY 26, 1999

Demarcus Clark, 22, Atlanta, GA.

Delmar Guyton, 23, Detroit, MI.

Shawn Timothy Hamilton, 35, Washington,
DC.

James Johnson, 24, Denver, CO.

William Partlow, 26, Charlotte, NC.

Shayne Worcester, San Francisco, CA.

MAY 27, 1999

Steve T. Fleming, 27, New Orleans, LA.
Bruce Harvard, 19, Pittsburgh, PA.
Kewan McKinnie, 19, Detroit, MI.
Victorria Moore, 41, San Antonio, TX.
Bobby Piggle, 39, Kansas City, MO.
Ramona Richins, 47, Salt Lake City, UT.
Kevin Sellers, 25, Baltimore, MD.
Termell Wollen, 31, Detroit, MI.
Unidentified male, 24, Norfolk, VA.
Unidentified male, 25, Norfolk, VA.

MAY 28, 1999

Raymond Adams, 30, Philadelphia, PA.

Carrillo Ambbrocio, 32, Houston, TX.

Luz Balbona, 59, Miami-Dade County, FL.

Jimmy Cottingham, 30, Washington, DC.

Armando Garcia, 16, San Bernardino, CA.

Ignacio Gongzalez, Sr., 42, Chicago, IL.

Terrell Hatfield, 21, Seattle, WA.

Donnell Holmes, 25, Miami-Dade County,
FL.

Jose Reyes, 18, Hempstead, NY.

Angela Yglesias, 18, Detroit, MI.

MAY 29, 1999

David D. Adams, 36, New Orleans, LA.

Michael Cal Andretti, 29, St. Paul, MN.

William Berry, 56, Philadelphia, PA.

Vincent Domingeuez, 42, Louisville, KY.

Alayito Finney, 30, Detroit, MI.

Bruce Goldberg, 39, Philadelphia, PA.

Joseph Jenkins, 22, Charleston, SC.

Dil Kahn, 57, Houston, TX.

Roberto Lauret, 30, Miami-Dade County,
FL.

Craig Nelson, 34, Philadelphia, PA.

Gregory Ramseth, 33, Seattle, WA.

James Thurston, III, 19, Miami-Dade Coun-
ty, FL.

Roger Vincent, 44, Mesquite, TX.

Unidentified male, 35, Long Beach, CA.

MAY 30, 1999
Lawrence Albeniaic, 45, New Orleans, LA.
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Ryan Bailey, 19, Baltimore, MD.

Maxine Bedell, 82, Rochester, NY.

Melco Botache, 33, Miami-Dade County,
FL.

Henry Carter, 48, Detroit, MI.

Savatore Damico, 33, Baltimore, MD.

Lovell Daniely, 27, Philadelphia, PA.

David Davidson, 38, St. Louis, MO.

Frank Evans, 18, Chicago, IL.

Rico Montgomery, 24, Detroit, MI.

Antonio Munoz, 17, Providence, RI.

Phyllis Robinson, 38, Chicago, IL.

Brandy Smith, 18, Houston, TX.

MAY 31, 1999

Elizabeth K. Burlan, 55, New Orleans, LA.
Anthony Clay, 40, Atlanta, GA.

Gregory Clay, 40, Atlanta, GA.

Edward Meno, 26, Oakland, CA.

Daron D. Mitchell, 18, Akron, OH.

Miriam Moses, 78, Miami-Dade County, FL.
Shane Newton, 26, Detroit, MI.

Curtis Smith, 26, Cincinnati, OH.

Anthony Wilson, 40, Philadelphia, PA.
Unidentified male, 18, Newark, NJ.

JUNE 1, 1999

Jouvito Bravo, 19, Houston, TX.

Allen R. Darrington, 17, Kansas City, MO.

Martha Enrichez, 21, Dallas, TX.

Antoine Fowler, 21, Charlotte, NC.

Bruce Green, 36, Baltimore, MD.

Jewel Harvey, 49, Dallas, TX.

Johnny Howard, 26, Atlanta, GA.

Stephen Karawan, 53, Miami-Dade County,
FL.

Michael Kitchins, 36, Dallas, TX.

Eric Lewis, 21, Detroit, MI.

Jamont Simmons, 22, Rochester, NY.

Jerona Stewart, 15, Washington, DC.

D’Andre Tizeno, San Francisco, CA.

Irene Zaragoza, 47, Houston, TX.

Unidentified male, 39, Honolulu, HI.

Unidentified male, 26, Nashville, TN.

JUNE 2, 1999

Corey Ball, 28, San Antonio, TX.

Clarence A. Bellinger, 30, Chicago, IL.

Barbara Clark, 35, Chicago, IL.

Carlton Copeland, 23, Atlanta, GA.

Felipe Cruz, 26, Dallas, TX.

William Floyd, 18, Washington, DC.

Raymond Gonzales, 33, San Bernardino,
CA.

Fairway Huntington, 41, Memphis, TN.

Craig Kallevig, 41, Minneapolis, MN.

Seven Lomax, 30, Philadelphia, PA.

Brian Meridith, 36, Mesquite, TX.

James Nelson, 23, Baltimore, MD.

Cecilia Pagaduan, 44, Daly City, CA.

Edwin Pagaduan, 44, Daly City, CA.

Mario Anthony Phillips, 26, St. Paul, MN.

Ricky Salizar, 12, Roswell, NM.

Kahlil J. Smith, 19, Memphis, TN.

JUNE 3, 1999

Alberto Acosta, 36, Miami-Dade County,
FL.

Scott Hughes, 24, Dallas, TX.

Samuel C. Johnson, 51, Seattle, WA.

Chang Dae Kim, Detroit, MI.

Rodney Nelson, 17, Detroit, MI.

Sammy Tate, 35, Chicago, IL.

Mario Wright, 19, Philadelphia, PA.

JUNE 4, 1999

Recardo Aguilar, 23, Pittsburgh, PA.
Donald Carver, 43, Toledo, OH.
Carlos Casaway, 23, Detroit, MI.
Christopher Earl, 26, Knoxville, TN.
Fitzroy Farguharson, 35, Miami-Dade
County, FL.
Al Jenkins, 28, Oakland, CA.
Derek D. Miller, 24, Memphis, TN.
Cesar Quevedo, 24, Pittsubrgh, PA.
Juan D. Rodriguez, 48, Houston, TX.
Earl Roos, 25, Oakland, CA.
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Jose J. Santoyo, 20, Chicago, IL.
Abimbola Whitlock, 20, Oakland, CA.
JUNE 5, 1999

Nancy Linda Akers, 45, Washington, DC.

Jeffrey Blash, 24, Miami-Dade County, FL.

Mary Kathleen Brady, 35, Cincinnati, OH.

Franco D. Davis, 22, Chicago, IL.

Patrick Dewar, 35, Philadelphia, PA.

Anthony Fletcher, 45, Macon, GA.

Walter Hill, 38, Detroit, MI.

Alice Hough, 54, Miami-Dade County, FL.

Maurice Jiles, 18, Gary, IN.

Fernando Perez, 29, Houston, TX.

Joseph Swinnie, 18, Washington, DC.

Victor Temores-Martinez, 30, Chicago, IL.

Shaun Tilghman, 24, Boston, MA.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, at the
National Rifle Association convention,
when it was brought up as an issue that
S0 many young people are Kkilled every
single day by gunfire in America, in ad-
dition to those who are not so young,
the people at the National Rifle Asso-
ciation dismissed it and said these are
teenage gang bangers and drug crimi-
nals and you just have to expect, in the
culture in which they live, they are
going to kill one another.

As I read this list of people ranging
in age from 80 years to 18, it is clear
that the victims of gun violence are
not just those who were involved in
crime in the inner city. Frankly, it in-
volved Americans across the board;
Americans—black, white, and brown—
of virtually every age group. To dis-
miss this, as the National Rifle Asso-
ciation did, as something we should not
care about I think is evidence of their
insensitivity to this issue of gun vio-
lence.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield
for a couple questions?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator
from Illinois for reading these names
into the RECORD, for putting a human
face on what is a national tragedy. He
experienced this at home, and I did as
well in California.

People are wondering just exactly
what we are doing. Since Columbine,
we agreed to five sensible gun amend-
ments, one of them to close the gun
show loophole, which would make it
very difficult, if not impossible, for
criminals and children and people who
are mentally unbalanced to buy guns
at gun shows; also, for example, to
make sure that all handguns are sold
with safety locks, so if kids get hold of
a gun, there is no discharge of a bullet.

I want to engage my friend in a little
colloquy. While we were gone last
week, there were two horrific stories,
just two that made the national news.
God knows there were more.

One of them involved a student who
was acting out on the last day of
school. He was throwing water bal-
loons. And the teacher said: Listen,
you are just going to have to leave
school. You don’t belong here. We don’t
have tolerance for this kind of behav-
ior.
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The child left school, went home; he
told someone he was going to get a
gun. The child who was told this didn’t
believe it. Sure enough, he went to his
grandfather’s stash of guns and got
one. It had no safety lock on it. He re-
turned, and he killed a very wonderful,
kind family man, a teacher at the
prime of his life, in his thirties.

Then we had the incident in Queens
where a disgruntled employee essen-
tially executed people who worked at a
Wendy’s.

What do we do here? Nothing. We do
nothing. I am listening for the major-
ity leader. We already passed these
amendments in the Senate, and the
amendments are languishing in the
committee. I say to my friend, what
are the American people to think about
this inaction? I would like him to com-
ment on that. Then I have another
question about the NRA convention.

If my friend could comment, because
he feels so strongly about this, what
are the American people thinking
about the Senate and Congress, con-
trolled by Republicans, who do nothing
about the issue of the killing of our
people at a far greater rate than our
soldiers died in Vietnam? We have a
war in our streets. What do you think
they should do about it?

Mr. DURBIN. I can say to the Sen-
ator from California, as people across
the Nation refuse to vote in elections
and lose respect for those who are
elected to public office, it is a clear in-
dication, as far as I am concerned, that
they do not believe we are responsive.
They do not believe we are listening.
They do not believe the problems that
families face across America are prob-
lems we share. They think we are some
sort of political elite that really is out
of touch with the world.

They understand in the cities and the
suburbs across Illinois that gun vio-
lence is an issue that affects so many
lives. They wonder how people can be
elected to the Senate and not try to do
something about it.

I know the Senator from California
agrees with me that even passing this
gun safety legislation will not elimi-
nate gun violence, but we hope it will
reduce it.

It is a commonsense approach to re-
ducing the ownership of guns by people
who should not own them. I believe—
and I am sure the Senator from Cali-
fornia does, too—those who use guns
legally and safely, such as sportsmen
and hunters, should be allowed to do
so, but I do not agree with the National
Rifle Association of basically giving
guns to everyone, no questions asked,
and hope for the best, and wants to see
concealed weapons in every place. Gov-
ernor Bush decided he wanted con-
cealed weapons to be carried in church-
es and synagogues in the State of
Texas. That strikes me as a ridiculous
situation.

Mrs. BOXER. Amusement parks as
well.
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Mr. DURBIN. Amusement parks.
Think about the situation and wonder
how in the world can we have a safer
America if we have this proliferation of
guns that is, obviously, supported by
Governor Bush, as well as the National
Rifle Association. Democrats and Re-
publicans should be listening to fami-
lies across this country.

To think gun violence has become so
commonplace that we have accepted it
is a sad testament on this great Na-
tion. If one looks at gun violence sta-
tistics and says ‘‘that is life,”” no, it is
not. That is life in America. That is
not life in any other country in the
world. Virtually every civilized coun-
try in the world has basic gun safety
laws and gun control laws to keep guns
out of the hands of those who would
misuse them and out of the hands of
children. We live in a country where a
disgruntled 13- or 14-year-old goes
home and finds grandpa’s gun, goes
back to school, and kills a teacher.
That is not commonplace anyplace in
the world but for the United States,
which I do not think we should accept,
and our failure to do anything about it
feeds into the cynicism of America’s
voters and citizenry who think we are
elected to solve problems in this coun-
try. When we do not respond, it is no
wonder they lose faith in the process.

Mrs. BOXER. I say to my friend,
what is extremely frustrating is the
talk we hear: Gee, it does not make
any difference who gets elected. I want
to make a point straight from the
shoulder, and I am known for that. The
fact is, every single Democrat voted for
these sensible gun measures, except
one, and we had just a few on the other
side join us.

There is a difference. I ask my friend
if he happened to hear the NRA con-
vention speeches that were made or if
he read them, and, if so, what he
thought. I was, frankly, stunned at the
all-out personal attack on AL GORE
that I heard. I have no objection to
people having differences. If they want
everyone to carry a concealed weapon,
that is their choice to make that deci-
sion. I do not think we want to see an
America that is a shootout at the OK
Corral. I do not think that is going to
make our country great. But if some-
body thinks that we all ought to pack
a weapon, that is their right, but to
personally attack the Vice President
because he supports sensible gun con-
trol laws—which, by the way, are sup-
ported by 80 percent of the people—to
make this a personal, vicious attack on
AL GORE—and I read Wayne LaPierre’s
speech and I read Charlton Heston’s
speech. They named AL GORE in the
most vicious way and attacked him in
the most personal way.

I ask my friend if he would like to
see this debate elevated above these
personalities. It is dangerous to start
attacking people in such a way, and I
hope we can Kkeep our disagreements
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over the issues rather than attack a
Vice President who is simply reflecting
the views of 80 percent of the people.

When we hear the NRA executive
say: When George Bush is elected, we
are going to operate out of the White
House—that sends chills up and down
my spine. No group should operate out
of the White House, whether it is Sarah
and Jim Brady’s gun control group or
the NRA. For them to say when George
Bush is elected they are going to work
out of the White House is a frightening
thought to me.

I hope the American people will tune
in to this and not say all the can-
didates are alike and not say all of us
are alike. They are not going to find us
perfect, that is for sure. No one is per-
fect. Doesn’t my friend believe this is
an issue where there are serious dif-
ferences between the two parties?

Mr. DURBIN. I say to the Senator
from California that she has answered
her own question: Why is the National
Rifle Association attacking the Demo-
cratic candidate for President? They
made it clear. The chairman of their
organization, a gentleman from Iowa
whose name I do not have handy, made
this announcement—in fact, it has
been videotaped and replayed—where
he said: Listen, the choice for the Na-
tional Rifle Association in this Presi-
dential race is clear. If George Bush is
elected President of the United States,
the National Rifle Association will
have its man in the White House.

The Senator from California does not
exaggerate. That is exactly what he
said.

What does it mean to have your per-
son in the White House next to the
President? It means gun safety legisla-
tion does not have a chance. Not a sin-
gle thing is going to be passed by Con-
gress that will not be vetoed by George
W. Bush.

Secondly, I hope the Senator from
California will also reflect on this, and
that is, it is likely in the next Presi-
dency two or three Supreme Court Jus-
tices will be nominated. The National
Rifle Association is going to have its
voice in that process if George Bush is
elected President. They will decide
whether or not the Supreme Court Jus-
tice nominee passes their litmus test,
which basically says we should sell
guns in this country with no questions
asked.

That is not a decision for 4 years; it
is a decision for decades because if the
Supreme Court has a majority of that
point of view, that is going to affect
the laws that are approved virtually
across the board at the State and Fed-
eral level.

When the National Rifle Association
at their convention starts ranting and
raving about their choice for President,
it is because they are sick and tired of
President Clinton, who has stood up for
gun safety as long as he has been in the
White House. They are frightened by
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the prospect of Vice President GORE be-
coming President and continuing that
tradition of supporting sensible gun
safety legislation. They want George
W. Bush. They want their man in the
White House. They want to help pick
the Supreme Court. You can bet as an
American, I am concerned that will in-
crease the incidence of gun violence in
our country.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend for
raising the issue of the Supreme Court.
I should have raised it myself. He is so
right on that point. The Supreme
Court up to now has, in fact, said it is
OK for Congress to work on gun laws
that keep guns out of the hands of
criminals and children, and that it is
not, in fact, a violation of the second
amendment because we say: Sure, if
you are responsible and you need to
have a gun and you have a reason to
have it—for recreation or to defend
your family—and you are a responsible
gun owner, that is one situation. But if
you are a criminal, you are mentally
unbalanced, if you walk in and buy a
gun, by the way, when you are high on
drugs or alcohol, this is not going to be
good for this Nation. The Supreme
Court up to now has upheld our ability
to regulate.

There is no question that with the
NRA operating out of the George Bush
White House, we are going to see in the
Congress not only a lack of future
progress on controlling these guns and
who has these guns, but we are going to
see the Supreme Court tilt and say:
Congress, you have no business dealing
with this issue.

I ask my friend this: If we have no
other role to play, shouldn’t it be that
we protect the health and the safety of
the people of this country? I know we
are trying to get a Patients’ Bill of
Rights. This is another issue for which
we are fighting hard because that is
our sacred obligation, if nothing else.

We can have the greatest economy in
the world, the best economy in the
world, people can be working and thriv-
ing, but if some child goes home and
gets his grandpa’s gun and shoots a
beautiful teacher in the head, if some
disgruntled employee who has a crimi-
nal record can get a gun at a gun show,
what good does it do if you have the
best job and the best future in the
world?

My friend has read the names of peo-
ple shot down in the prime of their
lives. We are supposed to live to our
seventies, and a lot of these people are
shot down in their teens, in their
twenties, or in their thirties.

My friend is so right to raise this
issue of the Supreme Court. I thank
him so much for engaging in this col-
loquy.

I know this talk is hard talk. By the
way, it certainly raises our names to
the NRA; and that is not easy for us,
either. But the fact is, I believe in my
heart that the NRA gives a lot of
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money to people in Government but
there has to be some of us who stand
up. I am proud to say every single
Democrat, many of whom absolutely
believe, as we do, in the right to gun
ownership, have stood strong and said
we must keep guns out of the hands of
children, the mentally unbalanced, and
people with criminal records.

I say this to my friend: This is a fight
we are going to wage on this floor. We
are not going to let George Bush hide
behind the fact that he says nice
things. I am amazed that the polls
don’t reflect that people know what he
stands for, making it possible to carry
a concealed weapon into a church—we
had a horrible massacre in a Texas
church—or into hospitals. Why do you
need a gun in a hospital—explain that
to me—a place of healing, a place of
peaceful recuperation?

Why do you need a gun in a church?
Why do you need a gun in a hospital?
What about an amusement park where
there are so many Kkids around? This
makes no sense. He did it because the
NRA wanted it done. We have to speak
the truth here if we are worth any-
thing.

I thank my friend for speaking the
truth, for reading the names of those
who died, and for bringing this issue
day after day to the floor of the Sen-
ate. I will be by his side.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator
from California. She has made a point,
too, that I would like to follow up on.
We have addressed this issue of the
safety of American families, to make
sure that we try to do everything that
is reasonable to reduce gun violence.

There is also an issue of health not
only related to gun violence but in a
larger context. We have several meas-
ures that are pending on Capitol Hill
that have been languishing for months:
prescription drug benefits, which we
support. We believe that under Medi-
care the elderly and the disabled
should have a prescription drug ben-
efit. To accomplish that, it is certainly
going to involve bipartisan coopera-
tion. But we have seen no leadership,
none whatsoever, in this Congress.

What are they waiting for? We are
now in the month of June. We are talk-
ing about resolving a lot of the major
issues before our August recess for the
conventions. In this short period of
time, can we find the political will to
address a prescription drug benefit?

Let me add another that has been
languishing for months: the Patients’
Bill of Rights, which basically says
that each one of us, as individuals and
members of a family, should be able to
walk into a doctor’s office and listen
carefully to that medical professional,
receive their diagnosis and their rec-
ommendation, and follow it and not be
second-guessed by some insurance com-
pany.

I think that is so fundamental and so
basic—that a woman who has an obste-
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trician following her pregnancy, who
wants to stay with the person in whom
she has confidence, will not lose that
right because her company decides to
change its health insurance -carrier;
that someone who wants to be involved
in a clinical trial of a new experi-
mental drug for cancer, for example,
that might save their life, cannot be
denied that opportunity by a health in-
surance company; that our access to
emergency rooms will not be denied be-
cause of the decisions of health insur-
ance company clerks.

We had a vote on the floor of the Sen-
ate. Overwhelmingly, the American
people support what I have said. We
lost the vote but not because we did
not have support for our position.
Three hundred organizations supported
the Democratic position on the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, every major med-
ical group in America. The nurses sup-
ported our position. The doctors sup-
ported our position. Hospitals sup-
ported our position. Yet we lost be-
cause one special interest group on the
other side prevailed—the insurance
companies. They are the ones that are
making the profit out of these deci-
sions that take quality care away from
families, which exalt the bottom line
of profits, and ignore basic health care
needs.

This miserable bill that passed out of
the Senate is headed over to the House
of Representatives. I am happy to re-
port to you that a substantial number
of House Republicans said they were
not going to scrape and bow to the in-
surance industry; that they would
stand with American families and med-
ical professionals so we have rights, a
Patients’ Bill of Rights for America.

They passed a good bill, the Dingell-
Norwood bill. JOHN DINGELL of Michi-
gan is legendary here on Capitol Hill.
Congressman CHARLIE NORWOOD is rel-
atively new but is a Republican who
has had the courage to stand up and
say: I think it is only right to say no to
the insurance companies and yes to
American families on a Patients’ Bill
of Rights.

Let me read to you what Congress-
man NORWOOD said a few days ago
about the situation that has occurred
where the Senate passed the insurance
industry bill and the House passed one
that will help American families; and
nothing has happened since. This is
what he said on May 25:

I'm here today to say time’s up on the con-
ference committee. We’ve waited eight
months for this committee to approve a com-
promise bill. Senate Republicans—

This is a Congressman who is a Re-
publican who is saying this about his
colleagues in the Senate:

Senate Republicans have yet to even offer
a compromise liability proposal—they have
only demanded that the House Conferees
abandon their position.

He goes on to say:

If we don’t get a bill, or at least a ten-
tative agreement in writing by the week we

June 6, 2000

come back from Memorial Day,
move past the conference.

Congressman NORWOOD said:

Starting today, I am working as if that
will be the case. I am willing to pass this
measure through any means necessary.

I say congratulations to this Repub-
lican Congressman who is standing up
to the Republican majority in the Sen-
ate, who is standing up to the insur-
ance industry, who is standing with the
Democrats and with American fami-
lies. As on gun safety legislation, this
health legislation, important to fami-
lies across America, has been stalled
and blockaded by the Senate Repub-
lican leadership. They do not want to
even address the issues that families
across America care about.

You step back and say: Why in the
world do men and women run to be
Members of this Senate if they are not
willing to at least debate the major
issues, if not pass legislation to help
families? But time and time and time
again, the Senate majority has block-
aded, stopped, and stalled every effort
to deal with issues of health and safe-
ty.

And those are not the only ones. As
to an increase in the minimum wage,
this is one of the most disgraceful
things that has happened to Congress
in the last 10 or 12 years. It used to be
when it came time for an increase in
the minimum wage—under President
Reagan, for example, it was done with
little fanfare and little debate. It was
done on a bipartisan basis. We all be-
lieved that the men and women who
got up and went to work every day in
America for a basic minimum wage de-
served an increase periodically to re-
flect the cost of living.

But the Republican-dominated Con-
gress refuses to allow us to increase
this minimum wage. And 350,000 people
in my State of Illinois got up this
morning and went to work for a min-
imum wage—$5.15 an hour—with vir-
tually no benefit protection.

I agree with Senator KENNEDY, Sen-
ator DASCHLE, and so many others,
that we should increase this minimum
wage as a matter of basic decency a
dollar an hour—50 cents a year for 2
years—so people who are trying to
keep their families together, trying to
maintain their own standard of living,
have a chance to do it with an in-
creased minimum wage. Again, the Re-
publican leadership in Congress refuses
to let us bring up this issue of the min-
imum wage.

Time and time again—gun safety leg-
islation, a prescription drug benefit
under Medicare, a Patients’ Bill of
Rights to protect families when they
have the most basic and fundamental
concerns about their health, and a min-
imum wage—these issues have been
stalled because the Republican leader-
ship refuses to bring them up for a
vote. They know the American people
support it but there are special interest

we must
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groups that oppose each and every one
of them.

The National Rifle Association has
told them: Put the bar on the door. We
don’t want any gun safety legislation.
The insurance companies have told
them: We don’t want a Patients’ Bill of
Rights. We are making a lot of money
under the current system. We don’t
want the doctors and the nurses to
make medical decisions. We want
businesspeople to make them based on
profits. The pharmaceutical industry
has told them they don’t want a pre-
scription drug benefit to help the elder-
ly and the disabled pay for drugs they
need to survive. When it comes to the
minimum wage, some people in the
business community have said: We
don’t want to pay anything more than
$5.15 an hour. And we don’t care what
impact it has on the employees.

That is the state of play that reflects
the values and reflects the choice the
American people will have in this com-
ing election as to whether they want to
see the Republican majority continue
in Congress and stop this basic legisla-
tion so important to every American
family.

Mrs. BOXER. Will my friend yield on
that point?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield.

Mrs. BOXER. Again, I thank my
friend for connecting the dots. To those
Americans who say there is no dif-
ference between the parties, there are
no issues in this election, that it is a
matter of who has the best smile, I say
that is not what it is about.

It is about issues that impact mil-
lions and millions of Americans; 30,000
Americans die every year of gunshots.
My friend pointed out that about 13 a
day of those are children—children.
The Democrats are saying we need sen-
sible gun laws, and our Republican
friends are saying we don’t need any-
thing, just hang it up in the conference
committee and say a few words here
and let’s move on. We will not let that
issue die, if you will, nor the Patients’
Bill of Rights and prescription drugs.
Again, it is about millions of people.

What always fascinates me is my
friends on the Republican side—oh,
they are tough on law and order. And I
agree with them. I am as tough as they
come. I will support the death penalty
for heinous crimes. But when an HMO
kills a patient because they won’t ap-
prove the appropriate test—and I have
seen it time and time again in my
State, where tests for cancer were de-
nied because they were expensive diag-
nostic tests, and HMOs wind up essen-
tially killing a patient because they
got treatment too late—they let them
off the hook: We don’t want the right
to sue. Let these people just walk away
with maybe a slap on their wrists.

Where is the outrage? Where is the
outrage when people die because of
medical malpractice or an HMO not
willing to invest in our people?
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Take the issue of minimum wage,
where people are actually living in pov-
erty. For goodness’ sake, some in our
military are on food stamps. Yet our
friends on the other side will vote for
luxury jets to ferry around the gen-
erals. I don’t know where the shame is.
I don’t know where the outrage is. I
can only say that this is where it is
today. It is reflected in the Presi-
dential race, and it is reflected in the
Senate races and in the congressional
races.

I only ask the American people to
wake up, regardless of what party they
are in, because that doesn’t matter to
me. These are not partisan issues.
These are issues of right and wrong.
These are issues of fairness.

I really think my friend has con-
nected the dots on several of these
issues—the gun issue, the Patients’ of
Bill of Rights, prescription drugs, min-
imum wage. What do these have in
common? They are all issues that mat-
ter to America’s families, the way we
live, and the kind of life we have. They
are crucial issues. No matter what hap-
pens in the Senate when the majority
leader brings legislation forward—or
doesn’t—whether we do nothing or we
do something, we are going to come
home with these issues and talk about
them, and we are going to organize
around these issues. Otherwise, I don’t
think we deserve to be here if we are si-
lent in the face of inaction.

I thank my friend again for taking
this time and for engaging in this col-
loquy.

(Mr. ENZI assumed the chair.)

Mr. DURBIN. We have not only ad-
dressed the major legislative issues
bottled up and stalled in this Repub-
lican Congress—gun safety legislation,
Patients’ Bill of Rights, prescription
drug benefits, increasing the minimum
wage. We should listen as well to the
rhetoric coming from the Republican
candidate for President, George W.
Bush, who is suggesting a massive tax
cut of over $2 trillion over 9 years. He
is also now suggesting a change in So-
cial Security that will cost over $800
billion over 9 years—$2.8 trillion that
he has suggested we spend over the
next 9 years, when we are told by ex-
perts in Washington that the surplus
we have to deal with is about $800 bil-
lion. What the Presidential candidate
on the Republican side is suggesting is
that he wants to return to the era of
deficit spending, where we will, over 9
years, go $2 trillion more in debt.

We can all recall that when President
Reagan was elected in 1980, we started
on this course of action which led to
increasing our national debt to over $6
trillion. We had more debt accumu-
lated during the Reagan-George Her-
bert Walker Bush years than we had in
the entire previous history of the
United States. Now to carry on this
fine tradition, Gov. George W. Bush is
suggesting we go back to deficit spend-
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ing, $2 trillion more in debt, to give tax
breaks to wealthy people, to change
Social Security in a risky way.

I think that is another fundamental
issue. If we are going to deal with
America’s economy to keep it moving
forward, if we are going to bring about
the changes we need to make America
a better place to live, we certainly
don’t need to return to deficit spend-
ing. I think that is a critical issue that
affects everything we do on Capitol
Hill.

Mrs. BOXER. Again, my friend raises
a very crucial issue. I have the paper-
work here, and my friend is right on
target. George W. Bush’s tax cut pro-
posal is $1.7 trillion from 2002 to 2010,
and going to his privatized plan for So-
cial Security will cost $1 trillion. My
friend said $800 billion; it is $1 trillion.
The projected on-budget surplus, if the
economy continues to do well—and you
never can count on that, but we cer-
tainly hope so—is $877 billion, which
leaves a $2.7 trillion deficit. We are
going to go back into the bad days.

So not only are George W. Bush and
the Republican Party not wanting to
act and make life better by moving for-
ward on the issues about which we
talked—the gun issue, prescription
drugs, the Patients’ Bill of Rights, and
the minimum wage. So not only won’t
they change for the good, they want to
go back, and we are going to be facing
these horrific deficits, a national debt
that will start to soar again, the mar-
kets will react with high interest rates,
and we will be back into the deepest
trouble. We will be bailing ourselves
out.

I have to say again that by looking
at this entire choice we have in this
election, it is very interesting. As I lis-
ten to my friend, I realize what we
face. We face a situation where either
we are going to go forward on certain
issues but keep fiscal responsibility, or
not move on crucial issues that are
really life-and-death issues and go back
to the days of horrible economic times.

We all remember when President
Bush went to Japan and threw up his
hands and said: What are we going to
do? We are in deep trouble. Help us.

That was not a high point in Amer-
ican life. Now, with the Clinton-Gore
team, we are leading the world, but we
will only continue if we don’t go back
to those bad old days of deficits.

I thank my friend.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The next hour
is under the control of the Senator
from Wyoming.

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized.

———
THE SENATE’S AGENDA

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we will
g0 to the Senator from Minnesota

shortly and then the Senator from
Texas and then the Senator from
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Idaho. In the meantime, while they are
coming, let me say I have briefly lis-
tened to my friends on the other side of
the aisle, interestingly enough, com-
plaining about not getting anywhere.
Let me talk a little bit about that.

We have been here on the floor now
for some time talking about the kinds
of things people want to do in this
country; for instance, education—ele-
mentary and secondary education. We
had to pull that after a whole week of
discussion and debate because our
friends on the other side of the aisle
didn’t want to move forward. They
wanted to bring up the same things
they have brought up every time we
have come into this Chamber, and they
have done it over and over and over
again.

If you want to talk about getting
something done, we ought to talk a lit-
tle bit about education, a little bit
about Social Security, a little bit
about the military and doing some
things for security that we ought to do
for this country. Frankly, I think some
of us get weary of the same litany
every day and going back and forth on
the same thing. We have already talked
about gun control; we have gun control
pending. We have talked about Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights; it is pending. It
is out there in conference committee.
What we need to do is address ourselves
to some of the issues that are here.

You can see that I get just a little bit
excited about this. But we have an op-
portunity to do some things. We have
to do some things on this floor, and we
need to move forward and stop this
business of holding up everything so we
can talk about trying to make issues
for the election instead of trying to
find solutions.

I yield to my friend, the Senator
from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

I thank my colleague from Wyoming
for all his good work in trying to keep
us focused on the issues about which
we are concerned.

——
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following the
official Senate photo, the Senate begin
consideration of S. 2549, the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill.

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

Mr. GRAMS. I thank the Chair.

——————

THE FUTURE OF SOCIAL
SECURITY

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I want to
take time today to again talk about
what I think is one of the most impor-
tant issues facing Americans this year,
and probably in the next few years;
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that is, what is the future of Social Se-
curity? How are we going to make sure
we have a safe and sound retirement
system not only for those on retire-
ment today and those about to retire,
but also for our children and our grand-
children?

I have held around the State of Min-
nesota more than 50 townhall meetings
trying to outline the problems facing
Social Security today, and a plan I
have introduced called the Personal
Security and Wealth in Retirement
Act, which would move from a pay-as-
you-go system to a fully-funded, mar-
ket-based personal retirement ac-
counts.

When you look back at the last 65
years of Social Security, it has basi-
cally done the job we have asked it to
do; that is, to provide retirement bene-
fits for millions of Americans. But if
you look ahead to the next 30 years,
the system has problems. It is facing
some real problems. It is being strained
to the limit. In fact, there will not be
enough dollars collected in the system
to pay the benefits the Government has
promised. If the Congress does nothing,
Social Security benefits will have to be
reduced as much as one-third or more
over the next 25 years.

The biggest risk to Social Security is
to do nothing. And there are those who
are willing to stick their heads in the
sand maybe to get by another election
and to ignore the problems facing So-
cial Security.

Let me go through some of these
things very quickly.

When Franklin Delano Roosevelt in-
troduced Social Security in 1935, he
had concerns that it would only be run
by the Government. He wanted part of
it to be private accounts. In fact, there
was many Americans who were allowed
to stay outside of Social Security. In
fact, there have been a number of state
and local governments over the years—
as late as 1981—that saw this loophole,
opted out of Social Security, and cre-
ated their own personal retirement ac-
counts. None of them, by the way, has
failed; all have been successful. By that
I mean they are paying better benefits
to their retirees than Social Security
is paying to our retirees today.

President Roosevelt also said that
there should be a three-legged stool for
Americans’ retirement: personal sav-
ings, pension, and Social Security. So-
cial Security is just one of the legs. It
was never meant to be the sole source
of retirement benefits. But for millions
of Americans today—when they are
paying an average tax bill of nearly 40
percent of their wages in taxes, then
they try to raise their family; buy
food, clothing, shelter; put a little
money away for vacations, and for edu-
cation for their kids, et cetera—they
do not have money left to save for
their retirement. If you work for an
employer that doesn’t have a pension
or 401(k), your only source of retire-
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ment is Social Security. Clearly, So-
cial Security has stretched to its limit.

Right now, 78 million baby boomers
are ready to hit the system by the year
2008. The majority of Americans—near-
ly 90 percent—retire at the age of 62,
not at 65. We are going to see baby
boomers bumping into the system be-
ginning as early as 2008. Social Secu-
rity spending will exceed tax revenues
by 2015.

We hear about all of these surpluses
in Social Security and the trust fund.

But the truth is there is nothing in
the trust fund but IOUs. Senator FRITZ
HoLLINGS of South Carolina says there
is no trust, and there are no funds in
the Social Security trust funds. He is
right.

By 2015 there will be no more sur-
pluses. In other words, if we are col-
lecting $100 today and only spending
$90, the other $10 is put into this trust
fund. Of course, the Government bor-
rows the surplus and spends it. By the
year 2015, we will be bringing in $90 and
paying out $100 or more. Where do we
get the extra money? We are going to
have to get it from the taxpayers. By
2015, taxes are going to have to be
raised to cash in these IOUs in order to
pay the benefits at that time.

You hear a lot of Senators and others
saying the system is solvent until 2037.
That is only if we can raise taxes on
workers to pay those benefits. That is
the only way it can remain solvent.
Congress is going to have to take ac-
tion. The Social Security trust fund is
going to be broke in 2037 unless we
have the dollars to cash in those IOUs.
The reason is our pay-as-you-go retire-
ment system cannot meet the chal-
lenge of the demographic change.

In 1940, there were about 100 working
for every retiree. Today, there are a
little over 2.5. By the year 2025, there
will be fewer than 2. In 1940, with 100
people working, you only had to pay
$10 a month to pay for a $1,000 benefit.
Today, it is over $400. And we are going
to ask our grandchildren to pay $500 or
more in order to meet this obligation
of retirement benefits.

If you look over the next 75 years, it
is going down like a rock. There is $21.6
trillion in unfunded liabilities. In other
words, the benefits the Government
has promised to pay—$21.6 trillion—are
short of revenues we need to pay those
benefits.

How are we going to make them up?
There are a couple of choices. We can
raise taxes and tinker a little bit with
the system. But you cannot tinker
with $21.6 trillion deficit. They can cut
benefits by a third of what retirees can
expect to get. Or they can raise the re-
tirement age. But that will not be
enough to make up the $21.6 trillion in
deficits over the next 75 years if we
don’t do make hard choice to save the
system.

My plan, the Personal Security and
Wealth in Retirement Act, has a tran-
sitional cost as well. But it is the cost
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we have to pay anyway. It would cost
about $13 trillion for us to make the
transition to go from the Social Secu-
rity system we know today to total
personal retirement accounts. In other
words, we are moving to a system
where you have control over your re-
tirement—not Washington—you decide
when to retire, how much you want
save and where you want to invest and
how you want to control over your ac-
count.

In reality, we have signed our name
to a long-term contract that says we
are going to guarantee retirement ben-
efits for Americans forever. There is a
cost because we have dug ourselves
into a hole. Somehow we have to dig
ourselves out. There is no free lunch.
People around here can ignore it, but
there is no free lunch. We are going to
have to find a way to finance ourselves
to reach our goals to have a safe, solid,
and solvent Social Security system.
The biggest risk is doing nothing at
all.

Social Security has a total unfunded
liability of $21 trillion-plus. The trust
fund has nothing but IOUs. Vice Presi-
dent Gore said let’s pay down the debt
and let’s put the interest we save into
the trust fund. But all he is talking
about is adding more IOUs, not build-
ing assets in the Social Security trust
funds. Instead, today, we have over $800
billion of IOUs, but in 15 years, he
wants to have $3.5 trillion worth of
IOUs—no real assets, but I0Us.

Again, the only way you can get
those IOUs cashed in is to go to the
taxpayers and get more taxes from
them.

To keep paying Social Security bene-
fits, we are going to probably have to
look at least at doubling the FICA
tax—the withholding tax—within the
near future; not 15.3 percent. By the
year of 2025 or 2030, we could see our
payroll tax rates increase to 25 percent
to 30 percent of wages—nearly doubling
the FICA tax in order to maintain the
current benefits we promised.

I ask many of our senior citizens at
our town meetings to raise their hands
if they think they have good retire-
ment benefits from Social Security. If
you talk about a $700 check a month,
or a $680 check a month, or $1,100 a
month, this is not good retirement.
This is not the retirement I want. I
don’t think this is the retirement we
want to leave to our children. But in
order to maintain even that system, we
are going to impose taxes on the next
generation. If you have 25 percent in
FICA taxes, then you add on the aver-
age Federal Government tax of 28 per-
cent or b3 percent, and then add in
Minnesota sales tax of 8.5 percent, you
are at 62 percent. Then add in sales
taxes, property and excise taxes—I
mean every tax you can think of—our
kids are going to be paying taxes that
approach 70 percent of their income.
Mr. President, is this the kind of future
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we want to leave our kids because we
stick our head in the sand and do not
want to face our problems?

Why is Social Security a bad invest-
ment today? If a taxpayer retired in
1960, they probably got back all the
money they paid in in 18 months. It
was a tremendous return for the early
retirees. Today, an average person re-
tiring will get less than 2 percent re-
turn on his or her money paid into the
system. Our minority population is ac-
tually getting a negative rate of return
today. They are in fact subsidizing the
rest of us. The markets have paid back
nearly 11 percent, but when we filter
out inflation, it is better than a 7 per-
cent annual return in the market.

What would any person rather have?
If an investment counselor said: I can
up a plan, but it will not pay very good,
less than 2 percent, so anyone 50 or
younger, by the time they retire, it
will be a negative; or we can put tax-
payers in a new plan paying 7, 8, 11, 12
percent, what will you do? There will
not be many at the desk signing up for
a plan paying zero or giving a negative
return on the money.

Mr. President, there is no Social Se-
curity account with your name on it. A
lot of people don’t realize that. After a
lifetime of working, taxpayers think
there is an account in Washington that
has their name on it. There is not. You
don’t have one dollar set aside for your
retirement today. The only thing you
can hope, in our pay-as-you-go system,
is that when you retire there are peo-
ple working so we can deduct money
from their check to pay your benefit. It
is a pay-as-you-go system. The money
we bring in the first of June will be
paid out in benefits by the end of June.
It is a pay-as-you-go system, with no
accumulation of wealth, no real assets,
no compounding of interest.

By the way, we talk about these I0Us
in the trust fund that will make the
system solvent. In the President’s own
budget, he included this paragraph:
These balances are available to finance
future benefit payments and other
trust fund expenditures.

The I0OUs are there to pay for the
funds or payments to other expendi-
tures, ‘“‘but only in a bookkeeping
sense.”’

In other words, they are not real.
Members on the floor will say: We have
the IOUs. That is great, ‘‘but only in a
bookkeeping sense.” There is nothing
there.

You can place a million-dollar IOU in
your checking account and see how
many checks your banker allows to be
written against the IOU. None, until
you put money in the account.

“They are claims on the Treasury,
that, when redeemed, will have to be fi-
nanced by raising taxes, borrowing
from the public, or reducing benefits or
other expenditures.”

Do we want to reduce Social Security
benefits or cut education, transpor-
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tation, or health care? If we don’t
make some hard choices now we will be
faced with tougher decisions later.

We have these IOUs because the gov-
ernment spent all the surplus in the
Social Security Trust Funds. The first
step to save Social Security is to stop
the government spending Americans’
retirement dollars for nothing but
their retirement, to keep the dollars
outside the hands of the big spenders in
Washington and to make sure we set
aside the surplus funds today. We have
not done it in the past. It needs to be
done. I have introduced a second
lockbox that says if our estimates are
wrong—best faith estimates on what
we spend and what we bring in—if we
are honest and do not want to spend a
dime of Social Security, if the esti-
mates are wrong and we overspend, we
need to go back and lower everybody’s
budget across the board. Perhaps take
a .003-percent reduction so we don’t
have to go into the trust fund, and we
will not spend a dime of Social Secu-
rity.

Mr. President, I have six principles
for saving Social Security. I began
working on this 7 years ago. I intro-
duced this plan 3 years ago. I said then
it would be a major issue in this Presi-
dential debate. It is. I am glad gov-
ernor George W. Bush has announced
his plan to allow at least some privat-
ization for improving and saving the
system. And Vice President AL GORE
has made a statement—he doesn’t want
to do anything. He wants status quo,
he wants to tinker with the system.
That means, again, raise your taxes
even more.

We need to make sure we protect cur-
rent and future beneficiaries. Anyone
on Social Security, about to retire, or
who wants to stay with it, should be
able to so do. It is your option; we will
guarantee those benefits. Don’t be con-
cerned about it. We will hear scare tac-
tics that somehow this plan is not
going to work, we are only going to rob
the elderly, and we will not have a safe
Social Security. That is hogwash. We
will always guarantee those benefits.

Allow freedom of choice. If you want
to have a personal retirement account,
you should have that option as well.
The Government should not stand in
your way and say, no, we are going to
keep you locked up in a system that
will pay you little or nothing on your
return.

Preserve the safety net. Again, I have
heard the scare tactics that there are
no safety nets in the PRAs. That is a
lie. Under our plan we have the same
safety nets as Social Security. We have
survivors benefits, disability benefits,
built into the program. It is the same
thing, but our plan pays dividends and
higher returns than Social Security.
The bottom line is we have the same
safety nets.
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Make Americans better off, not worse
off. Today, nearly 20 percent of Ameri-
cans, when they retire, retire into pov-
erty, because Social Security is all
they have—or very little else—and it is
not enough to keep them off the pov-
erty. Our system says when you retire
you will have a minimum of 150 percent
of poverty. Right now, the poverty for
single individuals is about $8,400 a
year. Our plan says you have to have at
least $12,800 a year to retire. We make
sure you don’t retire into poverty. The
people most affected are elderly women
and widows. The Social Security sys-

tem today discriminates against
women. Again, we will hear stories
that PRAs discriminate against

women. That is not true. The current
system is the culprit. Changing the
system will improve retirement for
millions of Americans today, including
our elderly ladies.

Create a fully funded system. Make
sure if you have an option for private
retirement accounts, you can do that.
Most importantly, no tax increases, no
tinkering with the system.

I introduced my plan, the Personal
Security and Wealth in Retirement
Act, in the last Congress and the 106th.
I will keep introducing this plan until
we do something on it.

How does the plan work for retire-
ment options? Workers may divert 10
percent of their income into a personal
retirement account to be managed by
Government-approved but private in-
vestment companies, similar to 401(k)’s
and IRAs and FDIC accounts. We make
sure they are safe and sound.

Somebody making $30,000 a year now
pays $3,720 into Social Security. Our
plan says $3,000 goes into a personal re-
tirement account. At the end of the
year, you don’t just have a promise,
you actually have a savings book that
has $3,000 cash, plus interest. The other
2.4 percent, $720, goes into the SSA, So-
cial Security Administration, to help
fund part of the financing plan for
those who want to stay on Social Secu-
rity, to guarantee their benefits.

Right now in personal retirement ac-
counts, someone earning $36,000 a year
pays in the maximum to Social Secu-
rity, and receives $1,280 a month as a
maximum benefit. Take just 10 percent
of that income, put it into an average
market account, you will have a ben-
efit of $6,514 a month. That is a big dif-
ference, five times better under the pri-
vate retirement account than what So-
cial Security would pay. In addition,
the safety nets are there for survivor
and disability benefits. Don’t let any-
body say that somehow this isn’t as
good or better.

Looking at the returns, people are
talking about maybe 2 percent of your
Social Security. After 40 years at 2 per-
cent, you will have $171,000 in the ac-
count, plus reduced benefits from So-
cial Security. So at least with partial
reform plan, a citizen is better off and
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would have a little bit of reduced ben-
efit from Social Security but will have
$171,000 in the bank. Under my plan,
you would have $855,000 based on a
$36,000 income; $855,000 would have been
put away for your retirement.

The family with median income of
$58,000, putting away 2 percent has
$278,000 in the bank, and a reduced So-
cial Security benefit. Again, better
than what we have now. But you could
have $1.4 million in a savings account
in your name, cash, estate money, if
you could put aside 10 percent of your
salary.

It is being done across the country. I
discussed people in Galvaston, TX,
with private retirement accounts who
got the OK from Social Security to
have their own retirement accounts in
1981. Social Security death benefits?
My dad died at 61, we got $253. That is
what Social Security offers.

Galveston County that has their own
private retirement accounts, receive an
average $75,000 death benefit.

Disability benefits for Social Secu-
rity is $1,280; and Galveston, TX, is
$2,749.

What about retirement benefits? So-
cial Security, a maximum on this aver-
age income is $1,280; Galveston County,
nearly $4,800.

By the way, Galveston has a conserv-
ative retirement plan, they invest very
conservatively and they still pay those
much better returns.

One lady, by the way, named Wendy
Cohill, her husband died at 44 of a
heart attack. She was 42. She received
$126,000 in death benefits plus what was
in the account plus the survivors ben-
efit that she used to pay to finish a col-
lege education. She was able to care for
her family in her own home. If she
would have had Social Security, she
would have been under the poverty
level. She said: Thank God, some wise
men privatized Social Security here. If
I had regular Social Security, I would
be broke.

The city of San Diego also has PRAS,
a government employee, 35 years old,
contributes 6 percent into the PRAs.
After 35 years, they would receive a
$3,000-per-month retirement benefit.

Under Social Security, he would re-
ceive only $1,077 a month in benefits.

I know the Senator from California
said on the floor recently that personal
retirement accounts are too risky and
we cannot damage the foundation of
Social Security. But last year, and I
want to read this, the Senator from
California—this is Senator BARBARA
BOXER along with Senator DIANNE
FEINSTEIN and Senator TED KENNEDY,
sent a letter to the President saying:

‘“‘Millions of our constituents will re-
ceive higher retirement benefits’—
They are talking about the city of San
Diego—‘‘higher benefits from their cur-
rent public pensions than they would
under Social Security.”

In other words, they were telling the
President to leave San Diego alone be-
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cause the President’s plan for saving
Social Security included taking 1 per-
cent, pooling the investments, but he
also would take all these with private
accounts off the table and put them all
into Social Security. She did not like
that. She says:

Mr. President, millions of our constituents
who will receive higher retirement benefits
from their current public pensions than they
would under Social Security, are appealing
to their elected Representatives in Wash-
ington and we respectfully urge you to honor
the original legislative intent underpinning
the Social Security system—

That was to exclude these people
from Social Security, exclude this pro-
vision from your reform and leave San
Diego alone, they were saying.

My question is, if the retirement ac-
counts in San Diego are better than
Social Security, why can’t you and I
enjoy a similar system? But if Social
Security is better, as Senator BOXER,
Senator FEINSTEIN, and Senator KEN-
NEDY will support, then why don’t they
want the citizens who work for the city
of San Diego to have that same ben-
efit? A good question.

I know I do not have much time left.
Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
until the hour of 12 noon is under the
control of the Senator from Wyoming.
He yielded you the time you needed.

Mr. GRAMS. I will go through this
quickly. I know we have others want-
ing to speak.

As I said, this is not an experiment.
This is being done around the world.
Eleven countries now have privatized
their retirement; 30 others are consid-
ering it. We like to think we are in the
forefront of this. But when it comes to
retirement benefits, we are behind the
curve.

Chile, 18 years ago, privatized their
system because their system was much
like ours. Franklin Delano Roosevelt
and the brains in Washington did not
create Social Security. It was modeled
and copied from something that Otto
Von Bismark put out in 1880. We adopt-
ed it almost exactly. So did Chile and
just about every other country around
the world. Chile, had the same prob-
lems or worse than what we are facing
today. It went to bankrupt. They had
to privatize their plan.

By the way, 95 percent of the Chilean
workers have opted into the personal
retirement accounts. Their return last
year was 11.3 percent. Ours, again, were
less than 2 percent.

British workers have chosen to go
into PRAs. They have what they call
their second tier Social Security,
where they can opt from the Social Se-
curity System, like we have, into per-
sonal retirement accounts. In Britain,
so far two-thirds of all British workers
have opted into personal retirement ac-
counts. They have enjoyed, over the
past 5 years, a better than 10 percent
return on their money. By the way, the
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pool of retirement in their retirement
accounts in Britain exceeds $1.4 tril-
lion. That is how much now they have
put away in their accounts. That is
more than the total GDP of Britain,
and it is more than all other private in-
vestments in all the other European
countries combined. So it shows you
the power of private retirement ac-
counts, and the accumulation of
wealth.

Many people say: I have worked for
30 years. I can’t give up what I have
paid into Social Security.

We have a recognition bond. The
Government knows exactly how much
you have paid in. If you have paid in
$20,000, if you paid in $40,000, if you paid
in $90,000, we know. We would give you
a recognition bond, plus interest upon
retirement.

Mr. President, we must take care of
today’s Social Security recipients. If
an individual chooses to remain in the
current system, we must guarantee
their benefits. There is no increase in
age of retirement, no cuts in benefits,
no ifs, ands, or buts, and no raising of
taxes.

The plan preserves the safety net, as
I said, for survivors benefits and dis-
ability benefits. Poverty, as I said, rec-
ognized that $8,240 a year—you have to
have $12,400, so you would not retire
into poverty, again, as nearly 20 per-
cent of our Americans do. Funds that
manage PRAs are required to buy the
life and disability insurance to provide
the safety nets I have talked about.

For those who would come up short—
and those would be very few—if you
could not get $12,400 a year, we would
come in and say we will fill your glass
full so when you retire, you would re-
tire with less than that. This is the
only entitlement portion of our bill.
Again, this is an important safety net
of this system.

Rules similar to those that apply to
IRAs today would apply to PRAs. Also,
a Federal personal retirement invest-
ment board would oversee it for safety
and soundness to make sure your re-
tirement funds are there, and are safe.
Investment companies that manage
PRAs would be required to have an in-
surance plan to pay at least a min-
imum of 2.5 percent. That would be a
floor. Again, that is much better than
Social Security, but at least it is a
guarantee if something would go wrong
you would at least have that as your
investment.

In addition, you decide when you
want to retire. As I said, right now the
Government controls your retirement.
They tell you exactly how much they
are going to take out of your check,
they tell you exactly the day you can
retire, and then they tell you what
they are going to give you in benefits.

In our plan, you have those controls.
You make your retirement decisions.
As soon as you can buy an annuity that
will keep you 150 percent over poverty,
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you have met your requirement. You
are not going to be a ward of the state.
You ensured your future. You can stop.
You can do what you want. You can ar-
range regular withdrawals, for the
amounts that are above that require-
ment. To buy this minimum benefit,
you would need about $125,000 in your
account. If you are an average worker
with earnings of $30,000, you would
have $855,000 in your account, so you
can use that other $750,000 any way you
want.

If you have a family, you could have
$1.4 million. What are you going to do
with the other $1.2 million. You can do
whatever you want with that money;
that is yours. You decide how you
withdraw it. If you want to go to Eu-
rope? Write a check. Buy a new car?
You can do it. Give it to your kid. You
can do it.

In divorce cases, PRAs are treated as
common property. Upon death, PRAs
go to heirs without estate taxes; no
capital gains, so that at least you have
created an estate, and this $1.2 million
or $700,000 or whatever you had in your
account is your money.

Going back to Social Security, when
you die, you get a $2563 death benefit.
Under this, you get a death benefit in
our plan, a minimum, plus you would
get what is left in your estate, what-
ever it might be. You can pass it on to
your heirs, your spouse, your Kids,
your church—wealth that you cannot
pass on today because the Government
takes all those benefits.

Again, the bottom line is, no new
taxes for this system. We do have a re-
sponsibility to bail ourselves out, but
we are not taxing the system. Retire-
ment income is going to be there
whether you stay with Social Security,
or if you choose to build a personal re-
tirement account. You can decide the
options, you decide how you want to
invest it, and you decide when you
want to retire. Let’s make sure we give
you choices.

Just in concluding, despite our col-
leagues, our Democratic colleagues
bashing Governor Bush’s reform plan,
its popularity is increasing among
workers.

I heard one say: I don’t come out
here and bash it. I want to study every-
thing and I want to look over all of
these plans.

He hasn’t even seen the Governor’s
plan. He doesn’t really know what Vice
President AL GORE has got. But yet he
favors AL GORE over Governor Bush.

Recent polls show most Americans
support the idea of personal retirement
accounts. In fact, if you are under 40
years old, more young people believe in
UFOs than that they are going to get
Social Security; 90-some percent of
young people under 30 would opt into
personal retirement accounts.

I believe a national consensus can be
reached on ways to save and strength-
en Social Security. There will always
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be a retirement system in this country.
What kind of system are we going to
leave for our children and grand-
children? For many of us, if we are 50
years old, 55 years old, or older, we
might have been condemned to the cur-
rent system without time left in our
working lives to change or take the op-
tion in the personal retirement ac-
counts. We can tell our children and
grandchildren we want to leave a T70-
percent tax system for them, we want
to leave them a plan that might guar-
antee they will get less benefits, pay
more into it, and will have to wait
longer to retire, or we can leave them
an option for them to invest in their
own retirement and have personal re-
tirement accounts.

The numbers show Americans over-
whelmingly say: I am smart enough to
handle my future.

There are many in Washington who
believe you are not smart enough; you
may be smart enough to earn your
money, but you are not smart enough
to put it aside for your retirement and
only Washington can step in and help
you out. That’s wrong. Our plan em-
power working Americans and offers
better options and gives you control
over your retirement.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Chair recognizes the
Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, is
there any procedural motion I need to
make to move forward?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is under the control of the Senator
from Wyoming until the hour of 12
noon.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, 56 years ago today,
176,000 allied soldiers landed on the
beaches of Normandy in what was the
largest invasion in history. The oper-
ation was officially known as Oper-
ation Overlord, but I have never heard
anyone refer to it by that name. It is
now known as D-Day.

While there have been hundreds of
other D-days in other historic loca-
tions such as Okinawa, Iwo Jima, and
Inchon, the forces that landed on Nor-
mandy Beach 56 years ago today truly
changed the course of history. When we
hear the term ‘“D-Day,” we reflect on
that awful and incredible day on Nor-
mandy Beach with reverence for what
was accomplished and for all that was
lost, and with respect the people who
were there—those who did not survive
and those who did.

Thousands of young Americans died
that day establishing that small beach-
head on the continent of Europe. With-
in a year, the Allied forces went on to
crush the Nazi war regime and brought
forth on the European Continent an
unprecedented period of peace.

Today, we look back on that time
and we remember and respect what was
done.
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When the cold war ended, the Wall
came down and the Warsaw Pact dis-
banded. The United States began to
draw down forces from Europe for the
first time since we had gone in on D-
Day and established a presence, and set
up the plan to help our vanquished
enemy.

Military strategists began to talk of
new missions for NATO. They spoke of
the need for NATO to go ‘‘out of area
or out of business,” implying that un-
less NATO could find a new reason to
exist after the end of the Cold War,
there may be no reason for it to exist
at all.

That new mission began to come into
focus in the Balkans five years ago
when the United States committed
peacekeeping forces to Bosnia to en-
force the provisions of the Dayton
Peace Accords.

What was conceived by the adminis-
tration as a one-year mission to ac-
complish specific military objectives is
now in its fifth year—with greatly ex-
panded civilian nation-building objec-
tives and no end in sight to the deploy-
ment.

Today we are on the eve of another
anniversary in the search for new
NATO missions. One year ago, on June
10, NATO halted the bombing in Serbia
and Kosovo. As in Bosnia, we again
have deployed thousands of American
forces to yet another Balkan quagmire
with unclear objectives—and there is
no end in sight to the Kosovo mission,
either. This time the ethnic groups we
seek to reconcile have not tired of the
killing, apparently, and it continues as
our soldiers stand by helpless to deter
murder.

The General Accounting Office esti-
mates that the cost of our Balkan
peacekeeping missions in Bosnia and
Kosovo now tops $23 billion. We have
become mired in the problem, unable
to stand back and assess where we are.
Nor are we able to look at the situa-
tion and say we must have a strategy.

We know what this has cost our
country: For the past five years, re-
cruiting and retention problems in the
U.S. military services have been exac-
erbated by endless peacekeeping mis-
sions. Our armed services today are not
up to their congressionally mandated
troop strength; they are at least 6,000
short.

As the world’s only superpower, we
have a responsibility to lead. America
led when the parties first came to-
gether in Dayton, but the Dayton
Peace Accords simply stopped the
fighting. We did not create conditions
that could actually solve the problem
without the presence of thousands of
outside forces. We ended the hos-
tilities—and we should be respectful of
that achievement—but we did not cre-
ate effective economic and political
structures.

That must be our goal for a lasting
peace. As one American military
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peacekeeper said to me on a recent
visit, “Everyone’s job in Bosnia is to
work on the problems we face, but no
one seems to have the responsibility
for actually solving those problems.”

We need to search for ways to solve
these problems. Today I am intro-
ducing legislation to authorize funds to
reconvene the parties to the Dayton
Peace Accords that ended the Bosnia
conflict, those who were involved in
the Rambouillet talks that failed to
avert the conflict in Kosovo and other
regional entities. We must review our
progress to date. If we cannot do that,
how can we call ourselves leaders?

We must look for a long-term settle-
ment based on greater self-determina-
tion for the governed and less by out-
side powers. That may involve tai-
loring current borders to fit the facts
on the ground. It will create conditions
of genuine stability, reconstruction
and prosperity. It will allow us, in a re-
sponsible way, to set some timetables,
some measurements for success, and,
hopefully, to begin turning over these
peacekeeping responsibilities to our
European allies within a reasonable
time frame.

We must have self-determination
that works. The current policy wagers
America’s reputation, prestige and will
on a mirage of multicultural democ-
racy in the Balkans. We are trying to
create governments that ignore his-
tory, nationality and ethnicity. Elec-
tions have been held in which refugees
were bused into disputed regions to
vote for elected officials who cannot
serve because they are unable to return
to their prewar homes.

American officers spend their days
deciding which vehicles can travel
down which roads, and escorting Serb
families in hostile Albanian territory
to the dentist and back or to the li-
brary and back.

This effort is diverting the United
States from its global responsibilities.
We occupy a unique place in the world
today, standing astride history’s path
as the most powerful nation that ever
may have existed. Our supercharged
economic engine certainly reflects the
best that mankind has to offer. How-
ever, a superpower’s core responsibility
is not to right every wrong, but to pre-
serve its strength for those challenges
that only a superpower can address.

The United States must know when
to encourage capable allies and proxies
to address contingencies that fall short
of that standard. Instead, time and
again, our military readiness to ad-
dress potential threats—such as North
Korea, mainland China, Irag—has been
diverted to contingency provisions on
the periphery of our nation’s security
concerns.

America’s peacekeeping burden in
the 1990s has resulted in two of our
Army divisions reporting themselves
unfit for combat.

We can achieve more in the Balkans
than a peace enforced at bayonet tip.
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We ought to tie our continued financial
support to a comprehensive regional
settlement, to substantial military
withdrawal from the region and to a
firm policy of encouraging the Euro-
peans to do more—with our support,
which will always be there.

Any NATO member can patrol the
Balkans, but only the United States
can defend NATO. That is the role of a
superpower, and that is the role of a
strong and reliable ally.

As we take up the armed services
budget this week, I hope we can take
on the role that is the responsibility of
the Senate and try to put some long-
term potential peace into play. I am
not saying I know what the outcome of
any kind of conference should be. But I
do know it is our responsibility to call
such a conference and begin to assess
where we are; to look with vision to
the future and set the standard that
must be set for the lasting peace that
we want and hope for and will work for
and support in the Balkans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the unani-
mous consent agreement that we are
operating under takes us through 12
noon, does it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It takes
us through 12:30.

Mr. CRAIG. Through 12:30?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a unanimous consent agreement that
Senator GREGG be given the time from
12 to 12:15, and Senator REID the time
from 12:15 to 12:30.

Mr. CRAIG. I yield the floor to my
colleague, the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, Senator WARNER,
for a statement before I resume my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Vir-
ginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-
guished colleague.

(The remarks of Mr. WARNER and Mr.
CRAIG pertaining to the introduction of
S. 2669 are located in today’s RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
proceed for 15 minutes.

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to
object, what was the Senator’s request?

Mr. CRAIG. I asked to proceed for 15
minutes. I had yielded some time to
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee.

Mr. GREGG. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceed to call
the roll.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Idaho for his cour-
tesy. I ask unanimous consent that he
be allowed to proceed after I have com-
pleted my statement.

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

——
SIERRA LEONE

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I want to
speak about the issue of what is hap-
pening in Africa, specifically in Sierra
Leone. Recently, I have become in-
volved in this issue because, as chair-
man of the Commerce, Justice, State,
and the Judiciary Subcommittee, we
have jurisdiction over the funds that
flow to the U.N. for peacekeeping ac-
tivity. In order to adequately do the
job as chairman of that subcommittee,
our job involves oversight of those
funds, to make sure they are being
used effectively. After all, they are
American tax dollars; Congress has
control of the purse strings; and we
have a major role in how those dollars
are spent.

I recognize fully, as all Members of
Congress do, that the key individual
who sets foreign policy is our Presi-
dent. Even though we may disagree
with our President, he does have that
priority position. But there are, obvi-
ously, issues on which the Congress has
a role in foreign policy—very signifi-
cant issues. One of them happens to be
the funding of peacekeeping activities
and the role the United States should
play in that. So I have had very serious
concerns about our policies in Sierra
Leone specifically—on a number of
peacekeeping activities, but specifi-
cally our policies in Sierra Leone. This
is because of a number of issues that
have been raised there.

Last year, the United States, regret-
tably, played a key role in imposing
the Lome Accord on a brutalized Sierra
Leone. The accord granted a total am-
nesty to the Revolutionary United
Front, RUF, which is basically a gang
of thugs that murders, rapes, and muti-
lates people. Just about everybody in
their path has come under their severe
act of violence. In fact, they actually
empower their soldiers—and they are
not really soldiers; many are very
young boys—to cut off the arms of
women and children in order to make a
point. This is a very common practice
with this alleged military group called
RUF, this gang of thugs. They have
been terrorizing the country of Sierra
Leone. There is no question about that.
Their leader, Foday Sankoh, and his
lieutenants, as part of the Lome agree-
ment, as part of the understanding of
the Lome agreement—and this is why
it was such a horrendous agreement—
were given top spots in the ‘‘transi-
tion” government and guaranteed RUF
control over the Sierra Leone diamond
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mines, which is basically the core of
the element of how they generate their
revenues.

It is inexcusable that we were party
to the Lome agreement and that we
therefore empowered these war crimi-
nals to take office and to have control
over basically the only significant eco-
nomic resource of the country of Sierra
Leone. So I was more than upset about
this. I believed it was essentially a sur-
render in the face of criminal violence.
As a result, I did put a hold —not tech-
nically a hold, but I actually refused to
approve a transfer of peacekeeping
funds for the Sierra Leone initiative. I
began exploring alternatives to this,
what I believed was an extraordinarily
unjust accord. In response to my con-
cerns, U.S. Ambassador to the U.N.
Holbrooke and his staff took on the dif-
ficult task of crafting a better ap-
proach to this issue.

Since my ‘‘hold” became news, I have
been sharply criticized by some, in-
cluding some in the U.N. and the State
Department, and even—not even, but
not surprisingly, really—the Wash-
ington Post, which recently accused
me of ‘‘playing at foreign policy,” im-
plying that serious students of world
affairs would not question U.S. support
for the Lome Accord. I simply point
out that I think a lot of serious stu-
dents of foreign policy question the de-
cision to support that accord.

Meanwhile, in Sierra Leone itself,
the RUF, as a result of Lome in large
part, continued to terrorize civilians
and even challenge the U.N. peace-
keepers. By last month, the RUF was
marching on Freetown in complete vio-
lation of the Lome Accord. In fact, of
course, they have humiliated the U.N.
mission in Sierra Leone, which was
supposed to disarm them. It actually
ended up being disarmed by them, and
much of the military equipment that is
being used there by the RUF is U.N.
equipment taken from U.N. advisers.
Thus, the mission of the U.N., as a re-
sult of being an outgrowth of the Lome
Accords, which were so disgraceful, is
in disarray. Today, all that stands be-
tween the RUF and total control of Si-
erra Leone is the British and Nigerian
troops who have come in to try to sta-
bilize the situation.

And what of the U.S. policy? Fol-
lowing our most recent meeting 2
weeks ago, Ambassador Holbrooke has
sent me a letter laying out a new strat-
egy for a more just and lasting ap-
proach to peace in Sierra Leone that
gives me some reason for hope. I would
like to read from what his letter says
because I think it is an important ad-
justment in American policy in Sierra
Leone. I congratulate him for it.

First, he notes in his opening para-
graph that he has taken this issue and
walked it through the administration
and that he has support for his letter
from Secretary Albright, National Se-
curity Adviser Berger, and the head of
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the OMB, Jack Lew. Reading para-
graphs from his letter:

You asked for a letter encapsulating our
discussion on Sierra Leone and Congo. After
close consultation with Secretary Albright,
let me review where we stand on each issue:

First, Sierra Leone. Let me posit five prin-
ciples that we will use to govern our policy.
First, the United States does not believe
that Foday Sankoh should play any role
whatsoever in the future political process in
Sierra Leone, and we will continue to press
this point. He must be held accountable for
his actions.

This is a significant change in policy,
in my opinion, and it is a positive one.

Second, we strongly support the British
military presence in Sierra Leone, which has
played a key role in restoring a measure of
stability to Freetown. We are discussing
with the British their continuing role, and
on May 23 London announced an important
training program for Sierra Leone army,
something that they will undertake at their
own expense outside the U.N. system.

This, again, is positive news that the
British will be a stabilizing force there,
which will be armed and know how to
defend itself.

Third, the objective should be to ensure
that regional and international forces in Si-
erra Leone, together with the armed forces
of the government of Sierra Leone, have the
capacity to disrupt RUF control of Sierra
Leone’s diamond producing areas, the main
source of RUF income. Completely elimi-
nating them as a military force is not likely
to be possible as an acceptable cost, but
sharply reducing their sources of financial
support and restricting their capability to
threaten the people or government of Sierra
Leone is within reach of sufficient numbers
of properly trained, equipped, and well-led
troops and is vitally important.

That is to paraphrase a much more
robust mission directive and portfolio
and is exactly what needs to be done.

The most likely nations to carry the bur-
den would be Nigeria and Ghana, with the
backing of other ECOWAS states. Other na-
tions who are already rushing troops to Si-
erra Leone include India, Jordan and Ban-
gladesh. Most potential troop contributors
from the region are likely to require better
equipment and training if they are to con-
tribute meaningfully. Pentagon and EUCOM
assessment teams are studying the issue ur-
gently. If our objectives are to be accom-
plished, the U.S. will need to be ready, with
congressional support and funding, to pro-
vide our share of international effort to pro-
vide equipment and training to those who
are willing to do the military job—including
the government of Sierra Leone and other
countries in the region. Any direct training
of contributing country troops by U.S. mili-
tary personnel would be done outside Sierra
Leone and no U.S. combat troops would be
deployed to Sierra Leone. We will have to
work out the relationships between such an
operation and the UN, recognizing that for
many countries a UN role is preferable—but
we must ensure that the mandate is robust.
Fourth, since there is virtually no real gov-
ernment structure left in Sierra Leone, if the
security situation can be stabilized a longer
term international effort will be needed to
help build viable institutions in Sierra
Leone. It will take time, but in the long run,
the rest of the effort will be unsuccessful if
it is not accompanied by this component.
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However, this cannot start until the situa-
tion is stabilized, and there is no present
funding request for this function. Fifth (this
is a point I failed to mention in our meeting)
we must develop a corresponding political
strategy for dealing appropriately with Libe-
ria’s President, Charles Taylor, and with the
illicit diamond trade that fuels conflict and
criminality in the region.

That is a reading of two of the major
paragraphs in this letter.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the letter be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO
THE UNITED NATIONS,
May 30, 2000.
Hon. JUDD GREGG,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Allow me to thank
you again for your courtesy and for our ex-
change of views on peacekeeping issues. I
know the Secretary also appreciates your
discussion with her on May 20, and I would
like to follow up on both conversations. I
have shared our discussions with Secretary
Albright, Sandy Berger, and Jack Lew, all of
whom expressed their appreciation of your
decision to release the funds for Kosovo and
for your readiness to meet with the Aus-
tralian Ambassador to resolve the East
Timor peacekeeping ‘‘hold.”

You asked for a letter encapsulating our
discussion on Sierra Leone and Congo. After
close consultation with Secretary Albright,
let me review where we stand on each issue:

First, Sierra Leone. Let me posit five prin-
ciples that we will use to govern our policy.
First, the United States does not believe
that Foday Sankoh should play any role
whatsoever in the future political process in
Sierra Leone, and we will continue to press
this point. He must be held accountable for
his actions. Second, we strongly support the
British military presence in Sierra Leone,
which has played a key role in restoring a
measure of stability to Freetown. We are dis-
cussing with the British their continuing
role, and on May 23 London announced an
important training program for the Sierra
Leone army, something that they will under-
take at their own expense outside the UN
system. Third, the objective should be to en-
sure that regional and international forces
in Sierra Leone, together with the armed
forces of the Government of Sierra Leone,
have the capacity to disrupt RUF control of
Sierra Leone’s diamond producing areas, the
main source of RUF income. Completely
eliminating them as a military force is not
likely to be possible at an acceptable cost,
but sharply reducing their sources of finan-
cial support and restricting their capability
to threaten the people or Government of Si-
erra Leone is within reach of sufficient num-
bers of properly trained, equipped, and well-
led troops and is vitally important.

The most likely nations to carry the bur-
den would be Nigeria and Ghana, with the
backing of other ECOWAS states. Other na-
tions who are already rushing troops to Si-
erra Leone include India, Jordan and Ban-
gladesh. Most potential troop contributors
from the region are likely to require better
equipment and training if they are to con-
tribute meaningfully. Pentagon and EUCOM
assessment teams are studying the issue ur-
gently. If our objectives are to be accom-
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plished, the U.S. will need to be ready, with
congressional support and funding, to pro-
vide our share of an international effort to
provide equipment and training to those who
are willing to do the military job—including
the governments of Sierra Leone and other
countries in the region. Any direct training
of contributing country troops by U.S. mili-
tary personnel would be done outside Sierra
Leone and no U.S. combat troops would be
deployed to Sierra Leone. We will have to
work out the relationship between such an
operation and the UN, recognizing that for
many countries a UN role is preferable—but
we must ensure that the mandate is robust.
Fourth, since there is virtually no real gov-
ernment structure left in Sierra Leone, if the
security situation can be stabilized a longer
term international effort will be needed to
help build viable institutions in Sierra
Leone. It will take time, but in the long run,
the rest of the effort will be unsuccessful if
it is not accompanied by this component.
However, this cannot start until the situa-
tion is stabilized, and there is no present
funding request for this function. Fifth (this
is a point I failed to mention in our meeting)
we must develop a corresponding political
strategy for dealing appropriately with Libe-
ria’s President, Charles Taylor, and with the
illicit diamond trade that fuels conflict and
criminality in the region.

On the Congo, the problems are still
daunting, but there has been some real
movement since I first discussed this issue
with you in late February:

(A) On May 4, in my presence, the Kabila
Government signed the Status of Forces
Agreement with the UN—an essential pre-
condition for any UN deployment;

(B) Kabila has said he would accept South
African troops;

(C) The Lusaka parties signed a new cease-
fire agreement effective April 14, calming
the situation on the ground considerably;

(D) The UN Security Council Mission nego-
tiated on May 8 a cease-fire between the
Ugandans and Rwandans who were fighting
in Kisangani (Congo’s third largest, and per-
haps most strategic, city); Regional leaders
subsequently secured agreement between
Rwanda and Uganda on a detailed disengage-
ment plan;

(E) The Presidents of Rwanda and Uganda
asked for immediate UN assistance in sup-
port of demilitarizing Kisangani;

(F) All the parties to the war in the Congo
have asked for the UN observer mission as
soon as possible to implement the Lusaka
Ceasefire Agreement;

(G) The South Africans sent a high-level
military mission in New York to discuss
their role in Congo, and the Pakistanis
(among others) are about to send troops. The
South Africans met with a joint State Pen-
tagon-NSC team to discuss close coordina-
tion.

Of course, not all the news from Congo is
positive. While progressing, the political dia-
logue called for by Lusaka is off to a slow
start; the UN and the OAU military observer
missions have not meshed sufficiently; some
of the rebels still violate the cease-fire on
occasion; and there are many other lesser
problems. Still there is a real desire for some
resolution to these issues by most parties.
What is required next is a step-by-step test
of their commitments to implement their
own ‘‘African agreement for an African prob-
lem.”” This is one of our highest priorities.

As we both said to you, neither the Sec-
retary nor I are certain that Lusaka will
succeed. But we are certain that Lusaka will
fail if the UN does not take the next series
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of steps to support it, as called for by all par-
ties. The recent progress supports this view,
I believe.

For the United States, this will require the
unblocking of $41 million of reprogrammed
peacekeeping funds for the current fiscal
year for Congo. We believe that this request
does not put our national prestige on the
line; it is a UN operation (with no U.S.
troops in the UN operation). However, if we
do not pay our share, we are concerned that
the UN will be unable to bring in adequate
and properly equipped troops, and the result-
ing failure of the mission will be attributed,
however unfairly, to the United States.

Our arrears on the current operation in Si-
erra Leone limit our ability to promote ef-
fectively the critical policy objectives out-
lined in this letter. More broadly, failure to
pay our share of these missions risks seri-
ously undermining our all-out effort to carry
the Helms-Biden reform package, on which
we are making real progress. You will note
several recent news articles regarding our
forward movement on a wide range of issues,
including the admission of Israel to a UN re-
gional grouping (after 40 years!), the new
GAO report that shows UN progress, and the
first debate in 27 years on revising the UN
peacekeeping scale. All this forward move-
ment will greatly benefit from your support
and I thank you for your thoughtful involve-
ment in this process.

I hope this letter is responsive to your re-
quest. If I can be of any further assistance,
please do not hesitate to contact me or my
colleagues in the State Department.

Sincerely,
RICHARD C. HOLBROOKE.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, this let-
ter obviously, in my opinion, is a very
positive step in the redirection of
American policy in Sierra Leone. I con-
gratulate Ambassador Holbrooke for
organizing the letter.

Whereas the Article V and IX of the
Lome Accord granted Foday Sankoh
the Vice Presidency of Sierra Leone
and an ‘‘absolute and free pardon,”
Ambassador Holbrooke’s plan makes it
clear that Foday Sankoh can play no
role in the politics or government of
Sierra Leone and that ‘““he must be held
accountable for his actions.” This
when as late as a month ago State De-
partment officials were still being
quoted as saying that Sankoh’s ‘‘voice
was positive” and that he ‘has a
chance to play a positive role.”” Now,
we will recognize him for what he is, a
war criminal, and treat him as such.

Whereas Annex 1 and Articles V and
VII of the Lome Accord left Foday
Sankoh and the RUF in control of Si-
erra Leone’s diamonds, Ambassador
Holbrooke’s plan rightly strips Sankoh
of his chairmanship of the diamond
control board and insists that ‘‘allied”
forces ‘‘have the capacity to disrupt
RUF control of Sierra Leone’s diamond
producing areas, the main source of
RUF income.” Under Lome, peace-
keepers did no more than oversee the
looting of Sierra Leone. Now, inter-
national troops will fight alongside
local forces to expel the RUF from the
diamond fields.

Whereas the Lome Accord was silent
on root causes of violence in Sierra
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Leone and the region, Ambassador
Holbrooke’s plan seeks a ‘‘political
strategy for dealing appropriately with
Liberia’s President, Charles Taylor,
and with the illicit diamond trade that
fuels conflict and criminality in the re-
gion.” The RUF is in large part Tay-
lor’s proxy. Under Lome, Taylor’s suc-
cess in seizing the riches of Sierra
Leone could invite a similar attack on
Guinea.

Lome is dead. The U.S. will not turn
a blind eye to the rape of a people and
a land. We will demand that brutal
thugs are held accountable for their
atrocities, and regional trouble-mak-
ers.

Why the change? I do not flatter my-
self that my ‘‘hold’’ did all of this, but
it did give those of us who opposed the
Lome Accord a chance to right a ter-
rible wrong. And to his credit, Ambas-
sador Holbrooke has crafted a forceful
plan, and vetted it through the inter-
agency process in record time. It is a
plan that I believe Americans can and
should support, and can be proud of.

Therefore, I am releasing my hold on
the $50,000,000 owed the U.N. for peace-
keeping in Sierra Leone. I will also
press ahead to ensure that my provi-
sion blocking the illicit sale of dia-
monds from Sierra Leone and other
war-torn countries is included in the
final version of the fiscal year 2001
military construction appropriations
bill. Finally, I look forward to working
with Ambassador Holbrooke and his
staff to ensure that the strategy laid
out in his letter is supported by Con-
gress.

I thank the Chair. I thank the Sen-
ator from Idaho for his courtesy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, thank you
very much.

———————

THE SECOND AMENDMENT

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I appear
on the floor to speak about a provision
of the Constitution of our country that
has been under nearly constant attack
for 8 years. In fact, we heard on the
floor this morning two Senators speak
about provisions in law that would
alter a constitutional right.

The provision I am talking about is
part of our Bill of Rights—the first 10
amendments to our Constitution—
which protect our most basic rights
from being stripped away by an overly
zealous government, including rights
that all Americans hold dear:

The freedom to worship according to
one’s conscience;

The freedom to speak or to write
whatever we might think;

The freedom to criticize our Govern-
ment;

And, the freedom to assemble peace-
fully.

Among the safeguards of these funda-
mental rights, we find the Second
Amendment. Let me read it clearly:
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A well regulated Militia, being necessary
to the security of a free State, the right of
the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not
be infringed.

I want to repeat that.

The second amendment of our Con-
stitution says very clearly that “A
well regulated Militia’’ is ‘‘necessary”’
for the ‘‘security of a free State,” and
that ‘“‘the right of the people to keep
and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.”

What we heard this morning was an
effort to infringe upon that right.

Some—even of my colleagues—will
read what I have just quoted from our
Constitution quite differently. They
might read ‘A well regulated Militia,”’
and stop there and declare that ‘‘the
right of the people to keep and bear
Arms”’ actually means that it is a right
of our Government to keep and bear
arms because they associate the mili-
tia with the government. Yet, under
this standard, the Bill of Rights would
protect only the right of a government
to speak, or the right of a government
to criticize itself, if you were taking
that same argument and transposing it
over the first amendment. In fact, the
Bill of Rights protects the rights of
people from being infringed upon by
Government—not the other way
around.

Of course, we know that our Found-
ing Fathers in their effort to ratify the
Constitution could not convince the
citizens to accept it until the Bill of
Rights was established to assure the
citizenry that we were protecting the
citizens from Government instead of
government from the citizens.

Others say that the Second Amend-
ment merely protects hunting and
sport shooting. They see shooting com-
petitions and hunting for food as the
only legitimate uses of guns, and,
therefore, conclude that the Second
Amendment is no impediment to re-
stricting gun use to those purposes.

You can hear it in the way President
Clinton assures hunters that his gun
control proposals that will not trample
on recreation—though his proposals
certainly walk all over their rights.

In fact, the Second Amendment does
not merely protect sport shooting and
hunting, though it certainly does that.

Nor does the second amendment exist
to protect the government’s right to
bear arms.

The framers of our Constitution
wrote the Second Amendment with a
greater purpose.

They made the Second Amendment
the law of the land because it has
something very particular to say about
the rights of every man and every
woman, and about the relationship of
every man and every woman to his or
her Government. That is: The first
right of every human being, the right
of self-defense.

Let me repeat that: The first right of
every human being is the right of self-
defense. Without that right, all other
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rights are meaningless. The right of
self-defense is not something the gov-
ernment bestows upon its citizens. It is
an inalienable right, older than the
Constitution itself. It existed prior to
government and prior to the social con-
tract of our Constitution. It is the
right that government did not create
and therefore it is a right that under
our Constitution the government sim-
ply cannot take away. The framers of
our Constitution understood this clear-
ly. Therefore, they did not merely ac-
knowledge that the right exists. They
denied Congress the power to infringe
upon that right.

Under the social contract that is the
Constitution of the United States, the
American people have told Congress
explicitly that we do not have the au-
thority to abolish the American peo-
ple’s right to defend themselves. Fur-
ther, the framers said not only does the
Congress not have the power to abolish
that right, but Congress may not even
infringe upon that right. That is what
our Constitution says. That is what the
Second Amendment clearly lays out.
Our Founding Fathers wrote the Sec-
ond Amendment to tell us that a free
state cannot exist if the people are de-
nied the right or the means to defend
themselves.

Let me repeat that because it is so
fundamental to our freedom. A free
state cannot exist, our free state of the
United States collectively, cannot
exist without the right of the people to
defend themselves. This is the meaning
of the Second Amendment. Over the
years a lot of our citizens and many
politicians have tried to nudge that
definition around. But contrary to
what the media and the President say,
the right to keep and bear arms is as
important today as it was 200 years
ago.

Every day in this country thousands
of peaceful, law-abiding Americans use
guns to defend themselves, their fami-
lies, and their property. Oftentimes,
complete strangers are protected by
that citizen who steps up and stops the
thief or the stalker or the rapist or the
murderer from going at that citizen.

According to the FBI, criminals used
guns in 1998 380,000 times across Amer-
ica. Yet research indicates that peace-
ful, law-abiding Americans, using their
constitutional right, used a gun to pre-
vent 2.5 million crimes in America that
year and nearly every year. In fact, I
believe the benefits of protecting the
people’s right to keep and bear arms
far outweighs the destruction wrought
by criminals and firearms accidents.
The Centers for Disease Control report
32,000 Americans died from firearm in-
juries in 1997; under any estimate, that
is a tragedy. Unfortunately, the Cen-
ters for Disease Control do not keep
data on the number of lives that were
saved when guns were used in a defen-
sive manner.
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Yet if we were to survey the public
every year, we would find 400,000 Amer-
icans report they used a gun in a way
that almost certainly saved either
their life or someone else’s. Is that es-
timate too high? Perhaps. I hope it is,
because every time a life is saved from
violence, that means that someone was
threatening a life with violence. But
that number would have to be over 13
times too high for our opponents to be
correct when they say that guns are
used to kill more often than they are
used to protect. What they have been
saying here and across America simply
isn’t true and the facts bear that out.

We are not debating the tragedy. We
are debating facts at this moment.
They cannot come up with 2.5 million
gun crimes. But clearly, through sur-
veys, we can come up with 2.5 million
crimes thwarted every year when
someone used a gun in defense of them-
selves or their property. In many cases,
armed citizens not only thwarted
crime, but they held the suspect until
the authorities arrived and placed that
person in custody.

Stories of people defending them-
selves with guns do not make the
nightly news. It just simply isn’t news
in America. It isn’t hot. It isn’t excit-
ing. It is American. Sometimes when
people act in an American way, it sim-
ply isn’t reportable in our country any-
more. So the national news media
doesn’t follow it.

Yet two of the school shootings that
have brought gun issues to the fore-
front in the last year, in Pearl, MS,
and Edinboro, PA, were stopped by
peaceful gun owners using their weap-
ons to subdue the killer until the po-
lice arrived. How did that get missed in
the story? It was mentioned once, in
passing, and then ignored as people ran
to the floor of the Senate to talk about
the tragedy of the killing. Of course
the killing was a tragedy, but it was
also heroic that someone used their
constitutional right to save lives in the
process.

A third school shooting in Spring-
field, OR, was stopped because some
parents took time to teach their child
the wise use of guns. So when that
young man heard a particular sound
coming from the gun, he was able to
rush the shooter, because he knew that
gun had run out of ammunition. He was
used to guns. He was around them. He
subdued the shooter and saved poten-
tially many other lives. We have recog-
nized him nationally for that heroic
act, that young high school student of
Springfield, OR.

For some reason, my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle never want
to tell these stories. They only want to
say, after a crisis such as this, ‘“Pass a
new gun control law and call 9-1-1.”
Yet these stories are essential to our
understanding of the right of people to
keep and bear arms.

I will share a few of these stories
right now. Shawnra Pence, a 29-year-
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old mother from Sequim, WA, home
alone with one of her children, heard
an intruder break into the house. She
took her .9 mm, took her child to the
bedroom, and when the 18-year-old
criminal broke into the bedroom, she
said, ‘“‘Get out of my house, I have a
gun, get out now.”” He left and the po-
lice caught him. She saved her life and
her child’s life. It made one brief story
in the Peninsula Daily news in Sequim,
WA.

We have to talk about these stories
because it is time America heard the
other side of this debate. There are 2.5
million Americans out there defending
themselves and their property by the
use of their constitutional right.

In Cumberland, TN, a 28-year-old
Jason McCulley broke into the home of
Stanley Horn and his wife, tied up the
couple at knife-point, and demanded to
know where the couple kept some cash.
While Mrs. Horn was directing the rob-
ber, Mr. Horn wriggled free from his re-
straints, retrieved his handgun, shot
the intruder, and then called the po-
lice. The intruder, Jason McCulley,
subsequently died. If some Senators on
the other side of the aisle had their
way, perhaps the Horns would have
been killed and Jason McCulley would
have walked away.

Earlier today, we heard the Senator
from Illinios and the Senator from
California read the names people killed
by guns in America. Some day they
may read the name Jason McCulley. 1
doubt they will tell you how he died,
however, because it doesn’t advance
their goal of destroying the Second
Amendment. But As Paul Harvey
might say: Now you know the rest of
the story.

Every 13 seconds this story is re-
peated across America. Every 13 sec-
onds in America someone uses a gun to
stop a crime. Why do our opponents
never tell these stories? Why do the en-
emies of the right to keep and bear
arms ignore this reality that is relived
by 2.5 million Americans every year?
Why is it that all we hear from them
is, “Pass a new gun control law, and,
by the way, call 9-1-1.”

I encourage all listening today, if you
have heard of someone using their Sec-
ond Amendment rights to prevent a
crime, to save a life, to protect another
life, then send us your story. There are
people here who desperately need to
hear this in Washington, right here on
Capitol Hill. This is a story that should
be played out every day in the press
but isn’t. So let’s play it out, right
here on the floor of the Senate. Send
me those stories from your local news-
papers about that law-abiding citizen
who used his constitutional right of
self-defense. Send that story to me,
Senator LARRY CRAIG, Washington, DC,
20510, or send it to your own Senator.
Let him or her know the rest of the
story of America’s constitutional
rights.
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I ask unanimous consent to proceed
for one more moment.

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

Mr. CRAIG. Having said all of this,
let there be no mistake. Guns are not
for everyone. We restrict children’s ac-
cess to guns and we restrict criminals’
access to guns, but we must not tol-
erate politicians who tell us that the
Second Amendment only protects the
right to hunt. We must not tolerate
politicians who infringe upon our right
to defend ourselves from thieves and
stalkers and rapists and murderers.
And we must not tolerate the politi-
cian who simply says: ‘“‘Pass another
gun control law and call 9-1-1.”

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be recognized for
15 minutes.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, with
great respect to my colleague from
Idaho, and I did not come to the floor
of the Senate to talk about this, let me
say when any of my colleagues stand
up and talk about gun control issues
that the minority wishes to pursue—let
me explain in a sentence or so what we
are trying to do. It is not to restrict
the opportunity of anyone in this coun-
try who has the right to own a gun. We
are trying to close the gun show loop-
hole to prevent convicted felons from
getting a gun.

Go to a gun store to buy a gun in this
country and you must run your name
through an instant check because we
do not want convicted felons to have
weapons. They cannot, by law, possess
weapons. Go to a gun store and you
have to run your name through an in-
stant check. If it comes up that you
are a convicted felon, you do not get
the gun. But go to a gun show on a Sat-
urday morning as a convicted felon and
buy a gun and you do not have to have
your name checked against anything.
Go get your gun at a gun show, if you
are a convicted felon and want a weap-
on. We are trying to close that loop-
hole.

Every American should support clos-
ing that loophole and should support it
now. That does not affect any law-abid-
ing citizen’s right to own a gun. All it
does is says let’s keep guns out of the
hands of felons. No one in this Chamber
should believe convicted felons ought
to be able to go into a gun show and
gain access to a weapon they are not
by law entitled to have.

I did not come to the floor to speak
about that, but I did want to respond
to the pejorative suggestion that peo-
ple on this side of the aisle want to in-
jure the rights of law-abiding citizens
to possess weapons. That is just wrong.
We are trying to close a loophole that
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every American ought to support clos-
ing—to keep felons from getting guns.

————

INTERSTATE PRISONER
TRANSFERS

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this is a
picture of a man named Kyle Bell. This
brutal criminal Kkilled Jeanna North,
an 11-year-old girl from Fargo, ND.

After being convicted and impris-
oned, Kyle Bell escaped. How did he es-
cape? When North Dakota authorities
were going to transport him to a prison
out of State for safekeeping, a prison
in the State of Oregon, they contracted
with a private company called
TransCor to haul him there. As he was
being transported across the country
by bus with a dozen or more other pris-
oners, this child killer escaped. While
stopped at a gas station, two guards
with this private company were sleep-
ing; another was apparently buying a
cheeseburger. Kyle Bell went out
through the top of the bus and this
child killer walked away.

When I discovered what had hap-
pened, I thought to myself, that cannot
be. We are turning child killers over to
private companies to be transported
across the country? But it is true. Then
I discovered the record of these compa-
nies. You can be a retired sheriff and
call your brother-in-law and say: Let’s
buy a mini van and let’s go into the
business of transporting criminals. In
fact, in one state, a man and his wife
showed up with a little mini van to
pick up five convicted murderers. The
warden of the penitentiary said: You
have to be kidding me. They weren’t
kidding. That is who the State hired to
transport these murderers. And of
course the murderers escaped in short
order.

What I have discovered is we have
private companies being hired by State
and local governments to transport
violent criminals around the country,
and those companies have no require-
ment to meet any standards at all.
That doesn’t make any sense.

I have introduced a piece of legisla-
tion I call Jeanna’s Bill that says if
any local or State government is going
to contract with a private company to
haul a violent criminal, they must
meet some basic standards. They must
meet some regulations. If you haul
toxic waste, you must meet regula-
tions. Haul cattle, you must meet regu-
lations. Haul circus animals, you must
meet regulations. But some of our
States and local governments are will-
ing to turn killers over to private com-
panies who have no such standards to
meet at all.

I received a letter in the last few
days from the Governor of Nevada. I
want to say I pass him my com-
pliments. The Governor of Nevada was
sending a convicted murderer named
James Prestridge to North Dakota for
safekeeping under the Prisoners Ex-
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change Agreement. Mr. Prestridge,
along with another fellow convicted of
armed robbery, was being hauled to
North Dakota by a company that is
called Extraditions International.

Mr. Prestridge, this convicted mur-
derer, escaped, as did John Doran, an
armed robber. Mr. Doran was found
just south of the Mexican border with a
bullet through his brain, and Mr.
Prestridge was recently apprehended. I
wrote to the Governor of Nevada and
said: I hope if you still intend to send
this convicted murderer to North Da-
kota you will do it through the U.S.
Marshals Service. They will haul vio-
lent offenders anywhere across this
country for a flat fee and they don’t
lose them.

I got a letter back from the Governor
of Nevada. He said:

In response to your request that Nevada
stop using private transport companies,
please be advised our prison system has
ceased its business relationship with Extra-
ditions International and that all of this
State’s out of state inmate transfers are now
being staffed by our prison system.

Good for him. He said, incidentally,
Mr. Prestridge is now not going to be
sent to North Dakota. Good for us.

But good for him that he changed the
policy. In our State, in the most recent
days, the company that let this fellow
go, the company whose negligence al-
lowed a convicted child killer to walk
away and evade authorities for some
months, settled with the State for
$50,000. The State sent them a bill for
$102,000 and the company said: We
won’t pay it. We’d pay you $50,000. And
then the State says this company is a
pretty good company and we will use
them again.

My State is making a mistake, in my
judgment. I would like every State to
make a decision when they are going to
transport violent criminals around this
country, do it with law enforcement of-
ficials, do it with the U.S. Marshals
Service. They will do it for a flat fee
and then some American family won’t
have to worry that, when they pull up
at a gas station, next to them at the
pump is a mini van with two inexperi-
enced folks hauling three murderers.
What is that about, in terms of public
safety?

It seems to me we ought to have
enough common sense in this country
when we have convicted someone of
killing children, when we have con-
victed someone of murder or violent
crimes, at least we ought not to turn
them into the arms of someone inexpe-
rienced in the private sector, a com-
pany that has to meet no standards at
all with which to transport them. That
doesn’t make any sense to me.

So I say to the Governor of Nevada:
Good for you. It is the right decision. I
would say to our State: Change your
mind. Decide this company should not
haul violent offenders in North Dakota
and that when you are going to trans-
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port a violent offender, the U.S. Mar-
shals Service ought to be used to do it.

I say to every State official across
this country: Until we get in place
basic standards these companies must
meet, you ought not use them for
transporting violent offenders. Were I a
chief executive of a State, I would not
use them anyway because I do not
think people who kill children, as in
the case of Kyle Bell, ought to be
turned over to anyone other than law
enforcement authorities to transport
them to another place of incarceration.

———

SANCTIONS ON EXPORT OF FOOD
AND MEDICINE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want
to speak about an issue that is of great
importance to my State and to all agri-
cultural producers around the country.
That is the issue of the sanctions on
food and medicine that now exist in
our relationships with some countries
around the world.

Our country has been in the habit of
saying: We don’t like certain countries,
we don’t like the way they behave, so
we are going to slap economic sanc-
tions on these countries and we have
included sanctions on the shipment of
food and medicine. So countries such
as Libya, Iran, Cuba, North Korea, and
others, are in a circumstance of having
economic sanctions enacted against
them to punish them, and we have in-
cluded in those sanctions food and
medicine.

A group of us are trying to change
that. We do not think it is the moral
thing to do. What is this country doing,
saying to others that we will not allow
them to have access to food and medi-
cine? Taking aim at dictators and
hurting poor people, sick people, and
hungry people is hardly something
about which we ought to be proud. This
is not a moral policy.

I come from a farm State, so I care
about having access to these markets
as well. I admit that. Aside from the
market side of this, which is impor-
tant—after all, these countries against
whom we have sanctions on food and
medicine represent almost 11 percent
of the world’s wheat markets, and we
have said to our farmers: By the way,
11 percent of the world’s wheat market
is off limits to you. Why? Because we
decided we do not like these countries
and we are going to make them pay a
price. Part of the price we are going to
exact is the ability for them to access
food and medicine from the United
States.

Of course, other countries access it
from Canada, Europe, or others. We are
the country that decides to withhold
food and medicine from these coun-
tries.

Last year, we had a vote in the Sen-
ate on that. Senator ASHCROFT, I, and
many others who pushed to repeal the
sanction on food and medicine won
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with 70 out of 100 votes. We were hi-
jacked by the House of Representatives
in conference. I was one of the con-
ferees. They just flat out hijacked us.
When it was clear to them we were
going to win the issue in conference,
they adjourned the conference, never
to see them again, and they stripped
the provision.

I offered the same provision in the
Senate Appropriations Committee, and
it is now in the Agriculture appropria-
tions bill. That is coming to the floor
of the Senate. We have 70 Senators who
said they think it is wrong to continue
sanctions on food and medicine. The
message in the Senate is: Stop using
food as a weapon. It is the right mes-
sage.

There are a 1ot of people in the House
of Representatives who apparently are
willing to do that except for Cuba;
Cuba is a special case, and they will
not withdraw sanctions on food and
medicine with respect to Cuba. In fact,
that is what derailed it last year.

I am one person, but I tell my col-
leagues that I am not going to allow,
to the extent I can prevent it, the hi-
jacking of this issue again this year by
just two or three people who decide
they are going to strip this provision
and then have the House and Senate
deal with the broader appropriations
issues that do not include this provi-
sion.

We have spent a lot of time on this
issue. This country is wrong in apply-
ing sanctions with respect to food and
medicine shipments to countries such
as Cuba. Yes, Cuba.

I was in Cuba last year. I have no
truck with the Castro government. I
think the Cuban government and its
economic system have collapsed. But
the sanctions that exist with respect to
this country’s actions against Cuba
have represented Fidel Castro’s great-
est excuse to the Cuban people. He
says: Of course my economy does not
work; of course my country is in trou-
ble. The United States has had its fist
around our neck for 40 years.

It is Fidel Castro’s greatest excuse,
in my judgment, for an economic sys-
tem that has failed Cuba. It does not
make sense, in my judgment, for us to
exact a penalty on the Cuban people,
on poor people, on hungry people, and
on sick people in Cuba, in North Korea,
and elsewhere to continue these absurd
sanctions on food and medicine.

We can have a broader discussion at
some other time about whether the em-
bargo that exists with Cuba ought to be
lifted. That is a different subject, a
broader subject. Incidentally, I have
strong feelings about that as well. This
is a narrower issue: Do we believe it ap-
propriate to continue sanctions with
respect to the shipment of food and
medicine to countries such as Cuba,
North Korea, Iran, and others? The an-
swer ought to be a resounding no.

My colleague, Senator SLADE GORTON
from the State of Washington, is in the
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Chamber. He was a cosponsor of this in
the Senate Appropriations Committee.
He, I, and JOHN ASHCROFT have issued a
statement that says to all within hear-
ing distance that if you think you are
going to hijack this issue again this
year, think again, because we have 70
votes in the Senate that say we ought
not use food and medicine as a weapon,
and we intend to insist this year that
we prevail on this issue.

I cannot speak for anybody else, but
the statement we issued is pretty self-
explanatory. I am here to give fair
warning to those who want to do what
they did last year that it is going to be
a pretty difficult proposition if they in-
tend to hijack this issue. We have the
votes. Vote on it in the Senate, and it
will pass by an overwhelming margin.
Allow a vote in the House, and it will
pass by an overwhelming margin. The
only way those who want to defeat this
proposition because it contains Cuba—
which is an irrational position, for
those who think through this a little
bit—the only way they can possibly de-
feat it is to try to use some hijinks in
the process to avoid an up-or-down
vote.

I and others intend to see we have a
full opportunity to have votes in the
House and the Senate on it. If the
House leadership does what it did last
year, I say to them: Fair warning, I am
going to be here on the floor of the
Senate objecting to a whole series of
things. We need to straighten this out
now. This country, at this time, on this
issue, says we will no longer use sanc-
tions with respect to the shipment of
food and medicine. It does not work, it
is not a moral policy, and it ought to
stop now.

I yield the floor.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, morning business is
concluded.

——————

RECESS

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

Thereupon, at 12:47 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:30 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the President pro tempore.

———

SENATE PHOTOGRAPH

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could
ask our colleagues to take their seats,
then we will begin a series of photo-
graphs. Please, stay in place until we
are given the all-clear sign. If you can
go ahead and be seated, we will be able
to determine exactly which Senators
may still be missing.
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STEVE BENZA

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as we pre-
pare to have this photograph taken, I
note that the Senate photographer,
who has been with the Senate some 32
years, Steve Benza, is preparing to re-
tire. Steve started out as a page. He
worked in the Architect’s Office. He
worked in the Senate Post Office. He
worked in the photo lab. And for years
he has taken photographs of us in var-
ious and sundry places, some of which
we would not like to recount but we
will remember warmly.

I ask my colleagues, before we begin
these series of photographs, to express
our appreciation to Steve Benza for his
32 years of service to the institution.

[Applause.]

(Thereupon, the official Senate pho-
tograph was taken.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Would the Chair kind-
ly advise the Senate with regard to the
pending business.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is consideration of
the Defense authorization bill, S. 2549,
which the clerk will report.

Mr. WARNER. I am ready to proceed.

I ask my distinguished friend and
colleague from Michigan if he is like-
wise ready to go.

Mr. LEVIN. We are indeed. I thank
the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2549) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2001 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3173
(Purpose: To extend eligibility for medical
care under CHAMPUS and TRICARE to

persons over age 64)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],
for himself, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. THURMOND,
Mr. INHOFE, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. KERRY, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, and Mr. MURKOWSKI, proposes an
amendment numbered 3173.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Strike sections 701 through 704 and insert
the following:
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SEC. 701. CONDITIONS FOR ELIGIBILITY FOR
CHAMPUS UPON THE ATTAINMENT
OF 65 YEARS OF AGE.

(a) ELIGIBILITY OF MEDICARE ELIGIBLE PER-
SONS.—Section 1086(d) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

‘“(2) The prohibition contained in para-
graph (1) shall not apply to a person referred
to in subsection (¢) who—

‘“(A) is enrolled in the supplementary med-
ical insurance program under part B of such
title (42 U.S.C. 1395j et seq.); and

‘“(B) in the case of a person under 65 years
of age, is entitled to hospital insurance bene-
fits under part A of title XVIII of the Social
Security Act pursuant to subparagraph (A)
or (C) of section 226(b)(2) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 426(b)(2)) or section 226A(a) of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 426-1(a)).”’; and

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘paragraph
(1) who satisfy only the criteria specified in
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (2),
but not subparagraph (C) of such paragraph,’’
and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (B) of para-
graph (2) who do not satisfy the condition
specified in subparagraph (A) of such para-
graph’.

(b) EXTENSION OF TRICARE SENIOR PRIME
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.—Paragraph (4) of
section 1896(b) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1395ggg(b)) is amended by striking ¢‘3-
year period beginning on January 1, 1998
and inserting ‘‘period beginning on January
1, 1998, and ending on December 31, 2002”°.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—(1) The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 2001.

(2) The amendment made by subsection (b)
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

Mr. WARNER. This is an amendment
relating to the change in the existing
military medical program to, in the fu-
ture, encompass retirees over age 65. 1
shall address this later, and I am sure
the Senator from Michigan is aware I
would like to have that as the first
amendment up. That was my under-
standing.

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator will with-
hold on any unanimous consent request
relative to that, I am trying to see if
we have been informed of it. Of course,
the Senator has a right to offer it.

Mr. WARNER. I am not able to hear
my colleague.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder,
is this the amendment to which the
Senator made reference this morning?

Mr. WARNER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, is there a
unanimous consent request pending
now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
none.

Mr. LEVIN. I believe the only request
either pending, or perhaps already
granted, is to withhold reading of the
amendment. Is that correct?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. Is my understanding cor-
rect that this amendment will be set
aside temporarily for opening state-
ments to be given?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is
correct.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator.
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Mr. WARNER. Does the Democratic
whip desire to be recognized?

Mr. REID. No.

Mr. WARNER. This amendment was
shared beforehand with my colleague
from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I don’t
know of any understanding, but the
chairman has a right, of course, to
offer an amendment. We just under-
stand that this amendment now is to
be temporarily laid aside so the open-
ing statements can be given. The Sen-
ator has a right to offer an amendment
at any time he wishes.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this is
the amendment about which I spoke on
the floor earlier this morning. I think
colleagues have had an opportunity to
inform themselves about it. It is my
hope that a number will desire to be
cosponsors. We have a number of co-
sponsors right now.

This amendment relates to the con-
tinuing work of the Armed Services
Committee with regard to the neces-
sity to provide a health care program
for retirees over 65. As the Presiding
Officer well knows, the committee has
addressed this in several increments,
and now with another amendment by
the Senator from Virginia, which I
offer on behalf of many. I want to rec-
ognize that this is a subject that has
quite properly gained the attention of
a number of colleagues. I know Senator
MCcCAIN, on our side of the aisle, and
Senator HUTCHISON have worked on
this subject of health care. In no way
do I indicate that anyone—certainly
not myself—has been the principal; we
have all worked together as a team.
And at such appropriate time, I will re-
turn to this amendment.

I want to make some opening com-
ments now regarding this very impor-
tant piece of legislation. This bill con-
tains the much-needed increases in de-
fense funding and critical initiatives,
including in the area of recruiting and
retention. Retention is one of the most
serious problems we have facing us
today in our current military, as well
as recruiting. This bill, in the collec-
tive judgment of the committee, goes a
long way toward helping to alleviate
the problems we have and to improve
those critical areas in our defense.

It is most appropriate that we begin
this discussion today, on June 6, the
b6th anniversary of D-Day. Today,
America recalls the heroic acts of brav-
ery and valor demonstrated on the
beaches of France and the many who
paid the price in life and limb for lib-
erty and freedom. And how proud we
are, as the Senate, to have as the
President pro tempore the distin-
guished senior Senator from South
Carolina, STROM THURMOND, among us.
He, of course, crossed the beaches of D-
Day 56 years ago. He addressed the
Senate earlier today on that subject.

As we look to the future and the de-
fense of this Nation, we must never for-
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get what may be required, and indeed
what was required, of so many—over
1,400 American servicemen, not to
speak of our allies; they had casualties
also. But 1,400 American servicemen
died on June 6, 1944, on the beaches of
France, and thousands more were
wounded. They did it to restore free-
dom to so many nations and people all
through Europe—freedom that had
been taken away by Hitler and the Axis
forces.

I begin by expressing my thanks to
the ranking member, Senator LEVIN.
We came to the Senate together 21
years ago. We have worked as partners
on this bill and have produced a bipar-
tisan product that will strengthen the
security of the United States, in the
collective judgment of all members of
the Armed Services Committee, and
improve the quality of life of our men
and women in uniform and, most espe-
cially, for their families.

I also applaud our subcommittee
chairmen, ranking members, and all
members of the Committee for their
fine work throughout this year. I will
put in the RECORD elsewhere the vol-
ume of hearings, special meetings, the
prolonged markup sessions that led to
the work product for which we labored
in the Senate today.

A special thanks to our committee
staff. What a superb professional
staff—not only this year and last year,
but throughout the 22 years I have been
privileged to be on this committee.
Under many distinguished chairmen
and ranking members, we have had the
most nonpartisan and the hardest-
working staff in the Senate. I salute
Colonel Les Brownlee, David Lyles, and
the personal staff of the committee
members for their invaluable work
which led to the creation of this bill.

I appeal to all Members to join us in
our bipartisan effort to improve our se-
curity. The safety and well-being of our
men and women in uniform, thousands
of whom are deployed at this very mo-
ment in harm’s way across this world,
should not fall victim to any partisan
debate and certainly no election year
politics. We have done that in the past.
I hope we will not do it on this bill and
in the future.

We should keep in mind that Mem-
bers of the Senate have always recog-
nized the importance of the annual De-
fense authorization bill, and in the past
we have put our partisan concerns
aside for the good of the Nation. I re-
mind colleagues that the Senate has
passed a Defense authorization bill
every year since the authorization
process began in 1961, some nearly 40
years. The House this year had a
strong, resounding vote of 353 yeas to
100-some-odd nays. So that is a clear
indication of the strength of the House
and the Senate bills and the need for
these bills to be brought into law.
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At this time of increased tension
around the world, at this time of un-
precedented deployments of U.S. mili-
tary personnel around the globe, we
must show our support for our troops.
Accordingly, I urge all Members to ab-
stain from offering nondefense-related
amendments and to join in a bipartisan
effort to pass this Defense authoriza-
tion bill, to send a strong signal of sup-
port to our brave troops, wherever they
are in the world, for risking their lives
at the very moment we address this
legislation, risking to safeguard free-
dom of our allies, our friends, and in-
deed those of us here at home. The
problems and the threats facing the
home front have increased to where
they are greater today than I ever en-
visioned in my life.

The national security challenges that
the United States will face in the new
millennium are many and diverse—new
adversaries, unknown adversaries, new
weapons, and unknown weapons. A
very complex threat faces us at home
and our forces forward deployed. It is
important that we remain vigilant, for-
ward thinking, and prepared to address
these challenges.

Just days ago the National Commis-
sion on Terrorism, established by Con-
gress in 1998, issued its report, ‘‘Coun-
tering the Changing Threat of Inter-
national Terrorism’”. I would like to
quote from the Report’s executive sum-
mary: ‘“‘Today’s terrorists seek to in-
flict mass causalities, and they are at-
tempting to do so both overseas and on
American soil. They are less dependent
on state sponsorship and are, instead,
forming 1loose, transnational affili-
ations based on religious or ideolog-
ical—regrettably I have to use that
word, ‘‘a common hatred’—affinity
and a common hatred of the United
States. This makes terrorist attacks
more difficult to detect and prevent.”
We must be prepared to respond to this
threat and I look forward to reviewing
the numerous recommendations con-
tained within the report which we may
address in the course of the delibera-
tions on this bill.

While the Department of Defense
(DOD) must plan and allocate resources
to meet future threats, ongoing mili-
tary operations and deployments from
the Balkans to Southwest Asia to East
Timor continue to demand significant
resources in the short term and the
foreseeable future.

The National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2001 authorizes a
total of $309.8 billion for defense spend-
ing—$4.5 billion above the President’s
request—and provides authority and
guidance to the Defense Department to
address the critical readiness, mod-
ernization, and recruiting and reten-
tion problems facing our military.

For over a decade, our defense budg-
ets have been based on constrained
funding, not on the threats facing the
nation or the military strategy nec-
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essary to meet those threats. The re-
sult of this is evident today in con-
tinuing critical problems with recruit-
ing and retention, declining readiness
ratings, and aging equipment.

Last year, the Congress reversed the
downward trend in defense spending by
approving a defense authorization bill
which, for the first time in 14 years, in-
cluded a real increase in the authorized
level of defense spending. This year, we
continue that momentum with the bill
before the Senate the second year of in-
creased authorization levels. As I stat-
ed earlier, the authorized level of $309.8
billion in this bill is $4.5 billion above
the President’s request and consistent
with this year’s concurrent budget res-
olution. The fiscal year 2001 funding
level also represents a real increase in
defense spending of 4.4 percent from
the fiscal year 2000 appropriated level.

The funding we have provided is pri-
marily going for modernization and
readiness and for other benefits for the
men and women of the military. The
committee authorized $63.28 billion in
procurement funding, a $3.0 billion in-
crease over the President’s budget. Op-
erations and maintenance was funded
at $109.2 billion, with $1.5 billion added
to the primary readiness accounts. Re-
search, development, test and evalua-
tion was budgeted at $39.31 billion, a
$1.45 billion increase over the Presi-
dent’s budget request.

The committee’s support for addi-
tional funding for defense is based on
an in-depth analysis of the threats fac-
ing U.S. interests, and testimony from
senior military leaders on the many
shortfalls in the defense budget.

While the cold war has been over for
nearly a decade, it is evident that the
world remains a complex and violent
place. The greatest threat to our na-
tional security today is instability; in-
stability fueled by ethnic, religious,
and racial animosities that have ex-
isted for centuries, but are now result-
ing in conflicts fought with the weap-
ons of modern warfare. Many have
turned to the United States, as the sole
remaining superpower, to resolve the
many conflicts around the world and to
ensure stability in the future. However,
this military power does not ensure our
security. As Director of Central Intel-
ligence George Tenet told the com-
mittee in January, ‘‘The fact that we
are arguably the world’s most powerful
nation does not bestow invulnerability;
in fact, it may make us a larger target
for those who don’t share our interest,
values, or beliefs.”

U.S. military forces are involved in
overseas deployments at an unprece-
dented rate. Currently, our troops are
involved in over 10 contingency oper-
ations around the globe. Unfortu-
nately, there appears to be no relief in
sight for most of these operations. At
an October 1999 hearing of the com-
mittee, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, General Hugh Shelton,
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stated that, “Two factors that erode
military readiness are the pace of oper-
ations and funding shortfalls. There is
no doubt that the force is much small-
er than it was a decade ago, and also
much busier.”

Over the past decade, our active duty
manpower has been reduced by nearly a
third, active Army divisions have been
reduced by almost 50 percent, and the
number of Navy ships has been reduced
from 567 to 316. During this same pe-
riod, our troops have been involved in
50 military operations worldwide. By
comparison, from the end of the Viet-
nam war in 1975 until 1989, U.S. mili-
tary forces were engaged in only 20
such military deployments.

This unprecedented rate of overseas
deployments is one of the primary fac-
tors contributing to the severe prob-
lems we are having with recruiting and
retaining quality personnel, and with
maintaining adequate readiness of the
existing force. We have tried to address
these issues in the bill before the Sen-
ate.

It has also affected our readiness, as
the Presiding Officer well knows as
chairman of the subcommittee with
the primary jurisdiction of readiness.

I want to pause for a moment and ac-
knowledge the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the Service Chiefs—
the Chief of Naval Operations, the Air
Force Chief of Staff, the Army Chief of
Staff, and the Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps—for their role in helping to
reverse the decline in defense spending.
I cannot think of one single factor that
added greater emphasis not only this
year but last year to the increase in de-
fense spending—not one fact greater
than their honest, forthright profes-
sional and personal assessments which
were given this committee time and
time in formalized hearings, and indeed
in private consultations. I commend
them. They have ably represented their
troops.

There is no group of leaders more re-
sponsible for stopping this downward
trend than the Chiefs.

On three separate occasions, October
6, 1998, January 5, 1999, and October 26,
1999, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and the Service Chiefs came
before the Armed Services Committee
to tell us about the ever increasing
challenges the armed forces were fac-
ing in carrying out their military mis-
sions. Simply put, the