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SENATE—Friday, November 15, 1991

(Legislative day of Wednesday, November 13, 1991)

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the Honorable BROCK
ADAMS, a Senator from the State of
Washington.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

Happy is he that hath the God of
Jacob for his help, whose hope is in the
Lord his God: Which made heaven, and
earth, the sea, and all that therein is:
Which keepeth truth forever * * * —
Psalm 146:5-6.

God of our Fathers, ‘‘from whom, to
whom, through whom are all things, to
whom be glory forever and ever,” in
these explosive, unpredictable days we
thank You that when all else fails, we
may hope in You. When we have done
all we can in response to human need
and national confusion, we recall the
truism that “*Man’s extremity is God's
opportunity.”” Tragic the one whose
hope is limited to the visible, the tan-
gible, the temporal, whose only opti-
mism comes from hope-so wishful
thinking. Happy the one whose hope is
in a transcendent God, Author, Sus-
tainer, Consummator of history. We ac-
cept the fact, gracious Father, that we
are responsible to exercise our gifts
and abilities to their maximum. But
when we have reached our limitations,
we see beyond and hope in Him for
whom ‘“‘nothing is impossible."”

As adjournment beckons midst the
pressure of unfinished business and the
inexorable ticking of the clock, grant
to the Senators and their staffs vision
and hope beyond their best to the sov-
ereign Lord of history.

In the name of Jesus, the wisdom of
God, and the righteousness of God.
Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, November 15, 1991.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable BROCK ADAMS, a Sen-

ator from the State of Washington, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.
ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.
Mr. ADAMS thereupon assumed the
Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President and
Members of the Senate, under the
agreement reached last evening, the
Senate will now return to consider-
ation of the unemployment insurance
bill. The Senator from New Hampshire
will be recognized to offer his amend-
ment under a 30-minute time limita-
tion.

Therefore, Senators should expect a
vote on or in relation to the amend-
ment of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire in approximately 30 minutes. And
thereafter, under the agreement, three
other amendments are possible, and we
hope to be able to proceed with those
as soon as possible this morning.

I thank my colleagues and I yield the
floor.

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1991

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of H.R. 3575, which the clerk will re-
port.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3575) to provide a program of
emergency unemployment compensation,
and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SMITH] is recognized to offer his
amendment, on which there shall be 30
minutes of debate divided in the usual
manner.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. SMITH] is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1348

(Purpose: To provide a *‘hold harmless’ pro-
vision for severely impacted states which
would be hurt by this bill)

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SMITH], for himself and Mr. RUDMAN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1348.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 9, line 20, strike the period and in-
sert in lieu thereof a comma and the follow-
ing:

“or

*(C) if the average rate of total unemploy-
ment in such State for the period consisting
of the most recent 6-calendar month period
(for which data are published before the close
of such week) is at least 7 percent. Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the dis-
cretionary spending limits under section
601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 (as adjusted under section 251 of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985) are decreased by decreasing the
discretionary spending limit with respect to
fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995 for the
international category (under section
601(a)(2)(C)(ii) of such Act) in such amounts
in new budget authority and outlays as the
Director of the Congressional Budget Office
determines to be necessary to offset the pro-
visions of this amendment: Provided, That
none of the reductions required under this
section shall be achieved through reduction
of—

*‘(1) domestic discretionary spending; or

“Y2) assistance to the Camp David Accord
countries, in recognition of the fragile, ongo-
ing efforts to achieve peace in the Middle
East.”.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I submit
this amendment on behalf of Senator
RUDMAN and myself.

I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. President, this amendment is
quite simple. There is nothing com-
plicated. Do Senators want to support
American workers or do Senators want

¢ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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to support foreign aid? Do Senators
want to support extended benefits for
the American unemployed or do they
want to support assistance for foreign
nationals? That is the issue. That is
the only issue before us with this
amendment.

In the absence of this amendment,
five States which would have received
13 weeks of benefits under the earlier
proposal would have their extended
benefits slashed to 6 weeks. Let me
take a moment to list those five States
and their current average total unem-
ployment over the past 6 months: Ala-
bama, 7.4 percent unemployed; Arkan-
sas, 1.7; Kentucky, 7.3; Louisiana, 7 per-
cent; and New Hampshire, 7.1 percent.

As you can see, Mr. President, we are
talking about substantial numbers of
people out of work. Those five States
are all among the 20 States with the
highest levels of unemployment in the
country, the highest levels. Yet they
are getting the least number of weeks’
benefits.

The bill before us tells the people of
Alabama, or the people of Kentucky, or
the people of New Hampshire, “Tough
luck. Other States with lower unem-
ployment rates get 13 weeks; you only
get 6 weeks.” That is what we are say-
ing.

You do not have to be an expert to
realize that this is blatantly unfair,
this proposal. My amendment would
take those five States I have listed and
place them on the 13-week tier of bene-
fits. That is all it does. There is noth-
ing complicated about it. It does not
hurt any other State. It does not hurt
any person in any other State. Those
five States, all with unemployment
levels of over T percent, would get the
assistance they need and deserve, as
would the individuals in the other 45
States.

We do not take away a dime. We do
not take away a week from any indi-
vidual in any other State. Therefore, I
cannot understand why Senators from
other States, the other 45 States, could
not see fit to support this proposal.

My amendment has an offset to pay
for the provision. The amendment cuts
foreign aid. We are not talking about
breathtaking, huge amounts of money
in the terms of the U.S. Government
talking about big money. It is probably
in the neighborhood of $§100 to $200 mil-
lion. That is a lot of money, but not in
terms of what the Government budget
is. This $200 million comes from foreign
aid. We are asking you to take that
money and give it to American workers
in these five States, just like you gave
to the American workers in the other
45 States.

This amendment would require CBO
to determine the necessary offset and
to make the appropriate reductions in
the international budget category.
This is exactly the Mitchell language
on foreign assistance. Let me repeat
that: This is the Mitchell language on
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foreign assistance, word for word. It
prohibits reductions in domestic dis-
cretionary and to the Camp David ac-
cord countries, including Israel and
Egypt. My amendment does not reduce
benefits for any other State.

I do not understand why the majority
leader, who has indicated an opposition
to this amendment, would be opposed
to it now when, in fact, the other 45
States, including Maine, have these
benefits. We are not taking away a
nickel or a week of benefits from any
of those States. He supported 13 weeks
for New Hampshire and Kentucky, et
cetera, before. Why would he not do it
now, since it does not cost his State or
any other State anything? And it also
takes the money from foreign aid,
which he also supported.

Mr. President, over the past several
weeks, I have heard scores of political
speeches from Members of the Senate
on foreign aid. The theme is always the
same: The President has a jobs pro-
gram for every country but America.
Here is the chance to vote to provide
jobs for America at the expense of for-
eign aid.

I suggest to my colleagues the
amendment gives them the oppor-
tunity to put their money where their
collective mouths are. If you vote for
this amendment, you vote to cut for-
eign aid and provide needed additional
benefits to Americans out of work.

If you oppose the amendment, you
tell those people in Nashua, NH; Lex-
ington, KY; or Little Rock, AR, that,
despite all the rhetoric, you do not put
Americans first. You cannot put Amer-
icans first in rhetoric and not back it
up with your vote. I am asking you to
back up the rhetoric with a vote today.
It is important. A person in New Hamp-
shire or Kentucky or Arkansas who is
unemployed, who needs that benefit
and the offsets in here, is just as im-
portant as the people in Maine or Cali-
fornia, just as important.

Do you want to give the money to
the Far East or the Northeast? That is
the question. We are devastated by this
recession. We need help, and we deserve
it under the terms of this bill. Should
we give the money to Turkey for
Thanksgiving or provide a turkey for
our folks on Thanksgiving and Christ-
mas? Or should we consider just elimi-
nating the holiday season because the
benefits for New Hampshire and Arkan-
sas and the other States listed here run
out at Christmas? So you are going to
give them a Merry Christmas, a real
Merry Christmas. I think the choice is
clear, and I ask my colleagues to sup-
port my amendment. At this point, Mr.
President, I reserve the remainder of
my time and yield to my colleague
from New Hampshire, Senator RUDMAN.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. RUDMAN] is recognized.

Mr. RUDMAN. Might I inquire how
much time my colleague has left?

November 15, 1991

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Eight minutes, twenty-five sec-
onds.

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I am
not going to take very much of that
time, and I want to address this more
fully later in the morning when we
have more time to talk about it.

Mr. President, I have had an oppor-
tunity overnight to look at this legis-
lation and do a little bit of comparison
with where the power is in the Con-
gress and where the benefits are in this
bill. I want to say to my friend from
Texas, the distinguished chairman of
the Senate Finance Committee, I am
well aware of the fact he is not an ar-
chitect of this proposal. I am also
aware that the majority leader is not
an architect of this proposal. What I
am about to say does not apply to
them.

Mr. President, if the Securities and
Exchange Commission had jurisdiction
over these negotiations, the entire
room would be indicated for insider
trading. I have never in my life seen
such a remarkable coincidence of bene-
fits and clout, and it is quite obvious—
and I say this more in sadness than in
anger—that this administration bought
some votes with the people who con-
trolled the outcome of what happened
in the other body.

I can fully understand the Speaker
and the other leadership there being
very concerned about this coming back
to the House. If this comes back to the
House of Representatives, they are
going to be excoriated by their own
Members. I talked to several Congress-
men who voted for this turkey who had
no idea of what's in it and, in fact, it
was misrepresented to them.

I do not expect that the Smith-Rud-
man amendment is probably going to
attract a lot of votes this morning, but
I daresay before this day is out that
some other initiatives just well may.
But, Mr. President, it is a long road
without a bend. I want to serve notice
on the distinguished chairman of the
Finance Committee and the distin-
guished Republican leader, who is now
on the floor, that there are a series of
“‘must pass’' appropriations bill coming
down the pike this next week, and, if
we fail here today, we are going to
keep trying, and I daresay when
enough Senators and Congressmen rec-
ognize what has been done here, it is
going to be changed.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time? The Senator
from New Hampshire has 5 minutes, 56
seconds. The Senator from Texas has 15
minutes.

The Senator from Texas.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the frustration of my col-
league. He is quite right, I did not help
bake this cake, and I do support the
TUR approach to it. I think that is
much more representative, and that is
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what we brought out of the Finance
Committee. But I say to my friends, it
is late in the day and, if you have ever
bargained with the Ways and Means
Committee, you know how much time
it takes. The reason I have come to the
point of supporting this compromise is
that we have bargained for 4 months
over this thing. We have sent legisla-
tion to the President twice. Once he
would not fund it, and the second time
he vetoed it, and in that veto, in the
bill we brought out of the Finance
Committee, we had 13 weeks of benefits
for New Hampshire—13 weeks for New
Hampshire. My two distinguished
friends from New Hampshire voted
against it—against it. My two friends
from New Hampshire voted for the ad-
ministration measure that gave them 6
weeks, and when it came time to over-
ride the veto—and we only missed by 2
votes; 656 votes we had—my 2 friends
from New Hampshire voted against
overriding the veto. If they had voted
to override that veto, they would have
their 13 weeks. But they chose not to
do that. A little late coming to the
party.

What we are talking here is providing
supplemental benefits to unemployed
workers who have exhausted their 26
weeks of basic unemployment benefits.
The administration prefers the IUR ap-
proach for the supplemental benefit
formula. Mr. Darman strongly prefers
that. That is what has dictated the
compromise that came over from the
House. That means it is set, really, by
the variance among States as to how
conservative they might be in allowing
people to qualify for such benefits, in-
sured benefits. That is true of your
State because you are conservative in
that approach. That is true of Louisi-
ana, Arkansas, Texas, and other
States. One of the ways to correct that
is changing the eligibility within your
own State. You have that kind of con-
trol. But as you have had tough times,
you have narrowed the eligibility, and
my State has done the same thing.

That is, I believe, the major reason
why OMB prefers that approach. It
means less expenditures. The President
has said in the New York Times, ac-
cording to what I read yesterday, “‘I
feel that the deal you've been able to
hammer out is a good one, and I think
it is something I can enthusiastically
support.” So the President is for that
compromise. He has spoken out for it.
But twice—twice—when we sent legis-
lation to get these benefits out to these
unemployed folks who are hanging on
the ropes, trying to retain some dig-
nity, trying to meet the payments on
the house and on the car, and trying to
keep food on the table, the President
has felt it was not an emergency. Now
he apparently does. And this bill is
funded and funded in a way he ap-
proves.

Let me state something about for-
mulas. I have never seen one that is
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just as I would have drafted it. But the
one that we brought out of the Finance
Committee, I felt, gave us equity.
When the House takes up a bill we
have, it is a rare day indeed when they
endorse it totally without change.

But remember what they have done
this time. We were talking about $5.4
billion in benefits and the administra-
tion was talking about something half
of that and then raised it some. In this
instance they have agreed to $56.2 bil-
lion in benefits, very close to what we
brought out of the Finance Committee,
very close. They took the TUR on the
20 weeks in a blend with the TUR, and
that is the first time the administra-
tion has moved in that direction. So
much of what they have done is very
close to what we brought out of the Fi-
nance Committee. But then they cut
the lowest tier of benefits from 7 weeks
to 6 weeks, and they made some other
variant in the formula using the ex-
haustion of unemployment benefits.
But overall, much of what we have
done in the Finance Committee has
been preserved. Now, if we try to un-
ravel that, if we start adding amend-
ments and we approach the Thanks-
giving season, we go back to Ways and
Means and try to work these out, I do
not know where it stops.

I look at all of these States, some of
them big delegations, who have been
cut from 13 to 6 weeks of benefits. The
House Members voted for it. Now if we
take care of some of these others, we
then have to watch what House Mem-
bers come back for and what they
want, and the process, I am afraid, be-
comes unravelled.

After 4 months of not being able to
get agreement, now we have something
the administration would agree to.
Frankly, even though I prefer our ap-
proach in the Finance Committee, I
think this is the best we can get, and I
think we ought to take it to be sure
that money gets out to the unem-
ployed, who have been having a tough
time hanging on.

I retain the remainder of my time,
Mr. President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator reserves his time.
Who yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hampshire
has control of the time. Does he yield
to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I am
on the other side.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 8 minutes 3 sec-
onds.

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield 4 minutes to
the distinguished ranking member of
the Finance Committee.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oregon is rec-
ognized.
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Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank the Chair
and I thank my distinguished leader of
the Finance Committee.

Mr. President, I was one of the few
Republicans that joined with the chair-
man of the Finance Committee on the
first bill we had. I thought it was a fair
approach. The argument from the ad-
ministration was we did not pay for it.
The argument from our side was we
have paid for it. We had an $8 billion
surplus in the unemployment com-
pensation fund, taxes we had collected
for an emergency, and the emergency
was here. People could not make house
payments, their car payments. Those
are emergencies to everyday people.

They may not seem like emergencies
when we are talking about a multi-,
multi-, multi-trillion-dollar economy
and a trillion-dollar budget, but to the
average Jane and Joe it was an emer-
gency. We lost that fight. The Presi-
dent vetoed it. The veto was sustained.
We lost the second go-round.

The Chairman and I finally said all
right, the President has the votes to
sustain a veto. If we are going to do
anything for these poor people, we are
going to have to reach a compromise.
We have reached a compromise with
the administration. They will accept
this bill. And now the argument is
raised—it was not raised on the first
bill, it was not raised on the second
bill—there are disparities between the
States and within the States, and
clearly there was in the past. I have
disparities within my own State.

I would be delighted if one day we did
devise a formula which says that with-
in a State if you have a county with 15
or 20 percent unemployment and where
it is going to be much tougher to find
a job in that county, you might get
greater benefits than somebody who
comes from an area in the State with 5
percent unemployment. We have not
done that yet.

But always in the past we have had
differences in lengths of benefits be-
tween States with high unemployment
and low unemployment, realizing that
on average it will work out to be fair.
But on average some people are not
quite treated the same, just as the Sen-
ator from Delaware mentioned his
problem with people living in Penn-
sylvania and living in Delaware and
being treated differently.

I have people who work in Portland,
OR, but live in Vancouver, WA, or I
have people who work for a large new
prison that California built in northern
California very close to the Oregon bor-
der but live in Oregon and work in
California, and differences occur.

Those issues were never raised when
we went through the first bill and it
was vetoed, went through the second
bill and it was vetoed. They are being
raised now. I think the chairman is
right; if this bill is held up because of
those issues, there is not going to be
any unemployment compensation bill
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this Christmas, and those people who
cannot make their house payments
now, cannot make their car payments
now, are going to be out of luck. They
are going to be out of luck because we
could not agree in the Senate—not the
House; they have agreed—over rel-
atively minor differences. And because
we could not agree, we are going to say
‘A plague on all of you. Happy Thanks-
giving and Merry Christmas.”

I hope that would not be the attitude
of this body at this time. The chairman
has indicated he is willing to look at
reforms in the way benefits are deter-
mined next year. We are not going to
do that this year and the choice is now
do we want to make sure that decent
people who are out of work have some-
thing to tide them over the next few
weeks or do they have nothing. That is
the only issue before this Senate today.

I thank the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator yields the floor. The
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SMITH].

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 5 minutes 53 sec-
onds.

Mr. SMITH. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized.

Mr. SMITH. I can understand the
comments of the Senator from Oregon;
his State has the reachback provision
and his State also has gone from 7 to 13
weeks unemployment. So let the
RECORD show that the Senator has
every reason to be quite supportive of
the bill and not supportive of my
amendment.

I am also somewhat surprised my
friend from Texas would decide in op-
position to this amendment that he
must punish the people of New Hamp-
shire because we voted with fiscal re-
straint in support of the President's
veto. He mentioned Senator RUDMAN
and myself as being two Senators who
were responsible for sustaining of the
veto, and that is true.

So the logic is, I say to my friend
from Texas, that you are going to pun-
ish New Hampshire and Arkansas and
Kentucky. Let the RECORD show you
are not punishing New Hampshire or
Arkansasg, et cetera. You are punishing
the people on the unemployment line.
That is who you are punishing.

It is time to drop the politics. We
voted for a fiscally responsible bill, the
Dole alternative. We now have a fis-
cally responsible bill and everybody
should be treated fairly under it. That
is the issue.

Let us say something else. Over the
past several weeks I have been hearing
in this Chamber a lot about putting
America first. Well, let me show you
how you are putting America first
when you vote against this amend-
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ment. Ethiopia votes with the United
States 7 percent of the time in the
United Nations, T percent of the time.
It has one of the most dismal records of
human rights violations in the world.

The Somalian Democratic Republic
ended 17 years of one-party rule under
guerrilla forces. It voted with the Unit-
ed States 11 percent of the time in the
United Nations.

Sudan, with one of the most ruthless
policies in the world, votes with the
United States 9 percent of the time.
Kenya, Uganda, I can go on down the
list. Those nations I just mentioned
collectively last year received $3256 mil-
lion in U.S. foreign aid, and you are
saying that that $3256 million in foreign
aid in more important than the people
in New Hampshire and the people in
Arkansas and the people in Kentucky.
You are saying it is more important.

Rhetoric is one thing, but putting
your vote down is another. I am tired
of listening to the kind of talk that has
been going on in this body. It is unfair,
and the people here know it is unfair,
and the people in New Hampshire know
it is unfair and we are not going to for-
get it. It is unfair.

We have a fiscally responsible bill. It
is the Mitchell language, the exact
Mitchell language on foreign aid. We
have not changed it. We have not
changed a thing in this amendment. We
are not taking a dime from Texas or a
dime from anybody in any of the 45
States. It is not 5 States versus 46.
That is not the issue. It is not the
issue, 5 States versus 45. It is fairness,
that the people on the unemployment
lines in New Hampshire and these
other four States are just as important
as the people in the other States. That
is the issue.

You are either going to vote for for-
eign aid for Somalia and Kenya or you
are going to vote for American work-
ers. That is the issue. Now, let us see if
you have the courage to do that. I do
not want to hear any more rhetoric in
this body about putting America first
if you cannot support this amendment.

I thank the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has yielded the floor.
Who yields time?

Mr. BENTSEN. How much time do we
have?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 4 minutes 14 sec-
onds.

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield as much time
as the minority leader desires.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The minority leader, the Senator
from Kansas, is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my
colleagues. I certainly do not disagree
with the argument just made by my
colleague from New Hampshire. In fact,
I have suggested in the past we take a
look at foreign aid—not just freeze it,
cut it.

It was not a very popular move by
some who were recipients. I suggest
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that if in fact we pursued the Mitchell
approach of foreign aid paying for un-
employment benefits that I had a lot of
other ideas on how we could save addi-
tional foreign aid by not fencing off
any particular countries, treating
every country alike, so you did not
have first-class and second-class coun-
tries. We are not doing that.

Let me say we are sort of where we
were last night when we went home
about midnight. We have some people
who are not satisfied with the com-
promise. Under the compromise there
are two criteria to qualify for 13 weeks:
4 percent AIUR, or 2% percent AIUR
and a 29-percent exhaustion rate. Ev-
erybody did not fall in that category.

I did not make that determination.
The Senator from Texas did not make
that determination. It was made arbi-
trarily; 29 percent. So four or five addi-
tional States at the last moment were
picked up.

The additional criteria of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire based on the
total unemployment rate—States with
a total unemployment rate of 7T percent
also would qualify for a 13-week tier.

We said several times last night this
is not a perfect bill; this is a com-
promise on a short-term program.

There are 23 States in the category of
6 weeks: 5 get reachback, 18 do not.
Senator SMITH's amendment would
take 5 States and move them up to 13
weeks; 18 States still get left behind.
So it may be then fair for 5 more
States but unfair for the 18 States who
were left behind.

I think what we are discovering is
every time we have a bill with a for-
mula on this floor somebody is not
treated fairly. Sometimes it is actual,
sometimes it is factual, sometimes it is
perception, and sometimes it may not
be real.

So it would seem to me that there is
a more fundamental problem with the
amendment. We never used the total
unemployment rate as a measure for
unemployment benefits. It is an
untargeted measure—a broad measure
that includes those who have little
work experience and those who volun-
tarily quit their jobs.

The TUR comes from a Census Bu-
reau sample of households. The ques-
tion these households are asked is
quite simple, *“Who is not working in
your household right now?” Needless
to say this approach gives data on all
aspects of the unemployed.

For example, a student could be in-
cluded in this count if he or she decided
to take a semester off. I do not think
we intend students would enter into
our decision to extend unemployment
benefits.

The IUR, on the other hand is a reli-
able measure taken from the State
records. The rate reflects those who are
actually receiving benefits. It is a ratio
of the number of workers receiving
benefits to the number of workers that
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a State insures. It is the only measure
we have ever used. It is the only meas-
ure we have found reliable to date for
this se.

It does not mean we should not look
at other measures. I think there ought
to be a study. We had it in our bill for
a study. I think the Labor Department
can probably make that study if it is
requested by the distinguished chair-
man of the Finance Committee and
Senator PACKWOOD on whether we
ought to use IUR or TUR. That would
be very helpful the next time we ad-
dress this matter which I assume will
be in effect in a few months.

Finally, let me say this: There was
an agreement reached. To some it is
not a fair agreement. The agreement
was that we made an agreement that
there would be no amendments. That
was signed off on by the President of
the United States. The President of the
United States still sticks by that
agreement.

I have been asked to oppose all
amendments, even those coming from
my side, and the other side, because we
think we have an agreement that will
help millions of unemployed workers.
And if we can still finish this bill by
noon today or shortly thereafter, there
is some chance that some workers will
be getting checks before Thanksgiving.

So notwithstanding the equities
pointed out by my friend and colleague
from New Hampshire, Senator SMITH,
and my friend Senator RUDMAN from
New Hampshire, on behalf of myself
and Senator MITCHELL I am going to be
constrained to move to table this
amendment, This is where leaders
sometimes take the heat. It is unfortu-
nate.

But we need to get this bill passed.
We need to keep our agreement with
the House. We need to keep our agree-
ment with the President of the United
States. He is going to sign this bill. If
we start loading it up with amend-
ments, there will be a number if we go
to conference, I am certain the House
will find a number of things they
should have taken care of and they will
want to raise in the conference. Who
knows when and if we will have an un-
employment bill.

Mr. President, I thank my colleague
from New Hampshire. I certainly do
not blame him for making the case. He
has done an excellent job. Both of my
colleagues from New Hampshire have
done an excellent job. But at the appro-
priate time I will move to table the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
AKAKA). The Republican leader’s time
has expired.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute 30 seconds.

Mr. SMITH. I yield 30 seconds to Sen-
ator RUDMAN.

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I want
to say while the Senate Republican
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leader is on the floor that to me it is
unbelievable, I am addressing this to
their side of the aisle, that this party
and this President would be party to an
agreement that places a disincentive
on frugality.

This proposal rewards States that
have liberalized their unemployment
compensation, and it penalizes States
like New Hampshire which have been
frugal and careful in making sure that
Federal dollars are dealt with care-
fully. I thought that was what we stood
for, and how we support this I do not
know.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from new Hampshire is rec-
ognized for 1 minute.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, in re-
sponding to the Republican leader who
has been very fair to me, I am not
quite getting his need to oppose the
amendment. I think though it is impor-
tant to point out with due respect to
the leader that the last time I looked
we were not constitutionally designed
to be a rubber stamp for the House of
Representatives or the President of the
United States.

The President of the United States is
going to sign this bill with this lan-
guage in it, and the House of Rep-
resentatives is going to to approve this
bill with this language in it for the
very simple reason is it does not take
a nickel away from anybody else. Let
us make no mistake about it when you
come down here to vote. You are either
going to vote for Kenya, Somalia,
Uganda, who vote with the United
States about 7 to 10 percent of the time
in the United Nations, or you are going
to vote for American workers wherever
they are. That is the issue pure and
simple. And there is nothing else that
can cloud this. That is the issue.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and the distinguished major-
ity leader, I move to table the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion to table.

Mr. DOLE. I ask for the yeas and

nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Kansas to lay on
the table the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. CRANSTON],
the Senator fromn Iowa [Mr. HARKIN],
and the Senator frorn Nebraska [Mr.
KERREY] are necessarily absent.
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Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] and the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH] would vote “‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 74,
nays 21, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 253 Leg.]

YEAS—T4
Adams Fowler Mitchell
Akaka Garn Moynihan
Baucus Glenn Murkowski
Bentsen Gore Nunn
Bingaman Gorton Packwood
Bond Graham Pell
Boren Gramm Pressler
Bradley Hatfield Reid
Bryan Riegle
Burdick Jeffords Robb
Burns Kassebaum Rockefeller
Byrd Kasten Sanford
Chafee Kennedy Sarbanes
Coats Kerry Basser
Cochran Eohl Seymour
Cohen Launtenberg Simon
D'Amato Leahy Simpson
Danforth Levin Specter
Daschle Lieberman Stevens
Dizon Lott Thurmond
Dodd Lugar Warner
Dole Mack Wellstone
Domenici McCain Wirth
Di b M baum Wofford
Exon Mikulski

NAYS—21
Biden Ford
Breaux Grassley Roth
Brown Heflin Rudman
Bumpers Hollings Shelby
Conrad Johnston Smith
Craig McConnell Symms
DeConcini Nickles Wallop

NOT VOTING—5

Cranston Hatch Eerrey
Harkin Helms

So the motion to lay on the table,
the amendment (No. 1348) was agreed
to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was agreed to.

Mr. DIXON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. . Mr. President, we
have three more amendments to deal
with on this bill under the order agreed
to last evening. I hope that those Sen-
ators who expressed a desire to offer
amendments and who are accommo-
dated in the order will come forward
now and offer their amendments so
that we can proceed, debate and vote
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on those amendments, and act finally
on this bill.

We are going to stay here until we do
that, and obviously the sooner the bet-
ter for all concerned, most especially
the millions of unemployed who are
awaiting our action. So I encourage
prompt presentation of amendments by
those Senators who have expressed a
desire to do so.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to
express my very, very strong reserva-
tion to this bill. I, along with col-
leagues here in the Senate, have voted
twice this year to help people who have
lost their jobs through no fault of their
own. They may be unable to make
mortgage payments or even to feed
their own family. The President has
turned down two opportunities to pro-
vide this much, much needed help.

I feel that this bill is unfair to the
people of my State. Mr. President,
there are over 350,000 workers in the
State of Ohio alone who are unem-
ployed. Over 53,000 of those workers
have exhausted their unemployment
benefits—53,000 people. Earlier legisla-
tion provided a reachback, a retro-
active provision, to allow those whose
benefits have already expired to re-
ceive assistance.

I even have concern over the fact
that some workers will have longer
benefits than others. Some States will
receive up to 20 weeks of extended un-
employment, while others will receive
only 6 weeks. Now, that seems hard to
swallow from one State to another. I
would argue, if you are unemployed, it
makes little difference how many oth-
ers in your State are unemployed; you
are just as unemployed, have just as
many bills, and have just as many dif-
ficulties.

For the people involved, this is not a
recession, it is a depression. The ad-
ministration likes to say the recession
is over, so that takes care of the prob-
lem. If you are unemployed and your
benefits have run out, you do not know
where to turn. You do not know what
to do. You do not have somebody who
can help take care of your family. To
you, it is the Great Depression, and
you are in just as dire straits as people
were back in those days.

So when we talk about recession, it
is a depression to those who are unem-
ployed and have lost their benefits. It
is, indeed, the deepest of depressions.

I also recognize that States have dif-
ferent criteria for the allocation of
benefits which must be considered in
any Federal allocation. However, I be-
lieve that we must provide fairness for
unemployed Americans—fairness. And
to be treated differently just because of
some arbitrary State line just does not
make any sense.

Let me give a graphic example of the
inequity of this bill, and that is the
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Jeep plant, located in Toledo, OH. To-
ledo, OH, has a very high unemploy-
ment rate. They run up around 11, 11%
percent. I do not know what the cur-
rent figure is in the last few days, but
they are much higher than our na-
tional average.

That plant employs workers from
Ohio, of course. But Toledo, as most
people are already aware, sits almost
on the border between Ohio and Michi-
gan. And so there are many workers
from Michigan who drive across the
border, just a few miles. Many of them
live closer to the plant than do the
Ohio workers.

But how can I go back and explain to
those people, to unemployed Ohioans
from that plant, that they do not get
additional help, and that their cowork-
ers, the people who work side by side,
shoulder to shoulder, on that produc-
tion line, the people who happen to re-
side maybe 3 or 4 or just a few miles
away over in Michigan get the benefits,
but the people that live in Ohio do not?
That is very hard to justify. I cannot
accept that. And I think that is just
flat not right in this bill.

How do you go back and tell some-
body we have a compromise? Well, it is
all according to the formula here. We
have to remember, this is according to
the formula. You qualify for 6, 13, or 20
weeks, and you qualify for something
that is 7 percent here and something
there. It is a very complex formula.

To the guy who is trying to pay his
bills at home, that does not help much,
I will tell you that he cannot get the
same help that a coworker gets stand-
ing right beside him because of a State
line that happens to lie in between
their homes, where the kids and the
family are. We cannot justify that, as I
see it.

These people have exhausted their
benefits. They will not be eligible for
benefits. Yet, those who live over in
Michigan, just across the State line,
will. The same thing can be said in
other areas of the country. I am not
trying to make it all an Ohio issue.
Any State like that, where there is em-
ployment back and forth across the
State line, is going to face this prob-
lem.

And how do you face those people and
their families, and say one person gets
it and one person does not, and they
work side by side at the workplace?
The bill does not define where the
workplace is, and it does not make any
allowance for this, and I do not know
that it could. It is administered
through the States. But somehow this
has to be corrected. That just is flat
not fair.

And I do not expect the people of
Ohio to understand it, because I cannot
understand it. How do we engender
confidence in Government, and come
away from this distrust in Govern-
ment, when we see ourselves dealing so
unfairly back and forth with individ-
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uals who work in the same plant, the
same factory? That just does not make
any sense.

I know that a great deal of effort has
been made to bring this compromise to
the floor. But I cannot let this go with-
out calling attention to the inequity of
this bill.

I also realize 85,000 Ohioans, on the
other hand, will receive much-needed
benefits from this bill. Senator
METZENBAUM spoke so eloquently here
on the floor last night, and 1 appre-
ciated his remarks. He indicated that
he did not want to cut off our noses to
spite our face, and I concur with that.

Are we to say that no one in the fu-
ture will get unemployment benefits
and vote against this whole thing,
throw it out and go back to where we
were before? In spite of the recession,
are we not going to help the people of
this country? The President vetoed it,
but is that the best we could do for the
people of this country? Is the only way
we could help was to include these in-
equities? Are people to live with that
because of some artificial formula put
together here in the Congress that even
we have trouble understanding?

Imagine what the person on the line
in Toledo is trying to explain back and
forth to each other, or discuss with a
coworker who is going to get it and he
is not, and they say: ‘‘Well, it is a for-
mula.”

That is nice. It is a formula. That
does not pay the bills. Formulas do not
pay the bills. Formulas do not put food
on the table. And that is the inequity
of this bill.

So we could tell the President, if this
passes—and I presume it will—that this
Thanksgiving, there are 53,000 Ohioans
who are going to be left out. It is going
to be a skinny Thanksgiving for them,
I will tell you that. They will have lit-
tle to be thankful for this Thanks-
giving. They get left out, while people
next door get this, because we have
some formula that we worked out—
that I did not, I can guarantee you
that—but somebody worked out over in
the House of Representatives.

We have the formula that sets up the
different tiers and qualifications. And
yvet, people working in the same plant
get treated differently, even though
their hardship is the same or even
worse, maybe, in the places where they
do not get it.

So I regret very much that we had a
veto on the first two proposals we sent
over to the President, which I think
would have been much more fair than
this. But now we are supposed to either
take it or leave it.

Our Hobson's choice is, do we take
the benefit for 85,000 Ohioans who can,
as of the date of enactment, get their
unemployment benefits extended and
just leave those 53,000 without, or do
we lose the benefits for everyone?

I just have to register my strong op-
position to this. I think if there is any-
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thing that deals with fairness to our
people, this is it. So we are faced with
a very disgusting choice here, as far as
I am concerned. Do we in effect deal
unfairly with 53,000 Ohioans and those
in other States who will have this un-
fairness visited upon them, or do we go
ahead and vote to extend the unem-
ployment benefits which will help a
great many people across the country,
I do not know who was involved or
what rationale was used when they
were trying to effect this compromise
with the White House, and I find it
very, very unfair, and I want to reg-
ister my opposition to this. I am sorry
we had to go this route.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak on an-
other subject as in morning business.

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

AGRICULTURAL TRADE

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I had
the privilege of attending, in Rome, a
meeting of the U.N. Food and Agricul-
tural Organization this past weekend
and also attended some of the meetings
in relationship to President Bush's
meeting with NATO Ministers. Many
topics were discussed, but one of them
was agricultural trade. There was a re-
port in the International Herald Trib-
une that our trade negotiators had of-
fered a major concession by proposing
that the European Community cut its
subsidies by 35 percent over the next 5
years. That is opposed to the previous
position of the U.S. trade negotiators
to reduce export subsidies 90 percent
over a 10-year period.

I am very concerned that this may
hurt our ranchers and farmers and our
negotiating position. Let me say, first
of all, I believe the GATT treaty is
very important. It is important to agri-
culture because two out of every three
bushels of U.S. wheat are exported to
other nations under GATT. It is very
important to the world trading econ-
omy. In the 1990's we can have a boom-
ing world economy, a prosperous world
economy, if we have free trade. But
free trade does not mean unfair trade.
Usunally, to some countries free trade
means access to the markets of others
but not access to their own markets.

Presently, we do not have access to a
lot of European markets. For example,
soybeans have sold for $18 a bushel in
the Common Market. If our soybean
producers could have had more access
to that market, they would be getting
about three times as much per bushel
for their soybeans. But we are barred
from competing.

Also, the European countries have
found a number of nontariff barriers to
keep our beef out, saying our beef has
hormones in it. We can raise it with or
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without hormones, however that was
not part of the agreement. That was an
excuse that was brought in later.

There are European complaints about
the cleanliness of our meatpacking
plants. In fact, a lot of independent
surveys indicate that our plants are
cleaner. But we can meet those stand-
ards.

The point is, these are nontariff bar-
riers. They are created after on agree-
ment is signed, and they are keeping
American products out of Europe.
United States Trade Representative
Carla Hills and the administration
have, quite correctly, held up the
GATT agreement, the Uruguay round,
over the past few years because the Eu-
ropeans have been unwilling to lower
their subsidies for agricultural prod-
ucts. They have been unwilling to
lower their export subsidies. And this
has resulted in unfair competition.

The United States has lowered its ag-
ricultural subsidies for 10 years. Each
year in the farm bill there has been a
reduction in subsidy levels. We have
lost a lot of family farmers because of
that. We have lost a lot of small towns.
I do not support that at all. But the
facts are there. The United States has
been doing what it is supposed to do
under the GATT Trade Agreement.
However Europe has not. I might also
say that Australia and new Zealand
have also reduced their subsidies.

Now we are faced with this report
that was headlined in the International
Herald Tribune, “U.S. Softening on
Farm Aid Spurs GATT Hopes."'

Indeed, we should be willing to nego-
tiate, but I hope we are not softening
on this key point just to get an agree-
ment. Because if we have a bad agree-
ment, it will be very harmful to our
balance of payments. This does not af-
fect just farmers and ranchers; it also
affects our balance of payments be-
cause farm products are one of our
chief export group.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this article, “U.S. Soften-
ing on Farm Aid Spurs GATT Hopes'',
printed in the RECORD at this point.

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

[From the International Tribune, Nov. 11,

1991]
U.S. SOFTENING ON FARM AID SPURS GATT
HOPES
(By Tom Redburn)

PARIS.—The United States and the Euro-
pean Community have significantly nar-
rowed their long-standing differences over
farm subsidies, officials said Sunday, im-
proving the chances of completing the cur-
rent round of international trade negotia-
tions by early next year.

In a meeting between President George
Bush and EC leaders in The Hague on Satur-
day. American officials for the first time
sharply scaled back their demand that Eu-
rope virtually eliminate support for its agri-
cultural producers within a decade.

““The Hague summit unblocked negotia-
tions on the critical issue of agriculture,” a
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top EC trade official said. ‘““There is much
still to be done in Geneva, but we are at
least finally within the same ballpark."

Both sides agreed, however, that major dif-
ferences remained that could still torpedo
the deal they have repeatedly pledged to
complete.

Moreover, while the climate for a trade
agreement has improved in Europe and in
Japan, where leaders are talking about fi-
nally breaking the taboo against rice im-
ports, political support for the White House’s
freetrade stance is deteriorating in Congress
as Democrats sense that Mr, Bush is vulner-
able on domestic economic issues.

The multilateral Uruguay round of trade
talks, which began five years ago under the
aegis of the Geneva—based. General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade, bogged down
largely because of the inability of the Euro-
pean Community to reach an accommoda-
tion with the United States and other major
grain exporters over the reduction of its
costly system of farm supports.

The talks, which aim at extending the
rules for global trade to services, protection
of intellectual property and other areas,
broke up in disarray last December in Brus-
sels because of Europe's unwillingness to go
beyond token cut in farm subsidies.

In recent days, however, Germany has sig-
naled a willingness to press for major
changes in the Community's Common Agri-
cultural Policy, opening the way for Europe
to reach a compromise with its trading part-
ners.

“I think our talks did mark the narrowing
of differences and the commitment to work
to get that round concluded this year."
President Bush said at a news conference
Saturday. ‘“The United States and the Euro-
pean Community have made progress in just
the last few days.”

Jacques Delors, the EC president, also ex-
pressed confidence the trade talks are near a
breakthrough “For the first time, I am rea-
sonable optimistic about the possibility of
reaching an agreement,’” he said. “This is a
very important signal to the world econ-
omy."

The talks, which also included Secretary of
State James A. Baker 3d and the U.S. trade
representative, Carla A. Hills; the Dutch
prime minister, Rudd Lubbers, and the Com-
munity's chief trade negotiator, Frans
Andriessen, lasted nearly four hours, well be-
yond the time originally scheduled.

And in contrast to most previous-high-
level EC-U.S. meetings, where trade issues
were often relegated to a few minutes of
empty rhetoric after extensive debate on po-
litical matters, the GATT dispute dominated
the discussion. Indeed, despite concern over
the civil war in Yugoslavia, officials said
about 85 percent of the meeting was devoted
to trade issues.

“We are willing to show flexibility to bring
this round to a successful conclusion,” the
two sides said in a joint declaration. ““The
remaining gaps will not be easy to close, but
we are both committed to do so0.”

On Friday in Geneva, GATT's director-gen-
eral, Arthur Dunkel, vowed to begin an in-
tensive round of trade negotiators Monday
aimed at settling most outstanding issues by
the end of November.

The Bush administration offered a major
concession in the talks on Saturday by pro-
posing that export subsidies be cut by 35 per-
cent over the next five years, followed by a
review aimed at further reductions in the
following five years. That is a far cry from it
original demand that Europe commit itself
to eliminate 75 percent of its farm supports



32310

and slash export subsidies by 90 percent
within a decade.

The European position on agricultural sub-
sidies was previously based on an overall re-
duction of no more than 15 percent to 20 per-
cent from current levels. But that position is
also undergoing revision as EC officials fi-
nally acknowledge that they must overhaul
their farm program to achieve a broad trade
liberalization agreement, which would allow
greater access by other countries to Western
Europe's sheltered market.

“We're no longer pretending that agricul-
tural reform and the GATT negotiations are
completely separate,” a senior EC negotiator
sald, ““The two are clearly two faces of one
reality.”

Mr. Delors spelled out the connection. ‘“We
intend to produce less, to import more, and
to export less,” he said, referring to farm
products. “If we produce less, we put less
pressure on the world market and this is a
contribution to the GATT round.”

An American official said the Bush admin-
istration, wanted to complete the trade talks
as quickly as possible in hopes of ramming
an agreement through Congress well in ad-
vance of the presidential election next fall.

“We're prepared to defend a trade agree-
ment on the grounds it will help the econ-
omy,” the official sald. “If the Democrats
want to fight it, we think we’ll have the high
ground in the debate.”

Mr. Bush vowed in a speech to the Dutch
parliament to resist narrow nationalism at
home and abroad. “‘Shrill voices on both
sides” of the Atlantic ‘‘peddle protection-
ism,” he said. “We must guard against the
danger that old Cold War allies become new
economic adversaries—cold warriors turned
trade warriors.”

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, at
the meeting I attended in Rome, nearly
every European diplomat in attendance
predicted the United States is about to
drop its demand that Europe cease its
agricultural protectionism to the lev-
els we have been demanding. That has
been a fear of all the farm State Sen-
ators and, indeed, every Senator from a
State that produces agricultural com-
modities.

We are in a situation in which we
must be very careful as we proceed in
these negotiations. I know that Carla
Hills overall has done a good job. But I
hope that the White House does not
compromise on farm subsidies with Eu-
rope. I sent a strongly worded telegram
to the President of the United States
and Carla Hills with my observations.
In part I said:

Allowing the EC to continue its protec-
tionist agricultural subsidy programs means
that South Dakota farmers and ranchers will
continue to face unfair competition. Every
farmer and rancher in South Dakota knows
that higher grain, dairy, and meat prices de-
pend on better access to foreign markets.
Unfair competition limits U.S. farm exports.
EC export subsidies deprive our producers of
billions of dollars in foreign sales.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the telegram I sent the
President printed in the RECORD.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

President GEORGE BUSH,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Nearly every Euro-
pean diplomat in attendance at the food and
agricultural organization meeting of the
United Nations predicts the United States is
about to drop its demand that Europe cease
its agricultural protectionism. If this is true,
I am very disappointed and will fight any
GATT changes that hurts our farmers and
ranchers.

The excessive European Community (EC)
subsidies have led to the dumping of EC agri-
cultural surpluses on world markets. This
has meant lost markets and lower prices for
South Dakota farmers and ranchers. All
along the administration has promised it
will insist on fair treatment for our farmers.
The administration should not back down
now in the eleventh hour of negotiations.

Allowing the EC to continue its protec-
tionist agricultural subsidy programs means
that South Dakota farmers and ranchers will
continue to face unfair foreign competition.
Every farmer and rancher in South Dakota
knows that higher grain, dairy, and meat
prices depend on better access to foreign
markets. Unfair foreign competition limits
U.S. farm exports. EC export subsidies de-
prive our producers of billions of dollars in
foreign sales.

The United States has reduced its agricul-
tural subsidies over the past five years, while
the European Community has increased its
subsidies. We must keep pressure on the EC
to make major reductions in their export
subsidies in order to expand agricultural
markets worldwide.

Sincerely,
LARRY PRESSLER.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, if
you drive north of Rome or into Friuli
Province in northern Italy, you see
huge cornfields and soybean fields.
That was not true a few years ago. In
fact, when I was a student at Oxford in
the 1960's, I took a trip to see some
parts of Italy. In those days it was all
vineyards. As a result of the Economic
Community’s subsidies, you now drive
up to Umbria Province, or Tuscany,
and you feel like you are driving in
eastern South Dakota or Iowa because
of the number of cornfields and soy-
bean fields. They can grow soybeans in
Italy and get $18 a bushel under their
subsidy program. Our farmers get $6 or
37 or $8 a bushel for growing soybeans.
Our farmers would like access to the
European market. We would like the
opportunity to compete. The subsidy
system of the Common Market is se-
verely hurting agriculture in the Unit-
ed States, and that is contrary to what
our trade agreements intended.

There is another article from the
Washington Post, “‘U.S., EC End Major
Impasse Over Agricultural Subsidies.”
But that has not been cleared through
our major farm organizations. This is a
move that came as a surprise to this
Senator.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the article from the Wash-
ington Post printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Washington Post, Nov. 13, 1991]
U.8., EC END MAJOR IMPASSE OVER
AGRICULTURAL SUBSIDIES
(By Stuart Auerbach)

The United States and the European Com-
munity have forged a crucial compromise
over the issue of agricultural subsidies that
opens the way to a major overhaul of world-
wide rules governing trade, U.S. and EC offi-
cials said yesterday.

Under the compromise, reached Saturday
at a summit meeting between President
Bush and EC leaders at The Hague in the
Netherlands, the EC dropped its outright re-
fusal to reduce subsidies to farmers, while
the United States scaled down the level of
subsidies it would consider acceptable, the
officials said.

The officials stressed that the summit
compromise set the framework for an accord
but that hard bargaining is still expected
over key details.

The farm trade issue has dominated the
Uruguay Round of free-trade talks that are
designed to modernize the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), the main
accord regulating world trade. Major farm-
product exporting nations have refused to
conclude agreements in other key sectors
until Europe agrees to end its farm subsidies.

This has stalled negotiations over such
critical trade issues as reductions in tariffs,
protections for patented products from pi-
racy and rules to open service industries
such as banking, insurance and engineering
to international competition.

GATT officials said negotiations intensi-
fied this week as a result of the positive
signs from the weekend's U.8.-EC meeting.
““There is a definite feeling now on our side
that there has been quite a bit of move-
ment," although ‘‘there still are major dif-
ferences to be ironed out,"” said a senior EC
official in Washington.

The official also said the agreement Satur-
day was “‘balanced" in their areas, including
a U.S. pledge to include telecommunications
in an agreement on trade in services. U.S.
telecommunications companies have com-
plained that such a move would give Euro-
pean rivals access to the American market,
while barriers remain in Europe.

At Saturday's summit, officials said EC
Commission President Jacques Delors linked
a more cooperative European stance on agri-
culture to U.S. willingness to end barriers
against European service industries, such as
restrictions on foreign ownership of U.S. air-
lines and radio and television stations.

U.S. Trade Representative Carla A. Hills
said Saturday's high-level session at The
Hague was one of the few days of real nego-
tiations on agricultural trade since the Uru-
guay Round began in 1986.

The U.S.-Europe talks continued in Rome
last night at a meeting between Agriculture
Secretary Edward R. Madigan and the EC's
farm commissioner, Ray MacSharry. “‘1 see
signs now of some movement on all sides
which makes me cautiously optimistic,”
Madigan said, according to news agency re-

ports.

Hills declined yesterday to outline the
shape of a possible farm agreement, but Eu-
ropean and U.S. sources said cuts in sub-
sidies are likely to be smaller than the Bush
administration originally demanded and
would be spread over five years instead of 10.
They said the agreement is likely to include
a clause to review the agreement after five
years, which could lead to further cuts in the
subsidies.

European sources said that it appears to be
the kind of package that would be accepted
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by the farm ministers of the 12 EC nations—
included France and Ireland, the major hold-
outs among the Europeans—when the min-
isters meet next week.

While the United States and Europe are
moving closer on the farm issue, Secretary
of State James A. Baker III intensified U.S.
pressure on Japan and South Korea to end
their bans on imports of rice and other farm
products.

In Tokyo Monday, Baker urged Japan to
take a leadership role in the GATT talks in-
stead of waiting for other countries to make
concessions first. While Japan has not moved
officially, its new prime minister, Kiichi
Miyazawa, has dropped hints that the Japa-
nese may propose some opening of their rice
markets in the GATT talks—especially if
Europe appears willing to negotiate away its
subsidies,

So, Mr. President, in conclusion, the
era we are in is one of international
trade. My State has companies who
have exhibited their industrial prod-
ucts at the Canton Trade Fair in
China. We export the majority of the
wheat grown in our State. We are very
interested in the GATT trade system. I
define myself as a free trader. But free
trade means that we have access to Ja-
pan’s or Europe's markets and they
have access to ours.

We need access to Europe’s markets
and they to ours. In the 1950's our
country started the practice of being
very generous to these countries. We
are trying to help them rebuild with
the Marshall plan, and other programs.
We gave trade concessions to a lot of
countries around the world. They have
never gotten over it. They all think
free trade is sell anything, do anything
in the United States, have banks here,
own property here. But when our busi-
nessmen want to own property in a for-
eign country or open a bank there, or
sell wheat, some excuse is found. They
will sign trade agreements, but later
add nontariff barriers.

Here we are talking about the GATT
Agreement. We have been promised in
this body by the Carter administration,
by the Reagan administration, and the
Bush administration that our nego-
tiators will insist that Europe lower its
agricultural subsidies and its export
subsidies and that our people will have
access to those markets before we go
forward with changes in the GATT sys-
tem.

Some have said we need the GATT
Treaty so much that we should just
make a compromise and let it go. That
would break faith with farm State Sen-
ators. It would break faith with not
only farm State Senators but also
urban Senators because jobs and pros-
perity in the United States are very
important.

So, Mr. President, I am alarmed if
Carla Hills and her group are going to
compromise on insisting that European
subsidies be lowered. I am alarmed if
this is being done without consultation
with the Congress and without con-
sultation with our leading industry and
farm groups.
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EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1991

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, might I in-
quire what procedure we are operating
under. Are we in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
on the bill, H.R. 3575.

Mr. LOTT. Which is the unemploy-
ment benefits bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. LOTT. I seek to be recognized to
speak on this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is so recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I fully un-
derstand the concern and frustration of
the Members of this body whose States
do not do as well as they might have
earlier under other formulas to provide
these benefits. I certainly sympathize
with States like Alabama, Arkansas,
Kentucky, Louisiana, and New Hamp-
shire. I would feel the same way if my
State was in a position where they
were not getting sufficient benefits or
as many benefits as they might have
earlier.

I was very much attracted this morn-
ing to the amendment offered by the
junior Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. SMITH] that would have taken
some funds out of the foreign affairs
account and use that to make up the
difference of what these States are los-
ing as compared to the earlier propos-
als. When I see a sister State like Lou-
isiana that now would only get 13
weeks of benefits as opposed to 20 that
they might have gotten earlier, or have
it reduced from 13 to 6 in some cat-
egory, that bothers me.

Having said that, we have messed
with this issue now for weeks. My own
State of Mississippi has the second
highest unemployment rate in the Na-
tion. We have people who are unem-
ployed, who have been unemployed for
a long time, whose benefits have run
out. And these are not people who are
just sitting around waiting for their
benefits to come in. I know of personal
instances where men and women had
good jobs, they have been trying to get
another job and they cannot get an-
other job. They need help just to live,
just to get by until they can find an-
other position.

So I want to commend the leadership
for trying to find a way to accommo-
date the concerns of our colleagues
who do not feel they are being treated
as fairly as they should be under this
proposal. But I do not think at this
juncture we can do it. If we do not pass
this package as we are considering it in
the form that it now exists, if we do
not get it done today, I think we
should stay here and do it tomorrow
because this has been delayed long
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enough. We need action and if we do
not get it done, it will not get to the
President in time for his signature. We
do have a bill he will sign, and if it
does not get to him in time for his sig-
nature in short order, then people will
not get these benefits next week or the
next week and it will be sometime
after that.

So I hope, even though I sympathize
very strongly with those who are con-
cerned about the provisions now in this
bill as it affects their States, like Ken-
tucky and Louisiana, I urge my col-
leagues, let us get this passed because
there are people who are hurting. And
while some of those States that do not
do as well under this formula—I recall
they do get some benefits—and depend-
ing on circumstances, maybe we could
further address their problem depend-
ing on what happens with the economy.

Let us pass this bill now and then let
us do something that will not just ad-
dress the problem of unemployment
benefits, let us do something that
would maybe help get the economy
moving so these people can have jobs.
On behalf of people in my State, I urge
that we pass this legislation and we do
it today. I yield the floor.

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, let me re-
spond to my friend from Mississippi.
Let me just show my colleagues the
headline in my State this morning.
“Claims by Unemployed at 6-Month
High. Sixth Highest in the Nation.”
Ten percent of all the first-time claims
filed last week came from my State
and my State was cut under the bill
from 13 weeks to 6 weeks, but we want
to see it done before Thanksgiving. My
people would much rather have 13
weeks and get it a couple weeks after
Thanksgiving than have 6 weeks and
get it the week before Thanksgiving.
You try to figure that out.

This is unfair. They went in there
and took a schedule and a percentage
and it went from 33 percent down to 29
percent to get the bulk of States.

You know something, it is awful
smart politically to cut the first pri-
mary State in the Nation, New Hamp-
shire. And now we have competition.
Mr. Buchanan is in. It is going to be in-
teresting, him going up there saying
this State was cut. It went from 13
weeks down to 6 weeks. We better
think about this a little bit because
this fellow is going to fight for his
State.

I intend to stay here and do the best
job I can to see that Kentuckians win
here and do not lose. Pass this bill, get
it out: That is the pressure they are
trying to put on. I do not intend to let
the pressure move me one iota. If we
can work out a compromise, that is
well and good. If we cannot work out a
compromise, then I am going to use
what means I have to be sure that we
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stay here Saturday, that we stay here
Sunday, and discuss the unfairness, the
unfairness of this particular com-
promise that we are trying to jam
through here now. Do it.

1 do not blame my leadership. They
were not there. They were not called
in. They did make a phone call down
the hall and they agreed to it. That
was the end of it. So I think that we
better take a step back and try to be
fair to all Americans,

Sixty-five thousand Kentuckians will
be affected by what we do here. The dif-
ference is between 65,000 getting 6
weeks or 13 weeks. The misery is not
going to ease up if we just give them 6
weeks and I am not sure about 13
weeks. When you consider unemploy-
ment in Kentucky is at a 6-month high,
we had 10 percent of the unemployed
new files last week, 65,000 people, which
1 feel are the finest people on Earth,
but you may not agree with that, are
affected.

I just say it is time we take another
shot at this one. We will have an
amendment that my colleagues can
vote for that pays for itself. If that is
the problem you have, we will take
care of that. We will do that before the
day is over. We will see how good we
are, how strong we are, how much we
want to help, how fair we want to be.

I think it is time we start looking
not at politics but reality. If you want
to talk politics, I will talk politics
with you. I understand politics. I un-
derstand it well. If I was at the White
House, I sure would not want to cut
New Hampshire. I yield the floor.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise to re-
spond to some of the comments just
made by the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Kentucky. In my remarks—
maybe he did not hear them—I said I
understand how the Senators from
Kentucky, Arkansas and Louisiana
feel. I empathize with them.

We have this problem in my own
State. But I did not at all raise the
question of partisan politics when I
was making my statement. I was say-
ing I have a State that is desperate, I
have people who for weeks have not
been getting any benefits. Let us find a
way to get this job done. Let us not let
it go over to next week. I am perfectly
prepared to stay Friday and Saturday.

I know how the Senator feels. He is
doing just what he should do; he is
fighting for his people. He says I am
not mad at our leadership; they were
not there. I am beginning to wonder
who was there, who developed this
package, where did it come from?

It was not written in New Hampshire.
To infer that it is a mistake by the
President to sign this bill because it af-
fects New Hampshire, the first State in
the primary, look, the President is not
going to sign anything that we do not
pass in this body first. So this is not an
opportunity that we should use to talk
about the Presidential campaign next
year.
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Let us find a way to try to get this
job done because we have been messing
around with it for weeks, and weeks,
and weeks. They have on the other side
of the Capitol, the administration. No-
body can be absolved of blame.

Meanwhile, there are people in my
State, and in the State of the Senator
from Kentucky, who are hurting. I
really do not like this solution because
I do not like what it did to Kentucky
and Louisiana. But in the meantime, I
have people in my State, the second
highest unemployment level in the Na-
tion, the poorest State in the Nation,
men and women who I have talked to
who are not getting any benefits and
have not been for weeks.

They are saying to me, do not tell me
about Republican, Democrat, House, or
Senate, who did what, who shot John.
Tell me what you are going to do to
help me get some food. That is all I am
asking.

I understand how the Senator feels.
Frankly, I would like to try to find a
way to help him. To get up and start
talking about New Hampshire pri-
maries next year when we are talking
about people unemployed now, I do not
understand that.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, since the
comments were directed to me, I would
like to reply to my friend from Mis-
sissippi because he does not give any
guarter, and I hope I do not either. But,
No. 1, we will have an amendment this
afternoon that pays for itself, and I
want to see how strong the Senator is
to help us. That is No. 1. We will give
the Senator a chance. It will pass here
if he will help us. That is all I want,
just a little help.

Second, the political aroma is pretty
thick out here. The Senator knows it
is. We get into who did it and who did
not do it, and whether it was the House
side. The Senator wants to put all that
aside. It is the first time I have heard
that in a long time around here—put it
all aside.

Let us do what is right. OK, let us do
what is right. Let us help these five
States. We will put politics aside. We
will just be Americans for a change. I
would like to have that one time. But
if you look at the five, you are writing
off *Kentucky, writing off Louisiana,
writing off Arkansas, writing off Ala-
bama, and writing off New Hampshire.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I will
take a moment because I know there
are a number of negotiations that are
ongoing among a number of Members
who have amendments to this bill.

I have an amendment which I will
alert the Members of the Senate to
that I think is a very reasonable. It is
very rational. I think the administra-
tion should support it because it pays
for itself.
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When the bill left the Senate, Mr.
President, under the leadership of the
chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, we had a bill costing $5.4 bil-
lion.

The bill that is now before the Sen-
ate that the House wrote—and no one
wants to take credit for writing this
piece of legislation. I do not know who
the actual author is from the Senate,
but something happened after that bill
left the Senate. It came back $100 mil-
lion less expensive.

I do not know how they did it, but
they managed to take States that have
very high unemployment, all averaging
over T percent, and they reduced their
benefits from 13 weeks down to 6
weeks. And even more importantly,
what they did was to say to those
States that have people who have been
unemployed over 26 weeks, who are not
getting any check whatsoever, we are
not going to count you anymore. Not
only are you not going to get an addi-
tional week, you are not going to get
an additional 6 to 13 weeks. You are
not even going to get an additional 1
day of compensation. The House bill
says we are not going to count the peo-
ple who have expended the unemploy-
ment compensation.

Mr. President, that is inequitable.
That is wrong.

We have an amendment that I will be
presenting, I understand, after the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. RoTH] offers
his amendment that addresses these
problems in a way that I think is fair
and one that the administration should
accept.

There have been some concerns that,
well, by offering the amendment we
open a floodgate. That is no longer
valid because we have a restriction on
the number of amendments that can be
offered. There are only two or three,
and that is one of the package. It does
not open a floodgate for other financial
amendments to be offered. It is very re-
strictive.

Second, some say it will cost too
much and the President will veto and
we do not pay for it. That is ridiculous.
My amendment has a method of pay-
ment which I think is very fair, equi-
table, and in fact produces more than
it costs.

Mr. President and Members, when
the amendment is offered, I would hope
Members who have some concerns
about amendments being offered would
say it is no longer a legitimate con-
cern.

I do not want to get into the politics
of it. I think the better argument is
one of fairness and one of equity. We
are trying to help unemployed people.
How can we ignore literally thousands
and thousands who will receive not 1
day additional unemployment even
though they have been unemployed for
6 or T months in many of these States?
So our amendment addresses those
States that are dropped from 18
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to 6 weeks and lost their reachback
provisions in a way that pays for it and
it pays for it in the same manner that
the House of Representatives in fact
arranged to pay for the rest of the pro-

gram.

It is interesting to point out—I just
mention it at this moment—one of the
ways that this bill pays for itself is by
the changes that were made in the peo-
ple who file their estimated tax. Esti-
mated tax allows a wealthy taxpayer
to make a choice. He can either pay 100
percent of what he paid last year or he
can pay 90 percent of what he will
make in the current year he is filing.
That is a very generous provision for
some very wealthy people.

Under the Ileadership of Senator
BENTSEN, they decided to raise some
money by restricting that by saying if
your gross income goes up by $30,000 or
more, the House changed that figure to
$40,000 or more, you are restricted in
using that safe harbor tax provision.
My amendment simply changes that
$40,000 back down to $30,000. And Joint
Tax tells us that that raises $300 mil-
lion. Our program to include these new
States is a cost of $155 million.

So0, Mr. President, we bring equity to
this legislation and we pay for it in the
same manner that the rest of the bill is
being paid for. I do not know how any-
one in the administration can argue
that we are going to leave hundreds of
thousands of individuals without any
unemployment compensation so we can
take care of those people whose in-
comes increase over last year by $40,000
or more. Is that fairness? Is that eq-
uity? I do not think anyone can sell
that in an election year, or in any
other year anywhere, nor should we at-
tempt to do so.

So, Mr. President, at the appropriate
time, I think following the Senator
from Delaware, I will offer the amend-
ment which is as I have just now de-
scribed it.

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, at
the appropriate time I am joining my
colleague, Senator BREAUX, from Lou-
isiana, in proposing this amendment.

Mr. President, I strongly urge our
colleagues to look at this amendment
fairly and dispassionately and give us a
chance.

As the bill came from the House, Mr.
President, it went in exactly the oppo-
site direction from fairness. It sounds
like a complicated formula when you
talk about insured unemployment rate
as opposed to total unemployment
rate.

What this bill did is what the bill as
it came from the House did—base your
benefits on the insured unemployment
rate. What that means is the poorest
States like Louisiana, which has been
in a deep depression—not a recession, a
depression—and which has had to re-
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strict the number of people on the in-
sured unemployment rolls, had to re-
strict that because we did not have the
money to pay for it.

So our total unemployment rate is
high, 7 percent. But our insured unem-
ployment rate is low because we did
not have the money to pay for it. So
this bill comes along and makes a bad
thing worst by saying, in effect, the
poorest States are those who get less
benefits. It is going in exactly the op-
posite direction.

There is another provision here, Mr.
President, that talks about exhaustion
rates. In other words, if you have ex-
hausted your unemployment benefits
at some far distant time in the past,
months ago, then you are not eligible
to go back and reach back and get
those benefits.

Again, the employees who need it
worse, who have been unemployed for
the longest period of time, under this
formula are not eligible to get those
benefits. So the poorest States are pe-
nalized; the poorest employees—that
is, those who have been unemployed for
the longest period of time—are totally
penalized.

Mr. President, it is a catch-22 if I
have ever seen it. When you go down
this list, you look at my State of Lou-
isiana with T7-percent unemployment,
our number of weeks went from 13 to 6
weeks. Whereas, pick another State,
say for example the State of Kansas:
Kansas went from T to 13 weeks. We
went down and they went up. Yet we
have almost twice the unemployment
rate that Kansas has.

Kansas only has 4.7 percent and we
have T percent. How did it happen? Be-
cause of the manipulation of the in-
sured unemployment rate and the ex-
haustion rate. Again, those employees
who need it the worst are those who do
not get it. The States that are the
poorest are those that are penalized.

So what our amendment does, Mr.
President, is go back with those and
correct it for these States that have
the high unemployed rate. If you have
a T-percent unemployment rate under
our amendment, Mr. President, then
you are going to be able to get the 13
weeks. It recognizes that those States
with—I believe, it is six or seven
States—T percent unemployment rates
would be eligible then to receive the 13
weeks.

We understand it only costs $150 mil-
lion to do this. We raised $300 million,
not by penalizing people but by having
them pay a portion of the tax which
they ought to pay anyway, in effect by
closing a loophole against the most
wealthy taxpayers.

Mr. President, I urge our colleagues
to do this. I cannot imagine that the
House would turn this down. I mean
why would they turn it down. Because
it is complicated? No. It is a very sim-
ple amendment. It does not take a lot
of negotiation. It pays for itself.
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Is the White House going to turn this
down?

Mr. President, I cannot believe that
the White House would say it is right
for the poorest employees and the poor-
est States to be penalized under this
formula. I just simply cannot believe
that the White House would do that.

I believe—and I have been beseeched
by my colleagues, Mr. President, to re-
alize—that if we pass this amendment,
it will quickly be approved by both the
White House and the House of Rep-
resentatives because there is no reason
in logic for delay or politics not to ap-
prove it. It is one of these amendments
which is a targeted amendment to help
a tremendous injustice done by this
bill as received from the House.

I urge at the appropriate time for my
colleagues to be for the amendment to
be introduced by my colleague from
Louisiana, Mr. BREAUX.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ROBB). The Senator from North Dakota
[Mr, CONRAD].

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, there is
only one problem with the fix that
they are talking about. It is right, in
terms of principle, that those States
that were dealt with unfairly, most un-
fairly, be included. But it does not deal
with 12 other States whose workers are
denied the reachback provisions.

I defy anyone to stand on the floor
and explain why a worker in a State
that has exhausted his benefits should
be denied reachback in one State but
allowed it in another, because that is
exactly where we are headed here
today.

We are going to have a situation in
which a deal is going to be made. The
problem with it, if it is not altered, is
that it is going to be an unfair deal. It
is going to be unfair to the workers in
States that are not allowed to reach
bank, to workers who are in precisely
the same set of circumstances in two
different States. Let me give an exam-
ple.

If you are in the State of Texas and
you have exhausted your unemploy-
ment benefits, and you did that in
prior months, once this legislation is
passed, it will reach back and give that
worker benefits, additional benefits,
that he would have had had the legisla-
tion been in place last March.

But if you are a worker in North Da-
kota and 17 other States who ex-
hausted their benefits, you are not
going to have the privilege of reaching
back and recapturing what you would
have had had this legislation been in
force.

Mr. President, I know of no way to
justify that to the worker who is in
North Dakota, and tell him, “Sorry,
you lose,” the worker in Texas, ‘“You
win.”

We are going to have situations if
this is not changed where the worker
on one side of the State border is al-
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lowed to reach back, recapture bene-
fits, and the worker on the other side
of the border is not.

Mr. President, we had an intense de-
bate last night. One reason that I found
myself reacting strongly to what we
were handed is because it is so clearly
unfair. How can anybody justify a for-
mula that says to the State of Louisi-
ana that has 50 percent more unem-
ployment than the State of Kansas,
your workers get 6 weeks of additional
benefits, but Kansas gets 13 weeks of
additional benefits, and to add insult
to injury, the worker in Louisiana can-
not reach back, and the worker in Kan-
sas can reach back. How can anybody
say that is a fair formula?

We heard a lot of explanations of this
formula last night, Mr. President.

We were told, well, it is all based on
State law, and if your States were not
in such tough economic straits, such
difficult budget situations and, there-
fore, so tight with unemployment, you
would get better benefits. What kind of
explanation is that, Mr. President?
What kind of explanation is that?

Let us be truthful here. This result
comes from mirroring a formula that
was devised here and applying it to
State law. It is not just based on State
law. Oh, no; it is based on a formula
that was concocted here.

The last time I felt this upset about
walking in on a deal was when I caught
a fellow in an organization I used to be-
long to back in my State trying to
cook the books. He was trying to em-
bezzle money. When I walked in and
saw the results of the formula that was
conducted here in Washington, and saw
the clear unfairness of it, I had the
same feeling, because really what has
happened here is a small group of peo-
ple went off in a room, they baked the
cake, they cut the cake, and they put
it on their plate. That is what hap-
pened here.

If you look down the list of the dif-
ference between what happened in the
Senate proposal and what came back,
five States lost 6 weeks of benefits:
Alabama, Arkansas, Kentucky, Louisi-
ana, New Hampshire. And the proposal
that is now coming from the Senator
from Louisiana is to take care of those
five States.

Eighteen additional States lost 1
week. My State is included. And a
number of States—I think 12 in num-
ber, perhaps 14—got added benefits.
They got 6 or T weeks of added benefits.

We heard the argument here on the
floor last night that the reason this
bill was done in the way it was, was
that it had to fit into the budget. It
had to be shoehorned into the budget. I
made the point last night that some
were shoehorned in, and some were
shoehorned out. Because this was not
just a matter of fitting the budget.
Some people were given added benefits,
and some people had benefits taken
away. And based on a formula that,
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frankly, is a very simple formula, it is
pure political power. That was the for-
mula that was used: pure political
power.

If you wonder how one might make
that assertion, just look down the list
of the States that got added benefits:
Georgia; there is a Republican leader
from Georgia. Illinois; another Repub-
lican leader from Illinois, and the
chairman of the tax writing committee
in the House; Maryland, which has a
joint tax committee chairman; New
Jersey, which has a member of the Fi-
nance Committee; Oregon, which has a
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee; Texas, the home State of the
President; Washington, the home State
of the Speaker of the House.

If anybody wonders where this for-
mula came from, it came from a room
in which people decided they were
going to cut a deal, and it was a deal
that was good for those who were in
the room, and everybody else got cut in
order to take care of the ones that
were in the room.

That is what happened here. Now we
are going to have a proposal before us
to take care of a handful of those
States. We are going to take care of
five or six of themm—we will see in a
minute what happens—and leave the
others hanging out there, and cut their
benefits in order to increase the others.

Well, Mr. President, if there was
some rationale or some justification
for that, I guess I could understand it.
But I must say that I have a very dif-
ficult time understanding how it is fair
for an unemployed worker who has ex-
hausted his benefits in some State to
be able to get a restoration of those
benefits, while in other States they are
denied.

We will hear the argument that un-
employment insurance was designed
not just to take care of the unem-
ployed worker, but to buffer the eco-
nomic downturn that occurs in an area
that has a high rate of unemployment.
That is an indication that they need to
be buffered more than a State with a
low level of unemployment.

Let me just say that the problem
with the theory, Mr. President, is two-
fold. No. 1, the unemployed worker who
is in a State that is taken care of is
hurt just as much as the unemployed
worker who is in a State that has a
higher level of unemployment. The
worker in North Dakota is having just
as much trouble paying his rent, tak-
ing care of the doctor bills of his fam-
ily, putting food on the table, as the
worker in Texas who has run out of his
unemployment benefits. That is prob-
lem No. 1 with that theory.

Problem No. 2 is the assumption that
the pure unemployment number is an
indication of how hard hit an area is
economically. Mr. President, I do not
know of a State that has been harder
hit economically in the last 10 years
than my State. The evidence is clear.
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My State, the State of North Dakota,
led the Nation in personal income de-
cline in the last 10 years. We led the
Nation in personal income decline—not
exactly the category in which you
would like to lead the Nation. No. 2,
my State is the only State in the Na-
tion that has less people now than we
had in 1930. The only State.

Mr. President, we want to talk about
economic hurt and hard economic
times. We have had 4 years of drought.
We have the lowest farm prices in 50
years. And half of my State's economy
is dependent on agriculture.

Now we get to an issue like this one,
and because our State has been hard
hit, because we are operating on the
same budget that we had 10 years ago—
that is hard to believe, is it not? That
is the case in my State. We are operat-
ing on the same budget we had 10 years
ago. So certainly they have tough
standards for unemployment. They
have tough standards in every category
of spending. And because we have been
hard hit, we are penalized and told,
well, your workers who have exhausted
their benefits—by the way, there are
only 11 States that have a higher level
of exhaustion than mine—run out of
luck if they run out of their benefits.
They are not going to get reachback.
But workers in other States are going
to get reachback. Why? Well, they say
because of this formula.

Well, Mr. President, this formula
gives a result that says to Louisiana,
which has 50 percent more unemploy-
ment than Kansas: You get 6 weeks and
no reachback. Kansas, with far less un-
employment, gets 13 weeks and
reachback.

There is no way of defending that for-
mula on the floor of the Senate. We
could go through State after State and
talk about what kind of a result this
formula has come up with.

Mr. President, there are 18 States
that are told their workers are second
class; they do not get reachback. My
State is 1 of the 18. And the reason that
those 18 States' workers are disadvan-
taged is to give additional benefits to
those States that are already better off
under this formula.

As I say, we have a situation where
the people went into a room, baked a
cake, cut the cake, and put it on their
plate. And that is why this Senator was
s0 exorcised last night when I started
studying this table of the deal that we
will hear a lot about the rest of the

day.

gfe will hear: A deal is a deal; a deal
is a deal. We will also hear that none of
the leadership in the Senate were in-
volved in this deal. Last night, the ma-
jority leader said he was not involved
in the deal. The chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee said he was not in-
volved in the deal. The Republican
leader said he was not in on the deal.

If none of the leadership is in on the
deal, how can it be a deal? Why is it a
deal?
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But we will be told over and over
today: Vote against any of these
amendments, because a deal is a deal.

Maybe it is, if you are included in the
deal. But how this can be fair eludes
this Senator.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I think
the Senator is making some very valu-
able points. If we are trying to take
care of unemployed people, but some-
how we are telling those people back in
our States that those of you who have
been unemployed the longest, who have
run out of any compensation benefits,
we are not going to help you at all. I do
not know what our message is to those
people, by not reaching back and pick-
ing up those people who are so des-
perate that they have exhausted their
26 weeks of unemployment, and they
have not been given unemployment
maybe for a week or a month or maybe
6 months. Because they are not getting
any unemployment anymore, that now
that Congress passes a bill that pro-
vides 6 or 13 weeks extra, that they are
not going to get any part of that, not
going to get 1 day extra or 1 week
extra? Is that what we would tell the
people?

I say, do you have any kind of expla-
nation for the logic that went into
whatever came back from the other
body that brought us this package?

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Lou-
isiana is correct.

The only thing I could say to the peo-
ple of my State is: Yes, there was a for-
mula working here. The formula would
be something like this. If your State
begins with the letter G, and you have
a Republican leader, you are in on the
deal; your workers are taken care of.

If your State begins with the letter I,
and you have the chairman of the tax
writing committee in the House and a
Republican leader in the House, you
are in on the deal. If your State begins
with the letter K, and you have the Re-
publican leader in the Senate, you are
in on the deal.

If you are from a State that begins
with the letter O, and your Representa-
tive here is the ranking member of the
Finance Committee, you are in on the
deal. If your State begins with the let-
ter T, and the President calls your
State home, you are in on the deal. If
your State begins with the letter W,
and you have the Speaker of the House,
you are in on the deal.

This is the formula that was at work
here.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it is not
right. It is not right. The worker who
has lost, who has gone beyond his ex-
tended benefits, his basic benefits in a
State like mine has got just the same
problem as the worker in these States.
This cannot be defended.
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Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CONRAD. I yield.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, to re-
spond, apparently the Senator said the
formula was an alphabetical formula
that was used in arriving at these
charts we now have.

Mr. CONRAD. It is certainly not a
mathematical formula, Mr. President.
I direct the Senator to his own State.
One of the things that exercised me as
I came on the floor last night and I
started looking down this chart was,
first of all, of course, my own State.
We do not have high levels of unem-
ployment in my State. Mr. President,
when you are unemployed in my State,
because the State has been through
such very difficult times, you leave.
You do not stay. And yet we are denied
reachback and other States are given
it. That is not fair.

But, in addition to the treatment of
my own State, as I looked over this
chart, it became more and more clear
to me that this formula is a fraud, be-
cause what we are supposed to be doing
here is helping unemployed workers. If
that is what we are doing, how can it
be that a State like Louisiana, that
has 50 percent more unemployment
than the State of Kansas, the State of
Louisiana gets 6 weeks of additional
benefits and not reachback, and Kansas
gets 13 weeks and reachback? How can
that be justified? It cannot be.

As I looked down, I saw Oklahoma. In
Oklahoma, they have about the same
level of unemployment as Louisiana:
6.7 percent. Kansas has only 4.7 per-
cent. And yet Oklahoma gets 6 weeks
and no reachback; Kansas gets 13
weeks plus reachback. How can that be
justified? It cannot be.

This formula, as I have said before,
was concocted in a room in which the
people who benefited baked the cake,
cut the cake, and put it on their plate.
And if what we are doing here is trying
to represent the interests of all Ameri-
cans—I am not just working on behalf
of my State, although obviously, that
is my first responsibility—but as I look
down this chart, this thing cannot be
defended. It is not fair.

1 say to my colleagues, and certainly
the Senator from Louisiana, I know
there is a move to take care of your
problem. I hope that your problem is
taken care of. But I must say, I also
plead for the people in my State who
have run out of their benefits. They de-
serve a reachback, just like every other
State’s workers.

Mr. President, I know what is hap-
pening now. There is a meeting off the
floor here somewhere. They are going
to take care of another five or six
States. I can tell you right now what I
suspect is going to happen.

Momentarily, they will come back
and there will be a love hug on the
floor here, and we will find out that de-
spite what we were told last night—
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that no amendments could be accepted
or the whole deal will go down—in just
moments, they will come out and they
will say: Well, you know, actually
there will be one amendment. We will
take care of Alabama; we will take
care of Arkansas; we will take care of
Kentucky; we will take care of Louisi-
ana; we will take care of New Hamp-
shire.

Yes, that is the first primary State.
Of course, their workers will be taken
care of. But the other 12 States that do
not have reachback, or the other 13—I
would guess, by the way, they will
probably add the State of Delaware.
That will take care of Mr. ROTH. They
will take care of those six States. They
will tell the other 12 States’ workers:
You lose; you lose.

There will be no moral justification
for what is being done. There will be no
sense of fairness for what is being done.
It will be a formula; it will be the three
P’s: pure political power. That is the
formula that is at work here. And it is
wrong. If we are going to deal with this
problem, we ought to deal with the un-
employed workers in every State. We
ought to deal with them in the same

way.

I do not disagree that those States
that are most severely impacted ought
to have more weeks, ought to have
more weeks of additional coverage. But
this reachback provision, Mr. Presi-
dent, the way it discriminates, there is
absolutely no way to defend it. And if
need be, we will have to talk for a
while today, and at least plead with
our colleagues to take notice of those
who have been very badly hurt.

I am hopeful that colleagues will lis-
ten. We heard last night a very aca-
demic discussion of why it is that some
States should be given additional bene-
fits. We were told that unemployment
benefits are not designed just to take
care of the unemployed worker; they
are designed to buffer those areas that
have been especially hurt by an eco-
nomic downturn.

I can accept that rationale, Mr.
President. That makes some sense. The
only problem with it is it does not deal
with States that have been especially
hard hit.

I see the Senator from Oklahoma
going through. I tell you, the State of
Oklahoma is being hard hit. They have
been very hard hit. Let us just go down
the list of other States that have the
minimum level and no reachback for
their level, minimum number of weeks
and no reachback.

The State of Colorado. I tell you the
State of Colorado has been hard hit. I
was out there and saw what happened
to the S&L industry in the State of
Colorado. They were selling condomin-
iums that were built and offered for
$100,000 apiece. Now they are selling
them for $20,000.

The State of Delaware. The State of
Delaware has no reachback. They are
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surrounded by States that have
reachback but they did not quite make
the cutoff, the artificial formula that
was designed to take care of those that
were in on making the deal.

The State of Hawaii. The State of
Hawaii has a low level of unemploy-
ment. They are a State that perhaps
has not been as hard hit.

The State of Indiana. The State of
Indiana, another rural State. A lot of
rural States show up on this list, like
Iowa. I can tell you, the State of Iowa
has been hard hit, just like my State.
We are suffering from the lowest com-
modity prices in 50 years—adjusted for
inflation, the lowest commodity prices
in 50 years.

My State led the Nation in personal
income decline. I guess that Iowa
would be in the top 10 of income de-
cline as well. But their workers are
told, ““No reachback for you.” Of
course, they do not have anybody in
the leadership in Congress.

Louisiana. We talked about Louisi-
ana before, very unfairly treated.

The State of Minnesota, another
agrarian-based State. Their workers
are told, “You don't get the
reachback.”

Nebraska. Nebraska, another State
out in the heartland of the country.
Somehow these heartland States that
have been hurt very badly in terms of
an agricultural economy, an agricul-
tural base, they are all told, “Sorry,
your workers don't get reachback.”

New Hampshire. Now they are prob-
ably going to take care of New Hamp-
shire. New Hampshire is the first pri-
mary State, and we have already heard
the argument that they are making to
the White House right now. '‘Gee, you
guys really want to stick it to the peo-
ple in New Hampshire and not give
them reachback when that is the first
primary State?" Oh, it is OK to stick it
to North Dakota; we do not have an
early primary. It is OK to stick it to
Colorado; it is OK to stick it to some of
these other States. But they are going
to take care of New Hampshire, I sup-

pose.

North Carolina is another rural
State. They do not get reachback.

North Dakota.

Ohio. This one really baffles me. The
State of Ohio, 6.5 percent level of un-
employment. Kansas has 4.7; 6.7 level of
unemployment in Ohio; 4.7 in Kansas.
And the State of Ohio gets 6 weeks and
no reachback and Kansas gets 13 weeks
and reachback. That is another exam-
ple of the unfairness of this formula, a
formula that was concoted in some
back room somewhere and brought out
here by the people who baked the cake
and cut the cake and put it on their
plate. There is another perfect example
in Ohio.

Oklahoma, 6.7 percent level of unem-
ployment—6.7 percent. And yet they
get 6 weeks and no reachback. Kansas,
with a much lower level of unemploy-
ment, does much better.
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South Dakota. Surprise, surprise,
only one Member in the House of Rep-
resentatives, just like North Dakota.
Surprise, surprise, South Dakota, their
workers are told, just like what the
workers in North Dakota are told,
“You lose. If only you were across the
border, if only you were down in Texas,
then we would give you reachback. If
you exhausted your benefits back there
in March, why then we would be here
to restore your benefits.”

Utah. I do not know how many Mem-
bers of Congress Utah has over in the
House. Utah, maybe they only have one
Representative. Maybe that is the way
the formula works.

Virginia. The State of Virginia; they
are not one, no reachback applies in
Virginia. Your workers do not get any
reachback. The distinguished occupant
of the chair, I imagine, has some feel-
ings on the fairness of that. They have
5.9 percent unemployment in that
State.

It is interesting because Maryland,
which is right next door, has the same
rate of unemployment as the State of
Virginia, 5.9 percent, and yet in Mary-
land they are going to get 13 weeks of
extended benefits and a reachback. But
right next door in Virginia, the same
level of unemployment, you get 6
weeks and no reachback. It is going to
be real interesting to see how that is
explained to the workers in Virginia.

How is that fair? Right across the
border, the person who has exhausted
their benefits, a job labor market that
has the same rate of unemployment,
and the person in Maryland gets 13
weeks and reachback and the worker in
Virginia gets 6 weeks and no
reachback. This formula is not fair.
There is example after example.

The State of Wisconsin; there is an-
other one. No reachback for the Wis-
consin worker. Right next door, in
Michigan, they get reachback, but not
over in Wisconsin. Somehow that Wis-
consin worker is less worthy of getting
help from the Federal Government.
Somehow that worker in Wisconsin is
supposed to make do. I do not know
how they are supposed to feed their
families. I do not know how they are
supposed to take care of the rent. I do
not know how they are supposed to
take care of their obligations. The Fed-
eral Government decides that the one
in Wisconsin, he is on his own; the one
in Michigan, he gets help.

And the State of Wyoming. Wyoming
is a State like mine, a rural State,
been very hard hit. In fact, I think Wy-
oming is one of the least populous
States in the country. They only have
one Congressman. So I guess the idea
was, well, we will just go down this
list, and we will take benefits from
some of these folks and give it to oth-
ers.

And maybe we ought to look down
the list of who are the winners and who
are the losers in this deal. The States
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that lost 6 weeks of benefits from the
previous package were Alabama—boy,
that is a wealthy State.

Arkansas. There is another State
that is certainly doing well.

Kentucky. We just heard the distin-
guished Senator from Kentucky talk
about what is happening in that State
with unemployment claims and bene-
fits.

Louisiana. I think everybody in the
country understands the hard times
that Louisiana has been through. That
is a State that is based on an energy
economy. Energy prices have collapsed.
Louisiana has had high rates of unem-
ployment, real economic hurt. One of
the results is we see a rise of someone
like the current candidate for Governor
down there. But benefits are taken
away from them.

New Hampshire.

Those States all lost 6 weeks of bene-
fits.

Eighteen States lost 1 week: Colo-
rado, Delaware, Hawaii, Indiana, Iowa,
Minnesota, Nebraska, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Ohio, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Vir-
ginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

And who are the winners? Well, the
winners, States that gained 6 or 17
weeks are: Alaska; Arizona; Georgia—
now Georgia, that is a surprise, a Re-
publican leader from Georgia; Idaho; I1-
linois, there is another surprise—you
have a Congressman who is head of the
tax writing committee on the House
side, another Republican leader in that
State; Maryland; Missouri; Nevada;
New Jersey—New Jersey got 13 weeks
added; Oregon; Texas—the President
hails from Texas; Washington, the
State of Washington—the Speaker is
from Washington. Those people got
added benefits while the 18 States that
I listed lost benefits, lost a week. Five
States lost 6 weeks of benefits.

And they tell us this is a formula and
this formula was designed to interact
with State law and so it is sort of an
immaculate conception. We heard last
night nobody really had anything to do
with this ultimate result. It just mi-
raculously somehow appeared out here.

Nobody wants to be associated with
it because it is indefensible. But, Mr.
President, there is a way of fixing this.
There is a way of fixing it.

There is a way of fixing it that says
to every worker in every State, you get
reachback, and it does not cost a dime
more than the package that is in front
of us now. The way to fix it is to have
an amendment that takes from those
who have gotten the biggest additional
benefit package, those States that have
20 weeks or more, and take some of
that money and give it to those States
whose workers do not get reachback.
That would be fair.

Mr. President, Senator ROTH has pre-
pared such an amendment, which is one
of the two amendments that he and I
have reserved to offer here today. I
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very much fear what is about to hap-
pen is that Mr. ROTH's State will be
taken care of, along with the five other
States I have listed here. Because if
you look at this chart, if you go to 6.9
percent on the total unemployment
rate you will take care of the five
States that lost 6 weeks of benefits.
And lo and behold, you will take care
of the State of Delaware. That will be
a neat package. That will take care of
the problem for six States. And that
will leave just 12 of us, 12 States whose
workers are told you do not get any
reachback.

Those 12 States—two Senators per
State, 12 States, that is 24 votes. I
think they have that one figured out.
We will get 24 votes, there will be 76
votes to take care of the rest of it. And
we will go back home and explain the
formula, the three P's—pure political
power—and how it is when we are sup-
posed to be writing a bill to take care
of the unemployed people, people who
have been hurt, that we have been fair-
ly treated.

I do not really know any way fto
make that argument. I know if I give
up this floor perhaps the Senator from
Louisiana will offer the amendment. It
will take care of six States.

I just hope that some of my col-
leagues who are in States that are on
the list of the 18 are listening. I hope
they realize what the result of this for-
mula is. I hope they would like to see
a more fair result, because we are
going to have an opportunity to vote
on amendments today that will make
this a more fair result.

Mr. President, I hope with that de-
scription people are alerted to what the
issue is here today and that others will
join this fight.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. BREAUX].

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly identify with and agree with the
concerns that have been raised by the
Senator from North Dakota. There is
no justification that I can understand
that says that people who have ex-
hausted their unemployment benefits
somehow are not to be considered in
the unemployment compensation bill,
and that is what this bill actually does.

We talked a lot last night about how
important it was to rush through and
get this bill passed because of the
Thanksgiving holidays and we can just
not imagine families who are not able
to have a Thanksgiving festival, a cele-
bration, and have turkey with the fam-
ily because the father or mother or per-
haps even both members of the family
are out of work.

I suggested last night, and I think it
is correct, the biggest turkey around
this city during this holiday period is
this bill that is now pending before the
Senate. I think we can make it better.
I think we can make it address the con-
cerns that are legitimate concerns.
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I want to take just a minute to de-
scribe the amendment I will be offer-
ing, I think, after the distinguished
Senator from Delaware and the Sen-
ator from North Dakota present their
amendment.

There were five States that had 13
weeks of extended unemployment bene-
fits when this bill left the Senate.

Somehow when it came back from
the House, those five States were re-
duced from 13 weeks to 6 weeks. Two of
those five States even additionally lost
their reachback provisions to pick up
those people who had lost all unem-
ployment benefits for a period of time.

My amendment is going to be very
simple. It is going to say that any
State that has a total unemployment
rate of 7 percent or more is entitled to
at least 13 weeks of unemployment ex-
tended compensation. That is what
those States had when the Senate first
passed the bill, and I think it is fair
and equitable that if you have a State
that has T percent or more total unem-
ployment rate over a 6-month period,
that those States have a 13-week ex-
tended unemployment.

One of the big arguments has been
the President will not sign a bill that
just increases the deficit. Mr. Presi-
dent, my amendment has a method
which is solid, which makes sense, that
pays for reinstating those States which
were cut from 13 weeks to 6 weeks. Let
me take just a minute to explain it.

This whole bill this time is being
paid for by three methods. No. 1 is to
permanently extend the .2 percent sur-
tax that people pay for the Federal un-
employment tax program. We extend
that to make it 1 year of extension,
and that is part of the package.

The second way is to provide for the
tax offset program for those students
who have not paid back their student
loans, allowing the Federal Govern-
ment to garnish any tax refund that
they receive. That is the second way
that this bill is paid for. We are not
touching either one of those.

The third way this bill is being paid
for is the big-ticket item, and that is
to make some changes in the estimated
tax requirements, whereby people who
filed their estimated tax under current
law, if they have a large increase in
their earnings in 1 year, can file under
what we call a safe harbor tax provi-
sion.

In other words, they can pay 100 per-
cent of the taxes that they owed the
previous year instead of paying 90 per-
cent of the tax that they owe in this
year. For those wealthy individuals
who have very large increases in in-
come in 1 year, they generally always
use this safe harbor provision.

Senator BENTSEN had a provision
when the bill was adopted that re-
stricted the use of that safe harbor tax
filing provision to those individuals
who make $30,000 of increased income
in 1 year. In other words, if you made
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over $30,000 more income this year than
you made last year, you could not use
this safe harbor tax provision; you had
to actually pay taxes on what you
earned this year.

When this bill went over to the House
and they had these negotiations, that
provision was changed. They raised
that cap from $30,000 extra income to
kick you out of the safe harbor up to
$40,000 in a year of extra income, which
would prohibit you from using the safe
harbor provision.

My amendment, in order to bring
those States that went down from 6
weeks back up to 13 weeks and ensure
they are entitled to the reachback pro-
visions, simply readopts the Bentsen
language. That says anybody who
makes over $30,000 of extra income over
last year in any 1 year, that that per-
son cannot use the safe harbor tax pro-
visions.

The Joint Tax Committee tells us
that provision raises $300 million,
which is, incidentally, which would pay
the cost of bringing the States that
had 6 weeks back up to 13 weeks, and
guaranteeing that those would have
the reachback provisions.

This program has §70 million of ex-
cess funds in it already.

What I am saying is that the Breaux
amendment clearly addresses an in-
equity for these States, where they
were reduced from 13 weeks to 6 weeks.
It addresses it by bringing them back
up to 13 weeks. And, in addition, it
does it in a way that pays for itself.

By reducing that $40,000 provision
down to $30,000, we raise $300 million.
Our program only needs $1556 million to
pay for itself. If we reduce that stand-
ard from $40,000 to $35,000, we would
generate $1556 million. So the Breaux
proposal, by reducing that cutoff point
from $40,000 down to $30,000 generates
$300 million in new money, more than
enough to pay for correcting the in-
equity.

As 1 pointed out, if it was reduced
merely down to $35,000 as the cutoff
point, that still raises exactly what is
needed to pay for the cost of the pro-

So for those Members who say the
President will not sign this, I think it
is important to note that he said the
reason he did not sign the other bill is
because it did not pay for itself. Clear-
ly, the Breaux amendment more than
pays for itself. So that reason, that ar-
gument is eliminated.

I cannot imagine anyone standing on
the floor of the Senate and saying I op-
pose the Breaux amendment which
takes care of literally thousands and
thousands of unemployed citizens. I am
not going to support it because those
very wealthy individuals who have in-
creases in their income in a year of
more than $30,000 may be slightly af-
fected.

Mr. President, we are talking about
equity and we are talking about fair-



32318

ness. I do not think a single Senator
would be comfortable saying I am pro-
tecting very, very wealthy individuals
who have had the great fortune of earn-
ing over $30,000 more than they did the
year before, that we are going to pro-
tect them at the expense of unem-
ployed citizens.

So I think as a matter of fairness and
a matter of equity, it clearly, I think,
makes the argument for adoption of
the Breaux amendment, which inciden-
tally is cosponsored by a number of my
colleagues, including Senator JOHN-
STON from Louisiana, Senator WENDELL
ForD from Kentucky, Senator SMITH
from New Hampshire, Senator RUDMAN
from New Hampshire, I know Senator
PRYOR and Senator BUMPERS from Ar-
kansas and I would expect there would
be a number of other Members who
would be cosponsors of the Breaux
amendment.

So, Mr. President, I will conclude by
just saying I understand the order to
be the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
RoTH] would offer his amendment,
joined I am sure by the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] and then I
would offer my amendment following
in that order.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FOWLER). The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I must
tell my friend and colleague from Ar-
kansas I will not speak all that long.

I wish to compliment Senator PRYOR.
I heard his comments and he made
some outstanding comments concern-
ing the inequities in this bill, and also
Senator CONRAD from North Dakota,
and Senator ROTH from Delaware. I
think they pointed out some real flaws
in this bill, and it needs to be changed.

I know now the majority leader and
Republican leader are working on mak-
ing some changes. I really hope they
consider the advice that has been put
forward by many in saying we need to
have reachback for all States. When we
talk about reachback, I think a lot of
people do not understand what that
means. What we are talking about is
making up for some inequities in who
receives and who doesn't receive ex-
tended benefits if a person’'s benefits
have expired.

Many States would get a reachback
of 20 weeks, some States would get a
reachback of 13 weeks, some States
would get a reachback of 6 weeks and
some States, including Oklahoma,
would get no reachback. I find that to
be grossly inequitable.

I looked at my State, and our maxi-
mum benefit is $212 a week. That is
probably about average in the country.
I have tried to find that out, and we
have not found it out, yet. But for ease
of computation, I will use $200 a week.
It means I have something like 8,000 in-
sured unemployed workers in Okla-
homa who will not get anything, but if
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they happen to live in any of the other
31 or 32 States, they would.

They are just as unemployed, their
employer has been contributing to the
unemployment system for years, but
they would not get the reachback.

If they happen to qualify for the 6
weeks, that is $1,200. If you look at
some other States with 20 weeks if it
was $200, they would get $4,000. Why
would an unemployed worker in Maine
get $4,000 and one in Oklahoma get
zero? Why would one in Kansas get
$2,600 over 6 weeks and one in Okla-
homa would get zero? I find that to be
really inequitable. They may even
work for the same employer.

This bill really needs to be changed.
We really have to make the changes
concerning the reachback. If we do not,
we are going to be giving thousands of
dollars of checks to workers all across
the country except for a few States.

There is a lot of discussion as to how
much this costs. I just asked the De-
partment of Labor. They said $130 mil-
lion. CBO said it is going to cost $790
million.

I do not know how much it is going
to cost. I know the cost already in the
bill is several billion dollars for States
to get 20 weeks and 13 weeks and 6
weeks. So we are going to give them
several Dbillion dollars for the
reachback but we are not going to give
the $130 million for the States that do
not qualify. And that is not fair.

I have heard people say we have been
working on this for months and we
need to pass it now, and if we do not
pass it now we are not going to be pro-
viding the benefits. Frankly, I do not
think that much serious work has been
done on this for months.

I think a lot of people were inter-
ested in playing politics. They said if
the President had not vetoed this these
people would be receiving the benefits
and maybe all the States would receive
the reachback. But the fact is the
President did veto it. I happen to think
the President was right.

I heard a lot of people yesterday cas-
tigate the President for vetoing those
two previous unemployment exten-
sions. I think the President was ex-
actly right. Those bills would have
done nothing but increase the deficit.
Many of us are concerned about the
fact that we had a deficit last year of
$268 billion and we did not want to add
$6.5 billion to it. That is the reason
why this Senator sustained the veto,
and I would do it again tomorrow. I
think the President was right.

So let us pass a bill, let us pass a bill
today, but let us pass a bill that is fair
and equitable for all people throughout
the country. Let us discriminate
against workers in 18 or 19 States by
saying, ““You do not get a reachback,
because your benefits exhausted on No-
vember 17. You will not get $1,000,
$2,000 or $3,000 in benefits as workers
will in countless States.”” We have 10
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States that qualify for 20 weeks. All of
them will get reachback. If they aver-
age $200 a month and they have been
unemployed for 20 weeks beyond the 26
weeks, they are going to get $4,000.
Workers in Oklahoma will not receive

anything.
We are glad that you live in Alaska,
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts,

Michigan, Mississippi, New Jersey,
Rhode Island, West Virginia, and Puer-
to Rico. Puerto Rico is not a State but,
yes, we will give you a check for 20
weeks.

But I am sorry, in Oklahoma, no, you
do not get it; North Dakota, you do not
get it; Colorado, you do not get it;
Delaware you do not get it. You do not
get a reachback. We are just going to
give benefits to 31 States and Puerto
Rico. Puerto Rico is not a State but we
are going to give them reachback but
we are not going to do it for 19 States.

It just happens, if you look at the
geographical distribution, most of
these States are Southern States or
Midwestern States. Maybe they are
more conservative States for different
reasons.

My State happens to have an unem-
ployed rate of 6.7 percent. That hap-
pens to be the national average. I have
92,700 people unemployed right now and
8,000 of them would qualify for this
reachback but will not because of this
formula that somebody put together in
a very hurried fashion and in a fashion
that has been changing.

I have one chart that shows Novem-
ber 14 and a few States are counted one
way, and another chart, November 13,
and a few States are counted one way
there. As a matter of fact, each day’s
chart changes. So a few States do a lit-
tle better as the formulas go.

Senator CONRAD happens to be ex-
actly right, if you are going to have
reachback for any State you ought to
have reachback for every State. If you
do not, you have a gross inequity
amongst this country, and I do not
think that is right. That is not fair. So
in our rush to move forward, I hope
that we consider fairness and equity.
That happens to be a couple of things
that many of us would like to think
that we stand for.

In our rush to pass this bill today, if
we do not have reachback for all
States, I hope my colleagues under-
stand that many States will be provid-
ing benefits for 6, 13, or 20 weeks to un-
employed workers whose benefits ex-
pired after February 28, 1991. But in my
State and 18 other States only the un-
employed whose benefits expired after
November 16 will receive extended ben-
efits. In my State, that will be 8,000 un-
employed people will not receive their
$200 check for 6 weeks.

That is not fair. That is not equi-
table. We need to make those changes
before we pass this bill today.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, we are
sent here, every one of us, to represent
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our respective States. Sometimes we
win and sometimes we lose for our
States, but we often have a lot of for-
mulas.

When I was Governor of my State, we
used to assume that since we had 1 per-
cent of the population in the country,
under normal circumstances we would
get 1 percent of the money, under any
formula coming out of Congress. That
worked.

I have always been chagrined about
the highway trust fund formula which I
thought seriously discriminated
against my State. Under the Byrd
amendment to the highway bill, we
were able to correct the situation so
that my State received nearly 100 per-
cent of what it paid in. We are a poor
State and we make a big effort.

But now I have watched all of these
funding formulas come through here on
highways, on mental health, on Medic-
aid, you name it—I have been here 17
years, been to a State fair and two goat
ropings, and I have never seen any-
thing to equal this formula.

You have to ask yourself, what on
earth were the formula writers think-
ing about? You might just for openers
start off asking why on earth do you
have to get 6, 13 or 20 weeks? You have
a T-week disparity in the three cat-
egories, each one. Why? Why could not
some States be entitled to 9, 10 or 12
weeks? In this day of supercomputers, I
would think that some kind of a for-
mula could be put in a supercomputer,
a button pushed, and every State would
come out exactly the same, that is,
prorata wise.

What is the relevance of the adjusted
insured rate and the total rate? Those
of us who have been fighting for unem-
ployment compensation extended bene-
fits were fighting not for a formula but
to help unemployed workers put food
on the table.

What is the difference between a per-
son in Mississippi or Connecticut who
has used up his benefits and a person in
my State who has used up his unem-
ployment benefits? Because we did not
hit that magic 29 percent figure of em-
ployees who had expended all of their
benefits because we lacked 2.3 percent,
we only get 6 weeks?

How would you like to be the senior
Senator from Arkansas who has to go
home and tell people who are out of a
job and may have been out of a job for
some time, that they are only going to
get 6 weeks of benefits because we just
did not have enough people who used
up their benefits?

I have looked over this formula, and
it seems so unnecessarily complicated
for openers, to say nothing of the un-
fairness of it.

Item two on this so-called com-
promise proposal says all States get at
least 6 weeks. Thirteen States, that is,
States with an adjusted insured unem-
ployment rate of at least 4 percent or
an adjusted IUR of at least 2.5 percent,
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and an exhaustion rate of at least 29
percent, get at least 13 weeks, and 10
States, that is, States with an adjusted
IUR of at least 5 percent or a total un-
employment rate of at least 9 percent,
get 20 weeks.

What if Mississippi had an 8.9-percent
unemployment rate instead of 9? By
having a 9-percent unemployment rate,
Mississippi qualifies for 20 weeks. If
they only had an 8.9-percent unemploy-
ment rate, they would get 13 weeks. I
am not sure if they would not get just
6 weeks. What kind of nonsense is this?

Now, Senator BREAUX is again to be
congratulated on not just proposing an
equitable remedy, but paying for it. If
the President wants to veto this, I am
anxious to hear his rationale. As the
junior Senator from Louisiana has ap-
propriately remarked, the President
said he was vetoing the first ones be-
cause we did not pay for them. Senator
BREAUX says, well, here is a more equi-
table formula and I am paying for it.
So what rationale will the President
use to veto this?

Incidentally, it helps Members of his
own party.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. BUMPERS. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. CONRAD. The amendment that
is being discussed by the Senator from
Louisiana does deal with 5 States, per-
haps 6—now I have just heard maybe 7
States—of the 18 that are not given
reachback. Without question, those
States, in my judgment, including the
Senator’s home State, deserve to have
reachback.

But as a principle, would the Senator
from Arkansas agree with me that
really every State’s workers ought to
have reachback applied? Does that
seem like a reasonable principle?

Mr. BUMPERS. Well, of course, it
does. I would guess that 80 percent of
the Members of this body assumed,
during all the brouhaha about extended
unemployment benefits during the past
month, that in every State unemployed
workers who had utilized all of their
benefits were going to get 20 weeks.

What is the difference where an un-
employed worker who has used up his
benefits is located? That is what I am
saying. That is what makes this thing

crazy.

Mr. CONRAD. Might I ask the Sen-
ator another question?

Mr. BUMPERS. Absolutely.

Mr. CONRAD. We have been told that
if you apply reachback to all the
States, that costs $700 million, and
therefore it cannot be done.

In fact, we were told last night, any
amendment is a deal breaker—any
amendment, any change. They will re-
sist all amendments.

Now, this morning, all of a sudden,
there is a little change, a little dif-
ferent atmosphere. Now we are being
told, well, maybe five or six States can
be taken care of.
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1 just ask the Senator from Arkansas
will not it just be fair if we are going
to take care of some of those States to
take care of all the States that are ex-
cluded from reachback if we have a
way of paying for it?

Mr. BUMPERS. Come up with the
amendment. I would like to see how we
are going to pay for it. I can almost
promise I will vote for it.

Mr. CONRAD. If I might continue, I
ask the Senator, I have the amendment
right here. It pays for it by extending
garnishment to Federal employees.
This bill that we have in front of us
provides for garnishment, but it ex-
empts Federal employees. That is
going to be hard to justify around the
country. Once again, there is special
privilege for Federal employees. But if
we extend that garnishment to Federal
employees and extend it in three areas,
student loans, HUD, one other, we
would raise more than enough money
to take care of reachback for every
State. We treat the workers in every
State who have exhausted their bene-
fits in the same way.

I just would ask the Senator in prin-
ciple if that is not a reasonable ap-
proach.

Mr. BUMPERS. First of all, I think
all people ought to pay their just debts.
I have learned, though, by experience,
not categorically to commit myself to
something unless I have had a chance
to look at it. You learn early on here
that things are not always as they
seem.

But I applaud the Senator for coming
up with something creative, as he obvi-
ously has, in an effort to change this
formula and help the people of his
State.

If I may, just let me close, and I will
yield the floor to the Senator.

Last night there was some mention
made here about some States making a
much greater effort and contributing
more money. I am not sure of this. But
for the edification of my colleagues as
to how these unemployment taxes are
paid let me offer an example. When I
was in business, the maximum amount
that anybody paid was 2.7 percent. The
Federal requirement was a minimum of
3-percent payroll tax. If you were a new
business and you were just starting
out, you had to pay 2.7 percent and the
State paid three-tenths of 1 percent for
a total of 3 percent.

You had to do that for 4 or 5 years,
and at the end that time if nobody had
filed a claim against your business,
your rate went down. And it went down
for every year that you had a favorable
experience; that is, a year in which no
employees alleged they were entitled
to draw unemployment compensation
on your business.

In my own business, I got down, I be-
lieve, to three-tenths of 1 percent. In
the 18 years I had a retail outlet I
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never had one claim filed. So for the
last 8 or 10 years I was in business I
was at the very lowest rate.

But here is my point. The States’
contribution to these unemployment
compensation funds has nothing to do
with what we are talking about here.
Some States, make more generous con-
tributions to increase the amount an
employee receives in unemployment
compensation on a weekly basis.

I can remember when unemployment
compensation in my State was around
$35, $40 a week. Today it averaged $133
a week. The maximum amount is $230 a
week.

But the point is, some States—Cali-
fornia, Connecticut, maybe Ohio, make
a much more generous contribution to
the unemployment fund in order to pay
a higher rate.

People used to go from Arkansas to
California to get jobs. If they lost the
job, they came back home to Arkansas
where wages were much lower than
they were in California, and they drew
unemployment compensation under the
California system. They received more
money than they could make working
in Arkansas.

So all I am saying is that I have
heard that some States are more gener-
ous in what they pay into the fund. But
that has nothing to do with this. What
that has to do with is the weekly com-
pensation that an employee receives. It
has nothing to do with how many
weeks.

Mr. President, I have vented my
spleen on this. This is the second time
now. I know that negotiations are
going on right now on the Breaux
amendment. I hope they will be fruit-
ful.

I hope my colleagues are really con-
cerned about the Breaux amendment,
and its adoption. So far as I am con-
cerned, I do not have anything to do
this weekend. I would just as soon
stand behind this desk this entire
weekend to talk about the craziest for-
mula I have ever seen come to this
floor. I know not one single Senator
who participated in its creation. As
somebody said last night, we are not a
unicameral system. So for the House to
send us a fait accompli in a formula
like this and say ‘‘Here it is, take it or
leave it; if you do not like it, the Presi-
dent will veto it,"” is unconscionable.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM].

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
my State, Ohio, is one of seven States
that is suddenly ineligible for
reachback benefits under the com-
promise unemployment bill. Make no
mistake about it: The elimination of
the reachback provision will create
havoc in my State.

During 1991, 100,000 Ohioans ex-
hausted their unemployment benefits.
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Under the so-called compromise bill—
which it has already been pointed out,
no Member of the Senate was involved
in negotiations and it was the White
House that was dictating the terms and
the House agreed to them—none of
those individuals will be eligible for ex-
tended unemployment benefits. That
may be some 50,000, 60,000, or 70,000 peo-
ple or more in my State. These are de-
cent American people. These are people
who work and gave of themselves and
now need the unemployment com-
pensation benefits to maintain their
dignity; to provide food for their fami-
lies. It is unconscionable that they will
not be provided needed assistance.

The sad part is that twice before Con-
gress passed legislation, legislation
that I supported, that would have cov-
ered these very individuals. They were
covered in these bills because they de-
serve to be covered. Now the issue is
between the House and the Senate, but
the real problem in this instance is the
President of the United States. The
President has put us in this position.
This is not a congressional issue. This
is a situation created by one person
alone: the President of the United
States.

We passed the bill, and then the
President refused to release the funds
because he felt that the recession was
not an emergency.

1 urge the President to take a look at
those emergencies for which he has al-
ready released funds and see whether
unemployed workers in this country do
not qualify every bit as much as those
for whom funds have already been re-
leased.

The second time the President flat-
out vetoed the bill. Since then he has
finally spent a few days in this coun-
try. Welcome back, Mr. President. Ap-
parently he now realizes that the econ-
omy of the United States is a wreck.

I just had some people in my office
who asked how I felt the economy was,
and when we were going to come back.
I am frank to say to you that I do not
think the economy is going to come
back that rapidly. I think the economy
is going to get worse before it gets bet-
ter. This is not the time for us to be
cutting back on unemployment com-
pensation.

But there is no question about who is
to blame for the failure to provide des-
perately needed unemployment assist-
ance. It is not the folks who cooked up
this unfortunate formula; it is not the
Members of Congress who have been
working on this problem for months
now. The blame belongs right at the
White House door. That is where it be-
longs. That is where it is. The Presi-
dent has put us in this position.

Up until 2 weeks ago the President
refused to support any extended unem-
ployment benefit legislation.

Believe it or not, the President had
the audacity to call it garbage—gar-
bage. That was back when the Presi-
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dent was packing for the Far East, just
before his all-important poll numbers
started heading south.

Now we are being told that it is the
11th hour, and too late in the day to
make any changes in the bill. We are
told this is the only bill that the Presi-
dent will sign. I have been in this body
16 years, and never have I served with
any President—I think there have been
five different Presidents with whom I
have served—who has ever attempted
to govern as has this President with re-
spect to a constant threat to veto leg-
islation. It is almost a song that he
sings. Every piece of legislation we are
considering, we are told in the commit-
tees, well, if you pass it with this pro-
vision in it, the President will veto it.
And the President has certainly exer-
cised that right time and time again.

But I say to the President of the
United States that this economy of
ours does not need more vetoes. It
needs more cooperation, more coordi-
nation, in working with the Congress
to help the economy of this country. I
want the President to know that his
idea of an unemployment bill does not
help everyone who needs help. We are
failing in a moral duty to provide a bit
of dignity and a measure of decency for
these unemployed workers and their
families.

There is no reason that we cannot
provide the assistance. I voted for the
previous unemployment bills that
would have helped Ohioans who are in
need of extended unemployment bene-
fits. And I will vote for any amendment
that helps Ohio’s unemployed. If those
amendments fail, and those Ohioans
lose out, then I will have to look those
people in the eye and tell them that we
fought and lost.

I indicated last night that if there
was a compromise, and it was the only
thing to be done, I would not be the
person who objected. Others did, and I
commend them for it. Now we are at a
point where objections have been made,
and we are in an effort to see if we can
craft a compromise bill. The unem-
ployed workers of Ohio are entitled to
consideration. They demand consider-
ation. This Senator demands consider-
ation for them.

George Bush will not have to look
those unemployed workers in the eye,
because they do not attend the $1,000-a-
plate dinners where the President is
spending his time these days. But the
President ought to know that he is the
one that is responsible for the pain
that is being caused those people
today. If we cannot work out some-
thing, it is the President’s fault that
we have been unable to do so.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, if Senator
RoTH would decide not to join me in of-
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fering the Conrad-Roth amendment or
amendments, I be permitted to offer
the amendment in his stead.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Hearing none, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I make a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

As I understand it now, I would be al-
lowed, if Senator ROTH removed him-
self from the Conrad-Roth amendment,
to offer two amendments. Would I be
able to offer either of those amend-
ments—either or both of those amend-
ments—in the second degree?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In read-
ing the unanimous-consent agreement,
since there is no specificity in the ac-
cord concerning the Senator’'s amend-
ments, it is the understanding of the
Chair that the Senator from North Da-
kota would be within his rights in of-
fering amendments to any degree.

Mr. CONRAD. Perhaps I could just
make certain that I understand, Mr.
President.

So, at this point, if Senator ROTH re-
moves himself from the Roth-Conrad
amendments, this Senator would be
able to offer two amendments with re-
spect to the reachback, and either or
both could be offered in the second de-
gree; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I believe
the Senator to be correct, with the ob-
vious caveat, which the Senator knows,
that the Senator would not be able to
amend his own amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have been
listening with keen interest to the re-
marks of my fine colleague from North
Dakota, and others, who have concerns
with the final formula, or lack thereof,
that had come about and has brought
the Senate to the impasse that we have
at the present time. I do not know how
to work our way out of this.

I realize and recognize that for far
too long, for too many weeks, if not
months, because of the insensitivity to
the issue of the unemployed by the
President of the United States, we find
ourselves in this hard-fought clash
today, with competing interests of var-
ious States involved.

I do not believe we should leave here
this week until we have done some-
thing. The facts of the matter are that
many people in the United States
today—not of their own making—have
found themselves not only out of work,
but the unemployment benefits in
place have also run out. Therefore,
above everything else, and above every
other consideration, I think we have to
move ahead and do something.

Once again, I point out, Mr. Presi-
dent, that if it were not for the irre-
sponsible and unrealistic opposition by
the President of the United States, we
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would not be in this impasse today.
Rather, we would have passed the pre-
vious unemployment extension bills
that were approved overwhelmingly by
the House and the Senate, only to be
vetoed by the President of the United
States who, these days, is so far re-
moved from reality that, recently, on
one of his latest trips abroad, he said in
Italy that he did not think we were in
a recession.

Well, there are few people in the
United States today who do not recog-
nize that we are in a recession. If you
do not believe so, ask the millions of
people that are out of work. If you do
not believe so, ask the people standing
in the unemployment lines.

Mr. President, if you do not believe
that we have a serious situation eco-
nomically on our hands today, then
whether you are President of the
United States, a Member of the U.S.
Senate, or a Member of the House of
Representatives, you just do not know
what is going on in America today.

I have taken a look at the measure
that is in front of us. It is not nearly as
fair. It is not nearly as reasonable as
the other measures that have pre-
viously been suggested and passed by
both the House and the Senate.

Therefore, what we find again today,
because of the illogical interference by
the President of the United States, we
have a major problem on our hands
today that would not have been here
had we had a President that was more
understanding and would listen and get
away from the proposition that he is
king of the world and king of the Unit-
ed States rather than President of the
United States.

From a parochial standpoint, I find
myself in league with my friend from
North Dakota, my friends from Okla-
homa, and other States that have been
shortchanged in this measure before
us. Shortchanged, I say, evidently
without any input whatsoever from
Members of the U.S. Senate or the
leadership of the U.S. Senate.

What we have, again, is a classic case
of the House of Representatives, who
over the years have been pork barrel
specialists, taking advantage of a situ-
ation. Whoever is responsible for the
putting together of this faulted for-
mula, whether it was done by senior-
ity, whether it was done with backdoor
deals, or whether it was done just by
accident, it seems that certain States
with great influence in the policy-
making decisions came out very, very
well.

TERM LIMITS

A side issue, Mr. President: There is
a hue and cry in America today for
term limits. As most Members in this
body know full well, this Senator has
been for and has supported term limits
through a constitutional amendment
process for many years. Maybe eventu-
ally that will come to pass.

The facts of the matter are that a
constitutional amendment is the only
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way it can be done fairly. Yet, today
we have all kinds of activities in lots of
States, not the least of which was in
the State of Washington in the elec-
tions in the last 10 days, where all the
polls showed that the people of Wash-
ington State were about to set term
limits not only on their State officials
but also including their Members of the
House of Representatives and their
Members of the U.S. Senate.

For reasons still mot fully under-
stood, the people of the State of Wash-
ington finally woke up. And I hope that
the people of Nebraska and the people
of all of these other States that are on
this populist kick to individually and
unilaterally try to limit the terms of
their Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives and their Members of the
U.S. Senate would begin to understand
what they are doing to shoot their
State and themselves in the foot, if not
in the head or in the pocketbook, with
that issue.

Simply said, Mr. President, it is my
view, and I say this as a former Gov-
ernor of the State of Nebraska where
we have term limits on Governor and
we have term limits on our State
Treasurer—and it is fully within the
responsibility of the people of the
State of Nebraska if they want to put
term limits on any of their elected
State or local officials. But for the
State of Nebraska, the State of Wash-
ington, the State of Colorado, or any
other State to unilaterally put term
limits on their Representatives in the
House of Representatives and the U.S.
Senate without all of the other Mem-
bers of those two bodies being on the
same level playing field is weird, and
vet we have lots of so-called informed
columnists today saying that is the
thing to do.

It is not the thing to do, and there
could be no more evidence of that than
what we are wrestling with here right
now today, and that is that seniority in
the House of Representatives and se-
niority in the U.S. Senate does indeed
play a very key role with the matter of
fairness of legislation that is passed.
And this formula that we are wrestling
with here today could not be a better
case in point.

1 say that to demonstrate how I
think it is important that we bring to
awaken the people of the individual
States as to how this place operates
and how it works. Until we have every-
body playing on the same level playing
field with the same limit on terms and
apply them to Nebraska, Washington,
California, and New York, those States
that do unilaterally put into place
term limits, even if it is held constitu-
tional, we are playing a dangerous
game at their own peril.

'THE HIGHWAY BILL

Mr. President, I would like to make
one further remark about the difficulty
that we have right now. Once again, we
have a House of Representatives which
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is irresponsibly fooling around with the
allocations and the earmarkings on the
highway bill that was passed here in
the Senate last June and was not acted
upon in the House of Representatives
until the last 2 weeks. I predict that
there is a good chance that, after we
finish this battle on this formula, we
could find ourselves in another ex-
tended debate in the next few days on
the highway bill that is now in con-
ference between the House and the Sen-
ate.

Once again, the House of Representa-
tives is making demands, including a
gasoline tax increase, as embodied in
the House bill. That is one of the best
kept secrets in the United States
today. We have a bill that is being
conferenced right now that I am fearful
will come back to the U.S. Senate with
a gasoline tax increase, and few, if any,
will know anything about it until after
the fact.

In addition, I suspect that we may
well see some rather dramatic changes
in the allocations of the States, and I
think most of the Members of the U.S.
Senate felt they were fairly dealt with
when we passed our version of that
highway bill.

So it may be that this debate that we
are having today on the allocation of a
few million dollars on the important
matter of extended benefits for the un-
employed may be repeated unless that
conference comes forth with a wiser de-
cision than I am afraid they are work-
ing on right now. We could have a fight
all over again simply because of the in-
fluence, simply because of the senior-
ity, simply because of some of the
high-powered brokers that find them-
selves in key positions in some of these
discussions.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I just left that con-
ference 2 minutes ago, and I wish to as-
sure my good friend from Nebraska, as
a conferee working with others, we
have strong leadership in both the
House and the Senate. The problems
that the Senator from Nebraska ad-
dresses are being addressed. I see the
Senate standing steadfast in many
areas which I hope will meet the goals
of the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Since the Senator from
Washington does not have the floor, let
me ask another question of the Senator
from Virginia in this regard. It is my
understanding—and please correct me
if I am wrong—that there is being con-
siderable attention given to including
the gas tax extension increase in the
bill that is likely to come back here. Is
that right or wrong?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at this
time I would not wish to address a sin-
gle detail. There are agenda items on
each.

I might say to my friend, I am a Sen-
ator from Virginia, not from Washing-
ton. To the best of my knowledge we
have not gotten persons from the Dis-
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trict of Columbia as Members of this
body yet.

Mr. EXON. Do I take it, then, having
involved himself in the debate, the
good Senator from Virginia, whom I
know very well and work with, is not
able to answer the question as to
whether or not the gasoline tax in-
crease will be included in the measure
that will come back to the Senate for
consideration?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
Senator is correct. It is an item, and
we will be meeting all weekend, meet-
ing every morning at 9:30, Saturday
and Sunday, and the Senator is wel-
come to attend.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator. I have been very much inter-
ested in their deliberations. If I
thought I could be helpful by being
there, I would, and I may be.

Mr. President, I simply say, to finish
my remarks in this regard, that I hap-
pen to very much feel that the alloca-
tion formulas are particularly oppres-
sive and unfair to certain States.

I hope that some changes can be a
made along the lines suggested by my
friend from North Dakota and others.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I will be
very brief. My colleague from Virginia
has also been waiting to speak.

I want to associate myself with the
remarks that have just been made by
the Senator from Nebraska and earlier
the Senator from North Dakota, All of
us feel very strongly that it is time for
us to have emergency action on dealing
with the problems of the unemployed
in this country.

We always are prepared to declare
emergencies and deal with the prob-
lems of people in other countries. We
have people in our own country that
are facing very, very serious problems
indeed. And I join with my colleagues
in saying that we should not leave the
Senate Chamber, we should not com-
plete our work for this week until we
have dealt with the problems of the un-
employed at home.

A couple of weekends ago when I was
in my own hometown of Seminole,
OK—a community of about 8,000 that
has gone through a very tough eco-
nomic time, an unemployment rate
above 10 percent, in the heart of an en-
ergy-producing region that has been
now in a virtual depression for the past
T or 8 years—we had an early cold spell,
the first snowfall in my home commu-
nity since 1913. As I was driving across
our small community two weekends
ago, I encountered a man on a street
corner holding a sign: “I'll work for
food for my family.” He had two small
children in the car with him. He was
out with a very lightweight coat stand-
ing in that very cold weather, the wind
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chilling him, pleading for an oppor-
tunity to work so that he could feed
and shelter his family for that day.

I stopped and talked with him about
the difficulty that he was having in
finding work. It was obvious to me that
this was a proud person who wanted to
work, who wanted an opportunity to
work, but there simply are no jobs to
be found. I feel very strongly that we
must reach out and help people like my
constituent who was facing those prob-
lems. All across the country there are
thousands and thousands of people in
those circumstances desperate not only
to take care of themselves but des-
perate to take care of their families.
And many of these families do have
small children. So it is time for us to
determine that we will not cease our
work until the needs of these individ-
uals are met.

Mr. President, having said that, I
think we should also be prepared to
take as long as our discussion might
take today and this weekend, if nec-
essary, to make sure that this proposal
that comes back is fair. This Senator is
prepared to discuss this matter at
length if we do not come back with a
fair proposal.

I have just as much compassion for
the unemployed person standing on the
street corner—and I am told that in
Detroit, for example, there were per-
haps 5,000 that were not able to find
places in the shelters for the homeless
because they were already overcrowded
recently. I have just as much compas-
sion for that unemployed person, that
family in Detroit, as I do in Seminole,
OK. I have just as much compassion for
that unemployed person in New York
or New Jersey or Florida as I do in
Texas or Louisiana or my own home
State.

But I would say, Mr. President, that
it would be a travesty for us to pass a
bill which takes care of the unem-
ployed in some regions of the country
but turns its back on the real needs of
those in others. It would be absolutely
wrong for us to sit still and to remain
quiet and to agree to a proposal that
does not take care of the people in our
own home communities and our own
home States who also have these needs.

In some ways, the original formula
penalizes a State like mine, which has
a lower insured unemployment rate,
adjusted unemployment rate, because
we are very careful and conservative
about those that we deem to be guali-
fied. It is also because we have had
such a prolonged economic downturn
that our uninsured rate is lower than it
otherwise would be. We have not just
been in a depression suffering for the
last year or two, as some parts of the
country. We have been suffering for 8
years. There is not another State in
the Union that has lost, for example,
more financial institutions, more jobs,
has had a greater deflation of the value
of all of its property, farmland and
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houses and buildings, a depression rate
of 50 percent in many cases, where
homes are only worth 50 percent of
what they were in 1983, as has been
true in my State.

Other States around us have suffered
as well. I see the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana on the floor. He has
had a very similar circumstance in his
State. The State of Texas has had a
very similar tragic experience over the
last 7, 8, 9 years in which we have real-
1y be in a terrible depression.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BOREN. Yes, I am happy to
yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Since he mentioned
the State of Louisiana, the State of
Louisiana began with double-digit un-
employment in 1982. It continued in
1983, where we were up at 11.8 percent,
continued in 1984, 1985, and by 1986 we
were up to 13.1 percent unemployment;
by 1987, 12 percent unemployment, still
in double digits in 1988. And we feel
like we are very fortunate to be down
to T percent now. That is because many
of our people have left the State or are
not making application for unemploy-
ment and are not counted in the statis-
tics.

I appreciate the Senator giving me a
chance to talk about our plight which
is very much like Oklahoma.

Mr. BOREN. I certainly understand
what my colleague is going through in
Louisiana. Our experiences really mir-
ror each other.

As the Senator from Louisiana said,
it is because this depression in our
States has lasted so long that many of
our people are not even counted in the
statistics anymore because they have
long ago exhausted their benefits. And
when you look at the rate of those that
have exhausted benefits, it is very high
in States like Oklahoma and our neigh-
boring States. They have long ago fall-
en through the cracks and are out of
the statistics because they have been
hurting for so long.

What an injustice it would be if we
write a bill here that excludes the peo-
ple who have been suffering in this
country the longest, excludes them
from a reachback provision and reduces
the percentage of benefits they would
get because this rate undercounts
those that have suffered the longest in
this country. It absolutely would not
be fair.

So I say, Mr. President, there is no
reason in the world why we cannot
write a fair bill. We have been sent
here to do the job. We ought to stay
here until we get the job done. But we
should not rush through a bill that
does not take care, on an equal basis,
of all the people in this country that
are suffering.

This Senator will not seek any spe-
cial advantage for an unemployed per-
son in the State of Oklahoma over an
unemployed person who is suffering in
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another State. But, at the same time,
this Senator will not stand silent and
allow a bill to be passed which treats
those in my State who are suffering in
a way that is inferior to the way that
others are being treated in other
States. It does not recognize their
needs on an equal basis. That is not
right. It should not happen. The unem-
ployed in Oklahoma, the unemployed
in Louisiana, the unemployed in North
Dakota are suffering just as much as
the unemployed people in any other
State. They deserve equal treatment
and we should stay here until they get
equal treatment.

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield
on that?

Mr. BOREN. I am happy to yield.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, a per-
son in Virginia who is afflicted with
unemployment, who is experiencing
hunger and pain, that pain is no less,
Mr. President, than the pain of an indi-
vidual in another State. And I agree
with the Senator. Flat bellies in Vir-
ginia are just as painful as flat bellies
in Rhode Island. And we shall not leave
here this weekend until we have ad-
justed this inequity. I join the Senator
in that.

Mr. BOREN. I thank my colleague
from Virginia. I am glad to hear that
there are others on this floor that are
equally as determined that we are not
going to complete action on this meas-
ure until we take care of those that are
suffering across this country on an
equal basis.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BOREN. I am happy to yield.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, on the
question of the reachback, the Senator
from Oklahoma has been very articu-
late and outspoken about the need for
equivalent and fair treatment for ev-
eryone. The argument that was made
last night, I would just like to hear the
reaction of the Senator from Okla-
homa—when I raised this issue last
night I was told: Your objection, your
concern about the people in Oklahoma,
North Dakota, Virginia, Iowa, and Wis-
consin, is irrelevant. It is irrelevant,
they claim, because unemployment is
designed not just for the unemployed
worker. In fact that is not even the
highest priority, they told us last
night. It is to buffer a region from an
economic downturn and, therefore,
only those States that have the highest
levels of unemployment ought to get
the reachback.

I made the argument it seemed to me
it is pretty relevant to the worker be-
cause the worker in North Dakota,
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wisconsin, or
Iowa who is in this position has the
very same problem paying his rent,
putting food on the table for his fam-
ily, as the worker in the State that
gets the reachback. And it seemed to
me that when they talk about places
that have suffered economic hurt,
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Oklahoma would be pretty high on the
list—just like my State of North Da-
kota.

I would just like to hear the reaction
of the Senator from Oklahoma that it
is a buffer in this economic downturn
and somehow our State—because it has
already been so hard hit we do not have
much in the way of benefits—we get hit
twice?

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I agree
completely with what the Senator from
North Dakota has said.

Sometimes I think it would be wise
for those who make these kinds of ar-
guments on the floor of the U.S. Senate
if they could step back and quit think-
ing about the fact they are talking
about statistics or formulas. They are
talking about real people, human
beings who have real problems.

They are talking about people like
the man I talked with on the street
corner 2 weeks ago on that cold day
who was trying to figure out how he
was going to feed his family that day:
Two hungry children in the car. I
would like to hear that argument made
to him. I would like to hear it ex-
plained to him, that this program was
not really designed to help him in his
desperate need, and that he should not
be so worried about whether or not he
is going to feed his two children to-
night. He should be more worried about
some kind of regional impact. I would
like to see how he would react to that
kind of argument.

I think that is one of our problems
here all too often. We sit here and we
talk about statistics, and we talk
about formulas. We are so removed
from the real problems of the American
people who are struggling to feed their
families we forget we are talking about
real human beings.

I wonder how many of us would be
willing to accept that kind of argu-
ment if we did not know how we were
going to feed our two small children to-
night? I wonder how many of us would
be willing to accept that kind of argu-
ment?

So 1 say, Mr. President, I agree
strongly with the Senator from North
Dakota.

I also would say in addition, the way
in which regional hardship here is also
being figured is wrong in itself. I know
from serving with the Senator from
North Dakota and from our joint work
together on the Agriculture Commit-
tee, I know well what his State has
gone through. I know what has hap-
pened to the small communities and
the population loss. I know what has
happened to the value of land. I know
what has happened to the farmers in
his State and many rural States—and
mine is another one—where unemploy-
ment figures have never adequately
counted those in real economic distress
and hardship in the rural areas. You
may have farmers who are losing their
homes, losing their farms, going out of
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business, not knowing what they are
going to do, and they never show up as
an unemployment statistic.

We have lost 150 banks, approxi-
mately, in my State. We have been ab-
solutely devastated. To hear the argu-
ment that somehow there is a formula,
and just because we have suffered
longer we should not be expected to get
as much help—maybe the theory is,
since you have suffered so long you
may have just gotten used to suffering,
so we will forget about you. That is
just not right.

Let us not forget as we continue with
this debate, we are not talking about
pork barrel politics. We should not be.
We should not be talking about re-
gional favoritism. We should be talking
about meeting human needs, and the
needs of the hungry and the needs of
the homeless are the same without re-
gard to where that person happens to
live in this country, or what race that
person might be, or what sex that per-
son might be, or what religion that
person might be.

We are talking about meeting the
needs of our human family, and we
ought to get on with that task on a fair
and equal basis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WELLSTONE). The Senator from Vir-
ginia is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the Senator from Oklahoma.
He gave the set of remarks I wished to
give.

But I do rise to call the attention of
my colleagues to a gross inequity in
the payment of extended unemploy-
ment benefits under this bill.

Because of the relatively low unem-
ployment rate in Virginia, and indeed
we are grateful for that, those who
have exhausted their benefits prior to
November 16, 1991, will receive no help
from this legislation. It is true that
every State will get a minimum of 6
weeks’' benefits. However, in Virginia
and 18 other States, the unemployed
worker must still be receiving unem-
ployment insurance on November 16 to
qualify for additional benefits. In the
majority of States, unemployed work-
ers may qualify for retroactive pay-
ments if their benefits have been ex-
hausted at any time since March 1,
1981.

The chronically unemployed in my
State have the same problem in feeding
their families and keeping a roof over
their heads as unemployed workers in
other States. A difference in unemploy-
ment rates elsewhere matters little to
individual men and women who are
struggling to make ends meet.

As I said earlier, a hungry, a flat
belly in the Commonwealth of Virginia
is no less painful than a hungry, a flat
belly in other areas of this country. I
shall work steadfastly with others to
make this bill equitable to all.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
for a question on that subject?
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Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. I do not know if Sen-
ator is aware, perhaps he is, of the kind
of fatal flaw that is in the formula we
have been presented with. A perfect ex-
ample is the home State of the Senator
from Virginia, contrasted with a bor-
dering State of Maryland.

The State of Virginia has a 5.9-per-
cent unemployment rate. So does the
State of Maryland. But Maryland
workers would get 13 weeks of addi-
tional benefits and reachback. A Vir-
ginia worker would get 6 weeks, and no
reachback.

I just ask the Senator from Virginia
how that strikes him? Is that any kind
of a fair formula?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is
unfair. Last night across national
media, again, was the leadership of this
Congress saying checks will be in the
mail by Thanksgiving. But down in the
fine print of this proposed bill is an in-
equity toward my State which adjoins
Maryland. You cannot tell me a check
will go to Maryland and will not go to
Virginia, so long as I am privileged to
be a Member of this body.

To reiterate, Mr. President, I call the
attention of my colleagues to a gross
inequity in the payment of extended
unemployment benefits under this bill.
Because of the relatively low unem-
ployment rate in Virginia, those who
have exhausted their benefits prior to
November 16, 1991, will receive no help
from this legislation.

It is true that every State will get a
minimum of 6 weeks of benefits. How-
ever, in Virginia and 18 other States,
the unemployed worker must still be
receiving unemployment insurance on
November 16 to qualify for additional
benefits. In the majority of States, un-
employed workers may qualify for ret-
roactive payments if their benefits
have been exhausted at any time since
March 1, 1991.

Mr. President, the chronically unem-
ployed in my State have the same
problems in feeding their families and
keeping a roof over their heads as un-
employed workers in other States. A
difference in unemployment rates else-
where matters little to individual men
and women who are struggling to make
ends meet.

If this bill is enacted as it has been
presented, we will be playing a cruel
hoax on hundreds of thousands of un-
employed workers. For the people in
my State, we will not be helping those
who need help the most—those who
have already exhausted their benefits.

Unemployed workers receiving bene-
fits today at least have a little income.
Thankfully, should their benefits ex-
pire in the next several months, they
will be eligible for an additional 6
weeks. I do not know about other Sen-
ators and other States, but the con-
stituents who are writing me have al-
ready run out of help—and there is no
help for them under this bill.
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The so-called exhaustees have been
hearing for months that help is on the
way from Washington. They have tried
to understand the requirements of the
budget summit. They have tried to be
patient while partisanship has played
its hand. We now have a self-financing
bill which complies with the Budget
Act, and the two sides have finally
joined together.

I know the leadership on this bill has
worked long and hard on this. I appre-
ciate the fiscally responsible way in
which it was drafted. With all due re-
spect, however, the reachback provi-
sion is patently unfair.

The reachback date of March 1, 1991,
should be brought forward so that all
States would be eligible, on an equal
footing, for a degree of retroactivity.
Keep the $5.1 billion package intact. Do
not tamper with the hard fought fi-
nancing scheme. Leave the tiers of 6,
13, and 20 weeks alone.

There must be a way, however, to
simply move up the reachback from
March, and in the process reserve criti-
cal funding, and then allow exhaustees
in all States to benefit.

Mr. President, allow me to recognize
the leadership of the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. ROTH] on this very im-
portant matter of fairness. I strongly
request the managers of the bill to
work with those of us receiving only
half-a-loaf under this most pressing
piece of legislation.

Mr. KASTEN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I want
to put this whole unemployment com-
promise and debate into some kind of
perspective but particularly a perspec-
tive for the State of Wisconsin.

Under the current proposal, the pro-
posal before us, 18 States, including the
State of Wisconsin, do not receive
reachback benefits.

What does that mean? What are
reachback benefits?

This means that the unemployed in
18 States, including Wisconsin, only re-
ceive extended benefits when unem-
ployed workers exhaust their benefits
after November 17 of this year. All the
other States are provided reachback to
cover those individuals who have ex-
hausted their benefits any time after
the 28th of February.

How many people in Wisconsin does
this affect? How many people have fall-
en through the cracks between Feb-
ruary and November when this would
take effect?

We now estimate, according to the
Governor's office in Wisconsin, that
there are between 10,000 and 15,000
workers who would, if this so-called
compromise passed, suffer in Wiscon-
sin.

Under this compromise, approxi-
mately 44,000 to 50,000 workers in my
State would receive benefits. With
reachback—with  Wisconsin being
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treated exactly like the winning
States, the bill would reach between
53,000 and 67,000 people in Wisconsin.

What would Wisconsin workers gain
or lose?

We are talking about 6 weeks of bene-
fits and those benefit checks could be
sent out within 10 days or 2 weeks from
today if we pass the legislation today—
6 weeks of benefit checks, checks in the
neighborhood of $200 to $250 per indi-
vidual per week. This is important not
just because the holiday season is com-
ing. It is important because of the
problems of equity and inequity.

We would have between 10,000 and
15,000 Wisconsin citizens, who unfortu-
nately lost their jobs and are falling
through the cracks because of a for-
mula. They would not receive the exact
same benefits that an individual unem-
ployed in Ilinois would receive, an in-
dividual unemployed in Texas would
receive, or an individual unemployed in
Michigan would receive. Two surround-
ing States, the State of Texas and most
other States across the country, would
receive these additional benefits, the
so-called reachback benefits denied the
unemployed in Wisconsin.

Right now, people are calling up my
offices in Wisconsin saying, when are
we going to receive these benefit
checks? How is this all going to work?

How can I tell people calling me that
workers in Illinois and Michigan and
Texas and in 29 other States that they
are going to get one set of benefits and
you are going to get a different set?
Can I sit back and say this is the result
of a formula developed in the House of
Representatives—a formula that in-
cludes all sorts of things like AIUR’s
and TUR's and ER's? How can people
know about all these formulas?

These happen to be, Mr. President,
the adjusted insured unemployment
rate, the total unemployment rate, and
ER stands for the exhaustion rate.

But forget about all these rates. Un-
employed workers in Wisconsin would
be getting a raw deal if this so-called
compromise passes. That is why I am a
cosponsor of the Roth-Conrad amend-
ment, and that is why I believe we
ought to fight for equity, not just for
Wisconsin, but for all of the other
States that right now are being left be-
hind.

Wisconsin has a relatively lower
total unemployment rate. But if you
stop and look at Janesville, Beloit,
Racine, Eau Claire, those unemployed
need and deserve the exact same bene-
fits other States will receive.

I am a sponsor of the Roth-Conrad
amendment which will provide all
States with the same reachback bene-
fits, and that is only fair. Wisconsin
workers deserve the same as the work-
ers of these other States. Right this
minute, we have negotiations taking
place on this subject. I can only hope
that the negotiations going on will, in
turn, produce an equitable solution,
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and that all States will receive the
same reachback benefits, not just a
few.

And if it means we stay here all
night tonight and work into tomorrow,
Saturday, and on to Sunday and even
in to next week, the issue of equity for
Wisconsin workers is an issue that we
must fight for.

I do not know where this formula
came from or how it was devised in the
House of Representatives. I do not
know what the position of our Wiscon-
sin congressional delegation has been.
But the point is we now are here in the
Senate. Each State has two votes, and
we believe that we can move toward a
solution that will be fair. We are not
seeking an advantage, special deal, or a
special kind of carve out. We are sim-
ply saying treat all unemployed work-
ers the same all across this country.

Right this moment, there will be be-
tween 10,000 and 15,000 families in the
State of Wisconsin who will not receive
6 weeks of benefits of roughly $200 to
$250 per week unless and until we pre-
vail with this compromise. And it is
worth it. It is worth it to spend the
time, to fight for those families who
deserve exactly the same benefits as
people throughout the rest of this
country.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. KASTEN. I will be pleased to
yield to the Senator.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator may be
aware that there is an attempt being
made to put together a deal and the
outline of the deal at least just hours
ago was to add 5 or 6 more States, give
them reachback, but to leave the other
12 States who are denied reachback for
their workers, leave us out.

I was just wondering if that strikes
the Senator from Wisconsin the way it
strikes the Senator from North Dakota
as just being unfair?

I would be interested in the reaction
of the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. KASTEN. I say to the Senator
from North Dakota that, first of all, I
hope that is not the case. And, second,
I hope that if it were the case, and even
if Wisconsgin and North Dakota were in
the 5 or 6 winners and the other 12 were
being left behind, that we would not
recognize this issue here as necessarily
an issue of one State against another;
this is an issue of equity we are trying
to establish.

My hope is that all of us will be here
fighting for equity across the board—
not to leave 12 States behind, not to
leave even 1 State behind. We are talk-
ing about equity and whatever
reachback provisions there are, and if
part of this compromise is the
reachback dates have to be altered
somewhat, if part of this compromise is
funds have to come from another
source, if part of this compromise is
something else has to be worked, the
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key here is that just as all States are
represented in this body equally, all
States across this country and all un-
employed workers across this country
should be treated equally. Whether
they are from North or South Dakota,
from Wisconsin or Illinois, from Cali-
fornia or Texas. All unemployed work-
ers are equal in their despair and in
their pain right now. They deserve our
help and our support.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
for a further question?

Mr. KASTEN. I will be pleased to
yield to the Senator.

Mr. CONRAD. The work that we have
done is to develop two amendments.
One amendment would give reachback
to all of the States, the workers from
all of the States, to treat them all
equal, and it would pay for it by taking
from those States that have been given
the most generous benefits, those with
20 weeks or more, or 20 weeks and
reachback, and redistribute the money
s0 every State gets reachback. That is
one approach.

The second approach is to say that
Federal employees would be subject to
garnishment if they owe on their stu-
dent loan or if they owe HUD. They
would be subjected to garnishment, not
the permissive garnishment but a re-
quired garnishment, and that would
pay for it.

I would like to know if the Senator
from Wisconsin has a feeling about
those two proposals, whether or not
those would meet the fairness test the
Senator outlined earlier.

Mr. KASTEN. I say to the Senator
that either or both or a combination or
those two proposals would meet the
fairness test that we are trying to work
to outline here, as would a change in
that February date, from my point of
view. They key here is equity across
the board, and that we ought not to be
singling out one set of unemployed
workers for reachback and leaving be-
hind another set of unemployed work-
ers and disallowing them those bene-
fits.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair.

Unfortunately, for tens of thousands
of unemployed Americans, this bill we
are now considering is a fake solution
because, if they have already exhausted
their benefits in certain States, this
bill will not help those unemployed
people one bit.

My State of Iowa, Mr. President, is
one of those unfortunate States that is
denied reachback  assistance for
exhaustees. In my State, I believe
there are some 16,000 people who will
not be getting the help that congres-
sional leaders and even the President
and now, of course, the press happen to
be indicating that they would get, be-
cause the impression is out there, if
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you are unemployed and lose your ben-
efits, you are going to get help from
this legislation.

There are proposals which I strongly
support and are fair and reasonable ap-
proaches to this serious problem.

The people from the 18 States with-
out reachback deserve better treat-
ment than in this legislation before us.
They are just as unemployed as those
in States which do get benefits. Unem-
ployed people in every State should be
getting reachback protection.

It is almost inconceivable to me, Mr.
President, that a bill would have been
negotiated to help the unemployed and
the result is that it does not help those
who have been unemployed the longest
and who I believe would fall into the
category of people who need the help
the most.

Of course, no one in this body is will-
ing to claim any authorship of this leg-
islation. It seems as if it was cooked up
in the other body, passed overwhelm-
ingly before most people knew what
was in it, and sent over here on some
sort of take-it-or-leave-it approach.

Now, if you do business that way,
this body, the Senate of the United
States, is going to be basically an irrel-
evant commodity in the debate.

If this happens, Mr. President, this is
certainly another sad commentary on
the way we do things around here.

Some have argued that some of the
past proposals did not have reachback
for some States. So, they might ask,
what is all the fuss about? I think the
comparison is very misdirected.

The earlier proposals, as we all knew,
if we want to be perfectly honest and
candid with each other and the Amer-
ican public, were not going to become
law, and the issue at that time dealt
with whether or not we were going to
pass a responsible bill that was paid
for, a pay-as-you-go unemployment
comp bill, instead of increase the defi-
cit, which is too often the easy way out
around this Congress.

At this very moment, we are consid-
ering a bill that will become law and is
going to be paid for. Now, the issue
that has been so much better addressed
by most of my colleagues who have
been talking this issue, they express it
in terms of fairness, and I agree and as-
sociate myself with those comments. I
am basically saying that what we have
before us is not fair. I think it can be-
come a fair proposal.

There is a lot of discussion going on
right at this very moment away from
the eyes of the public and press that
are geared toward that. I hope those
talks are successful because I would
like to pass this legislation. I would
like to pass it as gquickly as we can. It
is my hope that equity instead of expe-
diency will for once rule the day and
that fairness will prevadil.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5
minutes as in morning business.

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

AFRICA

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the news
from Africa, in general, is good in
terms of human rights, in terms of the
spread of democracy, in terms of hav-
ing an independent judiciary and not
arbitrarily arresting people. It was not
too many years ago when people said,
‘‘Well, you cannot expect that in Afri-
ca."” It is the same kind of a put-down
that now you occasionally hear from
Arab and Muslim countries, ‘“Well, you
cannot expect that.” The reality is
that human aspirations are the same
no matter where they are. People in
Africa and in the Middle East ulti-
mately want the same freedoms you
and I have.

But in the midst of generally good
news in Africa, we have disturbing de-
velopments in Zaire and Kenya. Last
night in Kenya, President Moi ordered
the arrest of a great many people who
wanted to peacefully assemble to pro-
test the one-party government there in
Kenya.

In August, I was in Kenya with Sen-
ator Chuck Robb, and the two of us
met with President Moi and had a very
blunt conversation with him. I remem-
ber, particularly, we had just come
from Eritrea, and I said, if you are to
ask me which country will have a
multiparty system, independent judici-
ary, and not detaining people arbitrar-
ily, Eritrea or Kenya, I would have said
Kenya. But, in fact, it is Eritrea that is
moving in that direction.

In our conversation with President
Moi, we were very blunt in saying that
you are either going to lead the forces
for change or you are going to be run
over by the forces for change. Unfortu-
nately, President Moi is resisting
change, and that can only, ultimately,
result in bloodshed in Kenya. Kenya
has tremendous potential, and Presi-
dent Moi is, himself, a person of consid-
erable talent. But those talents have to
be used to permit the people of Kenya
to have freedom and not suppress that
freedom. One of the people arrested
last night is Oginga Odinga, an 80-year-
old Vice President of the country, who
wanted to join in the peaceful protest
of what was going on.

I think we have to send a strong mes-
sage, and I am pleased to say that our
Ambassador to Kenya, Smith
Hempstone, made it very clear that we
do not approve of what is taking place.
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I think we have to make that message
clear in other ways also.

And then, the other place where
there is a problem is in Zaire. We have
cozied up to President Mobutu, a dic-
tator in Zaire, because we saw this as
an East-West conflict, and he was on
our side. He is right next to Angola,
and he helped us in terms of assisting
Dr. Savimbi. My own belief was that
we should not have gotten involved in
that Angola civil war. But that is his-
tory.

Right now, there is a serious situa-
tion in Zaire, and President Mobutu
ought to leave the country, let an in-
terim government be established there,
and make sure that the people have a
chance to come to the streets. The peo-
ple in Zaire are going to come to the
streets, either to celebrate relief from
a dictator or they are going to come
into the streets with massive blood-
shed. And we ought to be encouraging,
in every way possible, that they come
into the streets to celebrate a transi-
tion to a free government.

Within the last 48 hours in Zaire, one
of the few independent voices that can
still speak up, is Archbishop Mosango,
of the Roman Catholic Church in that
country. A group of commandos—is
about all I can describe them as—led
by uniformed men from the military
came in to attempt to grab the arch-
bishop. His bodyguards prevented that
from happening, but one of his body-
guards was seriously wounded.

There is a calm in the capital of
Zaire today, but it is the calm before a
storm. And we ought to do everything
we can to prevent that storm from oc-
curring.

Again, our stance ought to be clearly
and firmly on the side of human rights
for people, whether they live in Min-
nesota, Illinois, Maine, or whether they
live in Zaire or Kenya. Sometimes we
are forceful in standing up for human
rights; sometimes we are not. I want us
to stand up firmly, clearly, positively,
for human rights in Zaire and Kenya.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

CONCERN OVER DECISION OF AIR
FORCE TO ACQUIRE NEW UNI-
FORMS

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I want to
take a few moments to indicate my
concern and, I might even say, con-
sternation about a recent announce-
ment by the Air Force to spend an esti-
mated $1.5 million for the design of a
new Air Force uniform.

According to Air Force News, Capt.
Cathy McGinn, who is the Air Force
clothing branch chief, is quoted as say-
ing, “We believe we have the best Air
Force in the world. As demonstrated in
Desert Storm, air power has come of
age, and we believe the time is right
for the United States Air Force to have
a distinctive uniform that reflects our
profession.”
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Mr. President, I believe we have the
best Air Force in the world. There is
little doubt in my mind that air power,
as demonstrated in Operation Desert
Storm, has truly come of age. And I am
proud of the men and women who
served in the Persian Gulf, and those
men and women in blue clearly and
convincingly lived up to that motto to
fly, to fight, to win. I have commended
them for their courage and dedication
and the contribution they made in car-
rying the Nation to victory in Oper-
ation Desert Storm.

But I might be missing something
here. I do not exactly get this. I have
enormous difficulty making a connec-
tion between the heroic and successful
efforts of our Air Force members in the
Persian Gulf and the need for new serv-
ice dress uniforms, the design of which
is going to cost $1.5 million.

I have yet to be persuaded that the
Air Force needs to have a uniform that
is any more distinctive than the cur-
rent issue. I do not have any difficulty
distinguishing the Air Force from the
Army or from the Navy or the Marine
Corps. And I find it difficult to under-
stand why there is such a compelling
need now to have such a distinction
drawn in the minds of the American
people.

Mr. President, our Nation has fallen
on very difficult times. The outlook
economically certainly is cold and
gloomy and it is blue. The Air Force,
like other services, is cutting back. It
is involuntarily reducing officers as
well as enlisted men who are not eligi-
ble for retirement. And during these
times in which many Air Force fami-
lies are going to be displaced, I do not
believe the leadership of the Air Force
should be contemplating a new blue
suit.

While that new uniform may be at-
tractive, although I have difficulty dis-
tinguishing it from the uniforms being
worn by USAir pilots, nonetheless
while it may be attractive and it may
be more comfortable, I think the Air
Force ought to be addressing only its
most pressing problems and placing re-
sources in essential services such as
personnel support and health care and
not in designing new uniforms when
the old ones have served them well for
80 many years.

I understand that the Air Force em-
ploys a tooth-to-tail ratio that is com-
monly used to determine the composi-
tion of Air Force programs. Tooth rep-
resents the most essential programs
and elements, and tail represents the
less essential elements. While many ac-
quisitions may fall into either the
tooth or tail categories depending on
the user, there is little doubt in my
mind that the acquisition of a new
service dress uniform is clearly a tail.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFIER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

VIRGINIA AIRPORT
MODERNIZATION

Mr. WARNER, Mr. President, I rise
today to commend the members of the
Commerce Committee, Chairman HOL-
LINGS, Senator FORD, Senator DAN-
FORTH and other Senators—indeed,
Senator ROBB, my colleague from Vir-
ginia—who have been working on get-
ting the legislation necessary to enable
two airports, National Airport and Dul-
les Airport, both located in my State,
to continue with their modernization
program, a program which is abso-
lutely essential to the lifestyle of
every single Member of the Congress.

The House of Representatives has, in
committee, framed a bill which appears
to be satisfactory to the House. I an-
ticipate it will be voted on by the
House and passed in a matter of days.
That bill has been introduced in the
Senate by Chairman HOLLINGS, Senator
ForD, and my colleague Senator ROBB
and myself. Senator ROBB has put a lot
of time on this subject since he was a
member of the Commerce Committee,
and I commend him.

Those of us in favor of this legisla-
tion, and I am confident all Members of
this body basically are in favor of
going ahead with the modernization
program of these two key airports—but
the realities are that some Senators,
within their rights, are looking at this
piece of legislation as a means—per-
haps the word is too weak, ‘‘means’—
as leverage to resolve problems they
have in their respective States with re-
spect to air service from the Nation’'s
Capital to their States. I do not fault
them for exercising their rights, but I
wish to say I will join Senator ROBB
and other Senators in seeing that this
bill is passed by this body, such that it
can be joined with the House bill and
become law before we depart, whenever
that departure date may be.

I wish to inform all my colleagues,
the Senator from Virginia, having the
privilege of being a conferee on the
highway bill, I have taken it upon my-
self to discuss with other conferees, the
leadership of the conference and House
and Senate conferees, about the prob-
ability of putting this legislation as an
integral part of the highway bill, in
order to assure its passage and that it
become law. I fully intend to do that.

It is my hope that perhaps the Sen-
ators on the respective committees in
the Senate; namely, the Commerce
Committee, and the House, can work
out some accommodation to pass this
bill in the normal course.

But, absent that, this Senator is
steadfastly going to work to get that

32327

bill into the highway bill such that it
becomes law, and the modernization
programs of these two airports will go
forward. Otherwise, contracts will be
severed as early as December, and the
inconvenience associated with this
modernization now—which is quite ex-
tensive—will be experienced for an in-
determinate period of time because of
the inability of the authority as a con-
sequence of the Supreme Court deci-
sion to get the requisite financing to
go forward with this vital moderniza-
tion program.

So in a sense of fairness. I am here to
announce to the U.S. Senate today,
that I and others will work for passage
of this bill prior to our departure, and
that my role as a part of that effort
will be to introduce it into the highway
conference bill so that it is sure to be-
come law.

Prompt enactment of this legislation
is critical to prevent the improvements
underway at Washington National and
Dulles from coming to an abrupt halt.

In 1985, I served on a Commission ap-
pointed by Secretary of Transportation
Elizabeth Dole to make recommenda-
tions of how to manage the moderniza-
tion of the airports of the National
Capital. The Commission was known as
the Holton Commission after the
Chairman Linwood Holton, former
Governor of Virginia. Upon my rec-
ommendation, the Holton Commission
adopted the so-called Warner plan for a
review board to oversee the activities
of the airport authority. Under the
Warner plan, no Member of Congress
would have served on the review board.

The recommendations of the Holton
Commission resulted in the enactment
of legislation to lease Washington Na-
tional and Washington Dulles Inter-
national Airports to a newly created
agency, the Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority. The authority was
jointly created by the Commonwealth
of Virginia and the District of Colum-
bia to finance the reconstruction of Na-
tional and the expansion of Dulles.

Unfortunately, the Congress refused
to go along with the Warner plan for
the Review Board. If it had, we would
not be back here today enacting this
legislation.

At the time the 1986 legislation was
debated some in Congress opposed the
airport transfer on the basis that a
local airport authority—particularly a
brand new one—might unduly favor
local interests over the interests of air-
port users. The act, therefore, required
a Board of Review, made up of Senators
and Members of Congress, that could
veto decisions of the new Authority’s
Board of Directors.

On June 21, 1991, the Supreme Court
of the United States found this provi-
sion of the law unconstitutional. It
considered the Board of Review an arm
of Congress, and therefore held that its
veto power violated the separation of
powers principle.
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Because of the Supreme Court deci-
sion, the Airports Authority may no
longer issue bonds for projects at Na-
tional Airport. It cannot amend its
master plans, its regulations, or even
adopt an annual budget. By January
1992, the authority will run out of
money for the program at National and
begin to shut down projects.

The practical result will be to leave
National partially renovated forever,
with a large hole in the middle of the
property where the new terminal is to
be built. Airport users will continue to
be confused, inconvenienced, and in-
deed stunned that this is the airport of
the Nation’s Capital.

The Washington Metropolitan Air-
ports Authority, chaired by the former
Governor of Virginia, Linwood Holton,
has done an outstanding job since 1987
in managing the airport and planning
and funding its improvements. If al-
lowed to move forward, I am confident
that the result will be two modern air-
ports to serve the Nation’s Capital effi-
ciently.

Mr. President, the main provisions of
the legislation are as follows:

Establishment of a new, constitu-
tional Board of Review, with a congres-
sional review procedure adopted from
the District of Columbia Home Rule
Act.

Oversight of the Authority by the
Congress in a conventional manner. If
the Board of Review and the Authority
cannot agree, it will be referred to the
President pro tempore and the Speaker
of the House, and thereafter to the
Senate Commerce Committee and the
House Public Works Committee.

Disapproval of Authority actions
would be by joint resolution of the
Congress.

Mr. President, this legislation has
been drafted in consultation between
the Senate and House Aviation Sub-
committees. It is not perfect legisla-
tion, but I believe it will withstand
constitutional muster and it will allow
the airport improvements to go for-
ward.

Time is short, Mr. President, and this
legislation deserves our expeditious ap-
proval.

TELEPHONE ADVERTISING
CONSUMER RIGHTS ACT

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, last
week the Senate passed S. 1410, the
Telephone Advertising Consumer
Rights Act. I introduced this legisla-
tion in response to the national outery
over the explosion of unsolicited tele-
phone advertising. Many consumers in
my home State of South Dakota are
simply tired of the nuisance of un-
wanted telephone solicitations. New
technologies when combined with the
telephone now give modern door-to-
door salesmen an unrestricted ability
to invade the privacy of our homes at
any time. It is time we liberated Amer-
icans from obnoxious phone calls.
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Unlike other communications media,
the telephone cormmands our instant
attention. Junk mail can be thrown
away. Television commercials can be
turned off. The telephone demands to
be answered.

People are increasingly upset over
this invasion of their privacy by unre-
stricted telemarketing. In fact, the
consumer backlash that has arisen
from the cost and the interference of
unsolicited telemarketing calls has
sparked the introduction of over 1,000
bills in State legislatures around the
country seeking to limit this abuse. We
have heard the complaints of consum-

ers.

This past June, we held hearings in
the Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation Committee on 8. 1410. During
these hearings, we received testimony
from consumer advocates, private citi-
zens, and representatives of the
telemarketing industry. The testimony
we received was clear. The Federal
Government needs to act now to pro-
vide uniform legislation to protect con-
SuImers.

The primary purpose of this legisla-
tion is to develop the necessary ground
rules for cost-effective protection of
consumers from unwanted telephone
solicitations. These rules should allow
responsible telemarketers to reach
consumers who are most responsive to
this form of solicitation, while elimi-
nating the cost and time of contacting
those individuals who would be least
responsive.

To accomplish this balanced ap-
proach, the Senate has passed legisla-
tion that directs the FCC to prescribe
regulations to protect the privacy
rights of consumers from the intrusion
of unsolicited telephone marketing
calls.

One such proposal the FCC would
consider is the use of a telephone elec-
tronic database that would allow con-
sumers to have their phone numbers
protected from unsolicited advertising.
This type of consumer protection has
already been used with great success in
the State of Florida. Another proposal
the FCC would examine is the place-
ment of all telemarketers on a single
exchange, thus allowing consumers to
block calls from that exchange.

Some objected to the original legisla-
tion because of the extent to which it
outlined the safeguards necessary for
the creation of a national database. It
is important to note that this sub-
stitute bill does not mandate the cre-
ation of an electronic database. Rath-
er, it gives the FCC flexibility in decid-
ing the best approach to handling this
problem. Personally, and in the eyes of
many others, it appears that an elec-
tronic database clearly offers the most
promising protection for consumers.
However, we recognize that newer tech-
nologies may arise in the future. For
this reason, the Senate legislation di-
rects the FCC to consider a number of
alternatives.
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The purpose of this legislation is to
prohibit cold calls by any telemarketer
to the telephone of a consumer who has
no connection or affiliation with that
business. Responsible telemarketers
have told me that they will save both
time and money by contacting only
people who are most likely to respond
positively to such solicitations.

S. 1410 also addresses problems aris-
ing from computerized calls. Due to ad-
vances in auto-dialer technology, ma-
chines can be programmed to deliver a
prerecorded message to thousands of
sequential phone numbers. This results
in calls to hospitals, emergency care
providers, unlisted numbers, and pag-
ing and cellular equipment.

There have been many instances of
auto-dial machines hitting hospital
switchboards and sequentially deliver-
ing a recorded message to all telephone
lines. In some cases, the calling ma-
chine does not release the called par-
ty's line until the recorded message
has ended. This renders the called par-
ty's phones inoperable. In an emer-
gency situation, this can create a real

To remedy this situation, the Senate
legislation requires auto-dialer ma-
chines to release the phone line auto-
matically after the called party hangs
up. In addition, it requires all
prerecorded messages to clearly iden-
tify the name, phone number or ad-
dress of the person or business initiat-
ing the call.

This bill also allows hospitals, police
stations, fire stations, and owners of
paging and cellular equipment to
eliminate all unsolicited calls.

The growth of facsimile machines in
the workplace has brought another
form of unsolicited advertising—the
junk fax. Unsolicited facsimile adver-
tising ties up fax machines and uses
the called party’s fax paper. This costs
the recipient both time and money.
The Senate bill requires that auto-dial
fax machines clearly mark on all trans-
missions the date and time of trans-
mission, the identify of the sender, and
the telephone number of the sending
machine.

While our legislation will not end all
unsolicited calls, it will allow consum-
ers to choose how their telephones are
used and requires vendors to respect
that decision. The balanced approach
taken by the Senate, should ensure a
robust telemarketing industry while
giving consumers relief from unwanted
telephone solicitations.

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1991

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, we often
play political partisan games down
here and often times we do not help the
country.

We have been playing political games
with aid to the unemployed for 3
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months now; 3 months in which people
have run out of benefits, run out of
money, and run out of patience with
our political games and legislative in-
action.

This week we finally decided that it
was time to stop playing games and do
something. So the White House agreed
to a proposal and everyone started
talking about getting extended benefit
checks to people in time for Thanks-
giving. But while the speeches were
being made, the proposal was being
changed. Suddenly some States were
doing a lot better than they had be-
fore—and some States were doing a lot
worse.

In my own State of Wisconsin, we no
longer have look-back coverage, which
means that as many as 10,000 people in
my State who have already exhausted
their unemployment benefits are not
going to be helped by this bill. They
would have been helped by the first bill
that Senator MITCHELL introduced.
And they would have been helped if we
had passed any bill 3 months ago. But
in this bill they are not being given
anything. Not anything.

Now, Mr. President, that is not fair.
It is not fair to play around with the
formula. It is not fair to punish people
because we failed to act 3 months ago.
It is not fair—and it is not acceptable.

We may soon have an amendment be-
fore us to deal with this problem. It re-
stores the look-back provision so that
all of the people this bill is designed to
help—the people who are now exhaust-
ing their benefits, the people who will
be exhausting their benefits, and the
people who have already exhausted
their benefits—will be helped. To do
anything else, Mr. President, is intoler-
able.

This bill is based on the belief that
people are suffering because of the re-
cession. They want to work but, be-
cause of the economy, they cannot get
jobs. It is not their fault. So we want
to give them some extra help—some
extra time while we wait for the prom-
ised economic recovery. There is no
logical justification for helping some of
these people and not others. There is
no rational justification for saying
that the people who used up their regu-
lar unemployment benefits months ago
should get less help than people who
are just now exhausting their benefits
at this time. There is no possible jus-
tification for making the unemployed
pay for the months of stalemate and
inaction created by the President’s un-
willingness to act.

So, Mr. President, I support efforts to
restore a look-back provision and cover
people who have already exhausted
their benefits. I understand that there
may be a limited look-back already
contained in the bill as a result of var-
ious State laws. I also understand that
the limited look-back will apply to my
State. But that is not enough, Mr.
President. It is not enough to give lim-
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ited relief to people who have unlim-
ited trouble.

So I urge my colleagues to correct
this problem equitably and completely.
It is the only fair thing to do. On be-
half of the 10,000 people in my State—
and the hundreds of thousands of peo-
ple in other States throughout this
country—I urge my colleagues to sup-
port a comprehensive effort to resolve
this problem.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KoHL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

THE ECONOMY AND HIGHWAY
CONSTRUCTION

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will
be very brief. I will just take a minute
to talk about something of importance
to me while some of the Senators are
negotiating on the extended benefits
for the unemployment compensation
issue.

Everybody is talking about what we
ought to be doing about the economy,
and you can get almost as many sug-
gestions as people you ask. But I feel
absolutely confident that one thing we
can do to stimulate the economy would
be to dump a very sizable portion of
the highway trust fund into road and
bridge construction. I feel sure that
every State in the Union is like Arkan-
sas and has tremendous numbers of
projects that it could fund imme-
diately if it had the money.

Now I am not talking specifically
about the fact that the conference
committee between the House and the
Senate on the transportation bill
seems to be stalled. I am talking about
the fact that the highway trust fund
has around $12 billion in it right now.
Spending the surplus funds would prob-
ably require a budget waiver. However,
bear in mind that this trust fund
money is there because each time a
person buys a gallon of gasoline, they
pay 14 cents a gallon in Federal tax
which goes directly into that trust
fund, and it cannot be spent for any-
thing else except for 2% cents which
goes to deficit reduction under last
year's budget agreement.

So while this surplus might slightly
exacerbate or mask the deficit in the
short term, in the long run, bear in
mind, the money is to be paid out for
highways, highway construction, and
mass transit. It cannot be used for any-
thing else, and ought to be used now.

For every billion dollars you put into
highway construction Mr. President,
you create 52,000 jobs. For every billion
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dollars you put into defense, you create
30,000 jobs. So bear in mind you get al-
most twice the benefit from putting a
billion dollars into highway construc-
tion than you would putting it into de-
fense,

I am not sure what my position will
be on all these various tax bills that
are being floated around here by Sen-
ator BENTSEN, Chairman ROSTENKOW-
SKI, and others. I want you to know I
have some serious reservations about
the advisability of a tax cut, not be-
cause I would not relish the idea of
putting more money into the pockets
of the middle class in this country but
because this economy is showing no
signs of recovery.

The announcements yesterday re-
garding retail sales, in my opinion, are
a harbinger of the tremendous lack of
confidence the people of this country
have in our future and our economy.
This is frightening when you consider
that two-thirds of the gross national
product of this country is generated by
consumer spending. Consumer morale
is at an all-time low, and they are not
spending because they do not have any
confidence in the future. The economy
is not going to be jump-started until
the Government takes some affirma-
tive action. And because of this deficit,
we are very limited.

In the old days—and I refer even back
to the Carter days as the old days in
my book—during the Carter-Nixon-
Johnson years, the Government was al-
ways coming up with programs to turn
a stagnant economy around and get it
going again.

Now there are economists who say
that even though the deficit is stagger-
ing, we ought to spend money to get
the economy going in the certain
knowledge that a stimulated economy
will generate revenues that will more
than offset the cost of doing it. That is
not a new argument, and I am not sure
it is a valid argument. But the one
thing I do know is that we have $12 bil-
lion in the bank that cannot be spent
for anything else, and we ought to put
massive amounts of highway money
from the trust fund into the hands of
the States, right now.

And so, Mr. President, I hope, No. 1,
that the conference committee that is
now conferencing on the transpor-
tation bill will be able to reach an
agreement and get that bill back to us
s0 that we can at least start putting
the money in the pipeline that would
normally go into the pipeline.

But I believe that we, as Democrats
and Republicans, ought to formulate a
plan to dump a very significant
amount of that $12 billion into the
economy. If you could put $5 billion
into the economy tomorrow, Mr. Presi-
dent, and create jobs for 260,000 people,
I daresay you would not have to spend
$5.2 billion on these extended benefits
under the unemployment compensation
laws of the country.
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The reason we have to pay so much is
because we have people idle who have
expended all of their benefits. And
when I go home—as I do virtually
every weekend of the year, and have
for 17 years—and talk to people in my
State—and I have always tried to be a
good listener as well as an educator,
and I think a legislator has an obliga-
tion to also be an educator and on oc-
casion tell people things that they
would rather not hear—but I can tell
you the message back home is loud and
clear. It is jobs, and it is fair treatment
for the middle class.

The Philadelphia Inguirer has done a
three-part series on what happened in
Pennsylvania that ought to be manda-
tory reading for every Member of the
U.S. Congress. There are all kinds of
documented stories coming out today
of the travesties of the past 10 years
and the terrible consequences they
have put on the middle class in Amer-
ica.

So, Mr. President, since there was
nobody else here, 1 spoke really longer
than I intended to. But in my opinion,
If 1 were king and could do it today, I
would put a tremendous amount of
that highway trust fund to work imme-
diately. And bear in mind—I want to
repeat one more time—that money
cannot be spent for anything except
highways. What are we holding it for?

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. BUMPERS. I am happy to yield.

Mr. EXON. I have been listening with
keen interest to my friend and col-
league from the State of Arkansas. I
salute him for making the clear and
concise comments that he just made,
because it is important that we try and
place things in perspective.

However, there is one part of the
statement that the Senator from Ar-
kansas made that I think was an inad-
vertent error, and I wanted to call that
to his attention and ask him whether
he does not agree.

I agree with everything that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas has said. It would
help the economy if we would release
the $12 billion that is in the highway
trust fund. But I believe I heard the
Senator from Arkansas say that that
$12 billion highway trust fund money
was in the bank and it could not be
spent for anything else.

I think the Senator from Arkansas, if
I heard him correctly, knows full well
that, unfortunately, that $12 billion is
not in the bank, and that is one of the
great problems we have with all of
these trust funds, including the Social
Security trust fund, the highway trust
fund that he referenced, the airport
trust fund, and all of the other trust
funds. The money is not in the bank.
There is simply an I0U from the Fed-
eral Government in lieu of cash in the
bank. And therefore the money is not
in the bank available to be spent after
the authorization of the Congress and
the appropriation of the Congress.
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Is it not correct that that money is
not in the bank, in the traditional
sense?

Mr. BUMPERS. Well, the Senator is
right. The only thing we have in the
bank in this country is a $3.5 trillion
debt. Obviously, I did not intend to
mislead anybody with that statement.
It was simply a way of saying that that
money, even though it is an IOU from
the Federal Government—because we
do use those trust funds to build bomb-
ers and everything else is in an account
down at the Treasury. And it is an ac-
count that, when the Federal Govern-
ment does pay it—which it does as this
money comes in—cannot be spent for
any other purpose, as the Senator well
knows. But the Senator, technically, is
absolutely correct, it is not in the
bank, as I wish it were.

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from
Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Lou-
isiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, as we
await action on this unemployment
bill, I think it is appropriate to con-
sider where we are as a nation, how we
got here, and how we get out of this
problem. It is an unusual confluence of
events, Mr. President.

This Saturday, in my State, David
Duke has a serious chance to be elected
Governor. I understand he is better
known, according to the polls, than the
Presidential candidates already an-
nounced—other than President Bush.

In Mississippi, a candidate was elect-
ed—to be sure not with his baggage—
but on many of his issues.

In Pennsylvania, a candidate was
elected whom I consider to be one of
the finest candidates I have seen in a
long time but on a new platform of pro-
grams that appeal to the middle class
who feel disenfranchised.

So, in effect, politically, what we
have, Mr. President, is a confluence of
events where the people of this country
say ‘““We have had enough. We want a
change. We want the middle class to be
recognized.”’

At the same time here we are on the
floor debating an unemployment com-
pensation bill to deal with these tre-
mendous difficulties which ordinary
Americans have.

There are high rates of unemploy-
ment. My State has had double digit
unemployment for almost a decade.
Now, at 7 percent, we are much better
off than we have been. We have come
from a deep depression in Louisiana to
a deep recession, and we call that
progress. But it is really not progress,
it is just sustained lethargy in the
economy and difficulty for people and
the kind of situation that breeds a
David Duke.

But how did we get here, Mr. Presi-
dent, the greatest Nation in the world?
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Back in the sixties the soaring ambi-
tions of this country were that we
could do anything, we could defeat
anybody militarily, we had all the
power economically, we were the great-
est manufacturer, our automobiles
were desired all around the world—how
did it happen?

Mr. President, it happened, I believe,
because Americans do not think long
term. Americans think short term. We
have always been compared with the
Japanese because the Japanese think
long term. You know, they will sit
there, year after year and suffer a little
loss because they are building market
share for the long term. They are
thinking long term. Americans think,
in corporate America, of the next quar-
ter—at least not longer than the next
year. Politicians think of the next
election. And the consequence is that
over the long term, the Japanese get
the markets, Americans get the reces-
sion. Americans get the unemploy-
ment. And then we come in and try to
jury-rig some kind of system to allevi-
ate, in the short term, the difficulty.

Mr. President, Americans ought to
learn to think long term. And we can if
we can get a little maturity in our pol-
itics, in our media—and do not think
the media does not share a large re-
sponsibility for the shape we are in. Be-
cause the media tends to exaggerate
the problems of the day.

What are the problems of the day ac-
cording to the media? The House has
some bank accounts; people take trips;
or that long litany of perquisites or
whatever it is—right or wrong, and I do
not defend all of those things—that is
not the problem with America. Mr.
President, the problem with America is
we do not think long term.

I will go in, this afternoon, to talk
with a group of Senators about energy
policy. One part of this problem is en-
ergy policy because what we have done
is to think always short term. What is
the price of gasoline today? If you can
fill up your tank at a reasonable price
today, there is not a problem. Notwith-
standing the fact that a year ago we
had a half-million Americans in the
gulf fighting a war, there is not a prob-
lem today.

I do not believe we are going to be
able to come together with an agree-
ment on energy policy. I just do not
think we can. Because the different
parts of it offer a little discomfort for
people. The homebuilders do not like
building standards. Some of the utili-
ties do not like the fact that they
would have to compete. Some people do
not like nuclear energy. Some people
do not like the fact that you would
have natural gas moving more quickly.
There are endless objections to all of
the disparate parts of our energy policy
bill. But all we can come together on is
opposition.

When it comes to trade, this country
has been made a patsy on trade for so



November 15, 1991

long it is amazing we cannot wake up.
We have our friends in the Far East—
the Japanese and others—who keep
taking advantage of this country, con-
tinually, year after year after year,
taking advantage of us while we lose
markets to them while they restrict
our products, and we let them open up
our markets. There is not any fairness
to it; there is not any balance to it;
there is not any equity to it. And in
the great American tradition of hope,
we keep hoping they are gong to do
better and they never do. And we keep
losing our markets.

In education, yes, we are for strong
education and we are for all those good
things, but we are not willing to make
any sacrifice at all. We are not willing
to think long term for education. We
are not willing to spend the money on
education that needs to be spent. If
people are comfortable with our sys-
tem, that is where we stand. If it costs
any money on education, do not do it.
If it is within our present ability to
pay and it is comfortable, do it. That is
America when it comes to education.
And we all know that it is a worldwide,
international economy, and we are los-
ing out.

Mr. President, we are all environ-
mentalists now. We have learned that.
If there is anything we have learned it
is that we are all environmentalists.
We have not just learned it politically,
we feel that. But we serve the environ-
mental cause and never think what it
is going to cost. Maybe it is unwise to
even talk about the cost of
environmentalism. But do not ever
think there is not a cost. If you do not
want to drill anywhere in America and
you want to import all your oil, you
are going to have to pay the price.
Right now, 62 percent of the imbalance
of trade is because of imported 0il—62
percent.

What is our response?

I am afraid the only response this
Senate can make to the energy crisis is
to put off limits the Outer Continental
Shelf. In other words, put off limits
Florida, California, probably the east
coast. Maybe that ought to be done.

But it is not much of a response to
the energy crisis to say put things off
limits. So we are paying a price, Mr.
President.

We must also think about the legacy
of Ronald Reagan in our difficulties
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now. When I think about how we solve
our problems, I think about the great
communicator who has sown the seeds
of making things much more difficult.
Ronald Reagan came in as the ultimate
outsider, even though he had been in
control of this Government for 8 years.
The skill, the political skill of this
man to be able to be an outsider who
ran the Government, how he could do
that, I do not know, but he did it beau-
tifully and he made the American peo-
ple feel that somebody else was run-
ning the Government—as far as the
blame—that he was the leader who
made us feel proud and who made us
feel good, who made us proud of Amer-
ica again, who made a strong America,
who asserted its freedoms all around
the world; but in terms of the econ-
omy, in terms of domestic policy, he
was not to blame. It was that Demo-
cratic Congress in spite of the fact that
he had the reins for 8 years.

What he sowed were the seeds of the
impossible dream, the impossible
dream being that you can have greater
benefits with lower taxes. That is what
he said explicitly to the American pub-
lic; that if you can just do away with
the $700 toilet seats and the waste and
the perks and all of those things, that
everything is going to be OK. Unfortu-
nately, that contributes a lot to the
anger out there.

Down in my State, with David Duke
now, they do not remember explicitly
the words of Ronald Reagan, but what
they do remember is that there is an
easy solution out there. If the Congress
would just stop the bank accounts and
reduce salaries and up the price of hair-
cuts and throw those out who are in
and bring a new crowd in, that some-
how things will be OK. That is really
the angry feeling and that you can get
something for nothing. Somehow that
feeling has been sown by President
Reagan. I like President Reagan in
many ways, and indeed he did a lot to
restore the American spirit.

But, Mr. President, I guess ulti-
mately what the American public must
do to get out of this situation—and I do
not mean the next 6, 7, 12 or 18 weeks,
referring to the different amounts of
unemployment insurance—what we
have to do for the long term is think
about the long term, is be willing to
make some sacrifices for the long-
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term, to be able to understand that
good education does not come free, it
does not come without study and with-
out longer hours in school; that trade
policy involves being tough, and con-
sistently tough, as well as being fair
and open; that energy policy involves
doing a whole group of things, not
something simple like putting a solar
array in your backyard.

We have tried all those things and we
know they do not work; that competi-
tiveness means a whole series of
things, including education, including
good environmental policy; that in sub-
stance, Mr. President, it does not come
cheap or easy; that there are no simple
solutions out there.

Who was it? H.R. Mencken said for
every complicated problem there is a
simple solution, and it is always
wrong. In this case, the simple solu-
tions are always wrong and the guick
fixes, like this bill which we are con-
sidering now and which I hope we will
amend as many of us from some of the
more impacted States are talking
about, whether we do this or not, it is
a quick Band-Aid for a bleeding sore. It
is not the ultimate solution.

Mr. President, we must think long
term. We must mature as a nation. We
must get a news media that does not
just look to the sound bite but looks to
the wisdom of things, who helps us as a
nation solve problems and not just sell
newspapers. Frankly, it is not as much
the newspapers as it is the television
who is at fault now, because they are
the ones who are seeking the quick
sound bite as opposed to the deep anal-
ysis.

Mr. President, I hope this country
will come to its senses and think long
term.

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Col-
orado.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. I wish to address H.R. 3575, the
unemployment compensation bill, and
I ask unanimous consent to print in
the RECORD the budget effect of this
compromise proposal.

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

[In millions]

Fiscal year— S-year

1992 1993 1994 1995 qee6 ool
EUC benefits 4845 0 0 0 0 4845
Ex-servicemembers 105 115 120 120 125 585
Schoal emp! 2 20 20 20 100
Job search assist 0 2 0 0 2
Rail Ul 10 0 0 0 0 10
outlays 4750 137 M0 M0 145 5342
IRS debt collect ~L100 -180 160 —160 —160 —1740
=15 T cogs g gy ey
Net outlays 3665 —48 —45  —45  —40 3487

49-059 0—B86 Vol. 137 (Pr. 22) 9
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[in millions]
Fiscal year— Syear
192 1993 1994 1995 qg%s ol

Estimated tax 2600 0 0 0 0 260
Sthool employees 0 2 2 20 20 80
FUTA 0 0 0 0 88 878
Total revenues 2,600 20 20 20 838 3.558

Deficit effect ! T I g

Vin addition, the Labor-HHS appropriations bill will provide approximately $160 million of funding to States for administering these benefits.

Note.—Assumes 3 7.5-month program from Mov. 17, 1991 to July 4, 1992,

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the Con-
gressional Budget Office has not come
forward with a financial analysis of the
bill that is before us. That is a bit un-
usual because, of course, our entire
budget process is dependent upon this
Congress respecting the limits that are
set forth in the budget agreement. In-
cluded in those is an effort to limit the
size of the deficit in the current year
and future years.

What appears to be taking place is
that a bill is now offered to us that vio-
lates the budget agreement in a very
significant and dramatic way, and the
Congressional Budget Office does not
yet have an official estimates.

I think for those who are not familiar
with the budget process, you may ap-
preciate the situation that we are in.
We have a budget. It does limit the def-
icit that this country is burdened with.
But to make a point of order against
the pending bill or an appropriation,
one has to have the Congressional
Budget Office do an estimate that cer-
tifies that it is indeed a violation of
the budget.

This bill clearly violates the budget.
The sheet that I have just introduced
into the RECORD is a statement of the
financial impact of the bill as put to-
gether by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in the House of Representatives.
I have no reason to believe that this
will not be identical to or very similar
to the conclusions reached by the Con-
gressional Budget Office. It shows over
a billion dollars added to the deficit in
this current fiscal year, a clear viola-
tion of the budget. But no point of
order can lie against this bill for its
violation of the budget until the Con-
gressional Budget Office acts.

Thus, if they fail to act—and they
have not acted thus far—we may well
violate the budget, violate our own
rules, and have opened another loop-
hole in the budget. The loophole is sim-
ply this: If you do not like the facts, if
you do not like the reality, all you
need do is not put the report out. If you
do not get the report out, you cannot
make a point of order, and if you can-
not make a point of order, you cannot
see that the Budget Act is followed.

This is a hat trick. This is a char-
latan’s move. This is hiding from the
truth.

Mr. President, at the appropriate
time, I will make a point of order

against this bill. I do believe that it is
certainly possible to amend this bill so
it does comply with the Budget Act.
The shortfall in this fiscal year is
about a billion dollars, a little more
than that.

We are funding unemployment fig-
ures retroactively, going back by sim-
ply adjusting the amount as we go
backwards in time. I think we have the
ability to make this fall within the
budget.

The point I guess I want to make for
this Chamber is that if we are con-
cerned about the long-term economy,
destroying the Budget Act is not the
way to accomplish that goal; it is not
the way to improve our long-term
economy.

Pulling tricks that have this Con-
gress avoid its responsibilities and ig-
nore the budget will not help the econ-
omy long-term. It will hurt it. What it
sends to all the markets around the
world is a message that this U.S. Sen-
ate has no intention of living by any
budget, no matter how generous, in
terms of its increased spending. And,
believe me, this budget that we operate
under is generous in terms of increased
spending.

We are talking about a deficit thie
year that is in the neighborhood of $360
billion, nearly $1 billion a day. I cannot
believe that there is a Member of this
body who can come to the floor and say
the problem with the budget we oper-
ate under is that the deficit is not high
enough; there is not enough stimulus
in this budget for the economy.

That is not the problem with the
budget. The problem with the budget is
that we have sent a message to the
world that we are not willing to live
within any limits. I think acting on
this bill—without ensuring that it
complies with the budget—will hurt
the economy, not help it. It will rein-
force the image, that the Congress has
gathered from financial markets
around the world, that we simply do
not care and are not going to be guided
by principle; that we simply are not
committed to making sure that our
budgets end up making sense.

So while our rules to not permit a
point of order to lie against the bill at
this point, because we do not have the
report of the Office of Management and
Budget, I want the RECORD to clearly
reflect that should that report become

available, I intend to make that point
of order, and that I have requested the
Office of Management and Budget and
the Congressional Budget Office, more
particularly—because theirs is the re-
port that makes the difference here—to
develop that report as quickly as pos-
sible.

Mr. President, there is one other
item that I would like to share with
this body. Many remarks that have
been made in the last hour, I think,
have made some valid points. First,
that a bill which provides jobs for peo-
ple, not just compensation, is far pref-
erable to what we are passing today. I
believe that is true.

The distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas had made the point about high-
ways, that those are real jobs on tasks
that need to be done. I think he is
right. I think he makes a valid point. I
am one who believes that far superior
to simply a handout is a job where
someone earns their way, develops
skills, and contributes to our economy.
It is unfortunate that that alternative
has not been taken at this juncture.

Others have suggested that there is
not a better solution in terms of look-
ing at our budget. I must say I do not
believe that. I believe this Congress
can, and should, make dramatic reduc-
tions in spending that will improve our
economy in the long run. I do not want
that simply to hang out in vague
terms. Let me be specific.

We are spending money to join the
coffee cartel this year, nearly $1 bil-
lion. Anybody who thinks that malkes
sense has insight that I do not yet pos-
sess. Why is it in the interest of Amer-
ican consumers to pay money to belong
to an organization, the purpose of
which is to increase the price of coffee
to American consumers? I am not sure
that we have really examined all the
alternatives. I do not think it is in
America's interest to belong to the cof-
fee cartel. It cost us $800,000 to $900,000
this year to belong. It could cost a bil-
lion more to American consumers if we
reach agreement.

We have a honey program that in the
past has cost mnearly $100 million a
year. It is an embarrassment to anyone
who has to defend that program, yet we
carry it on.

We have a dairy program designed to
increase the price of milk to women
and children in this country. What ben-
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efit is that? Is that program such a
wonderful program that we can stand
here with pride and say we will take
the public's money to spend on that
program? Anyone who believes that,
simply come and listen to the rep-
resentatives of the dairy States—and
Colorado has a lot of dairy. But anyone
who believes that, come and listen to
the representatives of the dairy States
talk about the state of the dairy indus-
try right now. If decades of the dairy
program have been so good fto this
country, why is it simply a disaster in
the dairy business right now? The sim-
ple fact is the program does not work,
and yet we continue to fund it.

We have a tobacco program. More
precisely, we have a program that
helps subsidize the production of to-
bacco, and at the same time we have a
program to urge people not to use it.
Anyone proud of that dichotomy? I do
not think so. I know we have sup-
posedly made the tobacco program rev-
enue-neutral, but it is not the case. We
have in the neighborhood of $1 billion
that is used in financing the problem
now. We could recover that if we would
end the program.

Foreign aid; both sides of the aisle
have come up with recommendations of
how we could take money out of the
foreign aid program. Apparently every-
one agrees, but no one will do it. Are
there low priorities in the foreign aid
program? I believe there are, and we
could save money that way, and I
think it would help the American econ-
omy.

Defense; both sides of the aisle from
time to time have identified areas in
defense. But I believe there are some
potential savings in defense, and that
ought to be realized.

I do not mean to exhaust the long
list of alternatives, but the point is
very clear. If we are serious about get-
ting jobs for America, there is a better
way to do it than a bill that breaks the
budget. If we are serious about making
America’s economy strong, what we
need to do is go back and examine the
waste in our economy that is fostered
by this very Congress. Eliminate that
waste and I believe we will be on the
right track towards strengthening
America’s economy and providing true
jobs.

When it comes to President Reagan—
President Reagan, I guess, is getting a
little tough time on this floor today.
But I do know one fact that his critics
have not addressed, and I hope they
will take the time to address it. Since
President Reagan’s program took full
effect in 1982, this country has gained
23 million new jobs. Let me repeat
that: We have gained 23 million jobs
since 1982.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. BROWN. If I could just finish
this statement.

Mr. FORD. All right.
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Mr. BROWN. I will do it very quick-

Since 1982, I do not think you can at-
tribute all those jobs to President
Reagan, but I think it is not fair to
look at the record of this country since
1982, when we have produced more than
half of all the jobs in the industrialized
nations around the world—I think it is
a mistake for us to look at this experi-
ence. and not have some pride in the
kind of economic record that has come
about from that.

I yield to my friend from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, can the
distinguished Senator from Colorado
give me the breakdown of the jobs that
were created? At one time, the over-
whelming percentage of those were so-
called fast-food, service jobs, and mini-
mum wage. They were not the kind of
jobs that would pay $9, $10, §12 an hour,
that sort of thing.

Can the Senator give me a break-
down on those?

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator makes a very valid
point. Indeed, many of those 23 million
jobs were jobs that were not the high-
paying jobs, that were basic service
jobs, although my understanding is
that many of them were better paying
jobs as well. And I will be happy to sup-
ply to the Senator a breakdown.

Mr. FORD. And of course, what you
have to realize is that you have been
having a $200 billion party almost an-
nually since 1982, And you can always
look good when you are spending $200
billion that you do not have in the
bank. So we have had——

Mr. BROWN. We are spending $360
billion—

Mr. FORD. This year.

Mr. BROWN. This year.

Mr. FORD. That is right.

Mr. BROWN. That we do not have in
the bank, and things are looking pretty
bad.

Mr. FORD. That is right, Mr. Presi-
dent. I am just saying for 10 years we
have spent $2 trillion. Give me §2 tril-
lion; I can take you to a pretty good 10-
year party.

Mr. BROWN. I think the Senator's
point is a very valid point.

Mr. President, I yield back.

Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ala-
bama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the bill as it is formu-
lated. It does tremendous damage to
my State, as well as to four other
States, limiting them to 6 weeks of
extra unemployment benefits.

My State has an unemployment rate
of 7.4 percent. If the Nation as a whole
today had a 7.4 percent rate of unem-
ployment, we would be talking about
approaching a depression, not a reces-
sion. The U.S. figure is 6.8 percent un-
employment. It is a figure that means
we are in a recession, and it is very
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gloomy. The predictions pertaining to
how long this recession will last are
uncertain.

And many people are saying it is
going to be a long, hard effort to try to
get out of this recession. A person that
is unemployed, whether he be in a
State that has 6 percent unemploy-
ment or 7.4 percent unemployment, is
unemployed. He cannot go to the gro-
cery store and buy what he wants to
buy to help his family. He may have to
cut back on the milk in regards to his
children’s needs.

It seems to me that the way this bill
is formulated, making many distinc-
tions, is entirely wrong. My good and
distinguished friend from Arkansas, in
speaking, used the words of a football
coach to ‘‘do right.” It is what we
ought to be doing. In my judgment this
bill is to ‘‘do wrong." I think that we
ought to make every effort to correct
it.

The unemployment figures in my
State are 7.4 percent, which means that
there are many that have drawn all of
their benefits and no longer are a sta-
tistic or no longer drawing unemploy-
ment benefits. We have seen that those
that are no longer drawing benefits
have to go to programs like the Food
Stamp Program. Our Food Stamp Pro-
gram is increasing. The numbers apply-
ing and drawing food stamps have been
drastically increasing over the last 6
months.

This bill with its many discrep-
ancies—like Kansas with a 4.7-percent
unemployment rate yet being entitled
to 13 weeks of benefits under this bill;
my State, where we have a 7.4-percent
unemployment rate, we are only enti-
tled to 6 weeks—how do we work this
thing out? There are efforts being
made. I have been talking to people
and doing everything I can to correct
the ‘“do wrongs' that are in this bill,
do wrongs pertaining to reachback as
well as to the matter of weeks of bene-
fits involved.

I certainly hope everybody will give
consideration to this. We need to ex-
tend the benefits. We need a bill that
can pass and that can pass as soon as
possible. So we need a bill with a for-
mula in it that is fair and does not ‘‘do
wrong."”

So I urge my colleagues to give care-
ful consideration to this, and see if we
cannot work this matter out.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr.
President.

First of all, let me just echo the
words of the Senator from Alabama. I
thank Senator CONRAD, from North Da-
kota, and Senator FORD, from Ken-
tucky, and other Senators for raising
very important questions about the
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basic fairness of this bill to extend un-
employment benefits.

For 6 months now, I say to Senator
HEFLIN, we have been dithering about
extending unemployment benefits to
people out of work. Congress has
passed two separate versions, but the
President has refused to approve any
benefits. What that means is that in
the State of Minnesota—there is the
irony—we now have people who have
been out of work waiting 6 months for
6 weeks of benefits. But the problem is,
with no reachback provision, the very
workers in Minnesota who have been
waiting 6 months for 6 weeks of bene-
fits will not be eligible for those bene-
fits. That is why I thank Senator
CONRAD, from North Dakota, for taking
the lead on this.

I want an unemployment benefits bill
passed. It is really difficult to go home
and explain an action on an issue as
complex as these benefit formulas here
in the House or in the Senate. I can un-
derstand full well why the House
moved so fast on this. But the Senate
is to be a deliberative body. Some-
times, as someone who is so impatient
and wants to see change, 1 get frus-
trated with that. But I will tell you,
every once in a while the emphasis
should be on deliberation. Sometimes
we should step back and ask the gues-
tion: Is this fair? Can we do better? I
am confident that in this case we can—
and we must.

I met with 40 unemployed workers in
Minnesota last weekend. Some of them
have been middle-level managers, some
of them have been white-collar work-
ers, some of them were bakers. I think
that in the case of almost every single
one of those workers, if we did not have
a reachback provision, not a single one
of them would be able to get extended
benefits. I would have to go back and
explain to them that the problem is
they were unemployed a long time ago,
waiting and waiting and waiting for us
to take action, but because we did not
take action, there is no reachback;
they are not eligible; only those who
ran out of benefits after we passed this
legislation would be eligible under the
House-passed version. It is just impos-
sible to explain that to people.

Here is what people know. They
know they are out of work. They know
they have run out of benefits. Several
of them said they were competing for
$5 and $6 jobs with their children and
losing out to the children. I am sup-
posed to tell them that when we pass
this extension of benefits it will not
apply to them? I cannot do that.

In the U.8. Senate each State has
two Senators. The system is designed
to ensure that small States have the
same representation as larger ones and
when we work out these formulas and
agreements we do it fairly and treat
people consistently. I think we have a
ways to go in that regard on this bill.

I want to see a bill passed which ex-
tends unemployment benefits. I want
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to see that more than anything. And I
am hopeful we can work out an agree-
ment so that I can go back to my State
and be proud of what we have done, and
tell unemployed workers in Minnesota
that we will indeed be able to provide
you with some real extended benefits
assistance.

Of course, I remind my colleagues
that this is only a modest first step.
The next step is to focus on our econ-
omy, to do better for family farmers
and small businesses, to get serious
about capital investment, to help peo-
ple go beyond this immediate relief to
obtain a job at a decent wage so that
they can support themselves and their
families. I urge my colleagues to de-
velop a more comprehensive package
that provides broader extended benefits
and that covers unemployed workers in
Minnesota and elsewhere who have al-
ready waited far too long. I look for-
ward to working with the Democratic
leadership today—and for the next few
days if neccessary—to develop and ap-
prove such a benefits package.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

COMPREHENSIVE DEPOSIT INSUR-
ANCE REFORM AND TAXPAYER
PROTECTION ACT OF 1991

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, the
banking bill was held out as an oppor-
tunity to help deal with some of the
economic problems that we have and
give some viability to the financial in-
stitutions, to strengthen certain provi-
sions so as to protect the taxpayers.

It gave this Senator an opportunity
to focus in on an area that for the past
5 or 6 years has been treated with indif-
ference. Why do I say for 5 or 6 years?
Because, in 1985, Mr. President, this
Senator offered an amendment to deal
with the extraordinarily high interest
charges that were placed on consumers
through the credit cards. This Senator
was given hearings on his legislation.
This Senator was promised by the fi-
nancial institutions, by those in Treas-
ury and other areas, that good com-
petition would bring about the kind of
results that would lower interest rates
to the consumers, that there was an
education process that was necessary. I
subscribed to giving an opportunity for
that to take place.

Mr. President, it is 6 years later.
What have we seen take place? We have
seen a lack of competition in the area
of rates as it relates to credit cards and
interest that are charged. We have seen
interest rates go down extraordinarily
low as it relates to the prime interest
rate, as it relates to the discount rate;
that is, the rate at which the Govern-
ment makes available funds to banks,
at 4.5 percent.

I think you have to go back to some-
thing like 1973, to find a lower rate. In
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other words, when the banks go to bor-
row money, they are paying rates
lower than they have since 1973. CD's
today are paying extraordinarily low
rates—some less than 5 percent.

While the cost of borrowing money to
the banks has gone down, we have seen
an amagzing situation in this country.
We have seen that, indeed, instead of
interest rates coming down for credit
cards, they have gone in the other di-
rection; they have gone up. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest that it is simply wrong.
I suggest that not only is it wrong, but
it is an opportunity which the banks
have used to turn enormous profits
that go into the billions of dollars at
the expense of working middle-class
taxpayers.

Mr. President, large money center
banks have billions and billions of dol-
lars of losses that the taxpayers of this
country are going to have to come in
and bail out and, in some cases have al-
ready done it. They have loaned it to
countries they had no business loaning
to. They loaned to lenders they never
should have.

Who is there? It is the taxpayer who
gets stuck with it. What are they doing
now? In order to bail out these loans,
they are coming once again to middle-
class taxpayers with these extraor-
dinary charges.

You know, I have been criticized, and
that is part of this business and, my
gosh, that is fine. I look at the Wall
Street Journal today and they say this
is horrendous. They say: Senator
CONRAD and Senator D'AMATO, imagine
them shaping this country’'s credit
policies. I have to say something. We
do a heck of a lot better job than the
fellows over at Treasury.

Maybe we would be a little more re-
sponsive to the needs of working mid-
dle-class families and to the economy,
and maybe recognize there is a reces-
sion now, and you should not come to-
gether in the collusive activity to de-
prive the marketplace of free and fair
competition, because what I am about
to show you I think demonstrates quite
clearly that there is no free and fair
competition.

I would be the first to say I would
agree with the Wall Street Journal and
with the economic professors who say:
Let the economy work, let the free
marketplace work, let there be fair and
free competition, and you will see in-
terest rates come down, and you will
see people go to those institutions that
offer the best rates. Mr. President, that
is not the fact.

I think that the U.S. Justice Depart-
ment should look into this amazing co-
incidence; it is amazing that 7 out of 10
of the top credit card issuers charge
the identical rate of interest, even to
the decimal point. Citicorp is 19.8.
Well, there is competition. The Treas-
ury Secretary said let there be com-
petition. Do you fellows not regulate? I
agree with him. The Chase Manhattan
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is 19.8. MBNA is 19.8. Bank of America,
which is on the coast, a big bank,
charges 19.8. Centurion, Optima, we
have a break here, 16.25. First Chicago
is 19.8. The Bank of New York is 16.98.
Manufacturers Hanover is 19.8. Here is
someone who says, hey, listen, we grab
anyone that you fellows will not take.
We charge 21.

I would like to think that the Amer-
ican people have a right to know how is
it—and this Senator would like to
know, and I wonder where the Justice
Department is as it relates to deter-
mining how you can have 7 out of 10
charging interest rates down to the
last decimal point being the same? And
the absurdity of the people in the
Treasury coming forth and the Sec-
retary of the Treasury's office saying,
‘‘we oppose a floating cap.”

By the way, what is the rate that we
propose? Almost 7 percent over prime.
Prime rate, for the people who are not
aware, is the rate of interest which
banks loan to their preferred cus-
tomers. They make money on that. So
when they are loaning at T'2 percent,
they are making money, not losing
money.

We said go on up to 14 points. The
cost of money 4% to 5 percent, they are
making three times what it cost them;
300 percent. We say go ahead, that is
fine. Under the cap, there should be
fair competition. We are not suggesting
to you that there are not companies
that are charging fair rates. Some
credit unions that issue credit cards
are charging 13 and 14 percent, and that
is where we say free and fair competi-
tion would be.

We do not have that. These credit
card companies should have to justify
how this kind of interest rate was de-
termined. I think the Justice Depart-
ment should be sure these rates were
not established through collusion and
price fixing. My suggestion is not that
they have been. I am suggesting to
take a look at the facts and tell me
how it can be.

We have a recession. It is a tough re-
cession. I think for us to turn our
backs on the offer of political expedi-
ency and the pressure being brought to
bear by the large financial institutions
would be a terrible shame and a be-
trayal of what we should be about. This
is not about political pandering. This is
about seeing to it that the middle-class
working families of America, the little
guy, is listened to.

I have heard all of the arguments
like: If you put in some kind of limita-
tion, you would destroy credit to
America. Nonsense. Are we really say-
ing that working middle-class Ameri-
cans are going to have to pay the bail-
out for the bad loans made abroad; that
some of these institutions are in such
bad shape that this is the only area
where they can make billions of dollars
where there is no competition? Are we
really going to say that many of these

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

credit cards will be pulled back because
people really are not creditworthy, and
therefore they are going to restrict
their credit? Does that mean to say
that because there are credit cards
being sent to everyone, regardless of
whether or not they have the ability
and should be getting credit, that the
millions of people who are good, hard-
working, decent people and who should
enjoy good credit are going to have to
pay extraordinarily high rates?

That is what is happening. We are
paying; working middle-class families
are paying for people who are bad cred-
it risks. What kind of free economic
system is this? If you want to make
that judgment based on their ability to
pay, based upon their risk, that is one
thing. I want to say that we have a
stacked deck here. It is our job to
knock down that wall, to see to it that
the free economic system works.

I hear all of the free marketeers
come up here and say to me: You want
to try to regulate the economy. No, I
do not want to try to do that. I want to
see that that ebb and flow, as it relates
to the free market system, is allowed
to go and that it does not have these
artificial barriers right down to the
very decimal point that killed competi-
tion and makes a mockery of it.

Let me tell you what is taking place
now. We have a full court press. This is
a stack of faxes that my office has re-
ceived here in Washington, and it came
over directed by Citicorp from their
various offices, and the people are
being told instructions: All officers and
staff are to sign a copy of this letter
and fax it today to their Senator. Then
they list the various fax numbers. This
is what Citicorp has done. I have an-
other 500 of these in my New York of-
fice. And literally, as we speak, the fax
machine is tied up with these ridicu-
lous letters, the same one coming:

DEAR SENATOR: I urge you to vote against
S. 453. It will hurt consumers and banks
alike, and will have a devasting impact on
the U.8. economy.

The purpose is that it relates to try-
ing to see to it that there is free and
fair competition.

My legislation should not be re-
quired. I will tell you that. I think it is
absolutely a shame that we have to
reach that point to see to it that there
is real competition, that we have to
offer legislation like this.

Let me ask you, How is it that the
President of the United States has to
say lower your credit charges? How is
it the people could say if you are going
to pass this legislation that somehow
you are not going to have people mak-
ing purchases?

Let me suggest to you that as a re-
sult of this kind of rate, 19.8 percent
and higher, that there are $7.56 to $10
billion over the 14 percent mark that
are being paid to the banks, to the
credit card companies, and they are
not purchasing goods and services; that
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is $7.5 to $10 billion that could go into
the economy, that could buy goods,
household wares, and services that peo-
ple need. That is what the economy
needs.

It does not need usurious rates that
are going to deprive the economy of
that kind of economic stimulus that
will put people to work. Why is it that
someone who has a mortgage can ob-
tain a mortgage on a $100,000 home at
9.5 percent, 10 percent, but if that same
person goes to make a $560 purchase he
or she are going to be required to pay
20 percent? The same person, same
credit rating, 20 percent.

Because you know why? He or she
does not have the ability really to shop
around, not if you have this kind of
price structuring and this kind of
tiering. To come in here and say you
can go down and find a bank 1,500 miles
from where you live offering a wonder-
ful rate. People are supposed to know
that. Where we see advertising, I bet
the big bankers are running out to post
their advertisements to show people
they are willing to advertise.

Then we hear the nonsense they are
going to restrict and pull bank credit
cards if this legislation passes.

Let me suggest to you this is an op-
portunity for us to show that we are
going to stand up for what is right. I
think that we have an obligation to see
to it, notwithstanding some of the
large money center banks may have
some real difficulties, that they make
fair and reasonable profits but if they
do not fairly compete as the law re-
quires there be action brought against
them.

I defy us to see any other industry
that could get away with this kind of
sitnation. The Federal Trade Commis-
sion or Justice Department would be
down on their back. How is it this has
been allowed to take place? I think we
better stand up and do what is right.

I have no illusions, no illusions about
the tremendous pressures that are
being brought upon Members of this
body, Members of the Congress, and the
administration and the tales of woe
that are being spilled out and how it is
we are going to let the politicians get
in and destroy the free market system.
I am going to suggest to you that we
have no free market system where this
kind of market manipulation is taking
place. I suggest to you it is an aberra-
tion.

And as a matter of fact people can
fool around with the figures and num-
bers. When it really comes down to it,
each of us know what is taking place.
There is a bailout. This is a bailout be-
cause of the bad loans that were made.
And who is bailing them out? The little
guy, working middle-class families, the
guys who need the credit. Is the free
market system free competition? Not
on your life. Not when 8 out of 10 are
charging more than 19.8, and 7 of them
are changing exactly the same.
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You know, credit card issuers are
upset at my amendment and maybe
part of why they are so upset is be-
cause they have been found out. We are
finally questioning their tactics and
asking them to justify their high rates.
I have yet to hear a convincing argu-
ment that consumers should be
charged almost four times for the cost
of the funds that the banks purchase.

Maybe it is about time we told the
emperor that he has no clothes and
right now the emperor is desperately
trying to cover himself up and we all
know that he has already been exposed.
I think Members of this body, and
hopefully the Members of the House
understand it, and I do not think that
we should back down because there are
those who are going to say this is noth-
ing but politics.

The Senators and I know what this
is. Maybe it is an attempt on our part
to do what is right. How dare people
say that is because something is right
and it may make sense to the public
and therefore it should be questioned?

It seems to me that if something is
popular, if something is right, if some-
thing is justified, then we should un-
dertake to do that which is right. Let
us do the right thing because it is the
right thing to do, not because it is sim-
ply popular.

In this case, if there is an additional
benefit let us give that benefit of the
doubt to the little guy, to the
consumer, and let us begin to show him
that we do care, because 1 think there
is a cynicism in this country that was
depicted in the last election that says,
institutions do not care, at the State
level, at the local level, and certainly
at the national level. They have their
special interests that they protect.

I would suggest that this situation
depicts that we at the very best have
been asleep at the switch, and if we are
going to turn our back and allow this
situation to continue then at the very
best we could be accused of indiffer-
ence, and I think in most cases we
could be accused of yielding to the spe-
cial interests of the large money center
banks and those who they are able to
reach with their great power,

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. D’AMATO. Certainly.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first of
all, by way of introduction, I just say I
was proud to join the Senator from
New York, the Senator from Connecti-
cut, in offering the amendment to re-
strict the interest on the credit cards.
We have heard ever since we success-
fully agreed to that amendment in an
overwhelming vote on the floor of the
Senate, T4 to 19, with the leadership of
the Senator from New York, that
somehow we are interfering in the mar-
ket. Interfering in the market—that is
the charge that is being leveled against
it.
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I am certain the Senator from New
York has had the big banks contacting
him just the way they come in and con-
tact me. And they have been throwing
up their hands in hysteria saying, my
God, look what you have done now.
You are going to restrict us to only 14
percent on these credit cards—down
from 19.8 percent that almost all of
them are charging—and they say you
are interfering in the market.

I just asked the Senator from New
York, would these numbers not sug-
gest, these numbers that show 7 of the
10 biggest issuers are all charging an
identical rate of 19.8 percent, and indi-
cate that the market is not working
and that perhaps the reason it is not
working is because consumers are cap-
tives to the credit cards that they cur-
rently have, and that these people who
have a $2,000 or $3,000 outstanding debt
cannot go to a lower-interest credit
card? Would that not suggest itself as
the reality of the marketplace?

Mr. D’AMATO. I think my friend and
colleague has absolutely touched upon
what takes place in millions of Amer-
ican homes, that there was no real op-
portunity initially, that the rates were
all uniform, and that once a person is
paying this extraordinarily high rate,
and by the way again to the very deci-
mal point, 19.8, no attempt at competi-
tion, that it becomes impossible for
them to move to obtain a lower credit
rating at some other institution carry-
ing that huge debt. So they are sad-
dled, they are stuck.

I would also suggest that what we are
attempting to do is to break down this
wall and allow the free marketplace to
operate because we have put a cap that
moves up and down tied to a very rel-
evant figure, the cost of money. What
is the cost of money? What is a fair re-
turn? Is a fair return 300 percent, 200
percent.

As a matter of fact, we have provided
a huge margin, a huge margin. People
in almost every industry including the
bank industry would be delighted to
make that kind of a profit.

So, I think one of the very telling
points that my colleague makes is the
fact that what we are attempting to do
is tear down this wall and allow that
free market system to operate.

And I also think it is unfortunate
that we had to put forth this legisla-
tion, that this situation was allowed to
come to be, that the Treasury Depart-
ment and others should have been
looking at what was taking place and
say, hey, fellows, this is not fair and
free competition. You are not compet-
ing for these dollars. You are happy to
have this captive market.

I thank my friend for the observation
that was made and for his support.

Mr, CONRAD. If I might just ask one
further question: We have now seen the
big credit card issuers engage in scare
tactics, at least that would be my ter-
minology. I read in the paper this
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morning that if our legislation be-
comes law after having been passed in
the Senate, 60 million people will lose
their credit cards.

Sixty million people are going to
have their credit cards taken away if
the credit card companies cannot
charge 19.8 percent interest. I just ask
the Senator from New York his reac-
tion to those scare tactics.

(Mr. BRYAN assumed the chair.)

Mr. D'AMATO. Well they are exactly
what the Senator from North Dakota
indicated; they are scare tactics. They
are not tied to anything reasonable.
Those people who already have credit
and who are good payers, who are most
of the people of this country, will con-
tinue to get that credit because there
is still a big profit that can and will be
earned at the 14-percent level. And that
is tied again to that IRS rate.

The fact is that they may have better
practices be more discriminate as it re-
lates to the manner in which these
credit cards are doled out. It is like
giving someone a quick fix. It is like
getting them entrapped on drugs.

One of the most incredible drugs, the
addictive propensities which are in-
credible, is crack. Do you know I have
been told that some youngsters are in-
duced to take that first drug that first
time and the drug is given to them or
given to them for a $1 or $2; addictive
propensities. are such that thereafter
there was a tremendous crash.

Let me suggest to you that is the
same kind of manipulation that has
taken place all too often, that young-
sters who have no jobs and people who
do not have the ability to make a rea-
sonable opportunity to pay back are
given this addictive drug. And for
someone to suggest that is good for the
economy for people who should not be
induced to go out and run up charges at
20 percent interest—and why? Because
the 50 and 60 million hardworking mid-
dle-class Americans who do pay are
going to pick up the expenses because
the charges are so high.

That is wrong. Why should they be
paying an extra $10 billion in charging
this interest. By the way, the total in-
terest is well over $20 billion. But $10
billion., Then we have $7.5 to $10 billion
that would be working, middle-class
families’ money that they could keep.
They could either save it, spend it, buy
goods and services.

This is also going to create jobs. We
often hear that a billion dollars in the
economy produces anywhere—depend-
ing upon if it is defense or other ori-
ented—anywhere from 30,000 to 50,000
jobs. If you have $7 billion—take the
low figure—8§7 billion at 30,000 jobs, we
are talking about a lot of man-years, a
lot of jobs that are going to be created
if we want to get out of an economic
recession.

Then we hear this gibberish that
comes from some economist in the
Treasury Department that somehow
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the higher interest rates are good. I
cannot believe it. I was at lunch with
the President. I think I was. He said
banks ought to lower their interest
rates. Now what is this? Do you mean
when the President said you ought to
lower your interest rates, that is good;
when Congress then comes and puts on
a floating cap, that is bad?

If the President recognized the inter-
est rates were too high, how is it, now
that we have adopted this, that some-
how we are doing a disservice? Why is
that? Who is talking politics and who
is talking about what is right?

So Citicorp, you cannot make a prof-
it any other way, you are running this
into the ground, you are loaning mil-
lions of dollars to crooks and despots
throughout the country. The American
taxpayers had to bail you out. Now,
when we say, hey, knock it off, we be-
come the villians and you send thou-
sands of these pieces of garbage over
here. The guys says, send them to your
Senators. Same letter. And I will go
upstairs in my room and I will have an-
other pile, 300 more coming over the
fax machine, the same thing. And this
is supposed to convince us.

Then they call every stockbroker
who scrutinizes these things and say
‘“You know what? You are going to lose
your piece of action. We will not be
able to do this.” So they call up and
say ‘‘Alfonse, what are you doing?
What are you doing?"

Stand up at some point in time for
the people of this country. Give them a
break. Do not continue business as
usual.

What do I think is going to take
place? Well, I have to tell you. It will
be interesting to see whether or not
this system is going to stand up and do
what is right.

I am not suggesting this because of
the pride of authorship. I know the
Senator from North Dakota was a co-
sponsor and worked on this legislation
with me. He is not going to say it has
to be exactly this bill. But do not come
and give the people a piece of baloney
with a study. Do not say we are going
to study this, we are going look at this,
we are to see. And do not let these peo-
ple who say, '‘Oh, we don't want to reg-
ulate capital”—what do you think has
been going on here? They regulated it.
They kept it controlled.

It is not a free market. My uncle
Louie could do better at pretending
that was a free market. He would have
changed a couple of decimal points. He
would have made one 18.89.

They have numbers like the *‘4" that
says if you have preferred credit we are
going to do something, we are going to
give you a little lower rate.

1 thank my colleague and my friend
for being strong and supportive. It is
going to be a real test of all of the in-
stitutions, the institutions of Govern-
ment. And, sure, this may be a popular
measure, but you know that does not
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mean it is any less right to say that we
should not permit usury, because that
is exactly what this is. This is usury.
Mr. CONRAD. I thank my colleague.
Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is rec-
ognized.

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1991

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise
today to join the chorus of voices in
this body calling for fairness in the
process by which our Nation’s long-
term unemployed receive extended ben-
efits.

This unemployment measure, unlike
its predecessors, does not meet the
shortterm needs of those individuals it
is designed to help. It does not meet
these needs because an arbitrary set of
requirements were introduced as the
criteria for receiving additional bene-
fits. Some States, like my own State of
Alabama, faired much better, under the
previous set of criteria. Individuals in
other States will receive additional ex-
tended benefits under the plan before
us today. Certain States that have
identical unemployment rates receive
different rates of extended benefits. In-
dividuals in 18 States that do not meet
certain criteria receive no reachback
provisions. None of this is fair or
makes any sense.

We are presented with a bill based on
criteria such as the adjusted rate of in-
sured unemployment, the exhaustion
rate, the rate of total unemployment,
rounding, and reachback.

How am I going to explain to my con-
stituents in Alabama that under this
plan they will only receive an addi-
tional 6 weeks of unemployment bene-
fits, instead of the 13 weeks that they
would have received under passed legis-
lation, because the exhaustion rate in
Alabama was not high enough?

How am I going to explain to my con-
stituents in Alabama that the adjusted
rate of insured unemployment was not
high enough?

How am I going to explain to my fel-
low Alabamians that they are only
going to receive 6 weeks of unemploy-
ment compensation because the re-
quirements for 13 weeks of additional
unemployment benefits are different
than the requirements for 20 weeks of
additional benefits?

How am I going to explain to my con-
stituents that even though the unem-
ployment rate in Alabama is higher
than in New York, they only receive 6
weeks of additional benefits, while New
Yorkers receive 20 weeks?

How am I going to explain to the peo-
ple of Alabama that they will only re-
ceive 6 weeks of additional benefits
when their neighbors in Georgia and
Florida, receive 13 weeks of extended
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benefits and their neighbors in Mis-
sissippi receive 20 weeks of additional
benefits?

Mr. President, the simple fact is that
I am not going to be able to convince,
and I would not try to convince, the
people of my State Alabama that this
is a fair process before us. And it is not
a fair process.

Now is the time we must make an
extra effort to help individuals and
families who have become the victims
of this dismal economic climate. Ex-
tending unemployment benefits may
make the difference between having
food on the table or not, paying the
rent or mortgage on time or not, put-
ting gas in the car or not. For a family
struggling to make ends meet, the ex-
tension of unemployment benefits may
be the one thing that enables them to
stay above the poverty line.

Mr. President, we will not be able to
assist these victims unless we change
the formula by which these standards
have been arrived at. Let us make this
a fair process.

Mr. President, we will not be able to
assist these victims in my State and
others unless we change the formula by
which these standards have been ar-
rived. I hope during this debate today
we are going to be able to change this
equation. We need to make this a fair

process.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

Mr. SHELBY. I will be glad to yield
to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. I want to ask a gues-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Alabama. The bills we passed before
provided in each instance, in two in-
stances, for 13 weeks of additional ben-
efits for Alabama. Then this bill comes
down and provides only 6 weeks.

Mr. SHELBY. That is exactly right.

Mr. HEFLIN. When the White House
got involved in this, and they came up
with this agreement, it changed the 13
weeks of benefits that we previously
had in the two other proposals to only
6 weeks. Is there any real reason why
that should have occurred?

Mr. SHELBY. I believe, if the Sen-
ator will let me answer, I believe that
people have been tinkering with the
formula. We passed this and we had 13
weeks. A lot of us were led to believe
this was a fair formula that we have.
But once you examine it, you see the
discrimination. And it certainly dis-
criminates against my State and
yours, and a lot of others.

This measure is not fair. We have to
change it.

Mr, HEFLIN. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG] is recognized.

ABORTION RIGHTS IN THE
MILITARY

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise to report on an injustice that was
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done last night to American service
women and military dependents living
overseas. What we saw was a SOITY ex-
hibit of unconcern about women's
rights if they are in the military.

We have seen the most callous dis-
regard of rights provided by law for
those who have volunteered—because
that is the only way they get into the
service now—for those who have volun-
teered to serve their country, serve it
overseas, as well as those military fam-
ily dependents who are with them.

The Defense appropriations conferees
voted last night to drop a provision
that would have overturned a 1988 De-
partment of Defense directive that pre-
vents servicewomen and military de-
pendents from receiving privately fi-
nanced abortions in overseas military
medical facilities. This action was
taken at the behest of the President
and was an enormous disservice to our
servicewomen and military dependents.

By the way, there are 65,000 women
serving abroad and 400,000 dependents.
Last night, they were told that they
are not able to have the same services
available to them as those service peo-
ple who are here stateside or any other
citizen of this country.

I have heard a lot of comments about
this so-called military abortion provi-
sion. This issue here is not the legality
of abortion. Roe versus Wade is the law
of the land. The issue here is whether
or not a servicewoman who is stationed
overseas leaves her constitutional
rights at the U.S. border when she is
shipped overseas to defend our country.

It does not matter whether it is the
Persian Gulf or Europe or Japan or any
other theater in which we operate.

In countries like the Philippines,
Panama, and Saudi Arabia, abortion is
not permitted. A servicewoman who
seeks to terminate a pregnancy in
those countries must either try to ob-
tain an unsafe, back alley abortion or
travel all the way back to the United
States or some other country to re-
ceive these health services.

Mr. President, the only way that this
individual can get a flight back to the
United States, or to another country,
is an on-available-seat basis. So that
means that a woman who may be in
the first trimester who wants to rid
herself of a pregnancy may be forced to
wait into the second trimester, or from
the second trimester into the third tri-
mester, at which point the law
changes. It is terribly unfair.

What happens if this is a child of a
military family who may want to have
a mother or a father accompany her?
Or what happens if there is a complica-
tion?

Mr, President, what we have seen is
the military gets involved in abortions
if there is a botched abortion in a back
alley someplace. Then the military
hospital takes over and provides the
care. So that really involves the Gov-
ernment in the abortion process.
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Mr. President, during the conference,
no conferee chose to defend the Depart-
ment of Defense policy. That is because
it is indefensible and was arbitrarily
changed in 1988 without any direction
from Congress or warning to the pub-
lic. The only objection to this provi-
sion in conference was that the Presi-
dent was threatening to veto the entire
Defense appropriations bill over this
provision.

Let me repeat, the President stated
that he would block expenditures de-
signed to ensure our national security
over a provision that would allow serv-
icewomen to exercise their constitu-
tional rights overseas; that he would,
in fact, veto a bill appropriating $300
billion—necessary to pay service peo-
ple's wages, to provide the equipment
that they need, to provide the food, to
provide the medical care—he would
veto that bill over the question of
whether or not a servicewoman or de-
pendent is entitled, at their own ex-
pense, to have an abortion in a safe,
clean, and effective medical facility.
This is not typical Bush administra-
tion government by veto, this is gov-
ernment by threat of veto.

The current DOD policy either forces
servicewomen to obtain unsafe, back
alley abortions or forces them to take
leave and try to get space available to
travel back to the United States or
some other country to exercise their
U.S. constitutional rights. If it were
not for this arbitrary DOD directive,
servicewomen and military dependents
could receive privately funded—again,
they pay for it—reproductive health
care at safe, accessible U.S. military
medical facilities overseas.

But in order to receive safe reproduc-
tive health care, servicewomen must
wait and try to travel all the way back
to the United States, even though it is
available right on the base. This is dis-
graceful. Can you imagine if DOD pol-
icy forced servicemen with prostate
cancer or another health problem to
take leave and try to get a space avail-
able to travel back to the United
States to receive appropriate medical
care even though it was available right
on the base? What a cry we would hear
throughout the country.

The U.S. military initially built U.S.
medical facilities on our overseas bases
because our service members are often
stationed in countries where safe
health care is not available. However,
because of the 1988 directive, service-
men can receive all types of medical
care at these facilities but service-
women cannot.

Mr. President, this is a disturbing
turn of events. This body passed the
DOD appropriations bill by an over-
whelming margin. The House had this
provision in its authorization bill. The
Senator from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH] had
a cloture vote on this floor that ob-
tained 58 votes, two short of cloture;
but 58 votes, a significant majority, to
correct this policy.
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Mr. President, it is disturbing, but I
speak for myself, and I know that I
also speak for Senator WIRTH, when I
say we are going to continue to work
hard to overturn this directive to re-
store the rights of the woman who
serve us so valiantly, wherever asked,
once they enlist, to make sure that
they have at least the same rights
available as any other citizen in this
country.

THE HIGHWAY BILL

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would
like the Senate to stand back for a mo-
ment and ask itself why we are here
today; why we have not yet passed the
unemployment compensation benefits
extension?

When we ask ourselves that question,
the answer is fairly clear; namely, that
there are some inequities in the provi-
sion before us. The Senator from North
Dakota, the Senator from Alabama,
the Senators from Louisiana have all
spent a good amount of time on the
floor trying to correct those inequities,
trying to correct those deficiencies be-
cause their States were unfairly pro-
vided for when the agreement was put
together by certain people, most of
them not Senators, most of whom were
Members of the other body, a select few
and with the administration involved.

That is why we are here. We are try-
ing to correct a problem, the problem
being that when the extension of unem-
ployment compensation benefits pack-
age came back to the Senate, it took
care of some States disproportionately.
There was not an equal distribution
around the country. To put it candidly
and frankly, those who were in the
room, in on the agreement, took care
of themselves to some degree, and to a
large degree, those who were not, were
left out.

That is why we are here today. I very
strongly commend the Senators who
are protecting their States because
they were not in on the agreement.
They are not asking for more than
their fair share. They do not want to
take advantage of other States. They
just do not want to be taken advantage
of themselves. I commend them for
their efforts and standing up for their
people.

Why do I say all this? I say all this
because I want the Senate to also be
aware of another similar development
that may put us in this same position,
and I hope we can avoid it. What is it?
It is the highway bill. The highway bill
is now in conference. The Senate
passed its highway bill; the House
passed its highway bill. The Senate-
passed highway bill, by a very large
margin, recognized a very important
principle.

What is that principle? The principle
is that States should receive Federal
highway dollars to a large degree, and
there are a lot of components in the
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formula, but to a large degree depend-
ing upon the level of that State’s finan-
cial contribution itself to the highway
program. The principle being, those
States that contribute more of their
taxpayers’ dollars to the Federal high-
way program should also, because they
contribute their share, receive more
Federal dollars to the Federal highway
program for Federal highway construc-
tion and maintenance in their State.

It is a revision that was offered by
and large by the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, Senator BYRD
from West Virginia, and it passed this
body by a vote of 89 to 9. It is very im-
portant, Mr. President, particularly to
sparsely populated States, particularly
States in the West. The national level
of effort average per capita is about
$130 per person. That is, if you look
around the country and determine
what each State contributes to the
Federal highway program, on average
it is about $130 per person that the peo-
ple in those States contribute to the
Federal highway program.

In the State of Montana, my State,
we contribute about $300 per person.
The same is true in other sparsely pop-
ulated States. That is, the sparsely
populated States contribute a lot, more
than the national average, of their own
dollars that they raise in those States
than do the urban States.

Highways are critical to our States.
They are more critical to our States
than even to the most urban States be-
cause it is the only form of transpor-
tation. We do not have any rail trans-
portation, no passenger rail transpor-
tation in the Western States to speak
of, Oh, a little bit. It is minuscule. It is
nothing. We have some air service, but
with deregulation of airlines that, too,
is spotty and mixed. We are a highway
State, as are most Western States.

So I very much hope that the con-
ferees continue to respect the Senate
position which passed the Senator
BYRD level-of-effort provision by a vote
of 89 to 9. I very much hope the con-
ferees respect that position.

I also am speaking because there is a
proposal that has been floating around
in the last day—I just came across it
several hours ago—a proposal to vir-
tually emasculate the level-of-effort
provision and replace it with a formula
which essentially provides that States
get Federal dollars in proportion to the
miles of highways that they devoted to
the Federal system before the inter-
state highway system was enacted.
That obviously benefits Eastern
States, the States that were more
highly developed prior to the passage
of the Federal highway system back in
the fifties and it obviously discrimi-
nates against those States that were
developed later into Western States
and certainly against those States that
did not contribute as many miles at
the time.

That is a formula, Mr. President,
which is irrelevant to the 1990’s, to-
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tally irrelevant because we want a na-
tional Federal highway system, one
that binds our country together, one
that reflects the realities of the
present, not some crazy formula based
upon something that occurred 40 years
ago, but the present.

So I urge the conferees, when they
bring back the Federal highway con-
ference report to this body and ask this
body to ratify that report, that they
bring back a conference report that is
one that is fair to all States, one that
is proportionately fair to Eastern
urban States as well as to Western
rural States. We in the West are not
asking for more than our fair share. We
are just asking that we not be discrimi-
nated against. And just as the Senators
from Alabama, Louisiana, North Da-
kota, and others are standing here on
the floor today in very direct opposi-
tion to the extension of unemployment
compensation benefits because the for-
mula was put together in a room that
discriminated against them, western
Senators and Senators from rural
States will also be on the floor in very
strong opposition to the conference re-
port if it, in effect, helps certain urban
States and discrimination against
rural States.

I very much hope that we do not find
ourselves in that position again Be-
cause just as it is happening now, Sen-
ators are protecting their States be-
cause they are discriminated against,
it will happen again. Senators will
stand on the floor and protect their
States because they are discriminated
against unless we get a conference re-
port that is fair. I have the utmost con-
fidence in our conferees that they will
only bring back a conference report
that does that, but is fair.

I urge Senators to be looking at what
is happening, to look at those formulas
and, if they are upset with those for-
mulas, to tell our conferees, tell the
House conferees as well, so we can
come back and adopt a conference re-
port expeditiously and not go through
all the rancor that otherwise we will go
through. I thank the President for rec-
ognizing me at this point. I yield the
floor.

NEED TO ACT ON THE
TRANSPORTATION BILL

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I have
several letters here with me. All of
them urge Congress to act quickly on a
transportation bill. I have one letter
from a Mr. Ray Morrissey, who is con-
cerned that failure to pass a transpor-
tation funding bill will jeopardize the
ability to complete major expressway
reconstruction projects now underway
in the Chicago area, making already
bad traffic congestion much worse. I
have another, from Donna Foy, the ex-
ecutive director of the Carbondale
Business Development Corp., that
states that the economic survival of
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southwestern Illinois depends heavily
on the money provided in this bill. I
have another, from Roger L. Yarbrough
of Urbana, that talks about the im-
pending employee layoffs in this com-
munity if this bill does not pass soon.

I think the people clearly know what
they need. They know our highways
and transit systems need repair. They
know we are in a recession. They know
we need Federal action to help stimu-
late the economy. In short, they know
we need to enact a transportation bill
that improves our infrastructure and
provides jobs—and we need to do it
now.

Unfortunately, I cannot yet tell my
constituents when we will have a final
bill to send to the President for his sig-
nature. We are less than 2 weeks away
from the scheduled end of this session
of Congress, and yet there is still no
final bill in sight. Meanwhile, the re-
cession is continuing, States are run-
ning out of highway and transit funds,
and our people are suffering.

I think we need to listen to our con-
stituents. I think that it is imperative
that we act quickly to demonstrate to
them that we know how important this
bill is:

For our infrastructure, which des-
perately needs repairs and improve-
ments; and

For our economy, which badly needs
the boost.

We need to act to let our constitu-
ents know that we want to provide
jobs, and make no mistake, this $100
billion-plus Transportation bill, in ad-
dition to being a highway and transit
building program, is a critical jobs pro-

and an antirecessionary bill.

The bill provides for over $120 to $150
billion in highway and transit
projects—that means road construction
projects like the $450 million recon-
struction of the Kennedy Expressway
project in Chicago and the $123 million
rehabilitation of the Clark Street
Bridge in the BEast St. Louis area. This
translates into hundreds of thousands
of jobs—jobs for contractors, jobs for
suppliers, jobs for support services,
jobs for the ordinary person. I would
like to point out these jobs are well-
paying jobs, the kind of jobs that can
support a family.

My constituents know what they
need, people all over the country know
what they need, but we are not provid-
ing it. We are debating over a bill that
is critical to our infrastructure and
critical to our economy. Debate is good
and necessary, but the time for debate
is ending. Now is the time for action.

The current surface transportation
law expired on October 1. It is now al-
ready November 15, 46 days into the
new fiscal year. The States cannot tol-
erate these kinds of delays, the public
cannot tolerate these kinds of delays.

The public does not understand why
we do not yet have an agreement, and
frankly, Mr. President, neither do I.
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Congress is criticized for failing to
make decisions. If we cannot get an
agreement on this bill soon, it will be
a textbook case of everything that the
public thinks is wrong with our Gov-
ernment.

I implore the Transportation con-
ferees and the administration to reach
an agreement—now. I entreat them to
meet around the clock if necessary to
reach an agreement. It is time for Con-
gress to act. This legislation is sup-
posed to be a top priority for both Con-
gress and the White House. It is time
to act like it. It is time to resolve the
issues that remain to be resolved. It is
time to pass a final version of the bill
and to get it signed into law. It is time
to work with the sense of urgency that
this situation demands.

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is
recognized.

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1891

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, retail
sales fell in October. The number of
people applying for new unemployment
benefits rose to its highest level since
May. Automobile sales are slumping,
companies are laying off workers. Two
nights ago at a fund raiser in St. Louis,
MO, the President of the United States
said once again that there is no reces-
sion.

Franklin Roosevelt once said, ‘“‘Bet-
ter the occasional faults of a Govern-
ment living in the spirit of charity
than the consistent omissions of a Gov-
ernment frozen in the ice of its own in-
difference."

Mr. President, the administration’s
approach to the financial problems of
real Americans shows no signs of melt-
ing the ice. That is why we have this
unemployment compromise before us,
because the President of the United
States said that this is the only ap-
proach that he will accept.

In Washington, complex formulas and
brinksmanship with unemployment
benefits put together by a small group
of people may look like smart politics.
We have been told time and again this
morning that this is the only bill the
president will sign, and if it is changed
he will again veto it. No doubt that the
veto will be upheld by the same people
complaining now about the formulas.
The President will once again be able
to claim a political victory—smart pol-
itics in Washington.

In the rest of the country people are
having trouble paying their bills, find-
ing jobs—millions of people. Millions
more are worried about losing their
jobs, paying for health insurance, and
they do not think that things are going
to get a lot better. They are not inter-
ested in winners and losers, the inside
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games. They want us to do something.
They see an administration frozen in
the ice of its own indifference on unem-
ployment benefits, on health care, on
education, on moving the country
ahead. And they are right. This is not
the Senate's bill. This is not the legis-
lation for which we twice have voted.
This is the President’s bill advanced by
an administration consistently more
interested in scoring political points
than addressing national problems.
And he will win and proclaim a great
victory on this bill. But I hope that ev-
eryone in this country who does not
feel as if they are winning right now
will remember whose win this is.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum having been sug-
gested, the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAN-
FORD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I com-
mend the leadership and the Senators
who are working hard to improve this
legislation and work out a fair com-
promise.

At long last, we are close to a final
agreement on providing extended un-
employment benefits to hundreds of
thousands of working men and women
who desperately need help. Most impor-
tant, the agreement preserves the es-
sential benefits of our previous bills
that President Bush refused to sign,
and it includes a satisfactory com-
promise to offset the revenue cost in-
volved.

The agreement provides up to 20
weeks of benefits for States like Mas-
sachusetts, which have been hit hard-
est by the continuing recession and
where the need for benefits is greatest.
The legislation also reaches back to
provide extended benefits to workers in
Massachusetts and other States where
benefits have already run out.

In addition, other injustices in the
earlier bills have been corrected. I am
particularly pleased that this bill in-
cludes railroad workers. They were un-
fairly left out of the previous two bills.
This issue has concerned many of us
for many months, especially Senator
METZENBAUM, Senator EXON, Senator
WELLSTONE, and Senator CONRAD. I
commend the efforts made by Senator
BENTSEN and the majority leader to
provide equal treatment for these
workers. Sometimes, as railroad work-
ers well know, a squeaky wheel does
get oiled. A gross injustice has now
been remedied. For thousands of unem-
ployed railroad workers across the
country, this legislation means a ray of
hope at Thanksgiving.

In many other ways, this legislation
will help ease the pain of the recession
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and years of economic stagnation. It is
the minimum that we should be doing
for working Americans in the face of
the troubles they are enduring through
no fault of their own. In addition to
providing overdue financial assistance,
these benefits will put immediate
spending power back into the econ-
omy—over $400 million in Massachu-
setts alone during the next year.

This new stimulus will be helpful in
fighting the recession and reviving the
economy, but it is far from sufficient
to achieve our goal. Make no mistake,
the recession is not over. People are
still hurting. Small businesses cannot
get the credit they need to survive, let
alone grow and create jobs.

Contrary to the rosy scenarios that
continue to emanate from the White
House, the economy is not recovering,
and Government must do more. The ad-
ministration is hamstrung by its ideol-
ogy. Laissez faire is not an acceptable
policy when the economy is faring
badly. When the economy is heading
for a plane crash, you cannot leave it
on automatic pilot. We need economic
leadership from the White House. The
American people cannot live by foreign
policy alone. Waiting for George is
more frustrating than waiting for
Godot.

With this legislation, we are reducing
the human costs of the recession. But
we are not taking adequate steps to re-
store prosperity.

Yesterday, it was announced that
new weekly claims for unemployment
insurance hit their highest level in 6
months. The Nation is not creating
jobs. Companies continue to lay off
workers.

Retail sales declined in October, be-
cause hard-pressed consumers do not
have money to spend. Underscoring
this point, in early November, sales of
American-made cars and trucks fell by
14 percent, compared to the same pe-
riod last year.

All you have to do is pick up the
morning newspaper and read the adver-
tisements, with their tone of panic and
desperation, as department stores offer
bigger and bigger sales, begging their
customers to come back.

According to a Wall Street analyst,
these new economic data represent a
“nightmare on Main Street.”” Even
Wall Street now recognizes the prob-
lem. Why is the administration so out
of touch?

This economy is sinking into deeper
and deeper trouble for two reasons—
Ronald Reagan's economics and George
Bush's neglect—and it is time for Con-
gress and the White House to stop pre-
tending that everything is going to be
all right. That is what Herbert Hoover
said in the early 1930’s, and the Nation
turned to Franklin Roosevelt.

In Congress, many of us have recog-
nized this problem for some time. We
have been calling for immediate action
to turn this economy around and do
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what it takes to revive our economic
strength.

Perhaps this legislation marks a
turning point, and Congress will be
able to work with the administration
to address the Nation's other serious
unmet needs, including tax relief for
working Americans and the forgotten
middle class, health care, and edu-
cation. But most of all we need a com-
prehensive economic plan to stop the
recession now—no ifs, ands, or buts.

The American people do not need
sound bites, photo opportunities, cam-
paign tactics, and public relations—
they need action to restore the vitality
of our economy, action that will put
this country back on the right track.
Families cannot feed their children on
sound bites and cheerleading from the
White House. They cannot cash a photo
opportunity at the bank. They cannot
buy a car or pay the mortgage without
a job.

For the good of the nation, we all
need to work together to develop the
long-term measures that will revitalize
our economy and our country. And the
time to start is now.

The passage of this legislation is im-
portant in its own right, because unem-
ployed workers need this immediate
assistance. But its larger significance
may well be as a down-payment on a
brighter future, a sign that other ur-
gently needed measures are on the
way, and that America is finally mov-
ing onto the right path.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, parliamen-
tary inquiry. What is the business be-
fore the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is considering unemployment com-
pensation business.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak as in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may have that privilege.

SENATE ACTION AND THE STOCK
MARKET DECLINE

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I do not
have the exact number in front of me
at this point, but I have just watched
the news that the market today closed
in excess of 100 points down in the last
hour, raising some legitimate concerns
about whether or not we may be look-
ing at a similar situation we saw sev-
eral years ago when the market de-
clined substantially on a Friday, only
to fall more precipitously on the fol-
lowing Monday.
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We are getting already, you might
imagine, instant analysis as to the ra-
tionale for that particular decline. I do
not think anything emerged that
would give an absolute certainty as to
what the rationale for it is. Some have
suggested that legislation that was
adopted on the floor of the U.S. Senate
yesterday regarding credit card inter-
est rates, lowering that to a maximum
I think of 14 percent, may have caused
some of this problem.

I know my colleague from New York,
and others who sponsored that legisla-
tion, feel very passionately about it
and are concerned about the cost of
credit card rates to consumers.

I should say I, along with I think
about 79 other Members of this body,
supported that amendment yesterday. I
would say as one Member of this body
and one member of the Banking Com-
mittee, if in fact we are able to com-
plete action on the banking reform bill
at some time next week, that I would
hope that we would be able to modify
that particular proposal to reflect
some very legitimate concerns that
have been raised about the impact of
the legislation.

Certainly lowering interest rates for
consumers has an appealing ring to it.
I certainly found it appealing. There
may be other implications, however,
that we may have to take into consid-
eration that could have a negative im-
pact on the overall economy of the
country.

I am told here, now, reading from the
Associated Press, the stock market is
tumbling in the closing minutes of
trading Friday. The Dow Jones average
of 30 industrials dropped 104.21 points
by 3:49 p.m.

I tell you, Mr. President, I watched
the close at 4, and actually that num-
ber is higher than 104. I think more in
the 120 range was the actual closing
number.

At any rate I at least suggest for my
part that we will have to take a very
close look at the credit card legislation
and try and ease the concerns of those
who may be wondering over the week-
end whether or not that particular pro-
posal is going to stand, as we hopefully
go to conference with our House Mem-
bers dealing with the banking legisla-
tion.

Let me also suggest that some other
action is taking place here in the Sen-
ate in the last 24 hours that I hope
would be a source of some encourage-
ment to those who invest in the mar-
ket who are wondering whether or not
the Congress is listening at all to the
economic concerns being raised across
the country.

I was pleased to join with Senators
DANFORTH and BAUCUS in the last 24
hours in our efforts to seek the signa-
tures of our colleagues on a letter that
we have submitted to both the major-
ity leader and the minority leader ask-
ing for the possible consideration of a
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tax measure that would extend 12 cred-
its, tax credits that have been in place
in some cases for decades, that have
proved invaluable in terms of economic
growth in this country.

I report that without a great deal of
time, because it was only during sev-
eral recorded votes here we were able,
actually, to solicit the support of our
colleagues, and I note the Presiding Of-
ficer was one of those Members I was
able to talk to about this matter, and
he joined with 65 others of us in a let-
ter to the majority and minority lead-
ers asking that these extensions of
these credits be raised before we leave,
before we adjourn this session of the
Congress, so that on December 31,
these credits would not expire under
the Internal Revenue Code as they will
if we do not extend them.

I will enumerate. These credits in-
clude the employer-provided education
assistance credit, group legal services,
health insurance deduction for the self-
employed, mortgage revenue bonds and
mortgage credit certificates, qualified
small issue manufacturing bonds, for-
eign allocation for research and devel-
opment, research and experimentation
tax credits, low-income housing tax
credit, targeted jobs tax credit, the
business energy tax credit for solar and
geothermal property, orphan drug tax
credit, and minimum tax exception for
gifts of appreciated tangible property.

Those are the 12 credits, Mr. Presi-
dent, that are in place now that have
proved to be tremendously helpful in
the past.

As I pointed out a moment ago, sev-
eral of them have actually been a part
of the Internal Revenue Code for dec-
ades. These would all expire on Decem-
ber 31, if we do not take some action in
the next several weeks to allow—at
least we would hope—a 1-year exten-
sion with the thought in mind that at
some point next year a tax bill may
come before the Congress, in which
case we could address these issues and
consider, in some cases, a permanent
tax credit or a tax credit of some lim-
ited duration.

An extension of these credits I be-
lieve, Mr. President, is absolutely vital
to our efforts to not only protect jobs
in this country, but far more impor-
tantly, to stimulate our economy and
encourage investment in our industries
in this Nation. Families and businesses
hard hit by the pressures of this reces-
sion certainly are looking to us and to
the President to try and come up with
some specific answers that will not just
come up with an unemployment insur-
ance bill to take care of people who
have lost their jobs; what they really
want to know is what are we going to
do to make it possible for people to go
back to work so that the issue of ex-
tended unemployment benefits does
not become the issue, but rather how
do you put people to work. No greater
social program was ever created in the
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mind of man than a job. It is the best
social program that one ever was able
to manufacture or create.

Our hope is that with some of these
credits being extended beyond Decem-
ber 31, we will be able to stimulate
some economic activity in this coun-
try.
Mr. President, why is the legislation
important? Obviously, passage of a bill
to extend these credits, as I mentioned,
that have been a problem for some
time, would send, I think, a very
strong message to our markets and to
investors, not to mention to the indus-
try and working families, that we are
serious about doing our part to get the
economy moving.

More importantly, Mr. President, we
cannot afford to let lapse incentives for
growth, construction, research and de-
velopment, job creation, and edu-
cational opportunities in the middle of
a recession. In some parts of our coun-
try, as we have heard explained elo-
quently over the last 2 days, talking
about unemployment insurance, our
economy has been particularly dev-
astated. These tax credits have already
proven to be an effective incentive for
growth and investment. To let these
credits lapse, obviously, would be a
great disservice to business and to the
families who depend upon jobs for eco-
nomic solvency.

Mr. President, there are con-
sequences of not acting on this meas-
ure before the end of the year. Let me
enumerate, if I could, a couple of them.
We will fail to encourage much needed
research and development activities
that stimulate growth and help make
us competitive. It is estimated that an
extension of this credit would increase
spending on research and development
by $25.7 billion over the next 4 years.

That is how effective that particular
credit has been. And at a time when we
need to encourage businesses to inno-
vate, to be more creative, more imagi-
native, to try new ideas, it seems to me
to take away the tax credit that makes
it possible for these industries to in-
vest in these more innovative ap-
proaches would be the worst possible
message we could be sending. So this
tax credit should be extended, in my
view, as 1 of the 12.

Second, we will abandon our effort to
encourage the construction of low-in-
come housing. The homebuilders of
this country estimate that the credit
would preserve some 620,000 units of
housing in the next decade and encour-
age the production of 640,000 new low-
income rental units over that same pe-
riod of time.

This credit, Mr. President, it is esti-
mated, now that it has been in place
for some time, creates 100,000 jobs a
year in the homebuilding industry.
Again, I presume that if we do have a
tax bill next year, that people will
want to extend this tax credit. But to
allow it to lapse for a year at a time
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when we find millions of people out of
work seems to me the wrong signal,
the wrong message. To extend this
credit, to try and at least see that
there are an additional 100,000 jobs out
there in that industry I think would be
extremely worthwhile.

Third, Mr. President, companies, of
course, would have to stop paying for
their employees to pursue further edu-
cational opportunities. One of the very
important tax credits in this package
of 12 is the incentive for employers to
invest in the education of their em-
ployees. Some might say, let the em-
ployees pay for it themselves.

I point out to my colleagues that 71
percent of all of the people who have
been advantaged by this educational
tax credit have family incomes of less
than $30,000 a year. These people will
not be able to take advantage of higher
educational opportunities to improve
their skills, to give them the kind of
training that they should have to meet
the more demanding jobs of the coming
years if we do not provide this particu-
lar, or continue this particular credit
in existence.

So for these reasons, Mr. President—
I have only cited 3 out of the 12; the
others, I think, are fairly self-explana-
tory. But the research and develop-
ment, the low-income housing, the edu-
cational credits—I think every single
Member of this Chamber, without ex-
ception would want to be on record
supporting the extension of these par-
ticular credits, particularly at this mo-
ment.

Obviously, there is the danger that if
you bring a tax bill to the floor—and
obviously, one has to originate in the
House—but certainly the chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee and
the members of that committee and
the leadership are going to ask a very
obvious question: If we bring up this
package which everyone agrees to, do
we not run the risk of turning this into
a Christman tree in the waning hours
and days of this particular session, and
find a lot of ideas that may not be so
good attached to a bill where there are
proposals that everyone would like to
support?

That is a very legitimate question.
Hence, the letter that we have sent to
the majority leader and the Republican
leader, signed by 66 Members of this
body, says that we are willing to forego
any other tax provision, as tempting as
it may be, and we would oppose any
other provision that would be attached
to these 12 extensions if you bring this
bill to the floor of the Senate, if it
would be originated in the House.

The House, of course, under their
rules can design a package which would
prohibit any amendments to it. We do
not have that system in the Senate, of
course, where amendments can be of-
fered to any particular proposal that
comes forward in the absence of a
unanimous-consent agreement or the
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ability to defeat those amendments.
Sixty-six of us have said we are willing
to reject those amendments if, in fact,
you will bring up a tax bill that will
provide for the extension of these 12
credits.

So we would hope that the leadership
might consult with the leadership of
the other body, Mr. President, to con-
sider over the weekend or possibly the
early part of next week whether such a
proposal as this could be brought for-
ward before adjournment occurs.

In light of the news this afternoon
about the drop, the significant drop in
the Dow Jones average, it seems to me
that we need to send an important sig-
nal that we are concerned about eco-
nomic incentives; we are concerned
about economic growth and expansion.
These particular credits, I think, could
provide that kind of a signal. And a
clear message from this body, a clear
message from other Members to those
markets, to those investors, that this
is something we think is important and
would like to accomplish before our ad-
journment, I think would help in that
regard.

I would point out the obvious other
question is, how do you pay for this?
There are about 17 different ideas that
are already being explored as a way of
providing the revenues for these exten-
sions. We believe that that is not a ter-
ribly difficult question to answer. Sen-
ator DANFORTH, who serves on the Sen-
ate Finance Committee, along with,
Senator BAUCUS, have been working
with members of the committee, the
chairman of the committee, and oth-
ers, to come up with a revenue offset
for the extension of these tax credits.

So I hope that we will get to this, and
I will close on the note that I opened
with, Mr. President. I would also, at
least speaking for my own part—I can-
not obviously speak for the Banking
Committee or members of the Banking
Committee. But if, in fact, our action
regarding credit cards has contributed
in any significant way, which I think is
worth exploring, then we will have to
take a look at that proposal. And if
modifications are required, then I for
one would certainly be willing to con-
sider modifications to that proposal if,
in fact, it will ease the concerns of
those who make the investments in our
markets, to try and restore some con-
fidence over the weekend so that come
Monday, we will see the market regain
the losses that it suffered today, and be
put more on a stable and steady track.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, before I
get on the topic that I am to speak on
and that I know also is of interest to
Senator DoDD, I just want to commend
him of his leadership.

Take an item like low-income hous-
ing tax credit. In the city of Chicago,
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69 percent of the people who live below
the poverty line are spending more
than 50 percent of their income for
housing. That is just an astronomical
figures. And this low-income housing
tax credit builds about 1,700 units a
year in Chicago. That is not a lot of
units. But it is sure better than noth-
ing for a community that is desperate
for that housing.

So I commend my colleague for his
leadership on this, as he has shown
leadership on so many things.

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1991

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am
speaking on the one provision that
starts on page 46 of the bill that is be-
fore us on unemployment compensa-
tion. I was startled to learn—and the
Presiding Officer, as a former president
of Duke University, will be interested
to learn this—that part of the way we
pay for this is to cut back on guaran-
teed student loans. The proposal is
that for any loan applicant who will be
21 years of age in July of the award
year, there will have to be a credit
check, for which the applicant will pay
$25, and if that credit check is nega-
tive, then you are denied the chance
for a guaranteed student loan unless
you get a cosigner on that student
loan.

Now, obviously, the cosigner has to
be someone who has a good, established
credit rating. Otherwise, the lender is
not going to provide that loan. We are
talking about people who are strug-
gling to get by. We are talking about
people who frequently may have had an
experience that is not a good experi-
ence in getting credit. For us to come
along and say we are going to save
money by depriving people of an oppor-
tunity to go to college, that is like sav-
ing money by building a house and not
putting a roof on it.

I do not want to hold up this bill be-
cause it is so important that we get
help to those who are not receiving un-
employment compensation, and I do
not know that the full impact of this.
It is obvious that no one knows the full
impact of it. It is interesting the esti-
mate by CBO is that we will save $15
million the first year. The estimate by
OMB is that we will save $850 million
the first year. And to save $850 million,
my friends, you would have to elimi-
nate one-third of the student loans.

This, obviously, just does not make
sense, and I am sure that Senator KEN-
NEDY and Senator PELL and others,
Senator KASSENBAUM and Senator
Dopp, who is on the floor right now,
who has been a leader in education,
will want to get legislation in right
away to correct this because this does
not make sense at all.

Let me add, for those who want to
then correct a credit rating, Consumers
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Union has found that mistakes are
made in 49 percent of all credit reports.
Credit bureau consolidated information
services in 1989 looked at 1,500 credit
reports and found errors in 42 to 47 per-
cent of the reports. The credit bureau
industry has testified that of the 9 mil-
lion consumers who requested copies of
their reports in 1 year, 3 million—one-
third—updated and found mistakes in
their reports.

Now, let us say that John Smith or
Jane Smith finds a mistake in a credit
report after going through all of this.
First of all, John Smith or Jane Smith
may just give up going to college. But
to correct a credit report, on the aver-
age, means writing, contacting a credit
bureau, an average of slightly more
than five times, and it takes an aver-
age of 6 months to correct a flawed
credit report.

I want to help people who are unem-
ployed. We have to do something. It is
a national disgrace that only one-third
of the unemployed are receiving any
kind of unemployment compensation. I
do not know if we have had a record
that bad since the time unemployment
compensation started. But to believe
that we can save money for the unem-
ployed by denying an opportunity for
people to go fto college, that is the
most shortsighted kind of policy I can
imagine.

I am going to vote for the legislation,
but I want to see this thing corrected
and corrected quickly. I do not know
who is right. CBO says we will save $15
million a year. OMB says we will save
$850 million a year. That eliminates
one-third of the students who are on
the loan programs. I do not know who
is right, but I think we may be skirting
on something which is very dangerous
to the future of this country. We ought
to be talking about how we can expand
the opportunity for people to go to col-
lege, not how we restrict it.

Mr. President, I see my colleague
from Alabama on the floor. I yield the
floor.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr., President, I rise
again to discuss this unemployment
benefit bill that is before us. I have
been working off the floor with various
people trying to bring about a correc-
tion to this bill in regards to reachback
and in regards to the number of weeks
of benefits that would be paid, particu-
larly in view of the fact that, my State
of Alabama, which in all other bills
that have been proposed until this
compromise bill—so-called compromise
bill—was worked out with the White
House—was left with only 6 weeks.

They say we have to go ahead and
pass this bill and pass it today. We do
not know what the House will do. We
do not know yet whether the President
will sign a changed bill. Well, the bill
is provided in a manner where there
are offsets and revenues, and, of course,
it is coming out of a trust fund.

We are told that we have to go ahead
and pass this bill right now, without

32343

any change and without really taking
care of those States which are being
deprived of their just rights. They are
arguing that congressional inaction
would threaten to deprive benefits or
delay benefits to the unemployed work-
ers in the United States, to these vic-
tims of this recession, that these peo-
ple would be without their Thanks-
giving turkeys because Congress failed
to act.

That argument, first, does not make
a lot of sense to me. I do not believe
many of these unemployed people are
going to be eating turkey regardless of
whether or not this bill passes. They
will have a Thanksgiving celebration.
They will give thanks for being Ameri-
cans, and they will give thanks for
what they have. I do not think it will
be turkey. It may be something less. It
might be Spam or something else that
they are able to buy because unemploy-
ment benefits are not nearly to the ex-
tent of what wages they would have re-
ceived if they had been employed.

But, on the other hand, what is so
magical about having this bill pass 10
days before Thanksgiving? If the
money comes in 2 days late or 1 day
late, they still know that it is coming.
The major thing is to give them the as-
surance that they are going to get ad-
ditional extended benefits, that they
will get a fair amount of benefits and
that those benefits are on their way.
Whether they arrive in their first
check on the Wednesday before
Thanksgiving I think is really immate-
rial. That is some sort of political pie
in the sky about which the politicians
are talking.

We can get a good bill that is fair,
that treats the unemployed the way
they should be. And if it is signed on
Wednesday of next week or Thursday of
next week, then they know that the
benefits are coming. They are going to
know that there has to be paperwork
and other things.

So I do not think this magical date of
trying to get everything passed today
or tomorrow or the next 2 or 3 days is
as important as trying to get a fair
bill.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that this body has twice passed unem-
ployment compensation legislation
this year; one was passed months ago,
in August. And if it was some magical
delivery date at that time, it could
have been Labor Day. Labor Day, of
course, is a very important day that we
celebrate in America for the working
men and women of this country. If they
had known a few days before Labor
Day that they would get extended un-
employment benefits, it would have
meant something to them as they cele-
brated Labor Day.

Then we passed a bill in October. Hal-
loween came along. It is not as signifi-
cant as Labor Day or Thanksgiving.
But to me this bill is a trick-or-treat
bill. It is tricking a lot of people in a
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lot of different States, particularly in
my State, who think they are going to
get a lot in regards to unemployment
compensation benefits but they are
really being cut back from the ex-
tended benefits from 13 weeks to 6
weeks. Meanwhile, some States are
being treated when they have some-
thing like a 4.7-percent unemployment
rate yet they will receive 20 weeks of
benefits. They are still unemployed.
They need benefits too. But those
States are not in the same situation as
my State where we have a 7.4-percent
rate of unemployment.

We see that of course this bill comes
along and it is called a compromise
bill. But, in my opinion, the only rea-
son to call it a compromise bill is be-
cause it compromises the ability of
many Americans, including
Alabamans, to receive the benefits that
they need to weather the storm of un-
employment. The storms of unemploy-
ment are with us now. They are going
to be with us in November, and they
are going to be with us in December. I
hope that we can bring an end to this
downward trend of recession, start bot-
toming out and coming out of it, and
moving forward. But we are in a reces-
sion.

This bill also, when you think about
the Congress passing previous bills
months ago while people were suffering
a great deal, comes somewhat late, es-
pecially for the 20,000 Alabamans in my
State who have exhausted their bene-
fits since the end of February. Had the
President signed either of the two bills
Congress sent to him earlier this year,
we would not be worried about getting
checks to these people by Thanks-
giving.

Congress has not failed with regards
to unemployment compensation. We
have twice passed by overwhelming
votes bills to give extended benefits
but they have not been signed. They
have not become law because the ad-
ministration was opposed to them. Now
they say they have worked out a com-
promise. It does not cost as much
money. Why does it not cost as much
money? The reason is that people in
my State who are unemployed are not
receiving what they are entitled to re-
ceive.

My constituents, in my judgment,
are entitled to receive the benefits just
as much as people in any other State.
They should not be the ones to suffer
the consequences of the administra-
tion's failure to sign a bill on a pre-
vious date. My constituents need a fair
bill and a fair benefits formula. They
need fair reachback provisions, and
they deserve for the President to sign
such a bill.

I urge that we go ahead and work out
some sort of an agreement on this, pass
a reasonable fair bill, and do what is
right with regard to this issue. I think
the message of such a bill passing the
Congress and the President agreeing to
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sign it will be sufficient in regards to
Thanksgiving. I do not think there is
anything magic about Thanksgiving
though. If it takes to next Wednesday
or Thursday to pass the bill and have it
signed, if it is a fairer bill than one
that is here, I think we will benefit all
over the country, particularly in my
State.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
wanted to take this occasion, with the
distinguished Republican leader, to re-
port to the Senate on the status of the
legislation now pending, the unemploy-
ment insurance reform legislation,
which is of critical importance and on
which we have now been engaged since
yesterday.

I have been meeting throughout the
day, almost continuously with Senator
DOLE, Senator BENTSEN, and a large
number of other Senators, all of whom
are interested in and concerned about
the legislation and, of course, the ef-
fects on their States.

We have been attempting to deter-
mine if there is some way in which this
matter can be resolved that would be
acceptable to all or a large majority of
Senators, as well as to the House lead-
ership and the administration.

It has been an extremely positive,
good faith, informative process for all
concerned. As I indicated, for almost
the entire working day, Senator DOLE
and I have been in almost a continuous
meeting with Senator BENTSEN, with
others coming in and participating
from time to time. It is our hope that
we will be able to reach an agreement
on which we can proceed this evening.

We are not yet at that point. We hope
to be there soon, but some further time
will be required. But I am hopeful at
this time we will be able to reach such
an agreement. If we are able to reach
an agreement, it is my intention to
continue and to complete action on
this legislation this evening.

If we are unable to reach agreement,
it is my intention to remain in session
and consider the matter under the pre-
vious order reached last evening gov-
erning the consideration and disposi-
tion of this matter.

Therefore, in either event, the Senate
will continue this evening in consider-
ation of this matter. It is, of course,
unusual to have a session on a Friday
evening and possibly on a Saturday,
but the importance of the legislation
and the critical need throughout the
country which it addresses combined to
require our continuing in session for
that purpose.
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During the day, there have been a
number of statements made on that
and other measures. In the last hour or
so, there have been no Senators seek-
ing the opportunity to address the Sen-
ate and, therefore, it is my intention to
recess the Senate subject to the call of
the Chair with the expectation and un-
derstanding that the recess will not be
a lengthy one and that we are going to
return to this matter this evening in
any event.

If we reach an agreement, or if we do
not reach an agreement, we have to
proceed with this bill, one way or the
other, And we, therefore, anticipate
that votes may occur. We do not know
that, but that remains a very real pos-
sibility and therefore Senators must be
prepared to remain to participate in
that further debate and discussion.

I apologize to all Senators for the in-
convenience which this causes to them,
but we are in the closing days of this
session, and as all Senators are aware,
when important matters come up and
require extensive deliberation from
time to time inconvenience must be
anticipated.

Mr. President, the distinguished Re-
publican leader was here and had to
leave to take an important phone call.
Since we discussed this privately just
prior to this statement by me, I am
confident that he shares the views
which I have expressed and would like-
wise urge his colleagues to remain
available for the possibility of further
Senate activity on this matter this
evening.

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess subject to the call of
the Chair.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 5:20 p.m. recessed subject to the call
of the Chair; whereupon, the Senate re-
assembled at 5:34 p.m. when called to
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr.
FORD].

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

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
concerned that the recent extension of
the unemployment insurance benefits,
while very helpful to workers who are
impacted by the spotted owl decisions,
will not be adequate to address their
situation, as was the provision in the
bill vetoed by the President several
weeks ago.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
agree with my friend from Washington
that the extension of unemployment
benefits will not sufficiently assist the
plight of dislocated timberworkers in
Oregon.

The provision in the previous bill
that gave special consideration to dis-
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located timberworkers was very impor-

tant to Oregon.
It would have directed valuable re-
sources to provide dislocated

timberworkers in Oregon with: First,
job counseling; second, job retraining;
and third, needs-related assistance.

I recognize that even this assistance
will not fully address the timber prob-
lem in the Northwest. However, we
must assist these dislocated
timberworkers who need help now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my
colleagues and this certainly is an im-
portant concern in the States of Or-
egon and Washington.

1 understand the Senator’'s concerns
and I have at this time a letter from
the Department of Labor suggesting
that it also understands the situation
and will give special attention to this
situation. It has additional resources
available to assist these workers
through the Dislocated Worker Adjust-
ment and Assistance Act. Specifically,
resources are available under the spe-
cial Secretary’'s National Reserve Ac-
count which provides additional funds
for retraining and other readjustment
services. This assurance, in my view, is
the functional equivalent of the provi-
sion in the earlier bill to which the
Senator from Washington refers.

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

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

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF LABOR,
Washington, DC, November 14, 1991.
Hon. ROBERT DOLE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: We are aware that
many of the timber workers who may be dis-
placed as a result of decisions to protect the
Spotted Owl will need additional services be-
yond those immediately available through
the recent extension of Unemployment In-
surance benefits, The Depertmenb recognizes
this situation and stands ready to react
quickly and give special consideration to
any request to provide additional assistance
for these workers. Resources are available
under the Secretary's National Reserve Ac-
count of Title III of JTPA.

Sincerely,
DELBERT L. SPURLOCK, Jr.

Mr, DOLE. Mr. President, I will brief-
ly quote from the letter:

We are aware that many of the timber
workers who may be displaced as a result of
decisions to protect the Spotted Owl will
need additional services beyond those imme-
diately available through the recent exten-
sion of Unemployment Insurance benefits.
The Department recognizes this situation
and stands ready to react quickly and give
special consideration to any request to pro-
vide additional assistance for these workers.

I think it makes it clear. If further
clarification is needed, I understand it
can be made available.

Mr. GORTON. I thank the distin-
guished Republican leader.
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Mr. PACKWOOD. And I thank the
distinguished leader, also.

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF THE CHAIR

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move we
stand in recess subject to the call of
the Chair.

The motion was agreed to, and at 5:37
p.m., the Senate recessed, subject to
the call of the Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 5:56 p.m.,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer [Mr. BINGAMAN].

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am
pleased to report to Senators that we
have reached agreement on the disposi-
tion of the unemployment insurance
legislation, an agreement that I believe
will not only be accepted but highly de-
sirable from the standpoint of most, if
not all, Senators.

The agreement is the product of in-
tensive discussion over the past 24
hours between myself, the distin-
guished Republican leader, Senator
BENTSEN, and a number of other Sen-
ators. During that time we have re-
mained in close contact by telephone
with House leadership on both sides of
the aisle, and I believe that we have
reached an agreement that will, most
of all, be acceptable to the millions of
Americans who we all agree need these
important benefits.

Under the agreement the Senate will
shortly vote on—and I hope and believe
pass—the House bill that is now pend-
ing before us, that is H.R. 3575, the bill
which the Senate has been considering
since yesterday. There will then be a
unanimous-consent agreement under
which the Finance Committee will be
discharged from further consideration
of a House bill now in that committee,
and there will be a substitute amend-
ment to that bill offered by Senators
BENTSEN, DOLE, myself, and others,
which will provide for the following:

This bill will replace the House bill’s
three-tier system of 20, 13, and 6 weeks
of extended benefits with a two-tier
system of 20 and 13 weeks. The nine
States with total unemployment rates
of at least 9 percent or adjusted insured
unemployment rates of a least 5 per-
cent would still receive 20 weeks of ex-
tended benefits. The 41 other States
would receive 13 weeks of extended
benefits.

Compared to the House-passed bill,
this will enable 23 additional States to
offer 13 weeks of extended benefits
rather than 6 weeks. As under the
House-passed bill, if a State's economic
situation worsens, and its total unem-
ployment rate increased to 9 percent,
or its insured unemployment rate in-
creased to 5 percent, it would then
move up to the 20-week tier.

The Senate bill will also extend
reachback coverage to all States.
Under the House-passed bill, 18 States
would not have qualified for
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reachbacks. This amendment will
allow unemployed Americans who have
exhausted their benefits, regardless of
where they live, to gqualify for 13 weeks
of additional benefits. Reachback for
those States in the 20-week tier would
continue to be 20 weeks.

The additional cost of this amend-
ment would be offset through, first, ex-
cess savings in the House passed bill;
and second, moving the bill's expira-
tion date from July 4, 1992, until June
13, 1992,

Mr. President, I believe this to be a
very sound and responsible solution to
the problem which we have confronted
in the past day of debate on this mat-
ter. It extends benefits to a large num-
ber of Americans who need them, sim-
plifies the system by providing a two-
rather than a three-tier system, and
provides all States with a minimum of
13 weeks as opposed to the previous
minimum of 6 weeks. It is paid for, and
the cost is offset by the changing of the
bill’s expiration date from July 4, 1992,
to June 13, 1992.

It is, as I said, the product of numer-
ous discussions. We have moved
through several phases in these talks,
and all of the participants were acting
in good faith and made positive and
significant contributions to the discus-
sion. Primary among them were, of
course, the distinguished Republican
leader, and the distinguished chairman
of the Finance Committee, Senator
BENTSEN, both of whom have been lead-
ers in this effort for some time.

I am now going to yield to Senator
BENTSEN, and then to Senator DOLE.
Following those remarks, I am going to
propound the unanimous-consent re-
quest, to which I earlier referred,
which will govern the disposition of the
second bill. It is my expectation that
there will be a rollcall vote on the
pending bill, H.R. 3575. Under this
unanimous-consent agreement, there
will then be 20 minutes for debate on
the second bill, or more specifically the
substitute amendment to the second
bill, and we hope we can pass that by
voice vote. There has been no request
for a rollcall vote on that one. We do
have a request for a rollcall vote on the
first bill.

So Senators should be aware that I
will momentarily propound the unani-
mous-consent request. If approved,
that will be followed by a rollcall vote
on the first bill. That will then be fol-
lowed by 20 minutes of debate, and
there will be a voice vote on the second
bill.

I thank all of my colleagues, espe-
cially Senators BENTSEN and DoOLE, I
vield now to Senator BENTSEN.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I
think this is really a major break-
through. Frankly, I am delighted with
the outcome and to have watched the
majority leader and the minority lead-
er working toward this solution, along
with the assistance of others. To get
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the kind of cooperation we have had
from the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee, and in turn the
Speaker of the House, and the minority
leader in the House, has been very
heartening indeed.

We had people saying here that you
would have one State next to another,
and one would have reachback and the
other would not. Where is the fairness
in that? We have resolved that. They
are talking about reachback for all
States. We are talking about 13 weeks
of benefits for all States.

My hope is that this economy will fi-
nally begin to improve, and that we
will not face this problem when June 13
rolls around and this program finally
ends, that we will see the economy well
on the road to recovery. If we do not,
then we will face up to this problem
once again.

But what we have seen here is a very
encouraging answer to people that are
having a tough time making the mort-
gage payments and keeping the car and
trying to keep food on the table. We
will have the checks in the mail before
Thanksgiving, in many instances, and
that will be a happy Thanksgiving in-
deed. I congratulate the majority lead-
er and minority leader for an extraor-
dinary job.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me un-
derscore what has been stated by the
majority leader and the distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee.
The total cost of these changes is only
$95 million, Still, that leaves a surplus
of about $28 million in the bill. That
was accomplished primarily by termi-
nating the program on June 13, rather
than on July 4.

Let me also indicate that this con-
forms with the President's request,
first, to be short-term, and that it be
paid for in each year, and that there be
no new taxes to finance the program.
So we have met those requirements.

We have explained this program to
the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, Mr, Darman. He has
no objection to the program.

But let me indicate what occurred to
me as we went through the day trying
to decide whether we ought to have
five States, seven States, or eight
States; every time you slice some-
where, there was somebody one-tenth
of 1 percent below who says, “Why
leave me out?"” So it occurred that
maybe we can just move everybody up
into that bracket, and that was done.

Now the following States, instead of
receiving 6 weeks, will receive 13: Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Kentucky, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Colorado, Dela-
ware, Hawaii, Indiana, Iowa, Louisiana,
Minnesota, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, South Dakota, Utah, Vir-
ginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, and also
the Virgin Islands.

So I hope that people are satisfied
with what has come out of a fairly long
discussion.
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Again, I salute those who raised this
on the floor last night. I did not care
much for it at the time, but this is the
Senate of the United States, and that
is what it is for. That is why we have
unlimited debate, and that is why we
give Senators an opportunity to ex-
press their disagreements.

I am not going to suggest that this is
the best policy, because in a lot of
cases it is very bad policy. We have an-
other one that Senator PACKWOOD and
others will look at regarding IUR,
TUR, all of these things that ought to
be addressed. But this is a temporary
program, so it seems to me that we
have reached the right conclusion.

The only chance that somebody
might be reduced is if they talk too
long tonight. We were here until mid-
night last night. We do not want to
hear the debate again. The leaders are
prepared to put our statements in the
RECORD.

It seems to me that for those who
had guestions, this has been resolved in
their favor. There has been one 6-week
period that has not been resolved, and
that relates to those who talk at
length on this particular measure.
Hopefully, we can resolve this and have
the vote. A number of Members have
conflicts and need to be on their way.

1 want to congratulate those who
have been working throughout the day,
including the officials, the Labor De-
partment, our staffs, and other Sen-
ators who have come to visit with me
personally, and who I know also visited
with the majority leader. We believe
this is a good solution, and the leader-
gship is in agreement. We think the
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee is in agreement, and we hope
they can address this, and the second
bill will pass tonight, next week.

Mr. MITCHELL., Mr. President, if I
could just say that we have all been in
a lot of negotiations; in fact, it seems
like that is essentially what those jobs
consist of is constant negotiation, but
this was one of the more informative,
instructive, good faith, and I think pro-
ductive discussions which we have had.

This final result is a product of ideas
contributed by a number of different
participants. I think the real genius of
this compromise is that it provides a
level of benefits that is greater than
any legislation that has been so far
considered at a time when it is most
needed but pays for that by reducing
the length of the program.

And so what we all hope, frankly, is
that even these benefits will not be
needed, that we are going to have a re-
covering economy and that people who
would otherwise qualify and receive
these benefits will be getting the jobs
that they want and are seeking and
that, really, is the ultimate solution.

No one should be under any illusion
that we are here solving the problems
of the American economy. We are deal-
ing with a very specific problem. I
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think it is a good and fair compromise
solution in the best sense of that word
by all concerned.

I would like, Mr. President, if I
might, before the Senator makes any
remarks, to put the unanimous-consent
request.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if I could
just make one comment. I think there
is one more caveat in all agreements
that is important we do. If we sent this
second bill or substitute to the House
and they load it up with a lot of things
that are not paid for, I think there has
been sort of a gentleman's agreement
of not going to try to embarrass the
White House or the President. His rule
of thumb is if you pay for it that is
fine, if you stay within the guidelines.
I think that is the understanding we
had. We think we suggested some good
things to the House we hope they take
the package we send them, but if it
should come back without being paid
for, a lot of extra bells and whistles, I
hope then we will have the same bipar-
tisan cooperation.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, let
me assure the Republican leader that
that will be the case, and as he knows,
I have already stated to the leadership
in the House—I spoke directly to the
minority leader, the Speaker, that
what we hope is that they will simply
pass this legislation without any
changes. We think it is a good com-
promise. We think it improves the
product that they sent over to us in the
best spirit of both parties on acting on
an important problem.

Our effort is exclusively to get this
done and get it done for the benefits
flowing as soon as possible.

So the distinguished Republican lead-
er has my assurance in that regard
should that ocecur.

UNANIMOUB-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, suffi-
cient time having elapsed since notice
of this was provided to all Senators, I
would like now to ask unanimous con-
sent that immediately upon disposition
of H.R. 35675, the Finance Committee be
discharged from further consideration
of H.R. 1724, a bill to provide for the
termination of the application of title
IV of the Trade Act of 1974 to Czecho-
slovakia and Hungary; that the Senate
proceed to its immediate consider-
ation; that the only amendment in
order to the bill be a substitute amend-
ment to be offered by Senators BENT-
SEN, MITCHELL, DOLE, and others; that
no motions to recommit be in order;
that there be 20 minutes for debate on
the ©bill, including the substitute
amendment; that when all time is used
or ylelded back, the Senate, without
any intervening action or debate, vote
on the substitute amendment, proceed
to third reading and final passage of
the bill,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to
object.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the bill
before us violates the Budget Act. At
the request of mine, the Congressional
Budget Office has examined the meas-
ure it reflects $1.2 billion deficit this
year, $1.225 billion deficit this year.

My understanding is that a point of
order lies for violation of the Budget
Act, and you have an opinion by the
CBO. By moving away from the bill
that is before us, we will move away
from the CBO opinion that we have.
The amendment itself we do not have
an opinion on. My impression is that
that it also violates the budget as a
matter of fact it expends more money
and will have a higher deficit the first
year.

Mr. President, it is not my intention
to delay the proceedings. I think dis-
tinguished majority leader, the distin-
guished Republican leader have done a
great service by putting together a
compromise. It is my concern that we
violate the budget, that is a concern I
will express in the way I vote not in ex-
pressing an objection at this point.

But I do want to make one thing
clear that I think is appropriate. My
understanding is that a point again
will lie for a violation of the Budget
Act when a conference report comes
back. At that point it would be my in-
tention to request CBO to examine it,
to see whether or not the conference
report violates the budget. If it does, I
will make that point of order. If, of
course, the House accepts what the
Senate has done, which I think our
leaders has expressed the hope that
they do, I would not have that oppor-
tunity.

With that, hopefully, encouragement
that the House go along with the Sen-
ate's good work, I reserve my objec-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further objection?

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I will not ob-
ject.

Yesterday afternoon, I felt about as
bad as I felt in the 17 years that I have
been in the U.S. Senate when I had to
object to a motion by my good friend
and majority leader. Tonight, I feel so
much better because at that time when
I objected yesterday, we had 83,000
identifiable Kentuckians that were eli-
gible for the extemsion of the unem-
ployment compensation. It could be
156,000.

I thank my friends, Senator MITCH-
ELL, Senator BENTSEN, Senator DOLE,
and all those who have worked so hard
from those five small States to every
State now in the Nation has been
taken care of.

So I do not object, and I thank my
friends.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will not ob-
ject—only to say that when this bill
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was in the Senate yesterday, I called it
the biggest turkey in Washington. 1
can only say the turkey has been
brought back into the kitchen with
much work of many chefs and it is
much improved, now brought back to
the table so people will be able to enjoy
the fruits of Thanksgiving.

I want to say without the leadership
of the majority leader and the Repub-
lican leader and the chairman of the
Finance Committee, this never would
have been a possible deal. This train
was on track and it was headed very
fast. Had it not been stopped in the
willingness of the leadership to sit
down and really work in a bipartisan
spirit to bring to us tonight a package
that really will be a very meaningful
piece of legislation for literally hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans, I not
only do not object, I certainly enthu-
siastically support the compromise.

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, and I will be very brief.

I thank the majority leader, my
friend from Maine, Mr. MITCHELL, and
the Republican leader, Senator DOLE.

I also express concern to Senators
CONRAD, BREAUX, JOHNSTON, ROTH, and
certainly Senator BENTSEN.

When this legislation came here last
night, it was obvious it was not in any
sense what the U.S. Senate tried to do
with the kind of situation we were
dealing with here as an emergency. If
there had been a hurricane in South
Carolina or a drought in North Dakota,
this Senate generally stands together
in the interest of all the people. We did
not in this case.

I found it interesting this afternoon a
capital newspaper in New Hampshire
said New Hampshire was doomed along
with four other States because of this
legislation. Luckily, we have leader-
ship in the body that pays attention to
our needs collectively. I thank our
leadership because without the leader-
ship on both sides we could not clear
this. I express the appreciation of the
people in my State.

Mr, President, if I could also add my
colleague, Senator SMITH, has stood
tall, as he usually does, 6 foot 6, but
particularly tall on this issue, and I
thank him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I will not ob-
ject, I just want to point that out that
what we are talking about tonight is a
matter of fairness, a matter of equity.
We are talking about the treatment of
men and women who had jobs but lost
them due to no fault of their own be-
cause they cannot find work. They are
heads of households, families with chil-
dren, who face a bleak Thanksgiving.

So I think we are all appreciative of
the fact that by working together—and
certainly it was not easy for me to ob-
ject to the unanimous consent on the
compensation originally.
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I am indebted to the leadership of
Senator DOLE, to Senator MITCHELL,
and my chairman for what they have
crafted today because I think this en-
sures equity to all who are so con-
cerned. I thank them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object. This does represent a signifi-
cant victory. Reachback for everyone
who has exhausted their benefits is far
more fair than what we had when this
process started, and I thank the major-
ity leader for his patience, the chair-
man of the Finance Committee, the Re-
publican leader for helping to work
through this problem. I also want to
recognize Senator FORD for objecting
yesterday and Senator ROTH for object-
ing last night so we could reach this re-
sult.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want
to thank everybody for working out
the compromise. I had not planned to
speak, but so many have taken that op-
portunity that I want to take a mo-
ment to thank the President. I want to
thank the President for courageously
standing up to political attempts to
embarrass him, to bust the budget,
send interests rates up, send the deficit
up, and to put more people out of work.

Tonight, at long last, we have done
what we should have done to begin
with: We have passed a bill that ex-
tends benefits and that pays for it and
I rejoice in that and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I can-
not permit that statement to go with-
out response. I categorically reject the
assertion. It is absolutely incorrect and
ought not to go unchallenged. We be-
lieve the opposite to be true. We have
reached a compromise here. No other
statement made this evening has been
of that caliber, and I just do not want
anyone to think that statement rep-
resents the sentiment of all Senators.
It does not. There is no point in pro-
longing this. We can debate this after-
ward. But I, for myself, and I believe
for our colleagues, do not share the
sentiment expressed.

Mr. President, I would like now, if we
could, to get the agreement and then
proceed to vote, get the yeas and nays.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. Leader, might I
just take 30 seconds?

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator from
New Mexico is aware of the technical
point of order that the Senator from
Colorado said he would have made. But
the point of it is that if there is going
to be any effect, it is what OMB says,
and they do not say it would have any.
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They say it would not have any budg-
etary effect. For that reason I did not
join him either in the comments or in
raising the point of order.

I thank the majority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President I
renew my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on H.R. 3575.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, 1 year
ago, we were rushing to adjournment.
Late in the session, the Senate was
presented with a Halloween trick, the
so-called budget summit agreement.
We all recall the wonderful rhetoric ac-
companying this package. It would re-
duce Federal spending. It would keep
the economy growing. And, the small
price we had to pay was new taxes, It
was a horrible idea, but Congress so de-
sired to be politically safe that we ac-
quiesced, and agreed to the leadership
package. This Senator voted against
the proposal because it was bad for the
President, it was rotten fiscal policy,
and it stifled the economy.

The budget agreement has been even
worse than I imagined last October.
The economy not only slowed down, it
dived into a recession. The Federal
budget continues to be a disaster—we
may have a record deficit next year.
And, the President has lost his lever-
age with Congress to enact an eco-
nomic growth tax package. One of the
results of Congress’ mismanagement of
the economy is that American workers
have been hurt. Unemployment in
many regions of the country is the
highest in over a decade.

This year, it is too late for any
tricks, but we are staring at a turkey
as we prepare for a Thanksgiving ad-
journment. Once again, a leadership
package has been devised. Forget the
budget agreement, there will be new
spending. Forget that higher taxes sti-
fle economic growth, there will be new
taxes.

The increase in unemployment and
the slowness in the economic recovery
has created havoc for many Americans.
American workers need help. They do
not need more backroom deals. We
have to get the economy moving, we
need an economic growth package. I
have sponsored a growth program. I
would like to offer it today. But, it is
obvious that such an amendment would
upset what some consider to be a bal-
anced package.

There is nothing balanced about this
package. We force the unemployed to
continue their dependency rather than
promoting opportunities to return to
work. And, we impose new tax burdens
on those who some contemptuously
refer to as the wealthy. Well, the peo-
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ple in Wyoming who will face this tax
burden are the ranchers, farmers, small
business men and women, and the inde-
pendent energy producers who use the
quarterly withholding procedure. These
are not wealthy Americans, these are
hard working, job producing Ameri-
cans. And, now we are going to do it to
them again. This is perhaps politically
correct, but it is not very visionary.

We are all sensitive to the needs of
the unemployed. Unfortunately, the ac-
tion we are about to take is of little
solace to those who want to work, who
are tired of public benefits. A more ap-
propriate course is to stimulate new
job creation by an economic growth
policy. This proposal does not do that,
and I must vote in protest against the
agreement.

A “YE8" VOTE—UNDER PROTEST

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
strongly favor an extension of unem-
ployment benefits, and I believe that
we should pay for these extended bene-
fits appropriately: By tapping the $8
billion surplus in the extended unem-
ployment trust fund. I will vote *‘yes”
on the Rostenkowski compromise be-
cause this is the last chance to secure
urgently needed benefits for 3 million
long-term unemployed Americans, in-
cluding South Carolinians. But I
strongly object to the dishonest financ-
ing mechanism embodied in this bill.

This bill capitulates to the adminis-
tration's wishes by brazenly ignoring
the surplus in the trust fund. It man-
dates, instead, that we raise new reve-
nues. This is double taxation, pure and
simple. Working Americans have al-
ready paid for these extended unem-
ployment benefits, and now this bill
asks them to pay a second time.

Why does the administration refuse
to spend the $8 billion in the extended
unemployment trust fund? The reason
is that the Treasury has already bor-
rowed and spent every dime of that $8
billion on the deficit. The sad truth
about the extended unemployment
trust fund is that there is no trust and
no fund.

The larger problem here is that the
administration has been systemati-
cally embezzling from the unemploy-
ment trust fund, the Social Security
trust fund, and every other Federal
trust fund in order to mask the size of
the deficit. To date, the administration
has borrowed—embezzled, to be more
accurate—a grand total of $864 billion
from the various trust funds, including
$269 billion from the Social Security
trust fund. And they have no plan
whatsoever for repaying those bor-
rowed funds.

So the Rostenkowski plan establishes
an exceptionally dangerous precedent.
It says, “Sorry, we have already spent
the trust fund monies on the deficit, so
if you want to receive your benefits
you will have to raise new revenues,
you will have to submit to double tax-
ation.”
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To see just how dangerous this prece-
dent is, consider the Social Security
trust fund. We have been racking up
huge surpluses in order to fund the
baby boomers’ retirement in the next
century. But those surpluses exist
strictly as a bookkeeping entry, be-
cause the administration is spending
every dime on the deficit today. The
administration has already borrowed
$269 billion from the Social Security
trust fund, and by the year 2000 borrow-
ing from the Social Security trust fund
will exceed $1 trillion. When the baby
boomers retire and apply for Social Se-
curity benefits, they are going to be
told the same thing that unemployed
workers are being told today: ‘‘Sorry,
we have already spent the trust fund
money. If you want your benefits, we
are going to have to reimburse the
trust fund by raising new revenues."

This is fraud on a monumental scale.
If there is any virtue in this bill it is
that we are finally blowing the cover
off the administration’'s practice of em-
bezzling from the trust funds.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, the de-
velopment of this bill has been a long
and arduous process which could not
have been accomplished without excep-
tional work on the part of several key
staffers. I want to commend especially
the following individuals for their con-
tributions—Margaret Malone, whose
grace under pressure has been exem-
plary; Sam Sessions, without whose
creative work on the deficit offsets we
would not be here tonight; Ron Davis,
a staffer who is new to the Finance
Committee and who spent the last 4
months in a highly pressured course of
on the job training; George Tyler of the
Joint Economic Committee, who fol-
lowed closely the changing economic
landscape; Hank Gutman of the Joint
Committee on Taxation; Chris Pea-
cock, who kept the press up to date on
the progress of our negotiations; Doug-
las Fredrick of Senator PACKWOOD's
staff;: Rick Samans with Senator
RIEGLE; Grace Reef with the majority
leader; and Lee Price, with the Joint
Economic Committee, who also made
major contributions to the success of
this effort. Finally, Mr. President, I
want to extend special thanks to the
staff of the Joint Tax Committee, the
Congressional Budget Office, the Legis-
lative Counsel’s Office, and the Depart-
ment of Labor for their indispensible
work in making certain that the provi-
sions we considered here tonight were
properly crafted and that their costs to
the Treasury were fully offset.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to
make additional comments regarding
the extension of unemployment bene-
fits. My home State of Ohio continues
to fight this recession. Ohio, of course,
was hit very hard by the last recession
and many industries have not fully re-
covered. In fact, some of those indus-
tries will never employ the number of
workers that they once employed. This
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recession has only added to the dif-
ficulties of many families.

The Federal Government has yet to
respond to the unmet needs of our un-
employed workers. Clearly, the mas-
sive increase in the national debt dur-
ing the last decade has limited our
ability to provide the necessary help to
many American families. But, the ad-
ministration has yet to provide the
necessary leadership to move the econ-
omy forward. The President tells us
that it’s a good time to buy a new car
or new house. For unemployed Ohioans
this seems to be an unlikely prospect.

The Congress has tried to provide
needed help. Twice we have passed bills
to extend unemployment benefits.
Twice the President has effectively de-
nied those benefits.

Today we have another bill before us.
It makes many improvements to our
current system of benefits. It does pro-
vide extended benefits to many Ameri-
cans. It provides retroactive reachback
to some Americans whose benefits are
already exhausted. It also inecludes ex-
servicemen, school employees, job
search, and railroad workers provi-
sions.

The problem is that the formula to
provide additional benefits does not
fairly distribute those benefits among
the States. It is not fair to Ohio. We
simply are unable to justify the dis-
tribution of benefits under this bill.

Through the efforts of many Sen-
ators who have expressed their con-
cerns about the unfairness of the legis-
lation, the Senate will now consider an
alternative package of unemployment
benefits. This alternative will provide
two tiers of benefits: 20 weeks of bene-
fits for those States with a 9 percent
unemployment rate, 13 weeks to all
other States. The reachback provisions
are provided to all States.

This is a much improved provision. It
provides fairness. By directly facing
the inequity of the bill, I believe the
Senate has provided a great public
service. By directly facing the unfair-
ness in the bill, 53,000 Ohioans will re-
ceive these needed benefits. The origi-
nal package provided 6 weeks of bene-
fits to Ohioans and no reach-back pro-
vision. This new provision will provide
Ohioans 13 weeks of extended benefits
and a reach-back provision equal to all
other States.

Mr. President, I am very pleased that
the Senate was able to take a second
look at this legislation and substan-
tially improve its content.

Mr, COHEN. Mr. President, today the
Senate has the opportunity to vote to
ensure that America’'s long-term unem-
ployed workers receive a desperately
needed extension of their unemploy-
ment benefits.

I have been in support of the exten-
sion of unemployment benefits since
July, when Congress first debated this
critical issue facing the millions of
Americans who have lost their jobs. I
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voted for several proposals in recent
months and weeks, which would have
provided much-needed relief to many
unemployed Americans. Unfortunately,
these measures were either defeated or
vetoed. Today we have, hopefully,
reached, an agreement that is accept-
able to all of the parties involved.

Mr. President, we have reached a
critical point in our economy. Jobs are
being lost every day and the number of
people applying for unemployment ben-
efits continues to rise. The unemploy-
ment rate in my own State of Maine
has risen from 6.1 percent in August to
6.7 percent in September. In New Eng-
land winter is approaching and families
are desperate for funds to heat their
homes and keep food on their tables.

As we approach the season of giving
thanks, it is indeed appropriate, and
long overdue, to send the millions of
Americans, who have exhausted their
unemployment benefits, the checks
they have been so desperately waiting
for.

It is my great hope that today we
may put an end to this debate and
begin the process that will bring this
long awaited compromise into law.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the measure before
us, H.R. 3575, to provide emergency un-
employment compensation benefits to
the many long-term unemployed across
the country. This legislation is critical
for the thousands of workers around
the country, and especially in my home
State of Rhode Island, who cannot find
jobs and who are having trouble mak-
ing ends meet for themselves and their
families. This bill provides help to
those who really, try as they may, sim-
ply are not able to help themselves at
this time. Nowhere has the frustration
due to the floundering economy been
more evident than in my home State.

This past year has been a real strug-
gle for businesses in my State. Nearly
every signal of the State's economic
health is blinking red. New construc-
tion, employment, consumer con-
fidence, and manufacturing are all
down, revealing that Rhode Island is in
the midst of a lingering recession.
Small businesses are being hit particu-
larly hard.

The total unemployment rate in
Rhode Island is one of the highest in
the country, second only to Puerto
Rico. And, unfortunately, it continues
to rise. Last month, our total unem-
ployment rate was 9.2 percent. This
month it went up to 9.6 percent, and
the Rhode Island Department of Labor
does not anticipate that rate going
down in the near future. Clearly, the
situation in Rhode Island, like most of
New England, is desperate.

That's the bad news. But, the good
news is this measure will provide indi-
viduals in my home State with up to 20
extra weeks of benefits. The Rhode Is-
land Department of Employment and
Training estimates that potentially
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19,000 people will be eligible for these
emergency benefits, and that each indi-
vidual will receive approximately $208
per week. Most importantly, the first
checks will be in the mail by Thanks-
giving, and will carry them through
the holidays.

Nothing is ever cheap around here,
and this proposal, like many critical
programs, is costly—$5.1 billion to be
exact. I am particularly pleased that
we have found a way to pay for this
measure. First, it closes the loophole
for wealthy taxpayers who make quar-
terly income tax payments. Second, it
maintains the unemployment tax at its
current level instead of allowing it to
drop as scheduled. And finally it with-
holds tax refunds from people who have
defaulted on student loans. Providing
these benefits is the humane thing to
do, and paying for them is the respon-
gible thing to do. So, I am glad that we
are able to accomplish both goals in
the measure before us today.

In closing, Mr. President, let me just
commend my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle and in the administration
who have worked so hard to get an
agreement. It is a good agreement, and
I support it.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, once
again I support legislation to extend
unemployment benefits for Americans
who are hardest hit by this recession.

I have been working for an extended
benefits bill since I came to the Senate
last May. Nearly 3 million Americans—
and at present estimates 50,000 Penn-
sylvanians—need the help that these
benefits will provide until they can
find new jobs.

One of the powerful messages sent by
the voters of my State last week was
that they want action from Washing-
ton in getting this economy moving
again—including extended benefits.
The people of Pennsylvania said that
they are tired of business as usual in
Washington. And the saga of extended
unemployment benefits legislation is a
good example of why they are so frus-
trated with business as usual. We have
needed an agreement on extended bene-
fits for many months. Finding a com-
promise should never have been such a
drawn out and difficult process.

The President should never have ve-
toed two earlier bills which would have
delivered these benefits to the people
who needed them last summer. And
this Congress should never have taken
so long to act in the first place.

Currently, workers are entitled to
only 26 weeks of unemployment com-
pensation. This legislation would pro-
vide workers who qualify for extended
benefits—the long-term unemployed—
with 13 or 20 additional weeks of com-
pensation, depending upon the unem-
ployment rates in their State.

This is a modest extension—espe-
cially when it is compared to the 49
weeks of compensation available dur-
ing the 1982-83 recession. Workers are
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asking no more than the compensation
they have earned. The extension of un-
employment benefits is badly needed
and long overdue.

Although I strongly support the ex-
tension of benefits, I am only reluc-
tantly supporting this legislation. Be-
cause, in addition to extending unem-
ployment benefits, this bill also need-
lessly increases business taxes. The
fact is that these benefits have already
been paid for. Employers and workers
have already contributed to a trust
fund for the specific purpose of provid-
ing extended benefits.

The fund contains nearly $8 billion.
Even after the extended benefits are
paid, the trust fund would end the 1992
fiscal year with a balance of $3.5 bil-
lion. And even if we use the fund as it
was intended, the Department of Labor
estimates that it would still reach its
statutory ceiling of $9.03 billion by the
end of fiscal 1994.

Why raise new revenues when there
are already funds specifically ear-
marked to help workers who have ex-
hausted their benefits? Why make our
employers pay for the same thing
twice? The reason is that the adminis-
tration is using the unemployment
trust fund to hide the true size of the
budget deficit. This budgetary trick is
being used at the expense of working
families and their employers.

The unemployment trust fund, like
all Federal trust funds, was created to
serve a specific purpose—to provide in-
surance to working Americans who
lose their jobs, and cannot find new
work, because of a recession. Working
Americans and their employers pay
into the trust fund—and working
Americans should be able to use it
when they need it.

It is a disgrace that this recession
has been allowed to drag on, month
after month, while the President sits
back and simply waits for things to get
better. Worse than no action at all, the
President twice vetoed earlier bills
that would have provided these ex-
tended benefits when they were really
needed. Mr. Bush may be satisfied that
the recession is over, but millions of
Americans do not live by the technical
niceties of macroeconomics. They have
to pay the bills, struggle to save, and
sometimes come up a little short at the
end of the month.

Every day, another 2,000 workers are
laid off from their jobs. But this ad-
ministration does not call it an emer-
gency. We recognize emergencies all
over the world. In recent legislation,
President Bush has requested Amer-
ican tax dollars to help the Kurds and
people in Egypt, Turkey, Sudan, An-
gola, Bangladesh, and Ethiopia. And
yet he ignores the human emergencies
we face here at home. More than 2.8
million working Americans have ex-
hausted their benefits in the last 12
months. By the end of 1992, it is esti-
mated that 3.4 million will have ex-
hausted their benefits.
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I support this legislation because it
will help put food on the table for mil-
lions of American families who are suf-
fering from this recession. But I hope
that this will only be the first of many
actions we need to move our economy
off dead center and to finally help mid-
dle-income Americans who've been so
badly hurt by a decade of Washington
policies and Washington priorities
which have rigged the economic game
against them.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
like many of my colleagues, I have rec-
ognized the need for extended unem-
ployment benefits for the Americans
who have experienced long-term unem-
ployment and whose basic benefits
have been exhausted. Over the past sev-
eral months, I have supported propos-
als and introduced my own legislation
which I believed would address this
problem in an effective and responsible
manner.

In September, a House and Senate
conference committee took legislation
which I had supported and, after work-
ing behind closed doors, produced a
product which was only a shadow of
the original bill. The President ex-
pressed his support for some type of ex-
tended unemployment benefits, but
also outlined what provisions he could
not accept. In spite of his efforts to
work out an agreeable solution, a bill
was foisted upon the President which
represented precisely what he said he
could not accept. As he promised, the
President vetoed that bill. And I don't
blame him.

In a sense of cooperation, the Presi-
dent outlined the basis for a com-
promise which was acceptable to him.
The response was to brush aside the
President’s hand and send him a bill
which went 180 degrees in the wrong di-
rection. The Congress tried to shove
something it created down the throat
of the President. In my judgment, Mr.
President, the unwillingness to include
all parties in the negotiation process
demonstrated a distinct lack of good
faith.

After the President’s veto, which I
supported, I offered an alternative bill,
8. 1789. This legislation tried to bridge
the gap between the Congress and the
administration in an attempt to end
the political bickering which caused
inexcusable delays in getting benefits
into the hands of Americans in need.

The legislation which I offered in
September would have delivered better
benefits to more States than any of the
legislation which had been considered
by the Congress up to that date. The
first bills to address this problem
would have provided 7, 13, or 20 weeks
of benefits. Minnesota would have re-
ceived 7 weeks under this approach.
Under my legislation, 8 weeks would
have been given to Minnesota and most
other States and 15 weeks would go to
those States hardest hit by the reces-
sion.
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Mine was not the only approach to
compromise. The Republican leader
also offered an alternative which I sup-
ported. Of course, neither of these bills
were permitted to come to the floor.
They were offered by the minority. But
they were fair and they were respon-
sible.

In an effort to reach a compromise,
the White House and the leadership in
the House of Representatives worked
out and passed the deal which we have
been debating since yesterday. The leg-
islation which we received from the
House, H.R. 3575, for many States, in-
cluding my own, represented a step
backward.

The end result, Mr. President, was
that the compromise which was
achieved in H.R. 3575 came at the ex-
pense of the long-term unemployed in a
handful of States, rather than sharing
the burden nationwide. This type of so-
called compromise took the view that a
person who has run out of benefits in
one State must be less strapped, less
hungry, and less unemployed than peo-
ple in other States. Compromise en-
tails give and take from both sides.
H.R. 3575 only took from one side.

A good many of my colleagues in-
cluding myself, Mr. President, after
supporting earlier bills, discovered
that the approach of H.R. 3575 was not
to their liking. Either their States
would have received fewer weeks of
benefits or would have lost eligibility
for a reachback giving benefits to all of
the unemployed in their States.

We cried ‘‘foul.” And we were heard.

A compromise has been achieved
which will ensure that the unemployed
in all States will be eligible for a
reachback. Now all Minnesotans whose
benefits have run out since last March
would be eligible to receive meaningful
benefits, not just those whose expired
after enactment of this final proposal.

The real tragedy is that this impor-
tant lesson has come at the expense of
the unemployed of this Nation.

I sincerely hope, Mr. President, that
the Senate will take this very valuable
lesson to heart and realize that this
system works best when all parties are
included in negotiations and when
compromise is embraced at all points
of the process.

No one in this process is blameless.
At various points, the administration
has resisted the Congress, the House
has proceeded without the Senate, and
the majority blocked consideration of
the alternatives offered by the minor-
ity. I hope, Mr. President, these dif-
ferences and disagreements are now be-
hind us.

I am pleased to be able to enthu-
siastically support this arrangement.
Most importantly, Mr. President, these
enhanced benefits for all States are ac-
complished without casting fiscal re-
sponsibility to the wind. It respects
last year's budget agreement, includes
many important policy provisions re-
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garding financing and triggers, and
gets the relief flowing.

To the people in my State of Min-
nesota, I am very happy to report that
their wait has been worth it. Unem-
ployed Minnesotans will not only get
their much needed benefits, but will re-
ceive them retroactively and at a high-
er level than previously expected. With
timely adoption of this legislation,
checks will be on their way before
Thanksgiving.

To all Minnesotans, I am pleased to
report that all these benefits are paid
for—from current funds, not deficit fi-
nancing loaded on our children. This
legislation will ensure that all Min-
nesotans have something to be thank-
ful for.

Finally, Mr. President, we are about
to cast a vote in a manner that some
members of the American public will
not quite understand. We will be voting
on H.R. 3575, legislation that I have in-
dicated I cannot support. However, this
will enable the President to sign an ex-
tended benefits unemployment bill
today. But that legislation will be
superceded by the compromise that
will provide enhanced benefits to the
unemployed people of this country.

Mr. President, I will cast my vote in
favor of H.R. 3575 only because I am as-
sured that the compromise engineered
by the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, Senator BENTSEN, and the Sen-
ate leadership will supersede this bill.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the long impasse over pro-
viding extended unemployment bene-
fits has finally ended. Twice before, in
August and in October, Congress sent
an emergency extended unemployment
benefits bill to the President. Twice, he
refused to designate the spending in
those bills as emergency spending.
Twice, he refused to extend a helping
hand to those workers who are experi-
encing long-term unemployment as a
result of current economic conditions
and who have exhausted their unem-
ployment benefits.

Today, we have an opportunity to
pass a bill that the President will sign.
We have an opportunity to pass a bill
that will, at long last, provide those
who are suffering most with the help-
ing hand they so desperately need and
deserve.

According to the latest labor market
statistics, there are nearly 8.6 million
men and women in our Nation who
want to work but who cannot find
work. Another 6.3 million Americans
are working only part-time because
they cannot find full-time jobs, even
though they want to work full-time.
Finally, at last count, another 1.1 mil-
lion have simply left the labor force be-
cause they no longer believe they can
find a job. These workers have become
discouraged, so discouraged that they
have given up looking for a job. They
no longer are counted among the un-
employed, at least not officially. But
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they are out there—out of work, out of
luck, and out of hope.

Should we be surprised? In 1988, can-
didate George Bush promised the
American people that, if elected, he
would create 30 million jobs in 8 years.
Yet, in almost 3 years since President
Bush took office, barely a quarter of a
million jobs have been created in the
United States.

Despite the repeated assurances of
the Bush administration that this
would be a short and shallow recession,
there are more than 750,000 fewer
Americans employed today than there
were 1 year ago. More than 1.1 million
Americans have been unemployed for
27 weeks or more. In other words, more
than one out of every eight unem-
ployed workers in America has been
without work for more than 6 months,

Adding to the tragedy of the current
unemployment situation is the fact
that our unemployment compensation
system—a system designed as a safety
net for those workers who lose their
jobs through no fault of their own—is
failing to do its job. Although 8.6 mil-
lion Americans are out of work, less
than 40 percent are eligible for unem-
ployment insurance. West Virginia has
the highest unemployment rate in the
Nation. Thousands of workers in West
Virginia have exhausted their unem-
ployment benefits since the beginning
of the year. Yet, unemployed workers
in my State are not eligible for ex-
tended unemployment benefits.

Too many unemployed Americans are
falling through the holes in the unem-
ployment insurance safety net. Provid-
ing a meaningful program of extended
unemployment benefits is long over-
due. We cannot act too quickly to pro-
vide those who are suffering most with
a helping hand. The legislation before
us will accomplish that goal. I com-
mend the chairman of the Finance
Committee for his efforts in putting
this bill together, and I urge my col-
leagues to pass this legislation so that
unemployed workers across our Nation
will finally receive the help for which
they have been waiting so long.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President,
the terms of the compromise call for
raising the funds to pay for the exten-
sion of benefits through a variety of
means. While this indicates some
measure of fiscal responsibility on our
part, it also illustrates one of the more
troublesome aspects of our current fis-
cal policy.

Throughout this debate, reference
has been made to the unemployment
trust fund, and the moneys in that fund
which have been set aside to pay for
unemployment benefits. To many, the
term ‘“‘trust fund” and the talk of
money that has been set aside implies
that this is money that has been put
into a special vault, and that it will be
held in this special vault until it is
spent on the purpose for which it was
collected.
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In reality, however, the Federal Gov-
ernment has no special vault for its
trust funds. It puts all its revenues into
the same general fund and then pays
all its bills from this one general fund.

With our Government operating at a
deficit, this means that we are not only
spending all the revenue we collect and
put into the general vault, but that we
are actually spending more than we are
collecting. As a result, there is no left-
over in the general vault that can be
tapped when it is needed. There are
simply IOU’s from a government in the
red.

The money that was raised for the
unemployment trust fund is being
spent to finance the Government and
mask the deficit. The fact of the mat-
ter is, this trust fund—and others like
the aviation and highway trust fund—
are nothing more than an accounting
charade. We have a passbook entry at a
bank that is so broke that it would
have to borrow money to pay out our
account.

I am aware that the alternative to
this financing is to declare another
emergency and increase a deficit al-
ready likely to be a third of a trillion
dollars next year. However, I also be-
lieve that the trust funds should be
used for the purpose for which they
were intended—in this case unemploy-
ment benefits—instead of being used to
mask the true extent of our spending.

It is interesting that one of the fi-
nancing mechanisms in the bill pro-
posed to finance these benefits is ex-
tending the surcharge on the Federal
unemployment tax. Ironically, the rea-
son this tax was levied in the first
place was to pay for the very kind of
benefits we are not proposing.

Now we want to continue making
employers pay this surcharge, so we
can maintain the level in the trust
funds in order to offset spending in
other areas. In my view, this makes lit-
tle sense. If we allow the surcharge to
expire, we would thereby reduce the
marginal cost of labor, which might
have the happy result of more new
jobs.

I would also note that another way
we are funding the extension is to
make a number of changes in the Fed-
eral Student Aid Program. The Senate
Labor and Human Resources Commit-
tee recently reported legislation reau-
thorizing the Higher Education Act.
This legislation takes a number of im-
portant steps to address the problem of
student loan defaults, and that meas-
ure is the appropriate vehicle in which
to address such changes.

Among other things, this proposal
would garnish the wages of individuals
who default on their student loans. Al-
though many think we will be garnish-
ing the wages of doctors and lawyers,
the stark reality is that those individ-
uals whose wages are going to be gar-
nished are mostly those with outstand-
ing loans from schools from which
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these individuals never received a de-
gree or the skills necessary to obtain
worthwhile jobs.

I am not saying that student loan de-
faults should not be repaid. However,
Senators should understand that this
will not be painless revenue we are
going after. The student loan default-
ers we are going after are for the most
part not the country club doctors—but
rather unwed mothers trying to raise a
family on a minimum wage job. Gar-
nishment, rightly or wrongly, is going
to impose severe hardships on these
people,

Mr. President, the compromise may

be the best we can do, but we should be
straightforward with the American
people. We should not talk about trust
funds or money that is set aside. In the
future, if we are going to raise taxes,
we should simply tell people that is
what we are doing and not lead them to
think we will put the money in a spe-
cial vault to be spent on some special
purpose.
e Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, twice in
the last 3 months, Congress has sent
the President legislation extending un-
employment benefits for jobless work-
ers. Unfortunately, the President
blocked both of these attempts to aid
those who have lost their jobs as a re-
sult of the recession.

While I regret the time it has taken
for the President to finally agree with
the Congress on the need for this im-
portant measure, I am pleased that he
has at least consented to sign this
most recent unemployment compensa-
tion package.

The economic downturn has hit hard-
est those workers who have been laid
off and are unable to find work—not
because they lack the skills or motiva-
tion to work, not because they would
rather accept unemployment benefits
than work, but simply because they are
unable to find employment to support
their families and pay their bills. Ex-
tended benefits should be available to
these individuals.

While the unemployment rate has re-
mained relatively stable since March,
the number of individuals exhausting
their Federal benefits has grown dra-
matically. Unemployment associated
with the recession has resulted in
300,000 jobless workers exhausting their
benefits every month. We simply can-
not neglect our responsibility to re-
spond to Americans who, through no
fault of their own, need temporary as-
sistance.

The most recent unemployment com-
pensation package will provide up to 20
weeks of benefits to the over 3 million
jobless workers and veterans in this
country who have exhausted their cur-
rent benefits.

President Bush believes that the re-
cession has bottomed out and that the
economy is on an upswing. He should
tell that to the 42,000 working Ameri-
cans who have put in applications for
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unemployment insurance over each of
the past 4 weeks.

Although I am discouraged that it
has taken this long to win approval of
what seems to me to be a question of
basic fairness, I am hopeful that this
bill will assist hard-working American
families. People should not be forced
into bankruptcy because of an eco-
nomic downturn. These extended bene-
fits should help workers make ends
meet until the condition of the labor
market improves.e

Mr. BIDEN. The compromise unem-
ployment benefits extension package
before the Senate is a great improve-
ment over what was originally sent
from the House. It is fairer to all un-
employed workers, regardless of the
State they live in. The changes reflect
that the hardship of workers who have
lost their paying jobs is no less in one
State than it is in another.

Senator ROTH deserves great credit
for the improvements in this bill. The
determined efforts of Senator ROTH
showed that a fairer program was in-
deed possible, and could be accepted by
the administration and Congress.

Most of all, I am pleased that months
of efforts in Congress have finally paid
off with an extension of unemployment
benefits that are so sorely needed.
Workers who have lost their jobs dur-
ing this stubbornly long-lived recession
are in desperate need of this assistance,
and it is time the Federal Government
acted to make that assistance avail-
able.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
unemployed workers and their families
are struggling because of the lingering
recession. They need and deserve ex-
tended unemployment benefits to see
them through such harsh economic
times.

For months, I have fought side-by-
side with my Democratic colleagues in
pushing for action to extend unemploy-
ment benefits. But our efforts were
blocked by President Bush, who failed
to consider the needs of Americans as
an emergency.

I strongly disagreed with the Presi-
dent’'s veto and blockage of previous
legislative initiatives to provide ex-
tended benefits to the unemployed.
Congress acted in August to provide
benefits, but President Bush refused to
use his authority to release benefits. In
October, President Bush used his veto
pen to deny benefits to the unemployed
again.

In November, President Bush has fi-
nally decided to work with Congress on
a compromise proposal to provide bene-
fits to the unemployed.

I suspect that recent polls and elec-
tion results from Pennsylvania have
helped convince the President to work
with Congress to develop a compromise
on unemployment benefits. Whatever
the reason, I am pleased that the Presi-
dent has finally agreed to extend bene-
fits to those in need.
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In West Virginia, as many as 12,300
unemployed workers could potentially
qualify for the extended benefits pro-
gram. These are workers who have ex-
hausted their regular benefits, but un-
fortunately have not been able to find
a new job yet.

The number of West Virginians quali-
fying for extended benefits will change.
Approximately 300 West Virginians ex-
haust their regular unemployment ben-
efits each week. Now instead of being
cut off, West Virginians can qualify for
extended benefits.

After months of fighting in the Sen-
ate, I am pleased that there is good
news for West Virginians who have
been struggling. This bill is not per-
fect, but the needs are urgent and we
simply push forward to provide bene-
fits. This compromise has been worked
out painstakingly. The House should
adopt it. The President should sign it
into law as soon as possible. West Vir-
ginia families who have been dev-
astated by the recession have waited
too long already.

The long-term solution for unem-
ployment must be a commitment to in-
vest in our economy, and create good
jobs. Every day, I work to protect the
jobs we have in West Virginia. I am
committed to strengthening our coun-
try’s competitiveness so that workers
in West Virginia, and across our coun-
try, have more opportunities. For now,
action to extend unemployment bene-
fits is a critical short-term effort to
help families make ends meet over the
next few months.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Senate will be acting
today to pass an extension of unem-
ployment benefits, and I am relieved
that, at last, the President has agreed
to sign an unemployment bill which
will provide benefits to hundreds of
thousands of workers who have ex-
hausted or will exhaust unemployment
benefits.

We have been a long time in getting
to this point. Too long. I would like to
to think that the President finally has
heard the voices of desperation
throughout the country and that these
have overcome the sterile statistics on
the GNP that some of his advisors had
used to convince him that the reces-
sion had ended. I would like to think
that, although I would not be surprised
that the voters of Pennsylvania might
have had something to do with his
turnabout as well.

I have heard those voices in Michi-
gan, and I have been hearing them for
a long time. In a very real sense, these
are some of the continuing victims of
the Reagan administration: an admin-
istration that burdened our economy
with debt, weakened our trade policy
with indecision, and decapitated our
unemployment compensation system
with a meat ax. When all of this was
taking place, the American people were
assured that even a more limited gov-
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ernment would take care of the truly
needy through a social safety net. Well,
today we are acknowledging that the
social safety net has gaping holes and
many people are falling through it.

In my trips throughout Michigan I
have met some of those victims. In
Flint, MI, I met with Ron Eastwood,
Tim Townsend, and Sharon McGough.
Ron Eastwood is a construction elec-
trician who has seen his $20,000 savings
disappear to pay his bills after more
than a year of unemployment. In pre-
vious recessions and slowdowns, he has
managed to find work in distant areas,
but not this time. He said that he feels
like he has been hit over his head with
a bat and that he has seen his dreams
disappear.

Tim Townsend is a computer field en-
gineer who has been out of work for 8
months. Sharon McGough has worked
steadily for 156 years. Now, she has a
new number to think about. She is on
52 different employment lists, hoping
for a break and for a job. She told me
that she prays for an extension of un-
employment benefits and that it hurts
to find out after all these years that
the Government can disregard its own
people.

In Grand Rapids, I met with three
more victims of the recession. Bob
Fotis has been a sheet metal worker
for 26 years and is exhausting his sav-
ings. John Davis is a pipefitter with a
wife and two children whose benefits
ran out in June. He told me that his
family can only take hard times for so
long. Tim Caron told me that 150 peo-
ple apply for every job that is adver-
tised. He said:

1 fly the flag on the Fourth of July. I stand
behind my country. But where is the help we
need for our own people. It makes you won-
der.

These people and many, many like
them in Michgian will be helped by this
legislation. Contrary to the bill origi-
nally endorsed by the President, this
legislation on the floor today gqualifies
Michigan, a high unemployment State,
for the top level of benefits, which is 20
weeks. It also provides benefits to tens
of thousands of those in Michigan who
are unemployed and who have already
exhausted their benefits. They would
have been left with nothing by the bill
which the President originally en-
dorsed.

1 want to thank all of those who were
instrumental in making this bill pos-
sible. It is not ideal. But, it is real, just
as the suffering in the country is real.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, we
have before us a final agreement on a
comprehensive package of extended
benefits to unemployed American
workers. This package of two bills will
help hard-working people who need
help. I urge my colleagues to support
them.

I have worked in recent weeks to en-
sure that any benefits package enacted
by the Senate provides the widest pos-
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sible coverage to unemployed workers
in my State, including those who have
exhausted their benefits in the last 6
months, and I am grateful we have
been able to build upon the House-
passed version, developing a fairer and
much more comprehensive package of
benefits to workers in my State and
across the Nation. Taken together, the
two bills provide for unemployed Min-
nesotans a full 13 weeks of benefits and
reach back to cover unemployed work-
ers there who have exhausted their
benefits in recent months.

I will vote for the first bill with the
understanding that, as Majority Leader
MITCHELL, Finance Committee Chair-
man BENTSEN, and Minority Leader
DOLE have announced, the additional
benefits provided in the second bill will
be considered immediately by the
House and sent to the White House for
signature. I understand that the Presi-
dent has agreed to sign both bills. With
this understanding, I enthusiastically
endorse the overall agreement. It is
time to move these bills together and
get them signed into law and get ex-
tended benefit checks into the hands of
unemployed workers—hopefully before
Thanksgiving.

The long-term unemployed have
waited much too long for these bene-
fits, pawns in a game of political chess
played by the Bush administration. For
over 6 months, the administration has
dithered, vetoing each attempt by this
Congress to rush critical benefits to
unemployed workers as the recession
has deepened. But now, following the
upset election of our colleague Senator
WoFFORD, the administration has
shown a new willingness to work out a
compromise. I urge my colleagues to
support this package, now paid for
through a complex set of tax law
changes and collection rules. And I
urge the President to reconsider his
persistent refusal to release these criti-
cal funds and sign both of the bills we
will pass tonight: The original benefits
bill and the measure, developed here in
the Senate, which supplements benefits
provided for in that original bill.

When I was back in Minnesota last
weekend, I visited with unemployed
workers—some 50 or 56 years old—who
were frustrated, frightened, and anx-
ious about prospects for the future.
And let there be no mistake—this is
not just a blue-collar problem. It cuts
across class, income, and occupational
boundaries. Many of these older work-
ers—ironworkers, dislocated middle
managers, white collar professionals,
store clerks, bank tellers, bread
bakers—complained that they were
competing with their own children for
$5 and $6 an hour jobs. During that
same visit, I spoke with an unem-
ployed, divorced woman recently
forced to turn her kids back over to her
former husband because she could no
longer care for them.

These are not isolated stories. This is
not anecdotal evidence. Every single
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day my offices get calls from long-term
unemployed workers, desperate for
jobs, and wondering in the short term
if and when benefits would be extended,
so they could feed their kids, heat their
homes, and otherwise care for their
families. For many in America, the sit-
uation is equally grim, and many are

angry.

In that discussion, I found one of the
things people were most frustrated and
angry about was the administration's
unwillingness to accept even a small
package to extend unemployment ben-
efits. Why, they ask, with $8 billion sit-
ting in the UI trust fund—paid into the
fund precisely for this purpose—was
the President still refusing to release
these benefits? The only answer I could
offer was that he stubbornly refuses to
recognize the urgency of the current
recession, and the need for relief.

I have so strongly supported each
successive unemployment bill because
I believe they offered a first, concrete
step toward enactment of a series of re-
cession-relief measures designed to
counter the painful effects of the eco-
nomic downturn which continues to
batter American workers. Over the last
few months, the majority leader has
outlined a comprehensive program of
such measures, including tax relief for
low and moderate income workers, and
investments in our Nation's crumbling
infrastructure, in health care, in ex-
panding education and job training op-
portunities, and in approving the bil-
lions in construction funding included
in the highway bill—any one of which,
or several in combination, would pro-
vide the economic stimulus necessary
to put this country back on its feet and
enable us to compete in global mar-
kets.

In Pennsylvania last week, the peo-
ple’s cry for such programmatic initia-
tives was heard loud and clear: we need
help now. These efforts, along with in-
creased public investment and
strengthened incentives for growth, are
critical elements of such a recession-

relief package.
This agreement extends Federal un-
employment compensation benefits

from 13 to 20 weeks past the current 26
weeks allowed, depending on the unem-
ployment rate in each State. With this
measure, approximately 1.6 million
Americans who have exhausted their
benefits would be eligible for addi-
tional benefits. Unemployment rail-
road workers would also benefit from
this proposal, by provisions I and Sen-
ators KENNEDY, METZENBAUM, EXON and
others insisted be included in the bill.
Senate Finance Committee Chairman
BENTSEN and Ways and Means Commit-
tee Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI included
these provisions to provide authority
for the Railroad Retirement Board to
pay extended unemployment benefits
to railroad workers covered by a sepa-
rate system under the Railroad Unem-
ployment Insurance Act. Following the
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debacle with the Presidential Emer-
gency Board recommendations, the
strike, and the new Board's uncon-
scionable refusal to ignore every single
union objection to the original Board's
findings and conclusions, the least we
could do is ensure that these benefits
are also extended to this special cat-
egory of American workers.

There are no indicators that the cur-
rent recession has bottomed out—in-
deed several suggest it is worsening—
and there is still a serious need for con-
gressional intervention to help those
who have borne the brunt of this reces-
sion. Since we started these discussions
months ago, the state of the economy
has deteriorated, with no significant
improvement in sight. And this is espe-
cially true in the unemployment area.
Again today we saw new figures re-
leased by the Bush administration
which underscore the problem: retail
sales down, jobless claims up, earnings
in a slump.

According to the Department of
Labor, over 3 million workers will ex-
haust their benefits this year, with an
additional 3.4 million exhausting bene-
fits next year. In June of this year
alone, the number of unemployed
workers climbed to 8.7 million; 2.2 mil-
lion more than in June last year. The
nationwide unemployment rate has
risen to T percent, the highest in al-
most 5 years.

In recent months, another 300,000
workers exhausted their 26 weeks of
benefits, leaving them in a double bind,
without a source of income in the
midst of an ever-tightening labor mar-
ket. Even though some of my col-
leagues claim the recovery is just
around the corner—claims which I note
have been muted in recent weeks—we
all know unemployment is a lagging
indicator. If past recessions are any in-
dication, workers will continue to ex-
haust their unemployment benefits
well after the recession is technically
over. In the last recession, long-term
unemployment did not peak until at
least 6 months after the recession was
over.

Finally, I remind my colleagues that
while the comprehensive benefits con-
tained in these two bills address tem-
porarily the emergency needs of unem-
ployed American workers, we must not
lose sight of the urgent need to over-
haul the underlying unemployment in-
surance system. During this recession
only 40 percent of the unemployed have
received unemployment insurance ben-
efits. The system is not working. I urge
my colleagues on the Senate Finance
Committee to consider seriously pro-
posals for genuine, thorough reform de-
signed to reverse its deterioration.

I would like to commend Chairman
BENTSEN, Majority Leader MITCHELL,
Minority Leader DOLE, and Senators
CONRAD, FORD, and others who worked
80 long and hard to develop this agree-
ment and engineer its enactment. But
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this whole process has taken too long,
and American workers have suffered
needlessly for months, because of the
President’'s previous intransigence. I
again urge my colleagues to support
these two bills, and bring this episode
to a swift and decisive close. Millions
of unemployed workers need extended
benefits now.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I am
extremely pleased that the Senate has
now resolved its temporary impasse
over the Federal Supplemental Com-
pensation Act, H.R. 3575. This bill will
offer extended benefits to millions of
unemployed workers throughout the
country who have exhausted their reg-
ular unemployment insurance cov-
erage. The impasse was serious, be-
cause as we debated, workers went
without this vitally important benefit.
Therefore we heard much during the
past 2 days about how we should go
ahead and pass this bill as it stood,
that we didn’t have time for debate or
change. The President said that he
wanted to sign a bill as soon as pos-
sible. The minority leader stated that
we must move on with this legislation
right away so that we could have the
checks in the mail before Thanks-
giving. But under the original pro-
posal—the one that we were being
urged to rush through Congress—tens
of thousands of North Carolinians
would not have gotten checks—not be-
fore Thanksgiving, not after Thanks-
giving, not any time. And why was
that? Certainly the fault did not lie
with the group of Senators claiming we
must address the problems in the origi-
nal legislation. We should not be
blamed for wanting to craft a bill that
is more beneficial to the unemployed
in our States. Rather, blame for the
delay in passing an unemployment in-
surance bill must lie with the Presi-
dent. The reason that tens of thousands
of unemployed people in my State have
not been getting benefits up until now
is because President Bush has not al-
lowed them to. First, in August, the
President refused to release funding for
a strong unemployment insurance bill,
claiming at that time that the reces-
sion was ending. Then in October, as
the recession lingered on, the President
coldly vetoed yet another bill. If Presi-
dent Bush had accepted either one of
those bills, workers in North Carolina
and throughout the country would be
receiving benefits by now. And they
would now be making car payments,
house payments, maybe doing a little
Christmas shopping. But because the
President would not support our two
earlier bills, extended unemployment
insurance had not been able to play its
important role as an economic stimu-
lus and stabilizer. Thankfully, we have
finally corrected that situation.

Yesterday we were told that the
President and the Republican leader-
ship were willing to enact a bill, but
that we must accept the bill as it was,
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with no amendments, so that we could
speed the process! A group of us, how-
ever, was unwilling to accept that. We
knew we could do better for the people
of our States. We knew that all unem-
ployed workers should be treated fair-
ly, regardless of where they lived. I
knew that the people of North Carolina
should receive retroactive benefits.
There is no reason that an unemploy-
ment insurance extension bill should
cut out those individuals who have
been unemployed the longest. These
out-of-work Americans, unable to find
jobs in today's troubled economy, are
precisely those most in need of an eco-
nomic shot in the arm. And all States
need the economic boost of extended
benefits, for a substantial period of
time and reaching back to cover those
who have exhausted their UI benefits
earlier in the year.

We have now passed a bill which will
extend UI benefits for an extra 13
weeks in North Carolina. In addition,
Tarheels whose benefits expired any
time since March of this year will be
eligible for reachback benefits. I am
proud and pleased to have been a part
of crafting this extremely important
legislation. This bill serves the people
of North Carolina well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill,
H.R. 3575, is deemed read the third
time. The question is, Shall the bill
pass?

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. CRANSTON],
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN],
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
KERREY], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
METZENBAUM], and the Senator from
Montana [Mr. BAUCUS] are necessarily
absent.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] and the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP]
are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. HATCH] is paired with the Senator
from Wyoming ([Mr. WaLLOP]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Utah would vote ‘‘yea’ and the Senator
from Wyoming would vote *‘nay."”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 91,
nays 2, as follows:

{Rollcall Vote No. 254 Leg.}

YEAS—91
Adams Burdick DeConcini
Akaka Burns Dixon
Bentsen Byrd Dodd
Biden Chafee Dole
Bingaman Coats Domeniei
Bond Cochran Durenberger
Boren Cohen Exon
Bradley Craig Ford
Breaux D'Amato Fowler
Bryan Danforth Garn
Bumpers Daschle Glenn
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Gore Lieberman Roth
Gorton Lott Rudman
Graham Lugar Sanford
Gramm Mack Barbanes
Grassley McCain Sasser
Hatfield MceCi 11 Sey
Heflin Mikulski Shelby
Helms Mitchell Simon
Hollings Moynihan Simpson
Inouye Murkowski Smith
Jeffords Nickles Specter
Johnston Nunn Stevens
Kassebaum Packwood
Kasten Pell Thurmond

Pressler Warner
Kerry Pryor Wellstone
Kohl Reld Wirth
Lautenberg Riegle Wofford
Leahy Robb
Levin Rockefeller

NAYS—2
Brown Conrad
NOT VOTING—T

Baucus Hatch Wallop
Cranston Kerrey
Harkin Metzenbaum

So the bill (H.R. 3575) was passed.

Mr. MITCHELL. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

TERMINATION OF CERTAIN PROVI-
SIONS OF THE TRADE ACT TO
CZECHOSLOVAKIA AND HUNGARY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Finance Com-
mittee is discharged from H.R. 1724.
The Senate will now proceed to its im-
mediate consideration. The clerk will
report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1724) to provide for the termi-
nation of the application of title IV of the
Trade Act of 1974 to Czechoslovakia and Hun-
gary.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time to the Senator from Okla-
homa?

Mr. DOLE. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank
the Republican leader, Senator DOLE. I
wish to compliment Senator DOLE and
also Senator MITCHELL and others, but
particularly Senator ROBE and Senator
CoNRAD and others, who really spoke
up and talked about the inequity of the
bill that we had before us, the bill that
did not allow 18 or 19 States to have
reachback, the bill that had many
States receiving 6 weeks and other
States, adjacent States, receiving 13
weeks. That bill was not fair. It was
not equitable. But we fixed it. I think
the legislative process has come up
with a much better product, the prod-
uct that we will pass in the next 15 or
20 minutes.

Mr. President, I compliment my col-
leagues and particularly those who had
the courage to stand up before the
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train that was rolling down the tracks
last night and to decry the fact that it
was not a fair bill nor an equitable bill.
I think, as a result of the efforts of
many of us, we have made significant
improvements. We have a bill that is
much more fair to all concerned, a bill
that is paid for, a bill that will be
signed, a bill that will help provide
needed relief to countless thousands
throughout the United States.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from North Da-
kota 3 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the majority
leader.

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma,
who spoke up at a critical time this
afternoon to help us get a fair result,
and this is a far superior result than
what we were presented with last
night. I want to make clear that I
voted ‘‘no’* on the bill we just voted be-
cause it was the old formula. Now we
are about to have a voice vote on the
new formula, which is a dramatic im-
provement.

I thank also Senator ForD, of Ken-
tucky, because, if he had not had the
courage to stand up and object yester-
day afternoon, we would have been pre-
sented with a fait accompli, and we
would have had a much less fair result,
which would have resulted in a situa-
tion in which there was reachback for
some States, and 23 States would not
have had it. We would have had a situa-
tion in which some people who had ex-
hausted their unemployment benefits
would have received an additional 6
weeks, some would have had an addi-
tional 20 weeks. That was not fair. The
reachback provision affected 3,800 peo-
ple in my State. They would not have
received help even though they ex-
hausted their benefits, even though in
some States they would have had the
reachback provisions, and that was not
fair.

1 also want to thank the two Sen-
ators from Louisiana, Senator BENNETT
JOHNSTON and Senator JOHN BREAUX,
who joined in the effort to make cer-
tain that there was a fair result here
today, and to many others who chipped
in as well, Senator BOREN, of Okla-
homa, who spoke forcibly this after-
noon; Senator WARNER, of Virginia;
Senator GRASSLEY, of Iowa; Senator
KASTEN, of Wisconsin; Senator KOHL, of
Wisconsin, all of whom contributed to
saying the original formula was unfair
and ought to be changed; and to my
friend from Minnesota, Senator
WELLSTONE, who joined in the effort as
well.

This was truly a team effort to get a
fair result, and it could not have hap-
pened unless the leadership had been
willing to hear our plea, hear our com-
plaint, and respond to it. So I conclude
by thanking the majority leader, Sen-
ator MITCHELL; the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, Senator BENTSEN;
and the minority leader, Senator DOLE,
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for their patience and work today to
achieve a fair result.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DOLE. I yield back my time.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

WAIVER OF CERTAIN ENROLL-
MENT REQUIREMENTS—H.R. 3575

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask the
pending business be laid aside so that I
might send to the desk for immediate
consideration a joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the joint resolution
by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (8.J. Res. 232) waiving
certain enrollment requirements with re-
spect to the bill H.R. 3575.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution is before the Senate and
open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the gques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading, was
read the third time, and passed.

The joint resolution is as follows:

S.J. RES. 232

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. rgmn ENROLLMENT AUTHORIZA-
TION.

(a) WAIVER OF CERTAIN LAWS WITH RESPECT
TO PRINTING OF ENROLLED BILL.—The provi-
sions of sections 106 and 107 of title 1, United
States Code, are waived with respect to the
printing (on parchment or otherwise) of the
enrollment of the bill H.R. 3575 of the One
Hundred Second Congress.

(b) CERTIFICATION BY COMMITTEE ON HOUSE
ADMINISTRATION.—The enrollment of the bill
shall be in such form as the Committee on
House Administration of the House of Rep-
resentatives certifies to be a true enroll-
ment.

SEC. 2. SUBSEQUENT PREPARATION AND CER-
TIFICATION OF PRINTED ENROLL-
MENT.

(a) PREPARATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon the enactment of
the bill following its presentment to the
President in the form of a hand enrollment
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pursuant to the anthority of section 1 of this
resolution, the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall prepare a printed enroll-
ment of the bill as in the case of a bill to
which sections 106 and 107 of title 1, United
States Code, apply.

(2) LIMITED STYLISTIC CORRECTIONS.—The
printed enrollment prepared pursuant to
paragraph (1) may, in order to conform to
customary style of printed laws, include cor-
rections in spelling, punctuation, indenta-
tion, typeface, and type size and other nec-
essary stylistic corrections to the hand en-
rollment. The printed enrollment shall in-
clude notations (in the margins or as other-
wise appropriate) of all such corrections.

(b) TRANSMITTAL TO PRESIDENT.—The
printed enrollment prepared pursuant to sub-
section (a) shall be signed by the presiding
officer of each House of Congress as a correct
printing of the hand enrollment and shall be
transmitted to the President.

(c) CERTIICATION BY PRESIDENT; LEGAL EF-
FECT.—Upon certification by the President
that the printed enrollment transmitted pur-
suant to subsection (b) is a correct printing
of the hand enrollment, such printed enroll-
ment shall be considered for all purposes as
the original enrollment of the bill and as
valid evidence of its enactment.

(d) ARCHIVES.—The printed enrollment cer-
tified by the President under subsection (¢)
shall be transmitted to the Archivist of the
United States, who shall preserve it with the
hand enrollment. In preparing the bill for
publication in slip form and in the United
States Statutes at Large pursuant to section
112 of title 1, United States Code, the Archi-
vist of the United States shall use the print-
ed enrollment certified by the President
under subsection (c) in lieu of the hand en-
rollment.

(e) HAND ENROLLMENT DEFINED.—As used
in this section, the term ‘‘hand enrollment’
means the enrollment, as authorized by sec-
tion 1, of a bill for presentment to the Presi-
dent in a form other than the printed form
required by sections 106 and 107 of title 1,
United States Code.

Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. MITCHELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WIRTH). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1349
(Purpose: To provide modifications to the

Emergency Unemployment Compensation

Act of 1991)

Mr. BENTSEN. 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 Texas [Mr. BENTSEN], for
himself, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. DOLE, Mr. BIDEN,
Mr. BOREN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

CONRAD, Mr. FORD, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HEF-
LIN, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. KoOHL,
Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. PACK-
WwooD, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. ROTH, Mr.
SANFORD, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SASSER, Mr.
WARNER, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr.
SMITH, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. COATS, Mr.
LUGAR, and Mr. WIRTH, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1349,

Mr. BENTSEN. 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:

At the appropriate place insert the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . MODIFICATION OF THE EMERGENCY UN-
EMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT
OF 1991,

(a) TWO-TIER APPLICABLE LIMIT.—

(1) Section 102(b)2)(A) of the Emergency
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991 is
amended by striking clauses (ii) and (iii) and
inserting the following new clause:

**(ii) In the case of a 13-week period, the ap-
plicable limit is 13.”

*(2) SPECIAL RULES.—A 20-week period
shall begin in any State with the lst week
for which emergency unemployment com-
pensation may be payable in such State
under this title if, on the basis of informa-
tion submitted to the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representatives
by the Department of Labor on November T,
1991, the requirements of subsection (c)(2) are
satisfied by such State for the week which
ends October 19, 1991."

(2) Section 102(d) of the Emergency Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 1991 is
amended to read as follows:

*{d) 13-WEEK PERIOD.—For purposes of this
section, the term ‘13-week period’ means
with respect to any State any period which
is not a 20-week period.”

(3) Section 102(f)(3)(A) of the Emergency
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991 is
amended to read as follows:

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If any individual ex-
hausted such individual's rights to regular
compensation (or extended compensation)
under the State law after February 28, 1991,
and before the first week following Novem-
ber 16, 1991 (or, if later, the first week follow-
ing the week in which the agreement under
this Act is entered into), such individual
shall be entitled to emergency unemploy-
ment compensation under this Act in the
same manner as if such individual's benefit
year ended no earlier than the last day of
such following week.”

(4) Section 102(g)2) of the Emergency Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1991 is
amended to read as follows:

(6) Section 106(a) is amended by striking
paragraph (4) and redesignating paragraph
(5) as paragraph (4).

(6) Sections 102(f)(1)(B), 102(£)(2), 106(a)2),
and 501(b) (1) and (2) of the Emergency Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1891 are
each amended by striking “‘July 4, 1992" and
inserting ‘‘June 13, 1992".

(7) Section 501(a) of the Emergency Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 1991 is
amended by striking “‘July, 1992 and insert-
ing *‘June, 1992".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by this section shall apply as if in-
cluded in the provisions of and the amend-
ments made by the Emergency Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1991.”

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I un-
derstand all time has been yielded back
on this side.
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Mr. DOLE. All time is yielded back
on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. Is there objection to
the adoption of the amendment?

Is there objection to adoption of the
amendment and to its consideration as
a substitute? The Chair hears none.

Mr. BENTSEN. It is not a substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
being no further debate, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 1349) was agreed
to.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I have
a list of cosponsors, and I ask unani-
mous consent they be considered as
original cosponsors.

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

The question is on the engrossment
of the amendment and third reading of
the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read third
time.

The bill was read a third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

So the bill (H.R. 1724), as amended,
was passed.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. I particularly want
to thank the distinguished ranking
member of the minority on the Finance
Committee, who assisted us time and
time again in bringing this to a final,
successful conclusion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me also
extend my thanks to not only those
mentioned by the distinguished chair-
man of the Finance Committee, but
also members of my staff, Sheila
Burke, Nina Oviedo, Bob Jones, Mary
Ann Wyrsch, and other members; offi-
cials of the Labor Department; and
other staff members from other Sen-
ators on our side of the aisle who were
very helpful.

Also, the minority leader of the
House, Congressman MICHEL; and
Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI; the Speaker,
BILL ARCHER, the ranking Republican
on the Ways and Means Committee;
and other members of the Ways and
Means Committee who provided bipar-
tisan support.
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I also want to thank Mr. Darman, the
OMB Director, who has been working
with us throughout, and I also want to
indicate that I have talked to Presi-
dent Bush. As I understand, the en-
rolled bill is now on its way by car to
Camp David, where the President will
sign it as soon as it arrives. So there is
a chance the checks could be in the
mail in some States, maybe four or five
States, as early as next week.

There will be some—assuming the
House will take action on the bill being
sent over now on Monday or Tuesday of
next week—there will be some adminis-
trative problem, but I think it will
probably be resolved very quickly.

Mr., President, as indicated by the
chairman of the Finance Committee, I
think we have reached the right result.
We offer each State a reachback to
March 1. We give all States 13 weeks;
that is, all except those who were in
the original bill who were getting 20
weeks, and for those States who had se-
vere unemployment, they will con-
tinue, the same States will receive the
20 weeks.

We have always advocated a two-tier
system, and this certainly will save ad-
ministrative costs and a lot of head-
aches on the part of the Labor Depart-
ment, and I think they will be pleased.
So the bottom line is it is a true com-
promise. We took from both sides.
More importantly, they are both re-
sponsible packages, both paid for, and,
hopefully, our unemployed can start
getting their checks very soon.

I think it has been said, but as we
said last night a deal is a deal. I think
the record should reflect that many of
our colleagues disagreed with that, and
I think, had we persisted, we might
have prevailed. We might have upheld
the original deal, but it would have
taken a great deal of work, maybe a
cloture vote or two, maybe not even
completing action until sometime next
week.

So my view is we have reached the
right result. I am not saying the policy
is the best.

The Senator from Delaware argues
that the unemployed citizens in his
State are being unfairly treated rel-
ative to the surrounding States. How-
ever, the surrounding States have
much more severe measures of unem-
ployment.

Let us take the exhaustion rate.
Delaware’s rate is the third lowest in
the country at 16.7 percent; Pennsylva-
nia is 28.8 percent; New Jersey is 48.1
percent; Maryland is 34.6 percent; and
New York is 43.5 percent.

By another measure, the insured un-
employment rate, all surrounding
States have much higher levels than
Delaware’s which is 2.1 percent; Penn-
sylvania is 3.42 percent; New Jersey is
3.58 percent; Maryland is 2.76 percent;
and New York is 3.39 percent.

I am sure that the Senator is pleased
that as few people in his State have ex-
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hausted benefits and that they have
found additional employment. I am
sure that he would not want to make
the argument that these data support
providing retroactive eligibility, a pro-
vision which is designed to address
States more severely impacted.

North Dakota has a very strange sit-
uation that is not explained by simply
looking at the statistics. Their total
unemployment rate is very low com-
pared to the national average. In Sep-
tember, it was only 3.5 percent while
the Nation as a whole was on average
close to 7 percent. Similarly their in-
sured unemployment rate is quite
low—1.1 percent—the fourth lowest in
the country. This is largely the result
of the decision of the State to have a
very constrictive law—limiting those
who qualify and how long they can col-
lect. But the biggest factor in North
Dakota is the seasonal shift in their
employment patterns.

Through most of the year the number
of unemployed in the State is quite low
by all measures. However during the
winter, unemployment rates rise, dra-
matically distorting the estimates of
the number of exhaustees in the State.

The reachback provisions are de-
signed to pick up people who have been
unemployed for a long period of time—
in the case of North Dakota—a signifi-
cant percentage of the exhaustees
would have already returned to work.

From a policy standpoint, there are
probably things that need to be cor-
rected in any future bills. This is a
temporary bill. It is paid for. And I
think, all things considered, it is the
right result.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Republican
leader and share the view that he ex-
pressed. I am convinced that had we
not reached this agreement, we would
have prevailed on the agreement. I
think it would have been difficult,
time-consuming, and we certainly
would not have completed action
today. It would have been sometime
next week, and it would have been in a
circumstance in which many Senators
felt that the people in their States
were not treated in the most fair and
responsible manner.

Therefore, notwithstanding the fact
that we would have prevailed, in my
judgment, had the matter been con-
tested, I believe that the result, provid-
ing a better, more fair, and more com-
prehensive distribution of benefits at
an earlier time in the process, com-
pensated for by reducing the length of
the program slightly at the other end,
was not only a more fair but, I think,
a sound policy judgment because, in
my view, the time for the expenditure
of these funds and their availability to
the individual involved is better now
than next June when we all hope the
economy will be recovering, and, in-
deed, this may be one step—no one
knows how large or small—toward that
end.
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So I believe it is a good end, and I
have said privately to the distin-
guished Republican leader and will say
so publicly, it could not have happened
without his constructive effort. There
is no doubt in my mind about that. He
and I and Senator BENTSEN have spent
almost the entire past 24 hours meet-
ing and discussing this matter, and it
was a genuinely constructive and good-
faith effort. At several crucial points
the distinguished Republican leader
made the critical suggestion or deci-
sion or agreement to enable us to move
forward. It was a process of evolution
throughout that period of time with
ideas being contributed from all sides,
resulting in this package.

I believe, Mr. President, that one of
the benefits of this package is that this
represents the broadest level of bene-
fits of any of the bills that have been
considered up to this point.

The irony of this situation is that
there has been talk about what level of
benefits ought to be accorded. There
have been very different legislative
proposals advanced, The one approved,
and I hope promptly enacted into law,
in all respects represents the broadest
level made available to the largest
number of people in the largest number
of States at the earliest time. I think,
therefore, if one views this in terms of
the two objectives of the unemploy-
ment insurance program, that is, as an
economic stabilizer to preserve pur-
chasing power at times of economic
downturn and to provide assistance to
individuals in need, this program, the
ultimate result of our efforts, meets
those two objectives better than any of
the previous efforts offered on either
side. I think it is a classic example of
the product of free, vigorous, competi-
tive debate and consideration in a
democratic society does produce the
best result. So I think we can all look
upon this as a valuable experience.

I want to repeat my statement made
earlier, in response to a question by
the distinguished Republican leader,
that, so far as I am concerned, I will do
everything possible to encourage the
swift enactment of this package and
will join in resisting any effort to do
anything that might cause failure of
this program or to create political em-
barrassment for anybody. We have now
come a long, hard road. It has been
very difficult. We are right now at the
verge of getting this job done, and I
think we all have an interest in getting
it done. It has been one of many efforts
in which we have been engaged and I
think this one has been successful.

Mr, SARBANES. Will the leader yield
for a comment, while both leaders are
on the floor?

Mr. DOLE. If I could just say one
thing, first of all, I wanted to make
certain the RECORD reflected that I ap-
preciate the majority leader’s com-
ments, and I wanted to say that that is
the way we have tried to conduct our



32358

business, in a fair and open manner
without any partisanship and the way
it was done today because we had a
problem on both sides. Whenever you
have a formula, as I have said many
times the last 24 hours, somebody is
going to be on the fringe and somebody
is going to feel that they were not
treated fairly. I must say, as a matter
of fact, some are going to get a pretty
good windfall because of this latest for-
mula, but at least, in their mind, it is
fair. In the minds of the unemployed in
each of those States, it is fair, and we
still preserve the 20 States where they
are really hit in some of the severe
areas, so I think we have done the
right thing.

But certainly the majority leader, in
calling the meetings and extending the
opportunity to make progress, was of
great help, and it would not have
happend without his patience. Again, I
think even those who raised guestions
last night on both sides of the aisle cer-
tainly deserve credit. We may our-
selves raise questions. They may be
managing the bill the next time
around, and I think they will under-
stand.

But I think the important thing is we
have had an evolution here in the last
couple of months. We have had a lot of
partisan rhetoric on both sides. The
point is now the bill is on its way for
signature. I am willing to sort of give
everybody credit right now. I think
there will be time for maybe partisan
differences a little later. But I would
like to see the second bill passed and
signed, and I hope that can be done
very quickly. It seems to me, if it can
be done quickly enough, it might save
a lot of administrative hassle for the
Department of Labor.

So again I want to thank the major-
ity leader and others who participated
throughout the day.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. I will not delay our
adjournment this evening, but I would
be remiss if I did not point out to our
colleagues also and to the American
people that the day has been, in my
opinion, a fairly graphic demonstration
of what can be accomplished when peo-
ple of good will and concern on both
sides of the aisle recognize a very seri-
ous inequity.

In my 17 years in the Senate, I must
say, I have never felt as put upon as I
did last evening when that extension of
unemployment compensation benefits
came over to the Senate. I, frankly,
was incredulous that it was in the form
it was and that it did as much damage
to my State—not necessarily damage
to my State, but compared to other
States, Arkansas was one of the five
States that took the biggest hit. And
s0 naturally Senator PRYOR and Sen-
ators from other States, Senator FORD,
from Kentucky, who is on the floor,
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could hardly believe that this was
about to happen to our States.

We came here, all of us, to represent
our States as best we could. We con-
sider the national interest paramount
to everything. Sometines our States
have to take a subordinated position to
the national interest. We understand
that. But when you are dealing with a
situation, as we were, where the whole
country is suffering from the recession
and an unemployed person in Arkansas
is suffering just as much as an unem-
ployed person in California, Connecti-
cut, Mississippi, or wherever but we are
being treated quite differently, it was
absolutely imperative that we assert
ourselves in the strongest possible way.
This morning the Breaux amendment
began to set things in motion.

The majority leader deserves great
credit, as does the Senator from Texas,
Mr. BENTSEN, for heeding our cries and
starting the negotiating process, and
all is well that turns out well. I simply
hope that all of this goes through with-
out a hitch, and I believe that it will.
Too many people deserve credit to
name all of them, but I am just pleased
that my State is a beneficiary of to-
day's negotiations, as is Alabama, Ken-
tucky, New Hampshire. I guess we are
most indebted to New Hampshire, Mr.
President.

But, having said that, I want to
thank everybody who had any role in
curing this gross inequity without our
having to try to conduct a filibuster on
a bill that should go through here to
alleviate an awful lot of suffering and
pain across the Nation.

Mr. President, that concludes my re-
marks. As I say, I thank the majority
leader and the minority leader and ev-
erybody else. I especially thank Sen-
ator BREAUX, from Louisiana, for
crafting what was a very creative
amendment this morning that set this
whole thing in motion.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, it is
with a great deal of focus, now that we
have at last cleared this unemploy-
ment insurance bill on which we have
had problems for the last 2 days.

I want to commend the majority
leader and the Republican leader for
their very instructive efforts in resolv-
ing the problems that existed here as
we looked at how this legislation is
going to work State-by-State. I think
they have come up with a really posi-
tive and constructive solution.

We ought also to recognize that the
end result of all of this, and what is
happening, is that the unemployment
benefits will now flow—assuming the
signature of the President on these two
pieces of legislation—to the American
people who desperately need them and
that this pressing problem has been ad-
dressed.

It has been a long path to get there.
I hope to address it at somewhat great-
er length later in the session. But I
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want to again thank the majority lead-
er for his strong leadership for many
months in this effort; the chairman of
the Finance Committee, Senator BENT-
SEN, who had the jurisdiction of the
committee and brought it forth.

I also want to mention my col-
leagues, Chairman SASSER of the Budg-
et Committee and Chairman RIEGLE of
the Banking Committee, who followed
this issue very closely through these
many months, along with many, many
others in this body as we finally have
provided unemployment benefits,
something that we have done in pre-
vious recessions which we had not done
in this recession, to enable millions of
people across the country to meet their
obligations and hopefully give them
some opportunity to work their way
out of this situation.

I think the majority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues very much for his
very valuable contribution to this. He
has been one of the leaders in this ef-
fort, calling attention to the problem,
suggesting solutions to the problem.

I think it is fair to say that but for
Senator SARBANES' leadership there
would not be an unemployment com-
pensation bill enacted in the Senate
this evening.

So he deserves the gratitude not only
of the people of his State but of the
people all over the country.

CABLE TV REREGULATION

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, over
the past several weeks, I have had sev-
eral conversations with the Republican
leader and many other Senators re-
garding S. 12, the cable television re-
regulation bill.

As I have stated here on the floor,
and publicly in other forums, it has
been my intention to bring the cable
bill to the floor during this first ses-
gion of the 102d Congress.

Even now, Mr. President, as we are
just a few days away from completing
our business this year, I would like to
try to schedule the cable bill. However
in my discussions with other Senators,
I have been advised that several Sen-
ators would engage in extended debate
and utilize all of the parliamentary
tools available to them under the rules
of the Senate to delay action, delay ac-
tion and make it impossible for the
Senate to take up the bill. And there-
fore it has become apparent that it
would be impossible to complete action
on the bill in this session.

Mr. President, it is my hope that we
will shortly be able to get consent giv-
ing the majority leader authority to
move directly to the cable TV bill
shortly after the Senate returns for the
second session of the 102d Congress. It
is my intention to proceed to that bill
hopefully with consent on or about
January 27 of next year. That would be
within a week after the Senate returns
for the second session.
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I have discussed this with a number
of Senators, and I believe that this is a
satisfactory method of handling this
legislation.

Personally, I would like to bring it
up this session. But it simply is not
possible to complete action on it given
the statements by several Senators of
their intention to filibuster the bill,
and to prevent the Senate from first
getting to it and completing action on
it.

While we certainly could get to it in
this session under the rules, it would
take so long to do so that I am con-
vinced that it would be impossible to
complete action on it this session
under the rules. Therefore, I believe
the best resolution is to get consent to
authorize the majority leader to pro-
ceed to it at any time after the Senate
covenes for the second session early
next year, and that, if I do get that
consent, I intend to proceed to it on or
about January 27 of next year. If I do
not get consent, then we will proceed
to it in any event simply having to go
through the required procedures under
the rules with respect to a motion to
proceed.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield?

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, sir.

Mr. DOLE. I think, to say very
quickly, it may be on Monday we may
be able to give the majority leader the
consent he has requested. I share the
views he has expressed. I wish we could
have brought it up this year, but it is
going to take some time. We have some
very strong objections from a number
of Senators on both sides. But I think
by Monday we may be in a position to
give consent to the request.

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Repub-
lican leader for that statement.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thank Senator MITCHELL, the majority
leader, for scheduling S. 12, the cable
bill, for floor consideration as soon as
possible when Congress returns in Jan-
uary. Senator INOUYE, the chairman of
the Communications Subcommittee,
and Senator DANFORTH, the ranking
member of the Commerce Committee,
and I have worked with many Members
to craft a bill that addresses the prob-
lems of rate increases and poor cus-
tomer service while at the same time
ensuring the continued growth of the
cable industry. Consideration of this
legislation is long overdue, and I look
forward to the debate in January.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise
today to commend the majority leader,
Senator MITCHELL, for his efforts to
reach an agreement to bring S. 12, the
Cable Television Consumer Protection
Act of 1991, before the full Senate as
soon as Congress returns in January.
This bill reflects a great deal of work
and consideration by Senator DAN-
FORTH, the author of this measure, Sen-
ator HOLLINGS, the chairman of the
committee, and many other Members. I
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believe that this is one of the most im-
portant consumer bills before the Con-
gress and that it is imperative that the
Senate consider it promptly upon its
return next year.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for morning business with Sen-
ators permitting to speak therein.

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

DORENE KAY HANSON AND THE
SPIRIT OF LAKE KAMPESKA

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
would like to take this opportunity to
recognize Dorene Hanson of Water-
town, SD. Dorene’s achievements are a
fine example of the vigorous spirit of
voluntarism in South Dakota.

Dorene was awarded the Lake
Kampeska Day Spirit Award for 1991.
This award recognizes a volunteer who
displays the most spirit in the celebra-
tion of Lake Kampeska Days in Water-
town.

Lake Kampeska is one of the largest
of many ancient glacial lakes located
in the northeast corner of South Da-
kota. Lake Kampeska provides an ex-
cellent setting for all types of recre-
ation. The Lake Kampeska Days cele-
bration, which began in 1981 to pro-
mote and enhance water sports, cele-
brated its tenth anniversary this year.

I congratulate Dorene on her
achievements and wish her the best in
her future endeavors. Dorene is the
daughter of Donald and Joyce Hanson
of Bison, SD.

Mr, President, I request that a letter
from Daniel Crouse, secretary-treas-
urer of the Lake Kampeska Days Com-
mittee, be printed in the RECORD.

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

SEPTEMBER 30, 1991.

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: South Dakota is
the land of great faces—great places. One of
the things that makes South Dakota a great
place to visit is a three day mid-July cele-
bration known as Lake Kampeska Days.

Watertown, South Dakota is the home to
Lake Kampeska. One of many glacial formed
lakes located in the northeast cormer of
South Dakota. Lake Kampeska provides a
great place for all types of water activities.
Lake Kampeska Days was originated in 1981
to promote and enhance these water sports,
and to provide a place for local people to ex-
hibit their talents. The weekend includes a
sailboat regatta, volleyball tournament,
Miss Lake Kampeska beauty pageant, sky-
diving demonstrations, jet ski races, and a
one-mile swim sponsored by the American
Red Cross.

Also during this three day celebration, the
Lake Kampeska Day Spirit Award is given to
recognize the volunteer efforts of an individ-
ual during the Lake Kampeska Days week-
end. The person may be a contestant, spec-
tator, advertiser or anyone who displays the
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most Kampeska Day spirit. This award
began in 1989. This years Lake Kampeska
Days Spirit Award was given to Dorene Kay
Hanson. Dorey as we all know her, dedicated
her time to producing an award winning
volleyball tournaments. Her tireless efforts
provided audiences with endless entertain-
ment. Dorey, was really a life saver for us on
the Lake Kampeska Days Committee. It was
great to be able to turn the volleyball tour-
nament over to someone like her and know-
ing that it would be done and done right!

Also Lake Kampeska Days celebrated its
tenth anniversary in 1991. The event contin-
ues to expand and improve each year thanks
to the support of people like Dorene Hanson.
Combined with the business community and
enthusiastic participation of the local serv-
ice organizations, Lake Kampeska will be
able to celebrate another wonderful 10 years.

Senator, thank you for your time in read-
ing this letter. We appreciate all you have
done for South Dakota and for the support of
all the activities in the great state of South
Dakota.

DANIEL “BUCK" CROUSE,
Secretary-Treasurer, Lake Kampeska
Water Ski Club, Inc.

e

TERRY ANDERSON
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
to inform my colleagues that today
marks the 2,435th day that Terry An-
derson has been held captive in Leb-
anon.

EAST TIMOR RESOLUTION

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I regret
that Senator RIEGLE was inadvertently
left off as an original cosponsor of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 77, a resolu-
tion condemning the massacre of East
Timorese civilians by the Indonesian
military. Senator RIEGLE's statement
on East Timor demonstrates his ardent
support for human rights and the East
Timorese people. I am glad to correct
the RECORD to reflect this.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to executive session to con-
sider nominations:

Calendar 405. Paul H. Cooksey, to be
Deputy Administrator of the Small
Business Administration; and

The following nominations reported
today by the Committee on the Judici-

ary:

David R. Hansen, to be U.S. circuit
judge;

Lacey A. Collier, to be U.S. district
judge;

Wayne R. Andersen, to be U.S. dis-
trict judge;

Sue L. Robinson, to be U.S. district
judge;

Paul R. Matia, to be U.S. district
judge;

Richard Cullen, to be U.S. attorney;
and

Jerry G. Cunningham, to be U.S. at-
torney.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed to immediate con-
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sideration, and that the nominees be
confirmed, en bloc, that any state-
ments appear in the RECORD as if read,
that the motions to reconsider be laid
upon the table, en bloc, that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the
Senate's action, and that the Senate
return to legislative session.

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

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows:

SMALL BUBINESS ADMINISTRATION

Paul H. Cooksey, of Virginia, to be Deputy
Administrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration.

THE JUDICIARY

David R. Hansen, to be U.S. circuit judge;

Lacey A. Collier, to be U.S. district judge;

Wayne R. Andersen, to be U.S. district
judge;

Sue L. Robinson, to be U.S. district judge;

Paul R. Matia, to be U.S. district judge;

Richard Cullen, to be U.S. attorney; and

Jerry G. Cunningham, to be U.S. attorney.

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF JUDGE

DAVID R. HANSEN OF IOWA

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, it is
with great pride that I support the con-
firmation of Judge David R. Hansen of
Iowa to a newly created position on the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth
Circuit. Judge Hansen has established
an exemplary reputation as a judge in
Towa, having served for 10 years in the
Jowa district court and 5 years as a
Federal trial judge in the northern dis-
trict of Iowa. Many members of the
Jowa bar consider him to be one of the
finest Federal judges ever to have
served in the State. The President has
definitely chosen the best person for
the job.

I am also glad that my home State is
getting a second Iowan on the court of
appeals, for such representation is long
overdue, given Iowa's contribution to
the caseload and proportion of the pop-
ulation in the eighth circuit. I thank
my colleagues for ensuring this would
be the case with last year's Judicial
Improvements Act. Along with District
Judge Longstaff, who was sworn in ear-
lier this month, the hard-working
Judge Hansen should be able to make a
significant contribution to clearing the
backlog in Iowa's Federal courts.

I thank the chairman of the commit-
tee on the Judiciary, Senator BIDEN,
and the ranking member, Senator
THURMOND, for their swift attention to
Judge Hansen's confirmation. I wish
the best for Judge Hansen and his fam-
ily, and look forward to reading the
thoughtful appellate opinions he will
soon be authoring.

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF LACEY A.
COLLIER

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, it is with
pleasure that I rise to strongly support
Judge Lacey Collier's nomination to
the U.S. District Court in the Northern
District of Florida.

After serving over 20 years in the
U.S. Navy, Judge Collier attended the
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Florida State University School of
Law. During law school, he was a mem-
ber of the Florida State Law Review
and served as the notes and comments
editor. Judge Collier graduated with
honors from law school in 1977. Subse-
quent to taking the Florida Bar, he
was invited by the Florida Supreme
Court to deliver the acceptance speech
on behalf of those who took the Feb-
ruary 1978 Florida bar examination.

From 1977-84, Judge Collier worked
as an assistant State attorney in Pen-
sacola. He has served on the State Ju-
dicial Circuit Court since his appoint-
ment in 1984. During his tenure on the
circuit court, he has been active on the
Florida Supreme Court Committee on
Standard Jury Instructions and as a
member of the faculty of Florida New
Judges College.

Judge Collier enjoys widespread sup-
port in his community and has earned
the respect of the local bar association.
I have received more than 500 letters
and phone calls highly praising Judge
Collier, not only as an outstanding ju-
rist, but also as a civic leader, devoted
citizen, educator, public speaker and
family man. In one letter after an-
other, Judge Collier is described as
having made “‘a very definite and posi-
tive impact upon his community, both
as a judge and as an interested member
of the community.” In tribute to this
fine gentleman, Judge Collier in 1989
was the recipient of the Pensacola/BIP
Professional Leader of the Year award.

To assist me in identifying qualified
individuals for judicial vacancies in my
State, I established a judicial advisory
commission to make recommendations
to me. The commission highly rec-
ommended Judge Collier for my consid-
eration. The commission found him to
be a superb candidate for the U.S. dis-
trict court and I wholeheartedly con-

cur.

Last week, Judge Collier appeared
before the Senate Judiciary Committee
and this morning the committee voted
unanimously to forward Judge Collier’'s
name to the full Senate.

I urge the Senate to confirm Judge
Collier's nomination as U.8. district
judge in the Northern District of Flor-
ida.

Thank you, Mr. President.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. McCathran, one of
his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
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from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:40 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 3508. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend cer-
tain programs relating to the education of
individuals as health professionals, and for
other purposes; and

H.R, 3709. An act to waive the period of
Congressional review for certain District of
Columbia acts.

The message further announced that
the House has agreed to the following
concurrent resolution, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 161. A concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that the
American public should observe the 100th an-
niversary of moviemaking.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

At 7 p.m., a message from the House
of Representatives announced that the
Speaker has signed the following en-
rolled bill:

H.R. 3575. An act to provide a program of
emergency unemployment compensation,
and for other purposes.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the President pro tempore
[Mr. BYRD].

| ——ie—

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 3709. An act to walve the period of
Congressional review for certain District of
Columbia acts; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The President pro tempore [Mr.
BYRD] announced that on today, No-
vember 15, 1991, he had signed the fol-
lowing enrolled bill and joint resolu-
tion, which had previously been signed
by the Speaker of the House:

S. 874. An act to settle all claims of the
Aroostock Band of Micmacs resulting from
the Band's omission from the Maine Indian
Claims Settlement Act of 1980, and for other
purposes.

H.J. Res. 215. Joint resolution acknowledg-
ing the sacrifices that military families have
made on behalf of the Nation and designat-
ing November 25, 1991 as “‘National Military
Families Recognition Day"'.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following cominunications were
laid before the Senate, together with
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accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-2129. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Senate, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a full and complete statement of the
receipts and expenditures of the Senate,
showing in detail the items of expense under
proper appropriations, the aggregate thereof,
and exhibiting the exact condition of all pub-
lic moneys received, paid out, and remaining
in my possession from April 1, 1981, through
September 30, 1991; ordered to lie on the
table.

EC-2130. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, selected acquisition
reports for the quarter ended September 30,
1991; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-2131. A communication from the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on alternative Peace-
keeper missile test plans; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC-2132. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the status of efforts
to obtain compliance by Iraq with the reso-
lutions adopted by the United Nations Secu-
rity Council; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memori-
als were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM-230. A joint resolution adopted by the
legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

**ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 36

““Whereas, Integrated pest management is
important to the future of California's agri-
cultural industry and the environment; and

“Whereas, Insect pests, such as the Lygus
hesperus, cause great damage to the Califor-
nia cotton industry, at a cost of as much as
$645 million a year; and

“Whereas, The application of insecticides
on cotton would be reduced if biological con-
trol techniques could be implemented for
pest control; and

““Whereas, An efficacious, nonchemical
Lygus hesperus control program in the San
Joaquin Valley will greatly enhance pros-
pects for the biological control of cotton,
seed alfalfa, and safflower insects in Califor-
nia and serve as a model for future pest con-
trol in complex cropping systems; and

*Whereas, The proposed New Mexico State
University research project, the Integrated
Management of Lygus hesperus in the San
Joagquin Valley, would biologically control
Lygus hesperus with augmentative releases
of the Anaphes iole wasp, implement an in-
sect evaluation system, and establish an in-
sect control program based on the data from
the evaluation study; Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla-
ture of the State of California finds and de-
clares that the Integrated Management of
Lygus hesperus in the San Joaquin Valley is
an essential part of the development of Cali-
fornia's integrated pest management pro-
gram and California's cotton pest control
program in particular; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Legislature of the
State of California finds and declares that
the Integrated Management of Lygus
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hesperus in the San Joaquin Valley is an es-
sential part of the development of Califor-
nia's integrated pest management program
and California's cotton pest control program
in particular; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Legislature of the
State of California proclaims its full support
for the United States Department of Agri-
culture to fund the Integrated Management
of Lygus hesperus research project in the
San Joaquin Valley; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Chief of the Assembly
transmit copies of this resolution to the
President and Vice President of the United
States, to the United States Department of
Agriculture, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

POM-231. A joint resolution adopted by the
legislature of the State of Illinois; to the
Committee on Appropriations:

‘‘HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 68

“Whereas. Abraham Lincoln was one of our
country’s most important presidents, a great
leader, idealist, and dedicated public serv-
ant; and

“*Whereas. His life story, which takes him
from a log cabin to the White House, em-
bodies the American promise of opportunity
and the idea of equality and inspires school
children and scholars alike all over the
world; and

“Whereas. The National Park Service has
completed a feasibility study for an Abra-
ham Lincoln Research and Interpretive Cen-
ter to be located near the Lincoln Home His-
toric Site in Springfield, Illinois; and

“Whereas. The proposed Research and In-
terpretive Center would provide a unique fa-
cility designed to bring together many his-
toric resources to present the comprehensive
story of the life of Abraham Lincoln for stu-
der‘;u. researchers, and the general public;
an

“Whereas. The U.S. Congress has been
asked to appropriate funds to allow comple-
tion of planning, utilities work, site acquisi-
tion and preparation, and initial construc-
tion of the interpretive facilities, in fiscal
year 1992: Therefore, be it

“Resolved, by the House of Representatives of
the Eighty-Seventh General Assembly of the
State of [llinois, the Senate concurring herein,
That we urge the United States Congress to
approve the pending appropriation request to
initiate development of the Abraham Lin-
coln Research and Interpretive Center in
Springfield, Illinois; and be it further

"“‘Resolved, That suitable copies of this pre-
amble and resolution be presented to each
member of the Illinois Congressional Delega-
tion.”

POM-232. A joint resolution adopted by the
legislature of the State of Illinois; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs:

““HousE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 50

“Whereas, The states have regulated bank-
ing institutions since the early days of our
nation's history; and

“Whereas, The traditional authority of the
states would be challenged by several propos-
als currently being discussed and advanced
in Congress; and

“Whereas, Proposals which threaten the
vitality of the dual banking system would
reverse long-standing and successful rela-
tionships between the states and the na-
tional government; and

“Whereas, The dual banking system has
fostered creativity and innovation at the
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state level which has often led to the devel-
opment of banking products, services and
laws which ultimately benefit citizens na-
tionwide; and

“Whereas, These state-originated innova-
tions include interstate banking, NOW ac-
counts, expedited funds availability. Savings
Bank Life Insurance, truth-in-savings laws,
disclosure of community reinvestment rat-
ings, electronic funds transfers, and credit
card disclosure laws; and

“Whereas, State legislatures and state
banking departments are best able to evalu-
ate and respond to the needs and characteris-
tics of local markets, businesses and commu-
nities; and

‘“Whereas, The dual banking system has
ensured that the states have the authority
and flexibility to respond to specific local
needs, changes in technology and increased
competition from both foreign businesses
and non-banking corporations; and

‘““Whereas, State regulation has cultivated
a responsive and desirable diversity in the
size and type of financial institutions which
serve the country, such as the existence of
both stock and mutual institutions; and

‘‘Whereas, The General Assembly and the
Ilinois Commissioner of Banks and Trust
Companies have always emphasized the need
to maintain a safe, sound and healthy bank-
ing industry; and

““Whereas, The State of Illinois has been,
and continues to be, a leader in instituting
banking laws and policies which have had a
positive national impact, carefully utilizing
its authority to regulate and grant powers to
state-chartered banks; and

“Whereas, The Illinois Commissioner of
Banks and Trust Companies regulates state-
chartered banking assets in the State,
overseeing state-chartered commercial
banks and guaranteeing their financial in-

tegrity; and

““Whereas, The citizens, industries and
businesses of the State of Illinois and the en-
tire nation benefit from the dynamics of the
dual banking system and its unique and com-
plimentary system of state and national
banks and regulators, which is similar to our
system of government; and

“Whereas, Congressional proposals which
hinder the dual banking system would limit
these benefits; therefore, be it

““Resolved by the House of Representatives of
the Eighty-Seventh General Assembly of the
State of Nlinois, the Senate concurring herein,
That the Illinois General Assembly affirms
its continued support for and commitment to
a strong and viable dual banking system; and
be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Illinois General Assem-
bly pause in its deliberations to express its
strong opposition to any proposals which
would weaken or eliminate the dual banking
system; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Illinois General Assem-
bly urge the Illinois Congressional Delega-
tion and Congress as a whole to prevent or
defeat any such proposals; and be it further

“Resolved, That suitable copies of this pre-
amble and resolution be presented to each
member of the Illinois Congressional Delega-
tion.”

POM-234. A joint resolution adopted by the
legislature of the State of Illinois; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation:

‘‘HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 20

““Whereas, Forelgn investment in Illinois
represents international confidence in the
State’s economic future; and

‘“Whereas, Exports represent 12.6% of the
State's total output of goods and services, up
from 7.2% in 1985; and
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“‘Whereas, Foreign firms employ a large
number of people in Illinois, creating em-
ployment opportunities and considerable
revenue for State and local governments;
and

“Whereas, Illinois’ ability to attract for-
eign investment fell from third place among
the 50 states in 1985, to sixth place in 1987,
and

‘““Whereas, The United States Department
of Commerce and the President’s Trade Rep-
resentative have displayed considerable ne-
gotiation skills during the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) talks; and

“Whereas, Success in the GATT talks will
result in considerable economic growth for
Illinois firms, producing greater employment
opportunities in the State; and

“Whereas, Illinois is in competition with 49
other states who are committing significant
amounts of time, energy, and money to at-
tract a greater share of foreign direct invest-
ment; and

“Whereas, Competition between states for
foreign investment results in excessive in-
centive packages being awarded to foreign
firms that would have located in the United
States regardless of incentives; Now, there-
fore, be it

“‘Resolved by the House of Representatives of
the Eighty-Seventh General Assembly of the
State of Illinois, the Senate concurring herein,
That we do hereby urge the Congress of the
United States to propose a system of coordi-
nation and cooperation between the 50 states
in matters relating to incentives to foreign
firms; and be it further

‘‘Resolved, That copies of this preamble and
resolution be presented to members of the Il-
linois Congressional delegation.”

POM-235. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation:

“*ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 4

“Whereas, Over 7,200 miles of hazardous
liquid pipeline exist in this state; and

‘“‘Whereas, The State Fire Marshal has full
safety regulatory and enforcement authority
over intrastate hazardous liquid pipelines;
and

‘““Whereas, The State Fire Marshal acts as
an agent for the federal Department of
Transportation over hazardous liquid inter-
state pipelines within this state; and

“Whereas, As agent for the federal Depart-
ment of Transportation, the State Fire Mar-
shal has not been extended full enforcement
authority over interstate pipelines; and

‘“Whereas, The pipeline rupture and fire on
May 25, 1989, in San Bernardino, which killed
two persons, injured dozens, and destroyed 10
homes, occurred on an interstate pipeline;
and

‘“Whereas, Due to staffing constraints, the
Office of Pipeline Bafety in the federal De-
partment of Transportation relies almost en-
tirely on pipeline safety engineers employed
by the State Fire Marshal to conduct inspec-
tions and otherwise ensure the safety of haz-
ardous liquid pipelines within the state; and

‘“Whereas, Uniformity in pipeline safety
regulations is important to the operation of
interstate pipelines, and this uniformity is
most likely to be achieved if federal pipeline
safety requirements are considered sufficient
by the states to prevent hazardous liquid
pipeline disasters and to protect the public
safety; and

“Whereas, It is important that the federal
government take all appropriate action, in
cooperation with state and local jurisdic-
tions, to prevent hazardous liquid pipeline
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disasters and protect the public's safety;
now, therefore, be it

“‘Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis-
lature of the State of California respectfully
memorializes the President and the Congress
of the United States to amend the Hazardous
Liguid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979, as amend-
ed, (49 U.S.C. Sec. 2001 and following) to au-
thorize the federal Department of Transpor-
tation to extend to its state agents, such as
the State Fire Marshal, full enforcement au-
thority over interstate pipelines within a
state; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Hazardous Liguid Pipe-
line Safety Act of 1979, as amended, be fur-
ther amended to include provisions applica-
ble to interstate hazardous ligquid pipelines
which achieve at least an equal level of
structural integrity and operating safety as
that provided for by Chapter 5.5 (commenc-
ing with Section 51010) of Part 1 of Division
1 of Title 5 of the Government Code which,
among other things, requires practices such
as periodic examination and inspection of
intrastate pipelines; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Hazardous Liquid Pipe-
line Safety Act of 1979, as amended, be fur-
ther amended to authorize the federal De-
partment of Transportation to require that
an operator of a hazardous liquid pipeline,
which will be newly constructed, notify the
federal department or its state agent not less
than 30 days before construction begins; and
be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Hazardous Liquid Pipe-
line Safety Act of 1979, as amended, be fur-
ther amended to require that, if an existing
line is to be replaced or relocated in substan-
tially the same structural configuration and
it will be located within the existing right-
of-way, or within a reasonable proximity of
the existing right-of-way, or within a reason-
able proximity of the existing right-of-way,
but this replacement or relocation does not
constitute mew construction, the operator
shall not later than the day that construc-
tion commences, provide the federal Depart-
ment of Transportation or its state agent
with a route map detailing the location of
the replaced or relocated hazardous liquid
pipeline; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Hazardous Liquid Pipe-
line Safety Act of 1979, as amended, be fur-
ther amended to authorize the federal De-
partment of Transportation to delegate to
state agents, during major pipeline emer-
gencies where public safety is threatened,
the authority to order the shutdown of a haz-
ardous liquid interstate pipeline; and be it
further

“'Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the Unit-
ed States, to the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, to each Senator and Represent-
ative from California in the Congress of the
United States, and to the State Fire Mar-
shal.”

POM-236. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

“ABSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 8

“Whereas, On January 13, 1991, the army of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
launched a severe and unprovoked assault on
the independent state of Lithuania; and

“‘Whereas, This attack has reportedly
killed many Lithuanian citizens and injured
over 100 persons; and

“Whereas, The use of military troops to
forcibly impose the will of the Soviet central
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government on citizens otherwise lawfully
engaged in peaceful activities is totally con-
trary to the basic principles and goals of
perestroika, glasnost, and democracy; now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the
State of California, jointly, That the California
Legislature respectfully memorializes the
President and Congress of the United States
to likewise condemn the brutal predawn as-
sault on the citizens of Lithuania that oc-
curred on January 13, 1991, and to carefully
review all forms of United States assistance
presently being given to the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the Unit-
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

POM-237, A resolution adopted by the
Eastern Regional Conference of the Council
of State Governments supporting the devel-
opment of electronic telephone directories;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

POM-238. A resolution adopted by the City
Council of Seattle, Washington stating that
high level nuclear wastes should not be
moved through the Puget Sound are by
water or land transportation; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources,

POM-239. A resolution adopted by the
Eastern Regional Conference of the Council
of State Governments opposing any attempt
to weaken wetlands protection; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

POM-240. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of Illinois; to the
Committee on Finance.

““HoUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 1

““Whereas, No American should be discour-
aged from working; and

‘“Whereas, Unfortunately, one group in our
society is penalized severely for attempting
to be productive citizens; and

“Whereas, The Social Security earning
limits disecriminate against older workers be-
tween the ages of 62 and 69; and

“Whereas, A worker in this age category
loses $1 to $3 in Social Security benefits for
every 32 or $3 of income exceeding the fed-
eral earning limits of $7,080 or $9,720; and

““Whereas, This penalty may amount to a
steep 33% marginal tax rate; and

“Whereas, Nearly one million older work-
ers lose some or all of their Social Security
benefits as a result of the earning limits; and

“Whereas, The government should be en-
couraging all Americans to work and add to
the nation’s output; and

“Whereas, Studies have shown that as
many as 700,000 older Americans have left
the labor force due to the earning limits; and

““Whereas, The output of goods and serv-
ices would increase by as much as $15.4 bil-
lion if those Americans were working; and

“Whereas, Government revenues would
also rise by $4.9 billion, exceeding the cost of
providing full Social Security benefits to
these workers; and

‘“Whereas, These older Americans are the
nation's most underused resource; and

“Whereas, The Freedom to Work is a fun-
damental right that should be enjoyed by all
Americans; and

‘‘Whereas, The repeal of the Social Secu-
rity earning limits is essential if all Ameri-
cans are to enjoy the Freedom to Work;
therefore, be it

“‘Resolved. By the House of Representatives
of the Eighty-seventh General Assembly of
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the State of Illinois, the Senate concurring
herein, that the President of the United
States and the United States Congress are
hereby urged to repeal the Social Security
earning limits by some measure such as the
Older American Freedom to Work Act which
is designed to encourage older Americans to
be a vital part of our nation's work force;
and be it further

“Resolved, That suitable copies of this pre-
amble and resolution be presented to the
President of the United States, the President
of the U.S. Senate, the Speaker of the U.S.
House of Representatives, and each member
of the Illinois Congressional Delegation.”

POM-241, A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

‘‘ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 21

“Whereas, To promote safety of life and
property at sea and the protection of the ma-
rine environment, the International Stand-
ards of Training, Certification and
Watchkeeping for Seafarers were established
in 1978; and

‘“Whereas, This international convention
on crew standards has been ratified by 78 na-
tions, including all the major maritime na-
tions in the world with the exception of the
United States; and

“Whereas, Forelgn flag vessels carry 95
percent of all waterborne commerce into the
United States; and

“Whereas, Ratification by the United
States of the International Convention on
Standards of Training, Certification and
Watchkeeping for Seafarers would provide
the United States Coast Guard with the au-
thority to enforce crew standards on foreign
flag vessels in United States waters; now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis-
lature of the State of California respectfully
memorializes the President and the Congress
of the United States to ratify the Inter-
national Convention on Standards of Train-
ing, Certification and Watchkeeping for Sea-
glrers. as established in 1978; and be it fur-

er

‘“‘Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the Unit-
ed States, to the United States Secretary of
Transportation, to the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, to each
Senator and Representative from California
in the Congress of the United States, and to
the Commandant of the United States Coast
Guard.”

POM-242. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

‘*ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NoO. 11

“‘Whereas, Saddam Hussein, the military
dictator of Iraq, is a murderous tyrant bent
on the violent conquest and domination of
his Arab neighbors, who further seeks to de-
termine the future of Israel and the Middle
East as a whole; and

““Whereas, The brutal character of this
man, Saddam Hussein, first became evident
when, as a 14-year-old boy, he killed his first
person; years later, after his rise to power,
he ordered his troops to exterminate Kurdish
villagers of his own nation, mercilessly
slaughtering thousands of innocent civilians
with poison gas; and

“Whereas, In July of 1990, Saddam Hussein,
after amassing thousands of his troops on
the border of his neighbor, Kuwait, assured
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the world that he had no designs on his
neighbor; yet, only days after making those
assurances, did, in fact, on August 2, 1990,
ruthlessly invade this tiny, defenseless coun-
try, sending his tanks and army into the
streets of Kuwait City, in order to annex his
neighbor and seize vast reserves of petroleum
and the property of the people of Kuwait,
thereby shattering their precious right to
live, work, and raise their children in peace
and security; and

“Whereas, Saddam Hussein, through the
troops under his command in Kuwait, is re-
sponsible for unspeakable acts of savagery,
and has torn babies from their incubators
and shot children in front of the eyes of their
helpless parents; and

“Whereas, With 530,000 troops lodged in
southern Iraq and Kuwait, Saddam Hussein
posed and continues to pose an ominous
threat to the Saudi Kingdom and world
peace; and

“Whereas, On August 7, 1990, in response to
this naked aggression and in order to pre-
vent the further invasion which was immi-
nent, the President of the United States or-
dered American troops into Saudi Arabia to
establish a “Desert Shield” of defense; and

“Whereas, It became clear to virtually all
of the civilized world, including Irag’s Arab
neighbors, that Saddam Hussein, being in
possession of chemical, biological, and other
weapons of mass destruction, was also seek-
ing nuclear capability; that, in addition to
outright subjugation of any vulnerable
neighbor, his clear design was to gain deci-
sive leverage over world oil markets, thus
threatening the stability of world peace and
all free peoples; and

“Whereas, For the first time in history,
this recognition brought about the coming
together and mutual resolve of the United
States, the Soviet Union, and the United Na-
tions, which, through its SBecurity Council,
demanded the unconditional withdrawal of
Iraq and the restoration of the legitimate
government of Kuwait; and

“Whereas, The United Nations did further
authorize the use of military force against
Iraq if it refused to comply by January 15,
1991, and, in the interim, the world body did
further establish a financial and trade em-
bargo and blockade of Iraq, in an attempt to
bring about the peaceful end of Iraq's ocou-
pation and aggression; and

“Whereas, President George Bush initiated
reasonable means to seek the peaceful adher-
ence of Iraq to the United Nations' resolu-
tions, only to be rebuffed by a determined
and intransigent Saddam Hussein; and

“Whereas, The Congress of the United
States, after three days of open, somber de-
bate, did, on January 12, 1991, grant to the
President the authority to take any action
he saw necessary, including the commitment
of U.S8. Forces into combat, to bring about
the compliance by Iraq to the United Na-
tions' resolutions, after the January 15 dead-
line has passed; and

“Whereas, On January 14, the diplomatic
tether reached its end when U.N. Secretary-
General Javier Perez de Cuellar could not
persuade President Saddam Hussein to begin
a pullout of Kuwait by January 15; and

‘“Whereas, On January 16, after five and
one-half months of economic sanctions and
diplomatic efforts, Saddam Hussein had re-
fused to withdraw and the liberation of Ku-
wait had begun; with the authorization of
Congress, the President ordered U.S. forces,
in conjunction with our Arab and European
allies, to unleash a massive bombing attack
in an effort to force Iraqi armed forces from
occupied Kuwait; now, therefore, be it
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“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the
State of California, jointly, That we take to
heart these words that were indelibly spoken
two decades ago by President John F. Ken-
nedy, that, “we will bear any burden, pay
any price, meet any hardship, support any
friend, oppose any foe, to assure the survival
and the success of liberty”; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That this Legislature supports
the resolute actions taken by President
George Bush in pursuit of a policy crucial to
the peace of the world; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That this Legislature condemns
the brutal and unprovoked attacks on the
State of Israel by Saddam Hussein, causing
enormous suffering and death to innocent Is-
raeli men, women, and children; and be it
further

‘*Resolved, With great pride, we—the people
of California—do rightfully and dutifully
honor those patriotic young men and women
of our armed forces who are carrying out
their mission with professional excellence
and exemplary bravery, so that others might
be free and that world peace will be assured;
and be it further

‘*Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the Unit-
ed States, the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and to each Senator and Rep-
resentative from California in the Congress
of the United States.”

POM-243. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 2

“*Whereas, The Antarctic provides habitat
for a broad diversity of fish and wildlife, in-
cluding many rare and endangered species;
and

““Whereas, Ninety percent of all the ice in
the world, which contains seventy percent of
all of the fresh water on Earth, is located on
the Continent of Antarctica; and

‘“*Whereas, The cold waters surrounding
Antarctica absorb more carbon dioxide from
the atmosphere than all of the rain forests
combined; and

“Whereas, The Antarctic may well be
worth far more to humanity intact, than it
could ever be worth as a source of natural re-
sources development; and

““Whereas, California recognizes that it is
in the interest of all mankind that Antarc-
tica shall continue forever to be used exclu-
sively for peaceful purposes and shall not be-
come the scene or object of international
discord; and

“Whereas, California acknowledges the sub-
stantial contributions to scientific knowl-
edge resulting from international coopera-
tion in scientific investigation in Antarc-
tica; and

““Whereas, California agrees that the con-
tinuation and development of that coopera-
tion on the basis of freedom of scientific in-
vestigation in Antarctica is in the best inter-
est of science and the progress of all man-
kind; and

““Whereas, The governments of Argentina,
Australia, Belgium, Chile, the French Repub-
lic, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, the Union
of South Africa, the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United
States of America signed an agreement on
December 1, 1959, to support and implement
the Antarctic Treaty for the purposes of pre-
serving the Antarctic environment and its
heritage; and

“Whereas, The primary purpose of the
treaty is to protect the exceptionally pris-
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tine Antarctic ecosystem of water, air, land,
flora, and fauna; and

“Whereas, It is in the best interest of Cali-
fornians to ensure that Antarctica is man-
aged in the interest of all humankind, in a
manner that conserves its unique environ-
ment, preserves its value for scientific re-
search, and retains its character as a demili-
tarized, nuclear-free zone of peace, without
harmful consequences to the local and global
environment; and

““Whereas, There are currently 24 Antarctic
Treaty Consultative (voting) Parties, and 14
NonConsultative (nonvoting) Parties; and

““Whereas, Treaty business is conducted in
biennial meetings of the parties; and

‘“Whereas, The biennial meeting com-
menced in Santiago, Chile, on Sunday, No-
vember 18, 1990, continued through Friday,
December 7, 1990, and considered the follow-
ing protective measures: basic principles, in-
stitutions, decision making, monitoring, dis-
pute settlement, marine pollution, waste dis-
posal, protected areas, tourism, and environ-
mental impact assessments; and

‘*Whereas, An agreement was reached to
begin negotiations on a new instrument for
the comprehensive protection of the Ant-
arctic environment, and the principle of a
prior environmental impact assessment be-
fore any human activity could take place
was adopted; and

“Whereas, Nonagreement was reached re-
garding mineral activities, but a consensus
to continue the various protection measures
and the voluntary constraint of countries
with respect to mineral activities was
reached; and

“Whereas, The Consultative parties have
agreed to continue negotiations on the draft-
ing of a new international instrument for the
conclusive protection of the Antarctic envi-
ronment and dependent ecosystems at an-
other meeting commencing in Madrid, Spain,
on Monday, April 22, 1991, to continue
through Tuesday, April 30, 1991; now, there-
fore, be it

“‘Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the
State of California, jointly, That the State of
California memorializes the President and
the Congress of the United States to direct
the Secretary of State to enter into contin-
ued negotiations with the Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Parties at the convention in
Spain to conclusively designate Antarctica
as an environmentally protected region and
further recognize the region as a protected
global ecological commons; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the Unit-
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, to each Senator and Rep-
resentative from California in the Congress
of the United States and to the Secretary of
State.”

POM-244. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

“*ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 41

“Whereas, A myriad of children are ab-
ducted from their families against their will,
either by strangers or family members vio-
lating custody decrees, each year; and

““Whereas, The rising incidence of crimes
against children, child abduction in particu-
lar, has left many families feeling vulnerable
and afraid; and

‘““Whereas, On an average, 10 children have
disappeared each day across the country in
the last seven years; and

‘““Whereas, There are 1,710 active files on
missing children in California; and
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“Whereas, There have been over 481,000 at-
tempted abductions and over 26,000 actual
abductions nationwide since 1984; and

“*Whereas, Of the children that have been
abducted, 17,481 have been located alive, 225
have been located deceased, and 9,039 remain
missing; and

“Whereas, In 1981, six-year-old Adam
Walsh was kidnapped as he looked at toys in
a Florida toy store and was later found bru-
tally slain; now therefore, be it

‘‘Resolved, by the Assembly and the Senate
of the State of California, jointly, That we
commit ourselves to the pursuit of policies
that will protect our country’s most precious
resource, our children; and be it further.

‘““Resolved, That the Legislature condemns
any crimes against innocent children, caus-
ing emotional or physical abuse, or death;
and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Legislature, sharing a
common concern for children, recognizes Na-
tional Missing Children’'s Day, May 25, 1991,
as a day to cherish and protect children, and
to pray for each and every child who has
been met with harm; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly shall transmit copies of this resolu-
tion to the President and Vice President of
the United States, to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, and to each Sen-
ator and Representative from California in
the Congress of the United States."

POM-245. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee Labor and Human Resources:

**ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NoO. 7

‘“Whereas, The Federal Food and Drug Ad-
ministration is responsible for the safety, ef-
ficacy, and labeling of nonprescription drug
products; and

““Whereas, Over the last decade, the Food
and Drug Administration has permitted
more prescription drugs to be switched to
over-the-counter classification than in the
entire previous history of United States gov-
ernment regulation of drug products for con-
sumers; and

‘““Whereas, A number of these drugs can
have serious side effects when taken incor-
rectly or in combination with certain other
drugs; and

“‘Whereas, The vision-impaired and the el-
derly are the most susceptible to contra-
indication risk associated with
overmedication and the combination of cer-
tain drugs; and

‘‘Whereas, These risks can be minimized by
improving the readability of drug labels, par-
ticularly the information regarding dosage
and contraindication risks; and

“Whereas, The Legislature at its 1989-90
Regular Session passed, and the Governor
signed, Section 26637.56 of the Health and
Safety Code which encourages drug manufac-
turers who sell nonprescription drugs in the
State of California to improve the read-
ability of nonprescription drug labels; now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla-
ture of the State of California hereby pro-
poses that the Federal Food and Drug Ad-
ministration promulgate and enforce regula-
tions which improve the readability of all
nonprescription drug labels; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Legislature of the
State of California respectfully memorializes
the Congress and the President to enact leg-
islation which would address the concerns
set forth in this measure; and be it further

““Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this measure to
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the President and the Vice President of the
United States, the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, the Chairpersons of the
House and Senate Committees on Aging, and
to each Senator and Representative from
California in the Congress of the United
States.”

POM-246. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee Labor and Human Resources:

“ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 17

‘“‘Whereas, California has a longstanding
policy commitment to ensure that every per-
son wishing to benefit from higher education
would have access to an education through
the California Community Colleges, regard-
less of how he or she fares in high school; and

“Whereas, California’s commitment to an
accessible community college system was in-
stitutionalized in the comprehensive 1960
Master Plan for Higher Education, and has
been repeatedly reaffirmed and reinvigorated
in periodic reviews of the Master Plan; and

‘'‘Whereas, California law prohibits a com-
munity college from denying any student ac-
cess to the institution based on the results of
a standardized test; and

“Whereas, California law further estab-
lishes a student matriculation process which
serves as an effective means for assessing a
student's ability to benefit from higher edu-
cation and providing that student with nec-
essary guidance counseling; and

“Whereas, Public Law 101-508 and imple-
menting regulations of the United States De-
partment of Education require all students
at colleges and universities to possess a high
school diploma, or its equivalent, or pass an
independently administered standardized
exam approved by the department; and

“Whereas, Any college which does not
comply with these regulations will lose all
eligibility for federal funding under Title IV
of the Higher Education Act; and

‘““Whereas, As a result of these regulations,
nearly 136,000 first-time community college
students would have to be tested annually in
California, and a disproportionate number of
these students come from an ethnic and eco-
nomic status for whom the community col-
leges represent true economic opportunity;
and

“Whereas, Communities of color are rap-
idly becoming the majority in the state and
a large percentage of these are Latino, Afri-
can-American, and other minorities; and

““Whereas, The high school completion rate
for Latinos and African-Americans is a mere
54 percent and almost 60 percent of all
Latinos in postsecondary education are en-
rolled at community colleges; and

“Whereas, California’s 107 community col-
leges could lose more than $271 million in
federal aid, including $151 million in direct
aid to financially eligible students, if they
are unable to comply with the new federal
policy; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla-
ture of the State of California memorializes
the President and the Congress of the United
States, to immediately set aside the Depart-
ment of Education regulations conditioning
institutional eligibility for federal post-
secondary education aid upon the possession
of a high school diploma or passage of a
standardized test by all students at an edu-
cational institution; and be it further

“Resolved, That the California Legislature
further memorializes the Congress to expedi-
tiously pass, and the President to sign, legis-
lation allowing California to maintain its
commitment to ensuring access to higher
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education through the community colleges
free of any federally imposed admissions
test; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the Unit-
ed States, the Secretary of Education, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and
each Senator and Representative from Cali-
fornia in the Congress of the United States."”

POM-247. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources:

‘*ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 22

“Whereas, Historically the United States
was founded upon the principle that all peo-
ple are created equal; and

“Whereas, In practice, discrimination
against individuals based solely upon their
color, religion, gender, or national origin has
been an unfortunate part of this country’s
history; and

“Whereas, Some of the ways this discrimi-
nation has manifested itself is in the areas of
housing, job opportunities, and education;
and

““Whereas, For most of our country’s his-
tory, it has been difficult for minorities to
achieve equal opportunities and change has
been slow in coming; and

‘““Whereas, The Constitution of the State of
California explicitly states that no citizen
may be granted privileges not granted to an-
other; and

“Whereas, The citizens of the State of Cali-
fornia are committed to the ideals of democ-
racy and justice advanced by our Federal and
State Constitutions; and

““Whereas, In 1963, the Reverend Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr. wrote from the Birmingham
jall, “Injustice anywhere is a threat to jus-
tice everywhere;" and

“Whereas, The Civil Rights Act of 1964 dra-
matically strengthened laws preventing dis-
crimination in employment and injustice in
other areas, and was a landmark in this
country’s efforts to ensure equality to all
citizens; and

“Whereas, In a series of recent decisions
addressing employment  discrimination
claims under federal law, the SBupreme Court
of the United Sates cut back on the scope
and effectiveness of civil rights protections;
and

“Whereas, Existing protections and rem-
edies under federal law are not adequate to
deter unlawful discrimination or to com-
pensate victims of discrimination; and

“Whereas, It is incumbent upon the Cali-
fornia Legislature to request that the Con-
gress restore the civil rights protections
which were so dramatically limited by these
recent Supreme Court decisions, and to
strengthen the existing protections and rem-
edies available under civil rights laws, in
order to provide more effective deterrence of
discrimination, and adequate compensation
for the victims of discrimination; and

““Whereas, There is a bill currently moving
through Congress, House Resolution 1, that
is designed to restore and strengthen the
civil rights laws banning discrimination in
employment and to accomplish other pur-
poses; and

“Whereas, This bill, the Civil Rights Act of
1991, would restore the prohibition against
racial discrimination in the creation and en-
forcement of contracts, restore the burden of
proof of unlawful employment practices in
disparate impact cases, clarify the prohibi-
tion against impermissible consideration of
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin
in employment practices, facilitate prompt
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and orderly resolution of challenges to em-
ployment practices that carry out litigated
or consent judgments or orders, grant all
protected classes the same right to recover
damages for intentional employment dis-
crimination, and restore strong civil rights
enforcement; now, therefore, be it

‘‘Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of
the State of California, jointly, That existing
protections and remedies available under
federal civil rights laws should be strength-
ened to provide more effective deterrence
and adequate compensation for victims of
discrimination; and be it further

‘“‘Resolved, That the Legislature of the
State of California respectfully requests the
President and the Congress of the United
States to pass House Resolution 1, the Civil
Rights Act of 1991, which responds to recent
decisions of the Supreme Court of the United
States by restoring the civil rights protec-
tions that were limited by those decisions;
and be it further

““*Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly shall transmit copies of this resolu-
tion to the President and Vice President of
the United States, to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, and to each Sen-
ator and Representative from California in
the Congress of the United States.”

POM-248. A resolution adopted by the
House of Representatives of the State of Illi-
nois; to the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources:

““HoUSE RESOLUTION No. 252

“Whereas, A 3$24-million federal program
that helps rural hospitals is in jeopardy; and

““Whereas, Rural health care transition
grants from the Department of Health and
Human Services are given to help hospitals
change their menu of services; and

““Whereas, Between 1980 and 1988, two hun-
dred rural hospitals were forced to close
their doors; and

““Whereas, Congress should consider tailor-
ing the program to benefit weak rural hos-
pitals that have a chance of survival; and

‘‘Whereas, These grants should also be used
to strengthen emergency services or to train
emergency medical personnel; therefore, be
it

“Resolved, by the House of Representatives
of the Eighty-Seventh General Assembly of
the State of Illinois, That we urge Congress
to support rural health care transition
grants and to consider tailoring the program
to help weak rural hospitals stay in business;
and be it further

‘‘Resolved, That suitable copies of this pre-
amble and resolution be presented to the
Speaker of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the President of the Senate, each
member of the Illinois Congressional delega-
tion, and to the Director of the General Ac-
counting Office."”

POM-249. A resolution adopted by the
House of Representatives of the State of Illi-
nois; to the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources:

“HousE RESOLUTION No. 893

““Whereas, There is a demonstrated need to
expand and coordinate international faculty
and student exchange programs throughout
the State of Illinois to ensure accessibility,
especially for minority students and faculty
members, at public institutions of higher
education; and

‘‘Whereas, There is a lack of coordination
and poor distribution of opportunity among
all student and faculty exchange programs
at public institutions of higher education;
and
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‘‘Whereas, The largest concentration of mi-
norities in Illinois is located in the Chicago
area, with Northeastern Illinois University
being strategically positioned in the commu-
nity with respect to those minority con-
centrations; and

““Whereas, There is a need for a central of-
fice for international faculty and student ex-
change programs that will guarantee their
accessibility to all students and faculty, and
particularly to minority students and fac-
ulty members, at public institutions of high-
er education; and

“Whereas, An international faculty and
student exchange program with African and
Caribbean nations will promote good will
and harmony within, and foster understand-
ing and the sharing of educational concepts
and principles among African and Caribbean
nations; and

“‘Whereas, It is the role of public institu-
tions of higher education in Illinois to pro-
vide the best education possible for the citi-
zens of this State, and a multi-cultural
international student and faculty exchange
program, with emphasis on Africa and the
Caribbean, will be of major assistance in the
effort to provide that education: Therefore
be it

"‘Resolved, by the House of Representatives of
the Eighty-Seventh General Assembly of the
State of Illinois, That Northeastern Illinois
University. Center Inner City studies is
strongly encouraged to establish an inter-
national faculty and student exchange pro-
gram with various African and Caribbean na-
tions; and be it further

“‘Resolved. That the Illinois Board of High-
er Education support, through its resources,
the development of the African and Carib-
bean Exchange Program in efforts to seek
funding support from the federal government
and private philanthropic organizations; and
be it further

“‘Resolved. That the President and Faculty
Senate of Northeastern Illinois University
assume responsibility for reallocating and
developing resources as necessary to support
and implement the African and Caribbean
Exchange Program; and be it further

“‘Resolved. That suitable copies of this reso-
lution be presented to each member of the I1-
linois congressional delegation, to the mem-
bers of the Illinois Board of Higher Edu-
cation and to the Presidents of all public in-
stitutions of higher education in this State.”

POM-250. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the State of Michigan; to the Select
Committee on POW/MIA Affairs:

“SENATE RESOLUTION No. 218

“Whereas, In the apparent move toward
full diplomatic and trade relations with the
nation of Vietnam, it is essential for our
government officials not to lose sight of the
fact that, for thousands of American fami-
lies, our war in Indochina has never ended. A
total of almost 2,300 Americans are still list-
ed as missing or unaccounted for in this re-
gion; and

““Whereas, The recent publication of a
snapshot that may be a picture of three
United States servicemen who have been
missing for as many as twenty-five years has
rekindled speculation that there are, indeed,
many Americans still held prisoner in the re-
gion. The photo, while much uncertainty
surrounds it, raises many legitimate gues-
tions, including speculation as to how seri-
ously the cause of identifying and locating
POW/MIAs has been pursued; and

“Whereas, Just as the United States is
united in its gratitude and respect for the
men and women who now have returned from
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the Persian Gulf, our country must remain
united on the issue of accounting for every
American lost in our war with Vietnam. For
the thousands of Americans who continue
the nighmare of uncertainty each day, we
owe nothing less than our full and commit-
ted effort; now, therefore, be it

“‘Resolved by the Senate, That we hereby
memorialize the Congress of the United
States not to establish full relations with
Vietnam until there is a true accounting of
all POW/MIAs from the war in Indochina;
and be it further

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
transmitted to the President of the United
States Senate, and Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, and the
members of the Michigan Congressional dele-
gation.”

POM-251. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of Colorado; to the
Committee on Rules and Administration:

‘*SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 9152-2

“Whereas, The Smithsonian Institution
has expressed interest in expanding the Na-
tional Air and Space Museum; and

“Whereas, A number of sites have been
suggested as possible locations for the
Smithsonian National Air and Space Mu-
seum Extension; and

“Whereas, H.R. 3281, the *'National Air and
Space Museum Expansion Site Selection Act
of 1991, has been introduced in the United
States House of Representatives, and

“Whereas, Companion legislation will soon
be introduced in the United States Senate;
and

‘“Whereas, This legislation sets forth a fair
and equitable site selection process through
which all potential sites, including but not
limited to Washington, D.C., may be pro-
posed and considered on their merits accord-
ing to criteria relevant to the needs of the
public and the efficient operation of such a
facility; and

“Whereas, Denver's Stapleton Inter-
national Airport has many inherent advan-
tages over other suggested sites and is par-
ticularly well suited to serve as the site of
the National Air and Space Museum Exten-
sion; and

“Whereas, Stapleton International Airport
could form the basis for a highly competitive
proposal under any objective set of criteria;
and

“Whereas, Locating the National Air and
Space Museum Extension at Stapleton would
save the taxpayers of the United States well
in excess of one hundred million dollars; and

‘““Whereas, Locating a branch of the Smith-
sonian Museum in the western United States
would enable millions of new visitors to ex-
perience, first-hand, the treasures of the
Smithsonian; and

“Whereas, The Smithsonian National Air
and Space Museum Extension would provide
an unparalleled educational resource for the
people of Colorado and of the western United
States in general; and

““Whereas, The Smithsonian National Air
and Space Museum Extension would attract
over a million out-of-state visitors per year,
many of whom would take advantage of their
visit to tour Colorado and other western
states; and

“Whereas, Stapleton International Airport
is at present the only site in the western
United States under consideration; now,
therefore,

“Be It Resolved by the Senate of the Fifty-
eighth General Assembly of the State of Colo-
rado, the House of Representalives concurring
herein:
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*(1) That the General Assembly supports
the establishment of a fair and equitable
process for the selection of a site for the
Smithsonian National Air and Space Mu-
seum Extension.

*‘(2) That the General Assembly urges the
adoption of H.R, 3281 and its companion leg-
islation in the Senate.

‘/(3) That the General Assembly applauds
and supports efforts to secure the location of
the Smithsonian National Air and Space Mu-
seum Extension at Stapleton International
Airport, and urges the Regents of the Smith-
sonian Institution to give this uniquely
qualified site their favorable consideration.

‘‘(4) That upon the passage of H.R. 3281 and
its companion legislation, the General As-
sembly will work with the City of Denver,
the county of Adams, the administrators of
Stapleton International Airport, Air and
Space West, Inc., and other persons and enti-
ties, both public and private, to assist them
in their efforts to prepare a competitive and
comprehensive proposal for consideration
under this legislation.

**Be It Further Resolved, That copies of this
resolution be transmitted to Governor Roy
Romer, to the Regents of the Smithsonian
Institution, to the President of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives of the Congress of the United States, to
the chair of each of the committees consider-
ing H.R. 3281 and its companion legislation,
to the Mayor of the City and County of Den-
ver, to Air and Space West, Inc., and to the
congressional delegation representing the
State of Colorado in the Congress of the
United States.”

POM-252. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs:

‘* ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NoO. 15

**Whereas, Over 470,000 American men and
women have been uprooted from their fami-
lies and peacetime careers to sacrifice their
time and risk their lives for their country;
and

“‘Whereas, People of different philosophies
and views on the United States government’s
military policies undertaken in the Persian
Gulf nevertheless, unite in respect for the
sacrifices suffered by America's men and
woénen serving in Operation Desert Storm;
an

**Whereas, Those sacrifices also were borne
stateside by military dependents whose re-
servist parents were called to active duty,
and who were forced to leave behind their
children, often with inadequate child care;
and

“Whereas, The veterans returning from Op-
eration Desert Storm deserve the apprecia-
tion of their government in the form of im-
proved opportunities in housing, education,
and health care; and

‘“Whereas, The veterans of this war deserve
not only praise today, but the benefits of im-
portant services now, and when they return
home from battle; now, therefore, be it

“‘Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla-
ture of the State of California proclaims its
commitment to honor the individual men
and women who will return as veterans of
Operation Desert Storm; and be it further

‘“‘Resolved, That the Legislature hereby
states its commitment to pursue, and urges
the Congress of the United States to consider
enacting, a series of benefits to aid those
California residents serving in support of Op-
eration Desert Storm, including, but not
limited to:

/(1) Provision of child care for military re-
servists and national guard members while
called to active duty away from home.
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*(2) Eligibility for the CAL-VET home loan

program.

*(3) Conformity with recently passed fed-
eral law by exempting military pay from
state income taxation.

“(4) Creation of a system to assure ade-
quate health care and counseling for return-
ing veterans.

“(5) Waiver of tuition and fees at state col-
leges and universities for those returning
veterans who desire educational advance-
ment; and be it further,

“‘Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the Unit-
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on Ap-
propriations, with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute and an amendment to
the title:

H.J. Res. 157. A joint resolution making
technical corrections and correcting enroll-
ment errors in certain acts making appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1991, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
102-216).

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with
amendments:

S. 1179. A bill to stimulate the production
of geologic-map information in the United
States through the cooperation of Federal,
State, and academic participants (Rept. No.
102-217).

8. 1187. A bill to amend the Stock Raising
Homestead Act to provide certain procedures
for entry onto Stock Raising Homestead Act
lands, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 102-
218).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. BIDEN, from the Committee on the
Judiciary:

William Pelham Barr, of Virginia, to be
Attorney General.

(The above nomination was reported
with the recommendation that it be
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s
commitment to respond to requests to
appear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.)

By Mr. BIDEN, from the Committee on the
Judiciary:

Richard Cullen, of Virginia, to be U.S. at-
torney for the Eastern District of Virginia
for the term of 4 years;

Jerry G. Cunningham, of Tennessee, to be
U.S. attorney for the Eastern District of
Tennessee for the term of 4 years;

David R. Hansen, of Iowa, to be U.S. circuit
judge for the Eighth District;

Paul R. Matia, of Ohio, to be U.8. district
judge for the Northern District of Ohio;

Lacey A. Collier, of Florida, to be U.8. dis-
giact. judge for the Northern District of Flor-

Wayne R. Anderson, of Illinois, to be U.S.
District Judge for the Northern District of
Illinois; and
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Sue L. Robinson, of Delaware, to be U.S.
district judge for the District of Delaware.

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For-
eign Relations:

Treaty Doc. 102-7. The Convention for the
Prohibition on Fishing With Long Driftnets
in the South Pacific (Exec. Rept. No. 102-20).

Treaty Doc. 102-4. Amendment to the Mon-
treal Protocol on Substances that Deplete
the Ozone (Exec. Rept. No. 102-21).

TEXTS OF REPORTED RESOLUTIONS OF ADVICE
AND CONSENT TO RATIFICATION

Resolved (two thirds of the Senators present
and concurring therein) That the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the ratification of the
Convention for the Prohibition of Fishing
with Long Driftnets in the South Pacific,
done at Wellington on November 24, 1989 (the
“Wellington Convention'), and Protocol I,
done at Noumea on October 20, 1990, to the
Wellington Convention, subject to the fol-
lowing understandings:

1. That the United States signed the Con-
vention in its own name and on its own be-
half because a portion of its exclusive eco-
nomic zone is located within the Convention
Area. It is the United States understanding
that upon becoming a party to the Conven-
tion the United States will be obligated to
prohibit driftnet fishing in all areas of its ex-
clusive economic zone within the Convention
Area, and to prohibit all United States na-
tionals and vessels documented under United
States laws from fishing with driftnets in
the Convention Area.

2. That Article 3 provides for measures
consistent with international law to restrict
driftnet fishing activities by vessels within
areas under a party's fisheries jurisdiction.
It is the United States understanding that
the measures in Article 3 will only be applied
when consistent with navigation and other
international transit rights under customary
international law and as reflected in the 1982
United Nations Convention on the Law of
the Sea.

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present
concurring therein), That the Senate advise
and consent to the ratification of an Amend-
ment to the Montreal Protocol on Sub-
stances that Deplete the Ozone Layer,
Adopted at London on June 29, 1990, by the
Second Meeting of the Parties to the Mon-
treal Protocol.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr.
GORE and Mr. HATFIELD):

S. 1974. A bill to establish a program to in-
crease the level of science and technology
cooperation between the United States and
Latin America; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

By Mr. SPECTER:

S. 1975. A bill to establish a dislocated
workers educational training demonstration
program; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr.
AKAKA and Mr. SIMON):

8. 1976. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide for prompt
parole into the United States of aliens in
order to attend the funeral of an immediate
blood relative in the United States and to
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deny parole status to aliens who are exclud-
able from admission into the United States;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. HoL-
LINGS and Mr. DANFORTH):

S. 1977. A bill to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 to permit the Secretary of
Transportation to authorize certain foreign
investment in United States air carriers in
excess of 25 percent; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. CHAFEE:

S. 1978. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to remove the payment
limitation imposed under such title with re-
spect to the furnishing of psychiatric serv-
ices in a nursing facility; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. McCCONNELL:

5. 1979. A bill to provide greater certainty
in the availability and cost of liability insur-
ance, to eliminate the abuses of the tort sys-
tem, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. DAN-
FORTH and Mr. HOLLINGS):

S, 1980. A bill to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 to permit the Secretary of
Transportation to authorize certain foreign
investment in United States air carriers in
excess of 25 percent.

By Mr. DOLE:

5.J. Res. 232. A joint resolution waliving
certain enrollment requirements with re-
spect to the bill H.R. 3575; considered and
passed.

STATEMENTS OF INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself,
Mr. GORE, and Mr. HATFIELD):

S. 1974. A bill to establish a program
to increase the level of science and
technology cooperation between the
United States and Latin America; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
INTER-AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC COOPERATION ACT
e Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President,
today I rise to introduce the Inter-
American Scientific Cooperation Act of
1991. This legislation is aimed at in-
creasing our scientific and techno-
logical ties with nations of Latin
America. The United States is a world
leader in science and technology. In
order to maintain and strengthen our
leadership, the United States needs to
reevaluate our current process for
science and technology cooperation.
Unfortunately, cooperative efforts be-
tween the United States and one of our
most important partners, Latin Amer-
ica, have declined in the past 20 years.
This bill seeks to reverse this trend by
establishing a strong alliance in joint
research and education between Latin
America and the United States.

Recently, our relationship with Latin
American nations has been highlighted
by debates over fast-track status for
United States-Mexico free trade nego-
tiations, and over a Western Hemi-
sphere free trade zone. We need to de-
velop a foreign policy with our Latin
American neighbors which is consist-
ent and which is desirous of supporting
and developing common interests in
science and technology. Our economic
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competitiveness has been declining and
we need new international markets for
our exports. It is good policy for us to
forge scientific and technological part-
nerships with Latin America now, as a
basis for establishing economic mar-
kets later.

This bill seeks to establish a strong
alliance in joint research and edu-
cation between Latin America and the
United States. The rapid rate of ad-
vancement in science and technology
has made it difficult for Latin Amer-
ican countries to keep abreast of these
global changes.

We are a part of a global, changing
economy and the impact of this econ-
omy on such areas as the global envi-
ronment is only too slowly, too pain-
fully being recognized. For example, we
are only beginning to understand the
potential climactic consequences of
acid rain and global warming. These
are not isolated national problems but
problems that are international in
scope and will need cooperative efforts
between developed and underdeveloped
nations as we attempt to overcome
them. This bill is a step toward rein-
vigorating cooperation between the
United States and Latin America.

As the Latin American nations strive
to increase the standard of living for
their people and as we strive to become
more economically competitive with
other industrialized nations in Europe
and Asia the need for cooperation be-
tween the nations of Latin America
and the United States becomes evident.
The United States would not only aid
Latin America but would also benefit
from expanded trade and investment
relations. Unique natural environ-
ments and conditions in Latin America
also make Latin America a critical
area for research opportunities for U.S.
scientists.

As a result of the political and eco-
nomic turmoeil in Latin America in re-
cent years, these nations have had an
extremely difficult time in developing
their scientific and technological re-
sources. In addition, a new generation
of advanced technologies, microelec-
tronics, biotechnologies, new mate-
rials, and new energy technologies,
present a new set of challenges and
problems for science and technology
activities all over the world. Hence, the
rapid rate of advancement has made it
difficult for Latin American countries
to keep abreast of the latest global sci-
entific developments.

Cooperation between Latin America
and the United States has declined. As
a result, Latin America has looked to
Europe and Japan for scientific and
technological training. This trend, in
conjunction with the increased empha-
sis on science and technology in the
national development plans of many
Latin America nations, will mean a
loss of United States influence if we do
not act to reassert our interest in this
area. Such a reawakening of United
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States-Latin American cooperation is
not only possible but imperative. The
bill I am introducing today is but one
step, albeit an important step, in es-
tablishing the proper relation for co-
operation.

Increased science and technical co-
operation would not only aid Latin
America but would also benefit the
United States. Unique natural environ-
ments and conditions make Latin
America a critical area for research op-
portunities for U.S. scientists. For ex-
ample, to thoroughly investigate such
topics as the deforestation of the Ama-
zon Basin and its contribution to glob-
al climate change and species diver-
sity, U.S. scientists need stable work-
ing relationships with Latin American
scientists and access to these environ-
ments.

The new inter-American scientific
cooperation program within the NSF
would consist of several elements. The
first is an expansion of funds. At
present, NSF funds joint research
projects between the United States and
Latin America through its inter-
national division, with funding under
$1 million. This bill would expand the
scope of joint research activities with
an authorization of $10 million in fiscal
year 1992 and up to $10 million in fiscal
year 1993.

The bill would also increase the num-
ber of Latin American exchange stu-
dents eligible to study in the United
States. Since the peak year of 1982, en-
rollment of Latin American students in
the United States has dropped by 31
percent; Latin American students tend
to elect to study in Europe and in
Japan. This trend has been fostered by
several factors including the Latin
American debt crisis, devaluation of
currencies, decline of oil revenues, rise
in the cost of education in the United
States, improvement in indigenous op-
portunities, and increased opportuni-
ties in other Latin American countries,
Europe and, Japan.

In order to reverse these trends, the
bill establishes the Inter-American Sci-
entific Educational Development Ex-
change to provide graduate and
postdoctoral fellowships, both for
Latin Americans studying in the Unit-
ed States and for United States stu-
dents who wish to study in Latin
America. There will be an exchange of
information and technical assistance
between the scientists and engineers of
both countries interested in establish-
ing data bases and computer linkages.

These exchanges are investments in
our political future. As part of the fu-
ture leadership in their homelands,
these students will play key roles in
determining the political and economic
alliances that the region will make in
the next century. This type of commu-
nication link is critical for strengthen-
ing the Latin American scientific in-
frastructure.

This act encourages the use of debt
for science exchanges to finance coop-
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erative scientific research projects. A
United States-Mexico Binational
Science Endowment is authorized
under this act. The endowment is es-
tablished exclusively for scientific and
educational purposes. The endowment
will be funded through debt for science
exchanges, as well as, direct govern-
mental or nongovernmental contribu-
tions.

Mr. President, the viability of the
U.S. economy is inescapably linked to
the world economy; America no longer
occupies the position of dominance it
once did. A successful Latin America
will be fundamental to world economic
growth and thus to our own. No other
nation has closer ties to and greater in-
terest in Latin America than the Unit-
ed States. Increased cooperation in
science and technology is an important
way for the United States to help Latin
American nations grow and prosper. It
is my sincere hope that my colleagues
will support this legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

8.1974

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Inter-Amer-
ican Scientific Cooperation Act of 1991".

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND DEFINITIONS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) Latin America shares a wide range of
scientific and technological concerns with
the United States, and the diversity of Latin
American countries and their needs in
science and technology are significant;

(2) the need for science and technology co-
operation with Latin America has increased
significantly since the 1970's, but mecha-
nisms for cooperation have decreased since
many countries in Latin America graduated
from programs sponsored by the Agency for
International Development;

(3) Latin American scientists and engi-
neers have increasingly looked to Europe
and Japan for advanced training and re-
search, and this trend, in conjunction with
the emphasis on science and technology in
Latin American national development plans
and the increase in science and technology
cooperation among Latin American nations,
may result in a loss of mutually beneficial
commerce and scientific cooperation be-
tween Latin America and the United States;

(4) investment by the United States in the
Latin American science and technology in-
frastructure and participation of United
States scientists and engineers in short-term
and long-term assignments in Latin America
can further improve relations between the
United States and Latin America, and bring
many benefits to the United States, includ-
ing scientific access, enhanced trade and in-
vestment relations, and the opportunity to
contribute to economic growth and democra-
tization in the hemisphere;

(6) science and technology cooperation
with the United States and advanced train-
ing and research in the United States can
bring many benefits to Latin America, for
example, in developing Latin American
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countries cooperation can contribute to the
strengthening of basic science and tech-
nology infrastructure, and in industrially ad-
vanced Latin American countries, coopera-
tion can increase opportunities in many sci-
entific disciplines and in the frontier sci-
entific fields;

(6) considerable progress in science and
technology cooperation can be made with
relatively modest investments;

(7) a Free Trade Agreement with Mexico
should be accompanied by the creation of
new opportunities and mechanisms for sci-
entific cooperation and research on issues of
mutual interest to the United States and
Mexico;

(8) the return to democracy in a number of
Latin American countries provides renewed
vigor for freedom of scientific inquiry, co-
operation, and progress, as well as a focus for
the reversal of the decline in science and
technology cooperation between the United
States and Latin America.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For the purpose of this
Act—

(1) the term ‘‘debt-for-science exchange"
means the cancellation of a portion of a
Latin American nation’s debt to a United
States commercial bank through secondary
market purchase of this debt at discounted
rates by a non-Federal organization, in ex-
change for contribution of an agreed-upon
proportion of this canceled debt’s original
value by the debtor nation to a specified sci-
entific research program or endowment;

(2) the term “‘Director” means the Director
of the National Science Foundation;

(3) the term “Latin America’ means Mex-
ico, the Caribbean basin, Central America,
and South America; and

(4) the term “‘Program’ means the Inter-
American Scientific Cooperation Program
established under section 3.

SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE PROGRAM.

The National Science Foundation shall es-
tablish an Inter-American Scientific Co-
operation Program aimed at increasing the
level of science and technology cooperation
between the United States and Latin Amer-
ica. The National Science Foundation, in es-
tablishing this Program, shall identify and
cooperate with private and governmental
funding bodies, both in Latin America and in
the United States. The Program shall in-
clude the following elements:

(1) ENCOURAGEMENT AND FUNDING.—Encour-
agement and funding of project development
interchanges and joint research projects be-
tween United States and Latin American sci-
entists and engineers. Interchanges and joint
projects funded by the National Science
Foundation shall, whenever possible, include
cost sharing from sources within the Latin
American countries whose citizens partici-
pate in such interchanges and projects. The
Director shall determine the amount of cost
sharing which is required.

(2) INTER-AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC EDUCATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT EXCHANGE.—(A) Establishment
in accordance with section 13 of the National
Science Foundation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C.
1872) of an Inter-American Scientific Edu-
cational Development Exchange (hereafter
in this paragraph referred to as the “Ex-
change'). The Exchange’s activities shall in-
clude—

(1) graduate and postdoctoral fellowships in
science and technology for Latin Americans
to study in the United States and for United
States citizens to study in Latin America;

(ii) collection and dissemination of infor-
mation to Latin Americans on other avenues
for advanced study in science and technology
in the United States; and
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(iii) United States assistance to Latin
American institutions, at the institutions'
request, for development of courses, semi-
nars, and curriculum in science and tech-
nology.

(B) In awarding fellowships under this
paragraph, the Exchange shall give priority
to candidates who are professionally active
scientists or engineers and whose institu-
tions give assurance that a position will be
available to such individuals after comple-
tion of the fellowship. Fellowships for Latin
Americans shall, whenever possible, include
cost sharing from sources within the country
of origin of the recipient. The amount of cost
sharing required shall be determined by the
Director.

(3) INFORMATION AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—Exchanging information and tech-
nical assistance between United States and
Latin American scientists and engineers in-
terested in establishing data bases and com-
puter linkages.

(4) EQUIPMENT.—Providing information to
enable the routing of scientific equipment
between the United States and Latin Amer-
ica, including information with respect to
matching equipment with need, identifying
technical maintenance requirements, and
meeting customs regulations,

(5) RESEARCH PROGRAMS.—Promotion of re-
search programs which utilize unique natu-
ral environments or existing or potential
centers of scientific research excellence in
Latin America.

SEC. 4. UNITED STATES-LATIN AMERICAN DEBT-
FOR-SCIENCE EXCHANGES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Program shall en-
courage the use of debt-for-science ex-
changes to finance cooperative scientific re-
search projects. The Director shall act, in ac-
cordance with section 13 of the National
Science Foundation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C.
1872), and in cooperation with other Federal
agencies and appropriate non-Federal orga-
nizations, to make funds available to non-
Federal organizations, including colleges and
universities, for such debt-for-science ex-
changes.

(b) DEBTOR NATION CONTRIBUTION.—Avail-
ability of such funds shall be contingent
upon indication by the debtor nation of in-
tent to contribute, in local currency, dollars,
or both, no less than 75 percent of the full
face value of the purchased discounted debt,
or an amount at least 20 percent greater
than the generally prevailing purchase price
of the debt at current market conditions, for
support of—

(1) cooperative projects, as described in
section 3; or

(2) binational or multinational endow-
ments for the long-term support of coopera-
tive research projects with the United
States, including the endowment established
under section 5.

(c) NON-FEDERAL MATCHING FUNDS RE-
QUIREMENT.—Federal grants made under this
section shall be equally matched by non-Fed-
eral contributions.

SEC. 5. UNITED STATES-MEXICO BINATIONAL
SCIENCE ENDOWMENT.

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ENDOWMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director, in consulta-
tion with the Director of the Office of
Science and Technology Policy, shall ap-
point a 5-member Board of Governors (here-
after in this section referred to as the
‘‘Board'’) as the United States representa-
tives of a United States-Mexico Binational
Science Endowment (hereafter in this sec-
tion referred to as the “Endowment'). The
United States appointees to the Board shall
possess considerable expertise in areas of
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United States-Mexico cooperation in science
and technology, and not more than 2 ap-
pointees shall be full-time employees of the
United States Government. The Director, or
his designee, shall serve as an additional, ex
officio member of the Board. The President
shall direct the Director to work with appro-
priate representatives of the Government of
Mexico to arrive at mutually agreeable bina-
tional membership, structure, and operation
of the Board.

(2) STRUCTURE AND OPERATION.—The struc-
ture and operation of the Endowment shall
be determined exclusively by the Board, con-
sistent with subsection (b).

(b) TERMS OF THE ENDOWMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Endowment shall be
an independent, nongovernmental,
nonadvocacy, not-for-profit organization, or-
ganized and operated exclusively for sci-
entific and educational purposes.

(2) DESIGN.—The Endowment shall be de-
signed to receive funds from debt-for-science
exchanges, as well as direct governmental or
nongovernmental contributions, in dollars or
Mexican pesos, and shall support, from the
interest income generated on such funds, sci-
entific research or educational projects con-
ducted cooperatively by United States and
Mexican scientists or educators, of potential
benefit to both nations.

(3) CHARTER.—The Board shall adopt a
charter for the operation of the Endowment,
which should include provisions—

(A) to protect the Endowment’'s principal
from loss of value due to inflation;

(B) to define the range of scientific and
educational activities to be funded by the
Endowment;

(C) to define criteria for application, merit
review, and awarding of funds from the En-
dowment which encompass, at a minimum,
consideration of scientific merit, strength of
collaborative arrangements, and potential
benefit to both the United States and Mex-
ico; and

(D) to keep administrative costs to a mini-
mum.

SEC. 6. REPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each year at the time of
submission to the Congress of the Presi-
dent’s budget, the Director shall submit to
the Congress a report which—

(1) details activities conducted pursuant to
this Act during the preceding fiscal year;

(2) includes a description of how activities
of the Program relate to other ongoing and
prospective National Science Foundation ac-
tivities in Latin America;

(3) describes plans for the current and up-
coming fiscal years' activities;

(4) recommends priorities for cooperation
in terms of scientific disciplines and geo-
graphic regions; and

(5) recommends necessary legislative or ad-
ministrative changes in the Program.

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—Every two years, the
report described in subsection (a) shall in-
clude a description, analysis, and compila-
tion of funding data for all federally funded
research and development activities carried
out in, or in cooperation with, Latin Amer-
ican nations.

SEC. 7. FUNDING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director is author-
ized to make available not more than
$10,000,000 of the funds authorized to be ap-
propriated pursuant to section 101 of the Na-
tional Science Foundation Authorization
Act of 1988 for each of the fiscal years 1992
and 1993 to carry out this Act.

(b) DEBT-FOR-SCIENCE EXCHANGES.—The
President is authorized and encouraged to
make available $5,000,000 of the amounts ap-
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propriated under part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 for fiscal year 1992 to
carry out the Program for the purpose of
funding debt-for-science exchanges described
in section 4 of this Act as part of a United
States contribution to the Endowment de-
scribed in section 5(b)(2) of this Act.e

By Mr. SPECTER:

S. 1975. A bill to establish a dis-
located workers educational training
demonstration project; to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources.

DISLOCATED WORKERS EDUCATIONAL TRAINING
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the fu-
ture of any country that depends on
the will of its people is damaged when-
ever large numbers of its citizens are
unemployed. Unemployment wastes
lives and deprives men and women of
their full share in the American dream.
On the other hand, how well we develop
and employ valuable human resources
determines how much we can accom-
plish as a nation.

Sadly, more than 86,000 workers in
my home State of Pennsylvania lost
their jobs last year as a result of either
plant closures or general reductions in
the work force.

We cannot accept this situation.

Our first imperative as a nation
should be to help those individuals, in
Pennsylvania and the rest of the coun-
try, reenter the work force.

Unfortunately, the Federal Dis-
located Workers Assistance Program
operated through the Job Training
Partnership Act was able to assist less
than one-tenth of the 86,000 workers in
need of retraining.

I am now introducing legislation that
will establish a new program to help
retrain dislocated workers. This legis-
lation, which is modeled after a pro-
gram currently operating at the Com-
munity College of Allegheny County in
Pittsburgh, would encourage institu-
tions of higher education to address
this problem. Under the program, $50
million would be authorized to dem-
onstrate effective and innovative ap-
proaches to preparing dislocated work-
ers for reentry into the work force.

Instructional programs would be
fashioned to suit the individual goals,
background, aptitude, and skills of the
participants. Programs would incor-
porate both credit and noncredit
courses. Participants could enroll in
credit courses that lead to 1-year cer-
tificate or 2-year associate degree pro-
grams, noncredit offerings would in-
clude academic skills improvement, job
skills training, and career and personal
development.

To the extent possible, each partici-
pant’s tuition, fees, and books would be
paid for by Federal and State student
aid. The remaining costs would be cov-
ered by a Federal/State matching
grant.

Participants who qualify for unem-
ployment compensation benefits or
public assistance would be eligible to
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continue to receive these forms of as-
sistance while enrolled in the program.

I look to this legislation to support
new training ventures—ones that will
demonstrate the potential of retraining
as a way to keep the labor force adapt-
able and, above all, to get our people
back to work.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
sponsoring this important measure.

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr,
AKAKA, and Mr. SIMON):

8. 1976. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to provide for
prompt parole into the United States
of aliens in order to attend the funeral
of an immediate blood relative in the
United States and to deny parole sta-
tus to aliens who are excludable from
admission into the United States; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

PROMPT PAROLE OF ALIENS IN ORDER TO

ATTEND THE FUNERAL OF A BLOOD RELATIVE
e Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today, I
introduce a bill, along with Senators
AKAKA and SIMON, which amends the
Immigration and Nationality Act to
allow the prompt parole of aliens into
the United States for the purpose of at-
tending the funeral of an immediate
blood relative.

The proposed measure is similar to
H.R. 3345, but includes a provision that
addresses potential abuse. Under the
provisions of this bill, an alien is re-
quired to provide a certified copy of
the death certificate of the relative.
The parole period shall not exceed 30
days except under circumstances speci-
fied by the Attorney General. In addi-
tion, the bill denies parole status to
aliens who are excludable from admis-
sion into the United States. Further,
the Attorney General is required to re-
port to Congress any violations or
abuses of the immigration law result-
ing from the parole of aliens into the
United States.

While current statutes provide for
the administrative parole of aliens into
the United States to attend funerals of
immediate family members, often-
times, aliens from certain countries
are without justification delayed or de-
nied timely entry by embassy officials.
To remedy this injustice, this bill man-
dates expeditious entry into the United
States to any alien who can prove the
death of an immediate blood relative
with a death certificate. Accordingly, I
urge my colleagues to support this
bill.e

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr.
HOLLINGS, and Mr. DANFORTH):

S. 1977. A bill to amend the Federal

Aviation Act of 1958 to permit the Sec-

retary of Transportation to authorize

certain foreign investment on United

States air carriers in excess of 25 per-

cent; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

FOREIGN INVESTMENT IN AIR CARRIERS
® Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, at mid-
night Wednesday, Midway Airlines
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grounded its planes. As a result of the
souring of a proposed merger with
Northwest, Midway ran out of cash and
was forced to shut down. The loss of
Midway, one of the two remaining
post-deregulation carriers, means that
we are now that much farther away
from fulfilling the promise of airline
deregulation.

When Congress passed the Airline De-
regulation Act in 1978, the American
consumer was promised that free com-
petition and open entry would provide
better service and lower fares. For the
first few years of deregulation, new air-
lines flourished, and the promise was
fulfilled. Since the mid-1980's, however,
we have seen increasing concentration
in the industry, rising barriers to
entry, and a lessening of competition.

Consider the litany of airlines that
are no longer here or are in financial
straits: Braniff and Eastern are out of
business; today, it appears that Mid-
way will join them; Pan Am has been
broken apart and is a mere shell of its
former glory; and Continental, TWA,
and America West are all seeking reor-
ganization under court protection.

Mr. President, we must attempt to
help the airline industry remain com-
petitive and prevent the failure of air-
line deregulation. The legislation
which I am proposing today, a modi-
fication in the permissible level of for-
eign investment in U.S. airlines, will
help troubled carriers survive and pro-
vide procompetitive benefits to air
travelers.

Secretary Skinner has identified the
need for capital as the No. 1 problem
facing the airline industry today. The
effects of the gulf war and the reces-
sion have combined to burden the in-
dustry with record losses and cut off
additional capital to all but the strong-
est carriers. Given the financial prob-
lems in the airline industry, some have
suggested that the Government bail
out failing carriers. I cannot agree
with that. Instead, I am proposing a
modification in the law governing for-
eign investment to increase the per-
missible level of foreign investment
from 25 percent to 49 percent. This
change will open up the ability of air-
lines to obtain investment capital not
only from domestic sources but also
internationally.

Frankly, Mr. President, America
West, an airline very important to Ari-
zona, can benefit from increased access
to foreign capital. America West,
founded in 1982, is the embodiment of
what airline deregulation is about.
With its low costs and motivated em-
ployees, America West has raised the
level of competition throughout the en-
tire airline industry. The loss of Amer-
ica West would mean more concentra-
tion, higher fares, and fewer travel op-
tions.

In addition, America West plays a
key role in Arizona's economy. It is
one of the largest private employers in
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the State, with nearly 10,000 employ-
ees. America West also provides the
State with world-class air service and
connections, contribution to Arizona’s
business environment.

Mr. President, I do not come easily
to the proposal to allow increased for-
eign investment in our domestic avia-
tion industry. It is troubling to me to
come to the conclusion that the future
of the U.S. aviation industry—histori-
cally, the world’s leader—depends on
foreign investment for survival. Yet,
the alternative, more failed airlines,
lost jobs, and less competition, is unac-
ceptable.

To ensure that any foreign invest-
ment does not harm U.S. interests or
the long term future of the domestic
airline industry, this legislation in-
cludes several protections. First, while
the legislation allows up to 49 percent
foreign investment in a U.S. airline, no
single foreign investor may own more
than 25 percent of the investment. Sec-
ond, the Secretary of Transportation
must approve any total level of foreign
investment above the current statu-
tory limit of 25 percent. Before approv-
ing such higher levels of investment,
the Secretary must determine that:
Reciprocal investment rights are avail-
able for U.S. citizens; no foreign person
involved in the transaction is substan-
tially owned or controlled by a foreign
government; competition in the domes-
tic airline industry will be enhanced by
the transaction; and the foreign invest-
ment will not adversely affect the na-
tional security interests of the United
States or unfairly disadvantage U.S.
aircraft manufacturers.

Mr. President, if we want to salvage
airline deregulation, now is the time to
act. This proposed change in the for-
eign investment statute will not cor-
rect all of the problems of airline de-
regulation. The legislation will, how-
ever, provide additional capability for
distressed airlines, including America
West, to survive the current period and
fulfill the promise of deregulation.e

By Mr. CHAFEE:

S. 1978. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to remove the
payment limitation imposed under
such title with respect to the furnish-
ing of psychiatric services in a nursing
facility; to the Committee on Finance.

REMOVAL OF PAYMENT LIMITATION FOR

PBYCHIATRIC SERVICES IN A NURSING FACILITY
e Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, today I
am introducing the Medicare Mental
Health Improvement Act. This legisla-
tion will assure that Medicare bene-
ficiaries, who reside in nursing homes,
will get needed mental health care.
Problems with untreated, or inappro-
priately treated, mental illnesses and
behavioral problems are far too com-
mon in our nursing homes today.

Due to inequities in Medicare pay-
ment for mental health treatment, pa-
tients who reside in nursing homes
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have limited access to psychiatric and
psychological services. All too often,
when nursing home residents need
mental health counseling and treat-
ment, the common response of the at-
tending physician is to prescribe
psychoactive drugs. These medications
often have unpleasant side effects such
as leaving patients confused and caus-
ing them to loose their sense of bal-
ance. As a result, patients often fall
and must be treated for serious phys-
ical injuries.

How can we improve access to these
services? Under current law, Medicare
treats physicians’ services to nursing
home patients as outpatient care.
While most Medicare outpatient serv-
ices require patients to pay for 20 per-
cent of the charge, patients must pay
for 50 percent of outpatient mental
health services. For many Medicare pa-
tients, particularly those who live in
nursing homes, this requirement is a
major financial burden, which worsens
if they need followup treatment. For
others, who may have serious mental
illness, the copayment is uncollectible,
and further discourages providers from
treating nursing home residents.

The legislation that I introduce
today would simply bring Medicare
payments for outpatient mental health
services for nursing home residents in
line with reimbursement for other
types of outpatient services. Under my
proposal, copayments for mental
health services for nursing home resi-
dents would be reduced from 50 to 20
percent.

Specialized consultation and treat-
ment for mental illnesses has been
proven to help, dramatically, patients
who suffer from depression, and illness
affecting one in three nursing home
residents. This treatment can minimize
the need for patient restraints and
psychoactive drugs. Benefits of this
treatment include more precise diag-
nosis, careful review of drug regimens,
and better identification and treat-
ment of depression. Patients will bene-
fit from careful consideration of
nondrug options for treatment, train-
ing for nursing home staff on how to
better handle behavioral disturbances,
and assistance to families to better un-
derstand the problem and assist in de-
cisionmaking. One may also see result-
ing cost-savings for the Federal Gov-
ernment through decreased hospital
admissions resulting from the use of
inappropriate drugs.

In short, treatment can result in bet-
ter quality of life and well-being for
nursing home patients, staff, and their
families. I urge my colleagues to join
with me in cosponsoring this legisla-
tion.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
REcCORD immediately following my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:
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S. 1978

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. REMOVAL OF PAYMENT LIMITATION
FOR PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES FUR-
NISHED IN A NURSING FACILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1833(c) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 13951(c)) is
amended—

(1) by striking *‘(c) Notwithstanding” and
inserting ‘‘(c)(1) Subject to paragraph (2),
notwithstanding'’; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph:

“(2) With respect to expenses incurred in
any calendar year in connection with the
treatment of disorders described in para-
graph (1) in a skilled nursing facility there
shall be considered as incurred expenses for
purposes of subsections (a) and (b), 80 percent
of such expenses.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall become effec-
tive with respect to items and services fur-
nished on or after January 1, 1992.¢

By Mr. MCCONNELL:

S. 1979. A bill to provide greater cer-
tainty in the availability and cost of li-
ability insurance, to eliminate the
abuses of the tort system, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

LAWSUIT REFORM ACT

e Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to propose a tax cut. A tax
cut that requires no offset to conform
with the Budget Act. A tax cut that
will not increase the deficit, in fact, I
submit that it will ultimately reduce it
by stimulating economic growth.

Mr. President, I am speaking of the
lawyer’s tax—the liability crisis.

The lawyer’s tax is insidious. It is
added to virtually every product sold
in this country. It is a regressive tax.
It is 95 percent of the cost of a child
vaccine—95 percent. It is one-third the
cost of stepladder. It is $300 added to
the cost of having a baby delivered.

The lawyer’s tax is the stealth tax.
Americans do not see it every month in
their paycheck stubs. They do not fill
out a 1040 form every year to make
sure they paid enough, or to get a re-
fund. There is no refund.

But the tax is there, Mr. President,
and it’s hitting our Nation hard. Direct
litigation costs and higher insurance
premiums cost this country $80 billion
every year. The total cost of the law-
yer's tax, including costs incurred try-
ing to avoid it, is $300 billion every
year—3$300 billion.

It is no wonder that America has 70
percent of the world’s lawyers—it is
one industry that is thriving. Too bad
we can't export it.

Mr. President, no other country
wants this industry. It spreads like a
plague, killing innovation, productiv-
ity, and the ability to compete in the
world marketplace. The lawyer’s tax is
a terrible drag on the U.S. economy. A
study commissioned by the Depart-
ment of Commerce found that many
foreign competitors have product li-
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ability insurance costs that are 20 to 50
times lower than American companies.
A survey conducted by the con-
ference board representing 3,600 organi-
zations in more than 50 nations con-
cluded that because of liability con-
cerns: 47 percent of U.S. manufacturers
have withdrawn products from the
market; and 25 percent have discon-
tinued some form of product research.

A University of Texas study of the
lawyer’s tax found that it reduced the
U.S. gross national product 10 percent
below its potential during the last dec-
ade.

I have spoken of the trade deficit-
lawyer surplus. The University of
Texas study illustrates this phenome-
non—a startling finding that economic
growth is inversely related to the num-
ber of lawyers. At one end of the scale,
high economic growth, are countries
such as Japan, Hong Kong, and Singa-
pore. At the lower end of growth are
the countries where lawyers account
for nearly 5 percent of white-collar
workers: Chile, Uruguay, and the Unit-
ed States.

Japan, who some feel is conquering
us economically, is not doing it with
lawyers. They are beating us with engi-
neers and scientists. Japan has 116 sci-
entists and engineers for every lawyer.
The United States has five scientists
and engineers for every lawyer. The
U.S. scientists and engineers are hav-
ing to load up on liability insurance to
protect themselves from that lawyer.

Mr. President, I have heard eloguent
speeches decrying unemployment in
this country. Here's a chance to do
something constructive about it. We
can make our country more competi-
tive in the world marketplace by cut-
ting the U.S. lawyer tax through com-
prehensive tort reform. Decrease the
lawyer's tax, increase competitiveness,
and increase jobs. That's economic
growth.

Mr. President, here's how my law-
yer’'s tax cut, the Lawsuit Reform Act
of 1991, works:

First, it abolishes the doctrine of
joint and several liability, so that a de-
fendant's share of the damages is pro-
portional with his share of responsibil-
ity for causing the harm;

Second, it requires the loser of any
civil action covered by the bill to pay
the legal costs of the winner, up to a
reasonable limit, unless the loser is le-
gally indigent;

Third, it prohibits a person from
suing others if the person was under
the influence of illegal drugs or alcohol
and this condition was over 50 percent
responsible for their injury;

Fourth, it provides that awards for
damages in product liability suits will
be offset by payments from workers’
compensation by payments from work-
ers’ compensation programs, and al-
lows for a right of subrogation; and

Fifth, it limits the statutory liability
of local governments under 42 U.S.C.
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1983 except in bona fide constitutional
rights cases; and

Sixth, it promotes alternative means
of dispute resolution.

These are not the end all-be all of
tort reform. They are six reasonable
provisions which embody basic fair-
ness.

Trial lawyers will vigorously dispute
this, of course. They will be particu-
larly critical of the loser-pays provi-
sion, a commonsense law found in vir-
tually all the European countries that
we will be competing against as part of
the EEC after 1992. As L. Gordon
Crovitz noted in an article for the Wall
Street Journal last month:

The reform most threatening to contin-
gency-fee lawyers would have the U.S. join
the rest of the world with the loser-pays rule
in most federal lawsuits. Under this system,
the party that loses a lawsuit—plaintiff or
defendant—would have to pay the other
side's lawyer. This might make it harder for
lawyers to find plaintiffs willing to part with
a large fraction of their award as a contin-
gency fee, especially in cases where the li-
ability is clear and the only question is how

large damages will be.
This method of financing cases could also

make defendants less likely to settle bad
cases just to avoid crippling legal costs. In-
stead of paying lawyermail in so-called
strike suits to get rid of an abusive lawsuit,
defendants could go to trial, win and get
their legal costs reimbursed.

Walter K. Olson, a senior fellow at
the Manhattan Institute, is a renowned
scholar on this issue and observes that:
‘““‘America is the only major country
that denies to the winner of a lawsuit
the right to collect legal fees from the
loser.” Mr. Olson also discusses at
length an issue this bill does not ad-
dress: contingency fees. He states, '‘In
virtually every other country, society
has deemed that lawyers, like doctors,
should be shielded from the tempta-
tions of the contingency fee."

Mr. President, there is an argument
to be made for limiting contingency
fees. This bill does not do it. This bill
does not cap damages. This bill does
not do a lot of things that are a bigger
threat to trial lawyers than the re-
forms I have proposed.

Mr. President, I offered a modest
amendment to the civil rights bill to
ensure that victims of discrimination
are not gouged by plaintiffs lawyers. I
sought to limit plaintiff attorney fees
to 20 percent of the total judgment in
cases brought under that bill. One-fifth
of the cut, under my amendment, could
have gone to lawyers. Opponents said
that was not enough, lawyers would
not take these cases because they
would not be sufficiently lucrative.

I made the point that there is no
shortage of lawyers in this country.
Our Nation is crawling with lawyers,
nearly 800,000 and counting. The law-
yer-density in the United States is phe-
nomenal compared to our principal
trading partners. Japan has 11 lawyers
per 100,000 population; Britain, 82; Ger-
many, 111; and the United States has
281 lawyers per 100,000 population.
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Cutting the lawyer’s tax is not easy.
However, it is a worthy endeavor and I
intend to pursue it. Walter Olson con-
veys well the gravity of the liability
issue and the rationale for reform:

Lawyers are delegated certain quasi-gov-
ernmental powers to invoke compulsory
process, In particular, they can initiate law-
suits that impose huge unrecompensed costs
on what frequently turn out to be innocent
opponents, As we know from the case of pol-
lution, the opportunity to impose costs on
other people is likely to be overused unless it
is regulated or priced in some way. In no way
does it violate individual rights to demand of
those who seek to wield this coercive power
that they submit in exchange to certain
rules to prevent its overuse.

Mr. President, not surprisingly, the
Association of Trial Lawyers of Amer-
ica [ATLA] disagrees. I have repeatedly
introduced comprehensive tort reform
legislation to restore balance to our
civil justice system. I first introduced
the Lawsuit Reform Act, including the
loser-pays provision, more than 2 years
ago. These efforts have landed me on
ATLA’'s most wanted list, a distinction
of which I am quite proud.

Mr. President, I have no illusion over
the reception this bill will receive in
some quarters. The trial lawyer lobby
is single-minded, and well-funded. No
Federal tort reform, period. To that
end, ATLA’s PAC poured $1.5 million
directly into congressional races last
year. ATLA's indirect contributions,
soft money, are difficult to ascertain
but I suspect they were considerable.
They certainly were in my 1990 race.

ALTA went to the extreme of break-
ing the law in my last race, funneling
$100,000 into the Kentucky Democratic
Party to buy ads against me. Basically,
ATLA put a contract out on me—and
anyone else who opposes their self-
serving monopoly.

What so offends ATLA is that I have
worked to restore balance and reason
to the civil justice system. I have
worked to abolish joint and several li-
ability, penalize frivolous suits, and
provide less expensive and faster ways
to resolve legal disputes. This is what
ATLA finds so offensive. Clearly, in
this instance, the special interest of
ATLA does not coincide with the pub-
lic interest to put sanity back into the
civil justice system.

Fortunately, Mr. President, not ev-
eryone shares or serves ATLA's agen-
da. The Lawsuit Reform Act is the cre-
ation of a broad-based coalition con-
sisting of volunteer organizations,
health care providers, education asso-
ciations, local governments, law en-
forcement organizations, professional
groups, and small businesses. These
groups share a common affliction—a
civil justice system run amok.

The Lawsuit Reformm Act protects
both the victims of wrongful injuries—
who have a right to fair compensa-
tion—and the victims of wrongful law-
suits. While I would like to do more,
these six provisions would go a long
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way toward restoring balance and rea-
son to our Nation's civil justice sys-
tem. A civil justice system that cur-
rently is crushing America’s volunteer
spirit, driving up health care costs, re-
ducing educational opportunities, cut-
ting essential services of local govern-
ments, and making America less com-
petitive in the world marketplace.

The civil justice system—the law-
yer's tax—is costing America jobs. It is
costing consumers billions. And it is
robbing Americans of products that, al-
though better than existing products,
do not have an established legal his-
tory and therefore are too risky to put
on the marketplace.

So-called consumer advocates will
say all these lawsuits are necessary to
project Americans from shoddy prod-
ucts. They will say all these lawsuits
have made America a safer place.

Mr. President, plaintiffs receive only
43 percent of the total judgments and
awards. Lawyers and courts get the
majority of the money. This system
does not serve plaintiffs, defendants, or
consumers. It serves lawyers.

These self-proclaimed consumer ad-
vocates have based much of their oppo-
sition to tort reform on a contention
that lawsuits make this country safer.
There is evidence that they are wrong,
that the liability craze is actually
making our country less safe. Earlier
this year, a team of scientists, engi-
neers, physicians, and lawyers exam-
ined the impact of U.S. liability laws
on safety and innovation. Their report,
‘“The Liability Maze,"”” was issued by
the Brookings Institution. The report
found little statistical evidence that
lawsuits had actually led to the devel-
opment of safer products. In fact, it
said we may be less safe.

Most pharmaceutical firms have
stopped making vaccines, because of li-
ability. Thirteen American companies
were working on contraceptive devices
20 years ago, now only one takes the li-
ability risk. Some companies even
have stopped AIDS research, because of
the liability risk.

Having decimated America's general
aviation industry. Having ravaged the
pharmaceutical industry, and obstetri-
cians, some lawyers have taken on an-
other threat to the American way of
life: Milli Vanilli.

Milli Vanilli—the lip-synching duo
that sold millions of albums and gar-
nered a Grammy Award. It was a situa-
tion tailor-made for late-night talk
shows hosts. Now, it appears it was a
jackpot for America’s class action law-
yvers as well. They are going to get
their piece out of this ‘‘Entertainment
Tonight” headliner—possibly hundreds
of thousands of dollars out of it.

A number of greedy class-action law-
yers across this country have solicited
teenage clients through their offices
and friends, any child who had pur-
chased a Milli Vanilli album. These
children were told that they could get



November 15, 1991

a couple weeks allowance worth out of
the suit if they were plaintiffs. While
the child plaintiffs get a few bucks,
their lawyers stand to make thousands.

Walter Olson, a previously mentioned
expert on the liability system told a re-
porter for the Wall Street Journal in
regard to this situation: ‘“The whole
legal pretense is that these cases arose
from spontaneous consumer grievances
* * * hut, in fact, ‘‘the lawyers are
doing what they accuse the record
company of doing—getting people to
lip-synch for them."”

Mr. President, while the courts spend
time and resources trying to sort the
Milli Vanilli class-action mess out,
needy plaintiffs suffering debilitating
injuries who have legitimate cases are
forced to wait in line. That’'s not jus-
tice, it’s a travesty.

It is a travesty that a special interest
group can so effectively block any re-
form to restore balance and reason to
our Nation’s civil justice system. The
civil justice system has changed in re-
cent years—for the worse. It is time we
put it back on course. David Gergen
wrote to this effect in U.S. News &
World Report a couple of months ago:

Over the past quarter century, however,
courts and state legislatures have rewritten
the rules so that a lawsuit is no longer an op-
tion of last resort but a weapon of choice, a
reach for the jackpot. Plaintiffs collected
only for out-of-pocket costs and only when
the other party was negligent: now they
often sue for every emotional pain and gouge
anyone with a deep pocket, regardless of cal-
pability. The system demeans everyone it
touches. Plaintiff attorneys assert they are
just protecting the rights of their clients.
But even legitimate claims—and to be sure,
there are many—serve mainly to enrich the
lawyers.

The liability system—the lawyer's
tax—does not serve plaintiffs. It does
not serve consumers. It serves lawyers.
If we persist in doing nothing to ad-
dress gross abuses of the system; if we
continue to let a powerful special in-
terest group dictate our agenda; then
we will have done a disservice to the
American people.

The Lawsuit Reform Act protects
victims of wrongful injuries as well as
victims of wrongful lawsuits. It will
speed up justice by weeding out frivo-
lous suits and inject some sanity, rea-
son and balance to our Nation's civil
justice system.

Mr. President, this bill is long over-
due.®

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

8. 308
At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S.
308, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to permanently extend
the low-income housing credit.
B. 474
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the
name of the Senator from Washington
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[Mr. ADAMS] was added as a cosponsor
of 8. 474, a bill to prohibit sports gam-
bling under State law.
8. 1597
At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. ExoN] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1597, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide grants to
entities in rural areas that design and
implement innovative approaches to
improve the availability and quality of
health care in such rural areas, and for
other purposes.
8. 1623
At the reguest of Mr. DECONCINI, the
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
METZENBAUM] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1623, a bill to amend title 17, Unit-
ed States Code, to implement a royalty
payment system and a serial copy man-
agement system for digital audio re-
cording, to prohibit certain copyright
infringement actions, and for other
purposes.
8. 1627
At the request of Mr. FORD, the name
of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
MCcCONNELL] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1627, a bill to amend section 615 of
title 38, United States Code, to require
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to
permit persons who receive care at
medical facilities of the Department of
Veterans Affairs to have access to and
to consume tobacco products.
8. 1726
At the request of Mr. DIXON, the
name of the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
FowLER] was added as a cosponsor of 8.
1725, a bill to authorize the minting
and issuance of coins in commemora-
tion of the guincentenary of the first
voyage to the New World by Chris-
topher Columbus and to establish the
Christopher Columbus Quincentenary
Scholarship Foundation and an Endow-
ment Fund, and for related purposes.
B. 1736
At the request of Mr. SASSER, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. PRYOR] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1736, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide for
improved quality and cost control
mechanisms to ensure the proper and
prudent purchasing of durable medical
equipment and supplies for which pay-
ment is made under the Medicare Pro-
gram, and for other purposes.
8. 1793
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the
names of the Senator from Maine [Mr.
COHEN], and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1793, a bill to restrict
United States assistance for Serbia or
any part of Yugoslavia controlled by
Serbia until certain conditions are
met, and for other purposes.
S. 1810
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the names of the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN], the Senator
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from Kentucky [Mr. FORD], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. DECON-
CINI] were added as cosponsors of S.
1810, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for cor-
rections with respect to the implemen-
tation of reform of payments to physi-
cians under the Medicare Program, and
for other purposes.
5. 1813
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name
of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1813, a bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 19656 to improve access to
post secondary education for students
with disabilities.
8. 1829
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
STEVENS] and the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] were added as
cosponsors of S. 1829, a bill to expand
the exclusion of service of election offi-
cials or election workers from social
security coverage.
B. 1842
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HARKIN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1842, a bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide for med-
icaid coverage of all certified nurse
practitioners and clinical nurse spe-
cialists services.
8. 1862
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of 8.
1862, a bill to amend the National Wild-
life Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 to improve the management of
the National Wildlife Refuge System,
and for other purposes.
. 1886
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the names of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. GORE], the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER], and
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY)] were added as cosponsors of S.
1886, a bill to delay until September 30,
1992, the issuance of any regulations by
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services changing the treatment of
voluntary contributions and provider-
specific taxes by States as a source of
a State’s expenditures for which Fed-
eral financial participation is available
under the medicaid program and to
maintain the treatment of intergovern-
mental transfers as such a source.
8. 1894
At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name
of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASS-
LEY] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1894, a bill to amend the Trade Act of
1974 to provide trade adjustment assist-
ance during the implementation and
phase-in of the North American Free
Trade Agreement, and for other pur-
poses.
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8. 1820

At the request of Mr, KASTEN, the
names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CRAIG], and the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH] were added as cosponsors of S.
1920, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to allow a nonrefund-
able tax credit for children, to provide
tax incentives for economic growth,
and for other purposes,

8. 1930

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1930, a bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to revise certain time lim-
itations for the awarding of medals and
other decorations, to revise the time
limitation applicable to requests for
corrections of military records, and for
other purposes.

B. 1966

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. NICKLES] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1966, a bill to establish a national
background check procedure to ensure
that persons working as child care pro-
viders do not have a criminal history of
child abuse, to initiate the reporting of
all State and Federal child abuse
crimes, to establish minimum guide-
lines for States to follow in conducting
background checks and provide protec-
tion from inaccurate information for
persons subjected to background
checks, and for other purposes.

SBENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 173

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the
names of the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the Senator
from Utah [Mr. GARN], the Senator
from Utah [Mr. HATCH], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. DoDD], the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN], the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
LIEBERMAN], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. REID], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SiMpPsON], the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WARNER], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. DANFORTH],
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from New
York [Mr. D’AMATO], the Senator from
Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], the Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator
from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM], the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN], the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. FOWLER],
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
KoHL], the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SHELBY], and the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. WIRTH] were added as cospon-
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 173, a
joint resolution designating 1991 as the
25th Anniversary Year of the formation
of the President's Committee on Men-
tal Retardation.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 198

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the

names of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
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HATFIELD], the Senator from Maryland
[Ms. MIKULSKI], the Senator from
Maine [Mr. MITCHELL], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. SANFORD],
the Senator from California [Mr. SEY-
MOUR], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
BRYAN], the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. CONRAD], the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoBB], and the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. FORD] were added
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 198, a joint resolution to recognize
contributions Federal civilian employ-
ees provided during the attack on Pearl
Harbor and during World War II.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 210

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the names of the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], the Senator
from New York [Mr. D'AMATO], the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. PRES-
SLER], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
DoOLE], the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. CONRAD], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN], the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY], the Senator from New York [Mr.
MOYNIHAN], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. LUGAR], the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. PRYOR], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SAN-
FORD], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
GRAHAM], the Senator from California
[Mr. CRANSTON], the Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. CoAaTs], the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE], the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD-
LEY], the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SHELBY], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH], the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. BINGAMAN], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], and the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS]
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Joint Resolution 210, a joint resolution
to designate March 12, 1992, as ‘“‘Girl
Scouts of the United States of America
80th Anniversary Day.”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 226

At the request of Mr. DobDD, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. BURNS], the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS], and the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 226, a joint resolution des-
ignating the week of January 4, 1992,
through January 10, 1992, as ‘“‘Braille
Literacy Week.”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 228

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the
name of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. BURNS] was added as a cosponsor
of Senate Joint Resolution 228, a joint
resolution to designate the week begin-
ning February 23, 1992, as ‘‘National
Manufacturing Week"'.
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 17
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. GORE], and the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 17, a concurrent reso-
lution expressing the sense of Congress
with respect to certain regulations of
the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration.
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 57
At the request of Mr. BOREN, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. SANFORD], the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. EXoN], the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
DASCHLE], the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Dopp], the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], and the Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 57, a concurrent reso-
lution to establish a Joint Committee
on the Organization of Congress.
BENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 77
At the request of Mr. PELL, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. RIEGLE], the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. BIDEN], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA], and the
Senator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO]
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 77, a concurrent
resolution condemning the massacre of
East Timorese civilians by the Indo-
nesia military.
SENATE RESOLUTION 66
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the name of the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. GORTON] was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Resolution 66, a reso-
lution to amend the rules of the Senate
to improve legislative efficiency, and
for other purposes.
BENATE RESOLUTION 213
At the request of Mr. GORE, the
names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dixon], and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. DOLE] were added as cosponsors of
Senate Resolution 213, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate re-
garding United States policy toward
Yugoslavia.
SENATE RESOLUTION 220
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
DECoONCINI] was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 220, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that
the President of the United States
should pursue by any and all means
necessary to apprehend for trial Lamen
Khalifa Fhimah and Abdel Basset Ali
Megrahi as charged in the Justice De-
partment indictment for their roles in
the destruction of Pan Am Flight 103
and the murder of 189 Americans
aboard.
AMENDMENT NO. 1347
At the request of Mr. DoDD the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
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[Mr. DoOMENICI], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY], and
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY]
were added as cosponsors of Amend-
ment No. 1347 intended to be proposed
to 8. 543, a bill to reform Federal de-
posit insurance, protect the deposit in-
surance funds, and improve supervision
and regulation of and disclosure relat-
ing to federally insured depository in-
stitutions.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION

SMITH (AND RUDMAN)
AMENDMENT NO. 1348

Mr. SMITH (for himself and Mr. RUD-
MAN) proposed an amendment to the
bill (H.R. 3575) to provide a program of
emergency unemployment compensa-
tion, and for other purposes, as follows:

On page 9, line 20, strike the period and in-
sert in lieu thereof a comma and the follow-
ing:

“Dr

*(C) if the average rate of total unemploy-
ment in such State for the period consisting
of the most recent 6-calendar month period
(for which data are published before the close
of such week) is at least 7 percent. Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the dis-
cretionary spending limits under section
601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 (as adjusted under section 251 of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985) are decreased by decreasing the
discretionary spending limit with respect to
fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995 for the
international category (under section
601(a)(2}(C)(ii) of such Act) in such amounts
in new budget authority and outlays as the
Director of the Congressional Budget Office
determines to be necessary to offset the pro-
visions of this amendment; provided, that
none of the reductions required under this
section shall be achieved through reduction
of—

‘(1) domestic discretionary spending; or

**(2) assistance to the Camp David Accord
countries, in recognition of the fragile, ongo-
ing efforts to achieve peace in the Middle
East.”.

TERMINATION OF CERTAIN PROVI-
SIONS OF THE TRADE ACT WITH
RESPECT TO CZECHOSLOVAKIA
AND HUNGARY

BENTSEN (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1349

Mr. BENTSEN (for himself Mr.
MITCHELL, Mr. DOLE, Mr. BIDEN, Mr.
BOREN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr.
CONRAD, Mr. FORD, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
HEFLIN, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. KASTEN,
Mr. KOHL, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. PACK-
wooD, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. PRYOR, Mr.
RIEGLE, Mr. ROTH, Mr. SANFORD, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. SASSER, Mr. WARNER,
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Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. SMITH,
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. COATS, Mr.
LUGAR, and Mr. WIRTH) proposed an
amendment to the bill (H.R. 1724) to
provide for the termination of the ap-
plication of title IV of the Trade Act of
1974 to Czechoslovakia and Hungary, as
follows:

At the appropriate place insert the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . MODIFICATION OF THE EMERGENCY UN-
EMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT
OF 1991.

(a) TWo-TIER APPLICABLE LIMIT.—

(1) Section 102(b)(2)(A) of the Emergency
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991 is
amended by striking clauses (ii) and (iii) and
inserting the following new clause:

*(ii) In the case of a 13-week period, the ap-
plicable limit is 13.”

(2) Section 102(d) of the Emergency Unem-
ployment Compensation Act 1991 is amended
to read as follows:

“(d) 13-WEEK PERIOD.—For purposes of this
section, the term ‘l13-week period’ means
with respect to any State any period which
is not a 20-week period.”

(3) Section 102(f)(3)(A) of the Emergency
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991 is
amended to read as follows:

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If any individual ex-
hausted such individual's rights to regular
compensation (or extended compensation)
under the State law after February 28, 1991,
and before the first week following Novem-
ber 16, 1991 (or, if later, the first week follow-
ing the week in which the agreement under
this Act is entered into), such individual
shall be entitled to emergency unemploy-
ment compensation under this Act in the
same manner as if such individual's benefit
year ended no earlier than the last day of
such following week."

(4) Section 102(g)(2) of the Emergency Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1991 is
amended to read as follows:

“(2) SPECIAL RULES.—A 20-week period
shall begin in any State with the lst week
for which emergency unemployment com-
pensation may be payable in such State
under this title if, on the basis of informa-
tion submitted to the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representatives
by the Department of Labor on November 7,
1991, the requirements of subsection (c)(2) are
satisfied by such State for the week which
ends October 19, 1991."

(5) Section 106(a) is amended by striking
paragraph (4) and redesignating paragraph
(5) as paragraph (4).

(6) Sections 102(f)(1)(B), 102(f)(2), 106(a)(2),
and 501(b) (1) and (2) of the Emergency Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1991 are
each amended by striking “‘July 4, 1992 and
inserting ‘‘June 13, 1992"".

(7) Section 501(a) of the Emergency Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 1891 is
amended by striking “‘July, 1992" and insert-
ing “June, 1992".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply as if in-
cluded in the provisions of and the amend-
ments made by the Emergency Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1991."

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
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tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation, be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate on No-
vember 15, 1991, at 9:30 a.m. on global
change research: ozone depletion and
its impact.

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Friday, November 15, 1991, at 10 a.m.
to hold an executive business meeting.

The meeting agenda follows:

U.8. ATTORNEY GENERAL

William P. Barr, of Virginia, to be Attor-

ney General of the United States.
U.S. CIRCUIT JUDGES

David R. Hansen, of Iowa, to be U.8. circuit
judge for the Eighth Circuit.

U.8. DISTRICT JUDGES

Lacey A. Collier, of Florida, to be U.S. cir-
cuit judge for the Northern District of Flor-
ida.

Wayne R. Andersen, of Illinois, to be U.S.
district judge for the Northern District of I1-
linois.

Sue L. Robinson, of Delaware, to be U.S.
district judge for the District of Delaware.

Paul R. Matia, of Ohio, to be U.S. district
judge for the Northern District of Ohio.

U.8. ATTORNEYS

Richard Cullen, of Virginia, to be U.8. at-
torney for the Eastern District of Virginia.

Jerry G. Cunningham, of Tennessee, to be
U.S. attorney for the Eastern District of
Tennessee.

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Indian Affairs be author-
ized to meet on November 15, 1991, be-
ginning at 9:15 a.m, in 485 Russell Sen-
ate Office Building, to consider for re-
port to the Senate, S. 1869, the San
Carlos Indian Irrigation Project Dives-
titure Act of 1991, and to meet on S.
1607, the Northern Cheyenne Reserved
Water Rights.

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON POW/MIA AFFAIRS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the Senate Se-
lect Committee on POW/MIA Affairs to
meet Friday, November 15, 1991, at 9:30
a.m. in room 216 of the Hart Senate Of-
fice Building to continue to examine
the Government’s process of investiga-
tion of POW/MIAs which is currently in
place.

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

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee be author-
ized to meet on Friday, November 15,
at 10 a.m., for a hearing on the subject:
Secrecy or sunshine? Presidential regu-
latory review.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

E. FAY JONES

e Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise
today to acknowledge a recent article
in the New York Times which pays
tribute to one of the finest architects
of our time, E. Fay Jones. Jones is a
native Arkansan and continues to re-
side there. It is an honor and privilege
to celebrate the accomplishments of
such talented and distinguished man as
Fay Jones.

The American Institute of Architects
recently voted Jones' work, Thorn-
crown Chapel, located in Eureka
Springs, AR, the best American build-
ing since 1980. This designation was no
surprise to those of us who have been
fortunate enough to visit Thornecrown
Chapel. Jones®' works are distinguished
by his respect for nature, and his abil-
ity to design homes and buildings that
harmonize with their natural environ-
ment is unsurpassed. He is a true art-
ist.

Jones is renowned as a great archi-
tect throughout the United States, and
his works can be seen all over the
country. I would like to thank him for
his work as a professor at the Univer-
sity of Arkansas and the many stun-
ning creations enjoyed by the people of
Arkansas. We are deeply grateful for
his remarkable contributions to the
State and the country.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
the New York Times article, entitled
‘A Wright Disciple Now Rivals the
Master Himself,” be printed in the
RECORD.

The article follows:

WRIGHT DISCIPLE NOW RIVALS THE MASTER

HIMSELF
(By Mimi Read)

FAYETTEVILLE, ARK.—Eleven years ago, an
architect named E. Fay Jones designed a
nondenominational chapel, set in the woods
near Eureka Springs, Ark. It was to be a
$150,000 abstract Gothic cathedral, a forest
within a forest, with glass walls open to na-
ture. So as not to disturb the birds and trees,
Mr. Jones chose only materials that could be
carried along a narrow hillside pathway to
the construction site.

Mr. Jones and his wife, Gus, even came up
with the name for the spiky little shrine:
Thorncrown Chapel.

“I got a little despondent when they were
finishing up,” Mr. Jones said. ‘I thought,
“This little thing is turning out pretty nice,
but nobody's ever going to see it.""”

He need not have worried.

Three weeks ago, the American Institute
of Architects announced the results of a sur-
vey: of all the buildings constructed in the
United States since 1980, architects across
the nation overwhelmingly chose
Thorncrown as the best one.

This news was surprising to Mr. Jones, who
forgot to fill out his ballot. But by now he
has grown used to such heady accolades. In
1990, he won the A.I.A. Gold Medal for the
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body of his work, putting him in the august
company of such other recipients as Frank
Lloyd Wright, Walter Gropius and Mies van
der Rohe.

And despite its isolation, Thorncrown has
become a tourist attraction that causes sev-
eral hundred people a day to cry, gasp, lift
their cameras or lapse into prolonged rev-
eries. One old woman stayed only about 10
seconds before she burst into tears and
peeled out in her white Cadillac.

‘““That was record time,"” Mr. Jones said.

Mr. Jones, T0 years old, is a genial and
strikingly unassuming architect whose work
is rooted in the spirit of Frank Lloyd
Wright. He has long based his practice here
in Fayetteville, a tranquil university town
in northwestern Arkansas full of scholars,
writers and Razorback fans. He wears pro-
fessorial tweed jackets, and sensible rubber-
soled shoes. In temperament he is a poet,
more or less the opposite of those capering,
celebrated architects who fill their buildings
with private jokes and ironies.

A chapel may have gained him worldwide
stature, but his reputation is nothing new to
Arkansas people, who for decades have
sought his services. Since he opened his
small office in 1953, Mr. Jones has designed
more than 200 single-family dwellings, most-
ly open-plan houses that fit themselves into
the landscape and minimize the distinction
between indoors and outdoors.

Unlike the insistent residential creations
of many celebrated architects, Mr. Jones’s
houses have a kind of softness or humanness
about them, and people actually seem to like
living in them. Made of emphatically natural
materials like brick, wood and fieldstone,
with the moss and mold still clinging, they
feel richly ornamental, but the ornament ei-
ther emanates from the materials or is sim-
ple, repetitive, geometric and somehow func-
tional.

Many feature prominent open hearths and
anchoring, heavyset chimneys. Most have
long runs of glass, generous clerestory win-
dows and skylights piercing their low gabled
roofs. Light floods them. Views pour in.

“I never want to leave this place, because
there's always something mystical happen-
ing," said the writer Ellen Gilchrist, who re-
cently bought one of Mr. Jones's earliest
houses, a low-slung, sheltering structure
folded into the side of a hill in Fayetteville.

“It's stamped with Fay's mind,” Ms. Gil-
christ said, “but mostly it's open to the big
creation.”

In her case, the big creation has also made
its way indoors. On a recent evening, she
stood around in a tennis dress, feeding the
dozen or so carp that flash and swim in a
tiny creek running through her living room.
The creek abuts a loosely mortared, low
stone retaining wall that helps fasten the
2,400-square-foot house to its site. When de-
signing the house back in 1957, Mr. Jones had
worried that rain and ground water would
seep through the stone, but instead of fight-
ing nature, he invited it in and carved it a
channel.

‘‘A house ought to condition in a positive
way,"” Mr. Jones explained. “It should have a
buoying effort. And if it somehow aligns it-
self with the attributes of nature, it might
allow the residents to align themselves with
those same natural forces of life.”

This post-and-beam therapy seems to work
better than most. In 1984, an illustrator
named Larry Davenport commissioned Mr.
Jones to design a 3,300-square-foot house and
studio near Evergreen, Colo., a suburb of
Denver. With a budget of $400,000, Mr. Jones
created a lofty, cathedral-like aerie with a
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roof like a swooping mountain bird. Inside,
under a dramatically cross-braced ceiling
much like Thornerown’s, walls of glass open
to snowcapped mountains.

“At first it was so beautiful that I couldn’t
work,” Mr. Davenport said. ““Then I got used
to it. My drawings have definitely improved
since I moved in here.”

E. Fay Jones (the E. stands for Euine—pro-
nounced EWE-un—an archaic Welsh equiva-
lent of John) grew up in El Dorado, in south-
ern Arkansas near the Louisiana border. As
a boy, he spent a lot of time building tree
houses out of scrap lumber and salvaged
highway signs. His final, fanciest tree house
sat perched on a great oak; it has a screened
porch, Venetian blinds, a cantilevered bal-
cony and a brick fireplace.

In 1939, while still in high school, he went
to a Saturday matinee that included a short
film about Wright's Johnson Wax building in
Racine, Wis.

“It knocked me out,” Mr. Jones said.
“You've got to remember, this was in Arkan-
sas, during the Depression. And here was this
thing with curvilinear walls, Pyrex tubing
and light pouring over these futuristic
forms. I knew then I wanted to be an archi-
tect, and I wanted to meet the fellow who
could think all that up.”

Mr. Jones studied architecture at the Uni-
versity of Arkansas and Rice University. As
a student, he once literally bumped into
Wright in a hotel hallway in Houston. In
town to pick up his own A.LLA. Gold Medal,
the old man was dressed in a cape and
porkpie hat and was busy comparing some
ornamental perforations in the ceiling to ve-
nereal disease, Mr. Jones recalled.

But it was not until 1953, when Mr. Jones
was already and instructor in architecture,
that he met Wright again and was invited to
spend four months as an apprentice at
Taliesin; Wright’'s educational compound in
Spring Green, Wis.

Since then, Mr. Jones has grounded his
work in Wright's principles of organic archi-
tecture, which have to do with a delicate
harmony between building and site, the hon-
est use of materials and the relationship of
each small part to the whole.

It is not a slapped-on style but rather a
deeply thoughtful, process-oriented philoso-
phy, wherein a house grows out of its envi-
ronment, the client's needs and feelings
about materials and all the little puzzles
that nature tosses in.

“Fay’s houses evolved out of Wright’s in-
fluence, but they have gone beyond it,” said
Robert Ivy Jr., an architect and critic whose
book on Mr. Jones’s architecture, “Fay
Jones: Architect,” will be released by the
ALA. Press next spring, ‘‘Fay draws from
the history of architecture in a way that
Wright did not.”

Roy and Norma Reed's house in rural
Hogeye, Ark., for instance, could never have
been designed by Wright, Mr. Ivy said. It is
too vertical, too referential, its structure too
nakedly revealed. Shaped to echo the lofty
barns and tractor sheds that dot the sur-
rounding countryside, the 2,300-square-foot
house, built in 1979, evolved from the cou-
ple's desire for a small, energy-efficient
country place ‘‘that would be at home with
a certain amount of squalor, like muddy
boots,” said Mr. Reed, a writer and journal-
ism professor at the University of Arkansas.

Clad in cedar shakes, the dominant roof is
stuffed with insulation and hangs protec-
tively over the house, like an animal's win-
ter coat. Although this is a passive-solar
house, it is a subtle machine, without the
dogmatic quality usually associated with
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such structures. Heating is accomplished
with one Jotul wood stove, set on an altar of
fieldstone at the heart of the living room.

Like his mentor, Mr. Jones customizes
down to the last detail and often builds the
furniture for his houses to reinforce what he
calls ‘‘a family of pattern or form.”

He likes to lift a geometric motif from the
structure and repeat it on wastebaskets,
chairs, light fixtures and even linens and
cocktail napkins, if a client will go that far.

Over the years, he has assembled a stable
of woodworkers and other artisans to exe-
cute his designs. Two years ago, when he de-
signed a sleek, citified brick and cherry
house for Don and Millie Nelms in Fayette-
ville, he even set up a woodworking shop on
the construction site; the same men who
built the house made accouterments like
sofas, desks, chairs and hanging lanterns.

Mr. Jones's style of building houses is not
likely to catch on. It takes too long. It is too
dependent on his strange ability to call forth
meticulous, artistic performances from
woodworkers getting hourly wages or from a
welder whose main line is putting trailer
hitches on cars.

As a teacher at the University of Arkansas
for 87 years, Mr. Jones had to keep up with
all the trends and fads in architecture that
have come along since Wright turned the
world upside down, but they never swayed
him. As far as he is concerned, nothing as
deep and satisfying as Wright's principles
has ever come down the pike.

“There's no sure-fire way of producing
timeless architecture,” Mr. Jones said. “But
it's certainly not likely to happen when one
is responding to subjective shims and mo-
mentary fascinations. I guess I don't give a
lot of thought to how it’s being done in Los
Angeles."e

OLDER AMERICANS ACT

e Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I was
pleased yesterday to join my col-
leagues, Senators ADAMS and COCHRAN,
in cosponsoring the amendments to re-
authorize the Older Americans Act.
This was a crucial step in maintaining
a quality standard of living for many
older Americans.

There are nearly 120,000 senior citi-
zens in my home State of South Da-
kota. The programs offered under the
Older Americans Act have a direct im-
pact on these individuals. The Meals on
Wheels, Green Thumb, transportation
and other programs have proven their
merit.

The needs of senior citizens continue
to change. I am pleased that the reau-
thorization package approved by the
Senate addressed some of these
changes. This package required the
Commissioner on Aging to study ways
to improve services in rural areas, it
adds additional outreach services to
those afflicted with Alzheimer’'s Dis-
ease, and their caretakers and adds
services to provide counseling on social
security and pension plans. These are
the real needs of real people and I am
pleased that we addressed these issues.

Senior citizens today are facing chal-
lenges and hardships that they never
before have had to address, These chal-
lenges certainly include health care
and insurance costs. However, an often
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overlooked challenge is the fact that
many senior citizens are forced to be
on their own without the day-to-day
support of children or other family
members who may be living across the
country. This has made it very difficult
for seniors and their family members
to make decisions about long-term
care, to obtain help while remaining in
their home and participate in some nu-
trition programs.

I have long been interested in meth-
ods of improving access to information
and services for older Americans. Our
elderly population is rapidly increas-
ing. Because of this, it is essential to
improve not only the number and qual-
ity of services for older Americans, but
also the access to these important
services. By doing so, we can ensure
that a greater number of individuals
are served.

The Labor Committee accepted an
amendment I authored which would es-
tablish a national toll free informa-
tional service. Important new develop-
ments in communications technology,
such as optic fiber, have had a very
positive impact on society and have
greatly improved our communications
systems in America. It is especially
important to get this technology out
to rural areas, where individuals, and
particularly older individuals, have
limited access to many important serv-
ices.

I feel that the creation of a network
of toll-free numbers for information
services under the Older Americans Act
would greatly improve access to serv-
ices. Because I believe that States
should have the greatest amount of
flexibility possible in distributing
funding for information services, I ex-
plored the option of a demonstration
project. Joyce Berry, the U.S. Commis-
sioner on Aging, recently initiated a
project called Eldercare Locator.
Eldercare Locator is a toll-free infor-
mation hotline for senior citizens that
can provide callers with information on
housing, transportation, elder abuse,
legal questions, home-delivered meals,
social activities, day care and home
health care services. This service can
be utilized by either the senior citizen
or a family member who is trying to
obtain help.

Eldercare is a 3 year demonstration
project, which will be completed in
1993. This toll-free number has been
used by both older individuals them-
selves and by family members who
wish to arrange housing or other serv-
ices for an elderly relative in another
city or State.

As indicated by the Administration
on Aging’s National Eldercare Cam-
paign, the Commissioner supports ef-
forts to improve access in the area of
information and referral services for
older Americans. I also have letters of
support for my amendment from the
Alzheimer’s Association and the Na-
tional Association of Area Agencies on

32377

Aging, which is working with Commis-
sioner Berry on the current demonstra-
tion project. I would like to insert
these letters in the RECORD following
my remarks. y

My amendment would ensure the
continuation of a national toll-free
number for information and referral
services for older Americans.

I would also like to commend Hank
Brown of Colorado on the leadership he
has demonstrated in ensuring that the
Medicare toll free lines are maintained.
In South Dakota there are 108,000 Medi-
care beneficiaries. It is crucial that
these senior citizens have a place to
call for information on how to file a
Medicare claim and report problems. A
recent GAO study indicated that near-
ly 50 percent of the Medicare fraud and
abuse cases that were reported to Medi-
care were not properly investigated.
We need to maintain these lines and to
improve them to reduce fraud and pro-
vide a crucial service to senior citizens.

I was also pleased to join Senator
McCAIN in cosponsoring an amendment
which repealed the Social Security
earnings test. Earlier this year I had
joined in sponsoring the Freedom to
Work Act. Senior citizens need to be
allowed to continue working and not be
penalized. When times are tough most
Americans have the option of earning
some extra cash and not being penal-
ized. Senior citizens should not be pe-
nalized for earning extra cash to help
make ends meet.

The Older Americans Act was a posi-
tive statement to senior citizens. The
message is clear. We value your con-
tributions and want to work with you
in securing a quality standard of liv-
ing.

The letters follow:

ALZHEIMER'S ASSOCIATION,
October 8, 1991.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
U.8. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: On behalf of the
Alzheimer's Association I would like to ex-
press our support for your proposed amend-
ment to the Older Americans Act to estab-
lish a nationwide telephone access service to
link older persons, families and caregivers to
services funded through the Act.

Currently, the Alzheimer's Association op-
erates such a telephone service that links
victims of Alzheimer's and their families to
our extensive chapter network and to serv-
ices in the communities in 49 states. This
service has proven to be enormously bene-
ficial to those affected by this devastating
disease. There is every reason to believe,
therefore, that such a system that links peo-
ple to the broader range of aging services
will also be successful.

The Alzheimer's Association stands ready
to assist the Administration on Aging and
the aging network in implementing this sys-
tem. In particular, we offer our chapter net-
work, through out nationwide telephone
service, as a resource to which callers can be
referred for the full range of information and
assistance Alzheimer's disease and related
disorders.

Sincerely,
STEPHEN MCCONNELL,
Senior Vice President, Public Policy.
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF AREA
AGENCIES ON AGING,
October 7, 1991.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
Hart Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: On behalf of the
National Association of Area Agencies on
Aging, I am writing to support your proposed
amendment to Substitute Bill 8. 243 to es-
tablish a new demonstration program under
Title IV of the Older Americans Act. Specifi-
cally, the proposed amendment will address
Information and Referral Systems Develop-
ment, Projects.

NAAAA is supporting this proposed amend-
ment as Information and Referral services
are often the key for older persons and their
caregivers to access Older Americans Act
and other community services. Information
and Referral services are often the first con-
tact between the older individual and the
public and voluntary services and resources
that help maintain them in their home and
community.

NAAAA believes Information and Referral
services are so crucial that it has started,
with AoA support, a national toll-free tele-
phone number such that, when fully imple-
mented, any individual will be able to access
services anywhere in the U.S. This will allow
families to help their elderly members ar-
ranges services long distance or an older in-
dividual locate needed services locally. Your
proposed amendment will help sustain this
important telephone link beyond the initial
grant period, as well as provide crucial tech-
nical assistance and training to state and
area agencies on aging and service providers.

Senator Pressler, NAAAA strongly support
your proposed amendments to 8. 243 and
your efforts on behalf of this nation's elders.

Sincerely,
SUE WARD,
President.e

THE ARIZONA GOVERNOR'S YOUTH
COMMISSION AGAINST CRIME

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rec-
ognize and salute the young people
from Arizona who are participating in
the Governor's Youth Commission
Against Crime. Most recently they
drafted a Youth Bill of Rights. This
document proclaims the rights of all
youth throughout Arizona to be safe
from the dangers of alcohol and other
drugs and it encourages them to say no
to their use. They have presented their
Youth Bill of Rights to Governor Sy-
mington and hope to see the Arizona
legislature issue it as a joint resolution
in their next session.

The young people printed their
“Youth Bill of Rights’ in bookmark
form and are distributing them
through the schools. The bookmark
will serve as a visual reminder that al-
cohol and other drugs are dangerous
and should be avoided.

The Governor’'s Youth Commission
Against Drugs is a worthwhile endeav-
or and I congratulate the young people
who are working hard to help them-
selves and their peers avoid the pitfalls
and harmful effects of alcohol and drug
abuse. Many times a message like this
is better received when delivered by a
peer. They can count on my continued
support and interest in any of their ef-
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forts directed toward discouraging
young people from ever trying drugs.e

MAGIC JOHNSON

e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, It was
back in the winter of 1976 that an East
Lansing sports writer, after watching
many amazing performances by a
young high school basketball star, gave
this star the nickname—‘‘Magic.”
From that day on it was always Earvin
‘‘Magic’” Johnson, Jr..—or—simply

Magic.

Within 4 short years, Magic would
lead his respective teams to a high
school State championship, an NCAA
National Basketball Championship,
and an NBA finals championship. He
went on to revitalize a struggling
sport, create dreams for millions of
kids and adults, and become a phe-
nomenon throughout the world.

From his 1979 showdown with Larry
Bird in the NCAA finals—a game which
still holds the record for the most
watched NCAA championship game
ever—to his show downs with Julius Ir-
ving, Isiah Thomas, and Michael Jor-
dan, no one prevailed more than Magic
and no one handled himself better. He
was the amazing athlete and consum-
mate professional and he did it all with
a smile.

He holds the alltime NBA record for
assists. That accomplishment says so
much about the man named Earvin
Johnson, Jr. He was known on the
court as Magic, not because of his abil-
ity to score or his ability to dunk the
ball, but because of his ability to pass
the ball, to set up a teammate, to give
some one else the spotlight. He pat-
ented ‘‘no look passes’ and ‘“‘alley oop
tosses.”” He made stars and champions
of all those around him.

So, I guess it was not so surprising to
see the remarkable way in which
Earvin Johnson, Jr., handled the
shocking news that he had contracted
the HIV-virus. In the most tragic mo-
ment of his life, he once again thought
of others. He chose not to run in
shame, but rather to stand in the face
of conflict, confront the challenges of
this disease, and help others. He vows
to be a spokesperson for the fight
against the HIV-virus and the AIDS
disease, and to advocate safe sex. And
he vows to carry this message directly
to the millions of people who adore
him.

Acquired Immune Deficiency Syn-
drome [AIDS] is a grave public health
threat. It is estimated that by 1992, the
total number of persons diagnosed as
having AIDS is expected to reach a
minimum of 300,000 in the United
States. The answers seem to lie in edu-
cation, research, and treatment, in
educating our young people about safe
sex and responsible decision making, in
researching causes and cures, and in
treating those already afflicted with
cost-effective medication and dignified
care.
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It has often been said that Magic
made the players round him better.
Maybe now Earvin Johnson, Jr., can
begin to make each of us better. Maybe
he can make us better address this dis-
ease which threatens all of us.

Today, I salute one of the State of
Michigan's greatest athletes. This is a
proud man, an accomplished man, who
needs not the pity of anyone but who
seeks to strengthen the courage of ev-
eryone to begin to address the serious-
ness of this disease.®

POSTAL RATE CASE

e Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, after
20 months, the American public is now
paying postal rates that are, in fact,
final rates. It has taken over 20
months—nearly 2 years—to complete
this most recent postal rate case. The
U.S. Postal Service and the rates it
charges are extremely important. They
affect the well-being of everyone in
this Nation, and are especially impor-
tant to our Nation’s economy.

Most observers, including those in
the Postal Service, believe that some-
thing must be done to reduce the time
and cost involved in the ratemaking
process. I could not agree more. Thus,
I have introduced legislation, cospon-
sored by the chairman of the Post Of-
fice Subcommittee, Senator DAVID
PRYOR, which will reduce both the time
and cost of future rate cases.

One of the major concerns with rate
cases has been the length of time it
takes to come to a final decision after
the Rate Commission renders its initial
recommendation. In this most recent
rate case, that recommendation was
rendered on January 4—10 months be-
fore a final decision was reached.

I have asked the Postal Rate Com-
mission why it took an additional 10
months after the initial rate case deci-
sion to finally put the case to rest. The
Rate Commission has responded with a
rather lengthy report. This report is
important to us, particularly in light
of the legislation we expect from the
House, as well as pending legislation in
the Senate on this very subject.

Mr. President, I ask to print at the
end of my remarks correspondence be-
tween the Postal Rate Commission and
myself on this matter.

The material follows:

OCTOBER 28, 1991.
The Hon. GEORGE W. HALEY,
Chairman, Postal Rate Commission, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN HALEY: As you know, I
have introduced four pieces of legislation
aimed at reducing the time, and thus, the
cost of establishing postal rates. A key piece
of this legislative package, S. 949, would pro-
vide final ratemaking authority for the Post-
al Rate Commission. I can think of no better
example of the need for such legislation as
this most recent rate case. It has been over
ten months since the regular ten month
ratemaking period allowed by the law ex-
pired. I certainly understand the Commis-
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sion’s preoccupation with the evidentiary
hearings required by law and analyzing the
large body of Postal Service and intervenor
data. However, that part of the process came
to an end with the Commission’s rec-
ommendations of January 4, 1991.

However, it is now October 28th. The rate
case has yet to be completed. I know that
some of the delay involves the Board of Gov-
ernors. But most of the delay lies at the feet
of the Rate Commission. I would be very
much interested in knowing what happened
after January 4, 1991, that required two addi-
tional lengthy decisions and a total of over
ten months effort.

I would therefore appreciate your provid-
ing for me, as soon as possible, a written ex-
planation of the procedures the Commission
followed, including a discussion of the steps
it took; the issues the Postal Service, the
Governors, or any other parties raised (and
whether they were new issues); a description
of the new data, if any, which the Commis-
sion used; any material changes it made in
its original decision; and any other facts you
believe relevant and helpful to understand
the reasons for this long delay. I would par-
ticularly like to have, as part of the expla-
nation, a chronological chart or table that
displays clearly the significant events in the
proceedings since January 4, 1991.

Thank you for your assistance in this in-
quiry.

Cordially,
TED STEVENS.
POSTAL RATE COMMISSION,
Washington, DC, November 12, 1991.
Hon, TED STEVENS,
U.8. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR STEVENS: This letter is in
response to your request of October 28, 1991,
for an account of why the remand phase of
the recently-concluded Docket R90-1 rate
case took the time it did. I would like to
place a certain degree of emphasis—as, in-
deed, your letter does—on the distinction be-
tween the remand and the initial phase of
the case which led to our first decision on
January 4, 1991. That phase, which covered
the 45 days of trial-type hearings in which
we heard 130 witnesses, was finished within
the statutory time limit of 10 months. It re-
sulted in our recommending the rates which
(except to the extent new classifications
were rejected) the Governors have now deter-
mined not to modify, and which will be in ef-
fect, presumably, for at least another two
years.

A sometimes-overlooked consequence is
that the Postal Service was able to imple-
ment rate increases on February 3, 1991, the
day it had chosen in advance, and has been
collecting the additional revenue ever since.
Those rates are sufficient to produce break-
even as defined and required by the Act.

To respond as clearly as possible to your
inquiry, we have prepared two attachments.
Attachment A is a three-column chart of
events during the remand phase. The left col-
umn presents the dates on which they oc-
curred; the middle column notes the signifi-
cant actions of the Governors and sub-
stantive filings by the parties (including the
Postal Service); and the right column lists
actions taken by the Commission. Attach-
ment A thus indicates which events pre-
ceded, or precipitated, which other events,
and the intervals between them.

Attachment B is a narrative which fleshes
out the chronological skeleton presented in
Attachment A. In particular, we have tried,
at each stage, to answer your request for a
description of:
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The steps we took;

The issues the Governors or the parties
raised, with an indication of whether or not
they were novel issues;

The new data we used; and

The changes we made to our January 4 de-
cision.

At the outset, a short narrative summary
may be helpful. When the Governors re-
turned the January 4 decision for reconsider-
ation, expressing some doubts that it would
produce a test year (FY 1992) breakeven re-
sult, we proposed to explain our decision fur-
ther, in the interest of promptness, without
further adversarial proceedings.

Parties, however, demanded at least an op-
portunity to comment. Our Order No. 877 of
February 5 allowed the rest of that month
for comments and reply comments. Over 100
issues were raised—many of them by the
Postal Service itself.

There followed a period of intense review
and recalculation. The Governors had identi-
fied an outdated economic forecast in our de-
cision, which we updated. Most of the period
before issuance of Order No. 883, however,
was consumed in considering the arguments
offered in the comments and reply comments
we had received. Order No. 883, in essence, in-
dicated the recommendations we were in-
clined to make, but also gave parties chal-
lenging the record support for some of our
determinations an opportunity to provide re-
buttal evidence. No offers of evidence were
received, however; and so on May 24, we is-
sued our second recommended decision.

The Governors rejected this on July 1,
pointing to three remaining areas of dis-
agreement (discussed in detail in Attach-
ment B). However, they also raised the new
guestion of FY 1991 operating results, which
they (and the Service, a few days later) ar-
gued were so depressed as to provide an addi-
tional reason for more revenue in the test
year. None of these data were on the record
in the case. At the time, only three quarters
of FY 1991 had elapsed, and data for the third
quarter were not available. (The Commission
and the Governors, under §§3624 and 3625 of
the Act, must act on the basis of the evi-
dentiary record.)

Shortly after receiving the resubmission,
we asked for comment on the question of ex-
tending the record to cover FY 1991. Addi-
tionally, we asked the Service to tell us, if it
wished to extend the case in that way, to in-
dicate what evidence it would provide of FY
1991 results and their bearing on the test
year. The Service did not give a clear answer
to the first question, and filed no response at
all on the second; comments from other par-
ties opposed extending the case.

At approximately the same time, the Com-
mission noted the use in another pending
case of previously unavailable billing deter-
minant data. We asked the Service to pro-
vide these billing determinant data for FY
1990 because, as we had explained in the May
decision, this data would be needed to effect
an adjustment urged by the Governors.
These data were supplied in several batches
in August and September, and on the day the
last set arrived (September 16) we issued a
notice detailing our proposed use of them
and seeking comment from the parties. No
opposition to their use was filed. The Postal
Service filed a comment raising one new, but
relatively minor, revenue issue. The final fil-
ing concerning this matter was made on Sep-
tember 27, and the Commission’s third deci-
sion was issued a week later, on October 4.

This brief summary covers only the major
steps and cannot do more than suggest the
large amount of detail work that was re-
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quired to provide adequate opportunities for
public participation, dispose of all the issue
raised, and insure the requisite level of accu-
racy in the Commission's results. Much of
this detail is set out in Attachment B. In
that document, we have also tried to suggest
the importance of what may appear to be ex-
tremely fine technical points. For example,
changing the technique of constructing fixed
weight indices for volume estimation, while
admittedly a somewhat arcane point, re-
sulted in a $145 million increase in total
Postal Service net revenue.

We appreciate the opportunity to clarify
the course of the remand proceedings in
Docket R90-1. Please let us know if we can
be of any further help.

Sincerely,
GEORGE W. HALEY,
Chairman.

ATTACHMENT A.—CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS DOCKET NO.
R90-1 AFTER JAN. 4, 1991

Actions of Govemnors and
parties

Actions of Postal Rate
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ATTACHMENT A.—CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS DOCKET NO.
R90-1 AFTER JAN. 4, 1391—Continued

Date Actions of Governors and  Actions of Postal Rate
parties Commission

;1 - Postal Service Motion to

extend time to re-
spond to Mat'l News-
paper Assn. et al

Feb. 26 Presiding Officer's Ruling
No. 97 granting exten-
sion of time to Postal
Service.

Feb. 27 to Mar. 1 .. Reply Comments Advo-

Eo0iyn mmpgs"
Co. and American
Bankers Assn., Dow
Jones, Mail Order
Assn. of America,
Shorter-Run Printers,
Third Class Mail
Assn., Time Wamer,
Postal Service, Office
of the Consumer Ad-
vocate, New York
State Consumer Pro-

May 6 Order Mo. 883 responding
1o the over 100 new
tssues, raised by the
gﬁm. including the

al Service, and

May 20 ) Ak their interrefationship.

................ .. Motices pursuai
Order No. B83 by
American Newspaper
Publishers Assn., Mail
Ptk
ica, 5
Inc., Direct Marketing
Assn. Harte-Hanks
Shoppers, Third Class
Mail Assn., United
Parcel Service, Postal

May 24 Opinion and rec-
upon reconsideration.

Order No. 833 establish-

ing procedural frame-
work for further PRC
action; PRC request
for clarification.
Presiding Officer's infor-
mation request No. |
on resubmission, re-
questing 1990 billing
determinant d
similar to that pro-
vided in docket No.
MC81-1.
Aug. 8 to Sept. 16 . Responses of Postal

Service to information

request No. 1. . i

Sepl. 16 Presiding Officer's notice
of FY 1990 billing de-
terminants.

" R Postal Service response

to notice conceming
billing determinants. _
Sept. 26 Presiding Officer's infor-
- mation request No. 2.
to information request
!Ig. 2, comecting Sept.
response.

Oct. 4 Opinion and rec-
ommended decision
upon further reconsid-
eralion.

Nov. & G re-

jection of PRC rec-
ommended

upon further reconsid-
eration.

ATTACHMENT B

January 22, 1991: The Governors issued
three decisions: one accepted the bulk of the
recommendations under protest and returned
them for reconsideration; the second re-
jected some new classifications rec-
ommended by the Commission (e.g., a 125-
plece walk-sequence discount for letters and
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flats in first and third classes and a limited
discount for second-class mail submitted on
pallets); and the third accepted under protest
the recommended Public’s Automation Rate
(a pre-barcode discount for qualifying First-
Class letters, single-piece as well as bulk!)
and indicated that the Governors would seek
judicial review.

PRC Order 876, January 25, 1991; related
motion practice and comments: This order
was designed to maximize expedition, and
gave notice that the Commission saw ‘‘no
need for any further adversary proceedings”
and that it intended “to proceed directly to
analyze the Governors’ points and to evolve
and transmit a further recommended deci-
sion.” Order No. 876 at 2. Within a few days,
some of the parties asked leave to file com-
ments; and the Service, on February 5, filed
an extensive memorandum supporting recon-
sideration in which it raised numerous issues
not mentioned by the Governors. That same
day we provided an opportunity to file com-
ments (by February 20, 1991) and reply com-
ments (by February 27, 1991). Fifteen com-
ments were received, followed by 9 reply
comments.?

At the same time, National Newspaper As-
sociation had moved (February 15, 1891) to
expand the scope of the remand case to cover
to new variant of the 125-piece walk-se-
quence discount recommendation that the
Governors had rejected. The Service asked
for additional time to respond to this re-
quest, and opposed it in a February 26 filing.
It was disposed of in Order No. 883, discussed
below.

Analysis of Governors' points and parties’
comments: Following receipt of the final
reply comments (February 28, 1991), the Com-
mission was faced with a substantial amount
of additional analytical work. As noted sub-
sequently in Order No. 883 at ii, the Gov-
ernors’ decision and the comment period had
generated over 100 new issues, all of which
had to be disposed of before a new rec-
ommended decision could issue.

In addition to the procedures just outlined,
the month of February had been devoted to
beginning the explanations the Governors
had requested. It was also necessary to cor-
rect an error the Governors had detected3
and some minor mistakes the Commission
uncovered in conducting its review. This
work continued until all the parties' com-
ments were filed, at which point it became
necessary to provide explanations with re-
spect to the issues raised by them. Providing
the explanations the Governors had asked
for required the development of a large num-
ber of financial scenarios. Each such case en-
tailed development of test year costs, vol-
umes, and revenues for all the classes and
subclasses of mail and special services. This
work was the principal task accomplished in
March and April.

Order No. 883 (May 6, 1991): Order No. 883
responded to the questions thus far raised. It
was an order, rather than a completed rec-
ommended decision, because one of its func-
tions was to respond to certain parties that
had complained in their comments about a
supposed lack of record support for some of
the Commission’s costing determinations
(especially those involving carrier street
time, but also the reassessment of
attributability of certain extraordinary air
transportation costs). The Commission ex-
plained that these determinations were made
in a substantively and procedurally proper
way, but also extended to these parties an
opportunity to provide contrary evidence.t
The explanations provided in Order No. 883
largely account for its unusual bulk (214
pages).
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No party offered to provide evidence on the
issues identified as potentially suitable for
such treatment in Order No. 883. Accord-
ingly, once the time for such offers had ex-
pired, the Commission promptly issued its
second recommended decision.

The second recommended decision (May 24,
1991): Since much of the explanatory writing
had already been finished and presented to
the parties in Order No. 883, the May 24 opin-
ion proper was fairly brief. The reprinted
text of Order No. 883 was incorporated as a
part of it. Relying on the explanations and
corrections made in the opinion, the Com-
mission recomputed projected test year re-
sults and found that the rate previously rec-
ommended would enable the Service to break
even and enjoy a $30 million surplus. There-
fore, it recommended no change in the origi-
nally-recommended (January 4) rates.

Governors’ rejection: On July 1, 1991, the
Governors decided to reject the May 24 deci-
sion, and directed the Service to resubmit it
once more. The formal resubmission was
filed, with a substantial supporting memo-
randum, on July 10, although the Commis-
sion began to evaluate the Governors' own
decision as soon as it was received.

It was in the July documents issued by the
Governors and the Service that the nature
and consequences of the FY 1991 operating
results were first raised as an issue.® The
Postal Service in particular implied that its
revenue requirement had to be adjusted
using these data (among other things) in
order to insure breakeven in the test year.
Postal Service Resubmission at 28-30.

Providing appropriate procedural mecha-
nisms for potential use of FY 1991 data (July
22-August 9, 1991): The Commission realized
that increasing rates on the basis of partial
(eventually three quarters) of FY 1991 data
that had never been commented upon by the
parties or made the subject of at least an op-
portunity for on-the-record hearings would
risk judicial reversal of the entire effort.®
Accordingly, it issued Order No. 893 (July 22,
1991) and a contemporaneous request for
clarification from the Postal Service. The
latter document asked the Postal Service to
state clearly whether it did or did not wish
the record of the case extended to encompass
available FY 1991 data. Order 893 provided for
parties’ comments on the potential exten-
sion of the record and requested the Serv-
ice—if it wished the record so enlarged—to
provide a description of the evidence it
would offer to enable this to be done.

The Postal Service's response to the clari-
fication request did not state an unambig-
uous position, but was principally devoted
instead to a discussion of different senses
that might be attached to the concept of
“the record” and a complaint that they had
not always been kept distinct.” On the date
set for it to indicate what evidence it would
offer, it made no filing at all. Other parties
(American Bankers Association, Major Mail-
ers Association and the Brooklyn Union Gas
Company) filed objections to the idea of ex-
tending the record.

The question of billing determinant data:
Simultaneously with the evolution of the
“FY 1991 data’ problem, it had become evi-
dent that the Postal Service had available
billing determinant data for FY 1980. To ex-
plain the relevance of this data requires a
brief reprise of some earlier events in the re-
mand phase.

One of the objections made at an early
stage (Memorandum of United States Postal
Service in support of Reconsideration, Feb-
ruary 5, 1991 at 10-11) was that, while the
Commission had adjusted costs and volumes
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for actual FY 1990 results and used the re-
sulting figures in its January 4 decision, it
had made no similar adjustment for FY 1990
revenue per piece. The Postal Service argued
that, in light of apparent declines in revenue
per piece, this asymmetry led the Commis-
sion to overestimate total revenue and thus
to provide too small a rate increase. Order
No. 883 pointed out that no such adjustment
could have been made in the January 4 deci-
sion, since (i) no billing determinant data for
FY 1990 were then available, and (ii) such
data are necessary for an accurate estimate
of revenue.® Therefore, on August 2, 1991,
Presiding Officer’s Information Request No.
1 on Resubmission asked for the billing de-
terminant data, The Postal Service provided
them in a series of filings received between
August 8 and September 16, 1991. The Com-
mission proceeded to apply them to the esti-
mation of revenue per piece.? On the same
day that the last batch of billing deter-
minant data arrived, the Presiding Officer is-
sued a notice that the Commission expected
to make use of them for estimated revenue,
in the manner it had earlier described, and
offered parties an opportunity to comment
or file objection.

Use of billing determinants; the proposed
international mail adjustment: No party ob-
jected to the proposed use of the billing de-
terminants. The Postal Service filed a com-
ment which, while not objecting, suggested a
more sweeping revenue adjustment and in
support thereof offered an affidavit from one
of its experts pointing to an apparent $322
million shortfall in international mail reve-
nue for 1990. The implication of the proposal
was that domestic rates!® should be adjusted
accordingly. The Presiding Officer, the fol-
lowing day, requested workpapers supporting
the affiant's exhibit. The Service promptly
(September 27) supplied them, including a
correction of the claimed international mail
shortfall from $322 million to about $114 mil-
lion. The matter was disposed of in the third
and final recommended decision, the Com-
mission finding that the proposed adjust-
ment was not required.

The third opinion and recommended deci-
sion (October 4, 1991): With relatively little
delay as a result of the international mail
proposal just outlined, the Commission is-
sued its final opinion and recommended deci-
sion on October 4. In this decision it acceded
to the Service's arguments on the methods
of calculating fixed weight indices, noting
that the question was one of choosing a tech-
nical convention, that it could best be set-
tled by rulemaking proceedings, and that for
the present it was acceptable to let the
choice be governed by revenue consider-
ations. This action implied the need to re-
cover another $145 million in test year net
revenue.

As it had indicated it would do if billing
determinants were available, the Commis-
sion adjusted the FY 1990 revenue per piece.
For the test year, this meant an additional
$200 million of net revenue had to be recov-
ered from rates and fees.

The third area of disagreement had been
our treatment of three subjectively deter-
mined net trends which the Service's volume
estimation witness had imposed on his econ-
ometric results. The Commission had de-
cided in its January 4 opinion that these ad-
justments were unsupported; since the
witness's estimating procedures could stand
independently of these judgments, they were
removed from the estimates. This change
was explained fully in each of our three deci-
sions: in the January decision because it un-
derlay our volume and hence revenue esti-
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mates, and in the May and October decisions
because the Governors and the Service had
argued against it following the January and
May decisions. Disagreements of this kind
unfortunately occur in many judicial and
quasijudicial contexts when a party ques-
tions the judgment made by the trier of
fact—in this case, the Commission—on the
basis of expert evidence. The division of au-
thority in chapter 36 of the Act, allowing as
it does for repeated remands, may tend to
protract such disputes when they arise in
postal ratemaking.

The Commission recommended recovering
$333 million!! in additional net revenue
through modest increases in a wide range of
mail classes. About half of it ($150 million)
was to come from First-Class, via a one-cent
increase in the extra-ounce rate (24¢ in place
of 23¢). Other classes were raised less that
three percent (most, in fact, less than one
percent).12

Final action by the Governors: On Novem-
ber 4-5 the Governors rejected the October 4
decision. This left in place the January rates
insofar as they had been accepted under pro-
test. They then voted on a proposal to mod-
ify the October decision—presumably with a
view to the much-discussed 30-cent First-
Class letter stamp—but as the vote was six
for and three against, the modification failed
of passage.

1 The Bervice had proposed such a discount for
bulk entry only.

2 Some of these documents were filed jointly on
behalf of a group of parties.

3 The Commission had used the Data Resources,
Inc. (DRI) economic forecast for October 1990 rather
than that for November 1990 in updating the basic
numbers to reflect 1990 occurrences. This error was
acknowledged and corrected in Order No. 883.

4 Section 556 of the Administrative Procedure Act,
which the Commission is required to follow, pro-
vides that some matters of fact may be officially no-
ticed provided that parties are given a chance to
show the contrary.

5 The first quarter of FY 1991 ended on December
14, 1990. The Commission was then, of course, at
work on its first opinion and ded decision;
the record in the case had closed on December 10,
1890. No FY 1991 data were of record in the proceed-
ing then, and none were formally submitted for the
record at any subsequent time.

¢ Both the Commission, in making a recommended
decision, and the Governors, should they decide to
modify such a decision, are bound to act in accord-
ance with the record. 39 U.8.C. §§3624(a), 3625(d).

7 The Commission observed, in its third opinion,
that any such confusion might have been made
harmless by providing the material in the unambig-
unously “‘of record” form of prepared testimony and

ts. Opinion and R ded Deci Upon
Further Reconsideration, para. 258.

# More specifically: the Service had impliedly sug-
gested simply dividing subclass revenue by subclass
pieces. However, this procedure entails a serious
risk of mis-designing the new rates since it provides
no guidance on what elements have led to a change
in revenue per plece. Revenue per piece is affected
by such variables as the weight of pieces, the dis-
tance they are mailed (in zone-rated classes or class-
es where drop-shipping discounts are used), the pre-
vailing degree of presortation, etc. Billing deter-
minants do d these el ts. If revenue per
piece is built up using billing determinants, rather
than obtained by dividing pieces into revenue, rate
design can proceed with reasonable assurance that
the new rates are correctly designed to recover the
planned revenue. This distinction was explained in
Order No. 883.

® In a few instances, there were apparent errors in
the data; these were corrected through correspond-
ence with Postal Service staff and the corrected
data were used in the analysis,

10 The Commission does not recommend rates for
international mail, which are set unilaterally by the
Service using a form of rulemaking procedure.

11 The Commission's May opinion had a net sur-
plus of $30 million. The two adjustments referred to
resulted in a $3156 million net revenue deficiency
(3200 million plus $145 million less $30 million).
Rates producing net r of $333 million re-
sulted in a net surplus of $18 million.
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12 Exceptions were necessary where attributable
cost could not be recovered, as required by 39 U.8.C.
§3622 (b)(3), without a larger increase. The abnor-
mal-seeming 27 percent increase in October rec-
ommendations; in January most nonprofit cat-
egories were raised 27-28 percent and library rate
only two percent. The total increases recommended
for these classes, reckoning in both sets of rec-
ommendations, were thus quite comparable—and

were, of dictated by the stat 'y rule
[§3626(a)] that nonprofit mail pay no more and no
less than attributable cost.e

CONDEMNING THE MASSACRE UN-
DERTAKEN BY THE SERBIAN
DICTATOR

e Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to condemn the massacre being
undertaken by  Serbian dictator
Slobodan Milosevic against the inno-
cent citizens of Dubrovnik and urge
immediate United States humanitarian
aid to the innocent civilians suffering
under the wrath of a dictator bent on
destruction.

Milosevic's war has already led to the
death of thousands of innocent Cro-
atians. Over half a million people have
been rendered homeless. At least 124
churches have been destroyed. There
has been an absolute rape and pillage
of the people of Croatia taking place
for some time now. And now,
Dubrovnik and its helpless citizens are
being wiped away by a killing machine.

The killer Milosevic has kept the an-
cient Adriatic port city of Dubrovnik
under siege for 42 days. Innocent civil-
ians are trapped without water, elec-
tricity, food, and medical supplies.
They suffer bombing from Milosevic’s
band of assassins daily. It is reprehen-
sible.

Targets have included hotels full of
refugees, apartment buildings that are
home to innocent mothers and young
children, and centuries-old buildings,
including holy sites like the Francis-
can and Dominican monasteries.

The senseless destruction of the jewel
of the Adriatic shocks the world. A
city with such historic significance, de-
stroyed on the whim of a dictator bent
on destruction. Dubrovnik has no mili-
tary significance; even the Serbians
admit this. Yet they chose to tear
down history to, as they say; ‘‘teach
the Croatians a lesson."”

The global community has, to this
point, abandoned Dubrovnik. Even the
United States, due to the abysmal pol-
icy of the State Department, has failed
to respond as a great nation should. I
stand here today urging the Congress
to help those who cannot help them-
selves.

Mr. President, the United States can-
not simply stand by and watch inno-
cent citizens die at the hands of ruth-
less killers. We must again dem-
onstrate the leadership that only the
United States can provide.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
whatever efforts are necessary to bring
humanitarian aid to the suffering citi-
zens of Dubrovnik.

Already several convoys of assistance
have been blocked by the Serbians.
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Two relief workers have been killed,
others have been detained.

It is obvious that the Serbian leader-
ship has no regard for human life, no
respect for human suffering, and no
fear of the world community. It is time
that the United States flexed some
muscle and used whatever resources we
have available to bring humanitarian
assistance to the suffering men,
women, and children of Dubrovnik.e

R —
TRIBUTE TO JUDY MANN

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I rise today to commend Judy Mann,
journalist whose column appears in the
Washington Post and other publica-
tions. Her thoughtful articles consist-
ently draw readers’ attention to the
vital issues concerning today's family.

As we work to wrap up the legislative
business of this session of the 102d Con-
gress, the issues Ms. Mann raises in her
column today, entitled by the Washing-
ton Post “Pro-Family, Pro-Business,"”
are a reminder of our efforts to pass
meaningful Family and Medical Leave
legislation. It is a fascinating chronicle
of how, on their own initiative, some
businesses attend to the needs of their
employees and their families.

Mr. President, I ask to include Judy
Mann’s article in the RECORD and com-
mend it to my colleagues.

The article follows:

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 15, 1991]

PRrO-FAMILY, PRO-BUSINESS
(By Judy Mann)

How family-friendly is your employer?
Until now, there has been no objective way
of measuring that, either among industries
or within an industry.

But as men and women increasingly come
to understand that they will be combining
work and families during a significant part
of their careers, they are likely to make this
an important question in deciding where to
work.

The Families and Work Institute in New
York City has developed a Family-Friendly
Index to help companies assess how they
meet their employees work and family con-
cerns and how they stack up against other
companies competing for the same talent. In
New York yesterday, the institute also re-
leased a list of the four friendliest companies
that describes some of the innovative pro-
grams they have developed.

The top four companies, which enjoy good
economic health, developed their work-fam-
ily agenda with the same strategic planning
emphasis that drives other business goals.
The initiatives are part of a business strat-
egy that will result in a desirable work cul-
ture, and the companies are committed to
hiring the best available experts to design
and implement them.

These exemplary companies are IBM Corp.,
which employs 4,000 people at its plant in
Manassas; Johnson & Johnson; Aetna Life &
Casualty Co.; and Corning Inc.

Each was selected for ‘‘an enduring com-
mitment to the subject of work and family
life,” according to the report.

The Work and Family Institute, with two
grants from the Ford Foundation, surveyed
188 companies for the Corporate Reference
Guide to Work and Family Programs and
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graded them according to stages of develop-
ment.

Pre-Stage I companies, 33 percent of the
total, had few policies and few clues about
the issues. Stage I companies, 46 percent of
those studied, had some programs, but saw
this as a women’s issue that was driven by
child-care concerns.

Stage II companies, 19 percent of the total,
had developed an integrated and packaged
response to workers' concerns.

Stage III companies, the most advanced,
had gone so far as to address sexual equity
and to get involved in efforts to improve
family and work life for the broader commu-
nity.

Johnson & Johnson, for example, has a
pilot program that will address the business
education needs of a group of Head Start
center directors.

Corning put emphasis on affirmative ac-
tion for women and minorities as far back as
1983, but not much happened. Female and mi-
nority workers started complaining. A sur-
vey taken in 1984 and 1985 revealed that
those two groups were significantly less sat-
isfied than white males were. In the profes-
sional grades, women were leaving at a rate
of 13.1 percent a year and blacks were leav-
ing at a rate of 15.3 percent a year. White
male attrition was 7.8 percent a year.

Corning’'s management figured out that
this higher attrition rate among women and
minorities was costing the company about
$3.5 million a year in recruiting, hiring and
training costs.

The company, using the same approach it
used for other business initiatives, set up
two teams to correct the problem. The teams
consisted of managers and employees at dif-
ferent levels. Their mission was to identify
barriers to advancement and recommend
strategies for removing them. Those teams
are now permanent and Corning has insti-
tuted a coaching program for providing men-
tors for women and blacks and set goals for
their advancement, which it is meeting or
exceeding. Corning has also developed a ca-
reer counseling program with three profes-
sionals who are paid by the company.

Companies were also graded on their inno-
vative programs. Ohio Bell, for example, has
a TeenLine that offers counseling to parents
on how to handle everything from homework
conflicts to eating disorders and discipline.

Johnson & Johnson has developed a com-
prehensive health and wellness program de-
signed to help its employees live longer and
better, and to reduce health-care costs. It
targets not only such obvious health areas as
smoking and diet, but also stress manage-
ment.

The company has found in several studies
that absenteeism is down 18 percent as a re-
sult of its programs, which breaks down to
half a workweek per employee per year. Hos-
pitalization costs for Johnson & Johnson em-
ployees have increased at a one-third the
rate of costs at similar companies without
such a program. “‘In 1989," the corporate ref-
erence guide notes, ‘‘Johnson & Johnson
saved more than $150 net per employee in
health care cost containment as a result” of
the program.

This major study of U.S. corporations pro-
vides the most comprehensive guide yet of
what enlightened companies are doing, and
the best evidence so far that family-friendly
policies are good for business.e

THREE CHEERS FOR BRAZIL'S
PRESIDENT COLLOR DE MELLO

e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, if we
are to live in a new world order, it is
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important we take care of our planet.
As the cold war recedes into unhappy
memory, challenges every bit as vital—
and every bit as threatening to our ex-
istence—remain. Many of these issues
concern the environment and
ideologies of development at any price.

For that reason, I wish to express my
delight and satisfaction for an initia-
tive of enormous import that was an-
nounced today in Brazil by President
Fernando Collor de Mello.

In a dramatic step designed to pro-
tect the hemisphere's largest still iso-
lated indigenous group and the lands
where they live, Collor signed a decree
legally protecting 36,000 square miles of
tropical forest for the Yanomami Indi-
ans.

This is truly a moment of great joy.
It is a historical moment whose signifi-
cance can only grow in time. It is a
milestone in the protection of human
rights of an endangered few and the
environment belonging to an entire
planet.

The Yanomami land has in the last
decade been the victim of invasions by
thousands of gold and tin miners. By
1987, more than 45,000 miners inhabited
Yanomami territory. They brought
with them epidemic diseases that
threatened the existence of the 10,000
remaining Yanomamis and led to the
destruction of vast expanses of the rain
forest.

Faced with this onslaught, environ-
mental and human rights groups called
on the Government to demarcate le-
gally the land constitutionally guaran-
teed to the Yanomamis. Only by
reaffirming their rights, it was recog-
nized, could access to Indian lands be
controlled and monitored.

The steps taken by President Collor
today deserve praise for their vision
and for their courage. Arrayed against
those who sought to protect the forests
and those who live in them were a pow-
erful coalition of special interests.

Miners, local political leaders and
ultra-nationalist military  officers
charged demarcation efforts were part
of wvast international conspiracy
against Brazilian sovereignty.

In June, I met with President Collor
to express my concern that such pres-
sures might derail efforts to protect
Yanomami land. Several days earlier,
I, together with seven of my col-
leagues, also wrote to President Bush
to ask that he raise the issue with the
Brazilian President.

After my meeting with him, I was
left with an impression of a deter-
mined, modern democractic leader who
knew what was right and was deter-
mined to do right. Therefore, I say to
him today: “Muito bem feito, senhor
Presidente.” Very well done.e

HARRIETT B. MACHT HONORED

e Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, on Novem-
ber 16, at a National Panhellenic Con-
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ference here in Washington, a wonder-
ful woman—Harriett B. Macht—from
my State of Delaware, will be installed
for a 2-year term as chairman of that
organization, which oversees 26 na-
tional sororities on college campuses.

In her position as chairman, Harriett
Macht will represent 2.5 million stu-
dent and alumnae members of Greek
women’s organizations. I would like to
use this occasion to congratulate Har-
riett and to comment on the rich herit-
age of those who are active in our Na-
tion’s Panhellenic community.

Not only do the sororities that are
represented by the National Pan-
hellenic Conference engage in philan-
thropy, as well as other community ac-
tivities, but the Panhellenic commu-
nity itself is rich in both spirit and ex-
ample of the qualities that have made
America great. I believe this spirit is
encapsulated in the great funeral ora-
tion Pericles delivered in the winter of
431 B.C. I can imagine him standing on
the steps of Athens, honoring the val-
iant who had died defending that great
city, and giving those brave residents—
as well as those of us today who still
cherish democracy—that code that
must bind us.

On that occasion, Pericles said:

It is called democracy because power does
not rest with the few, but with the many,
and in law, as it touches individuals, all are
equal, while in regard to the public esti-
mation in which each man is held in any
field, his advancement depends not on mere
rotation, but rather on his true worth; nor
does poverty dim his reputation or prevent
him from assisting the state, if he has the
capacity. * * * Our belief is not primarily in
munitions and concealment, but in our own
spirit in action. * * * We are seekers of beau-
ty, but avoid extravagance—of learning, but
without unmanliness. For us wealth is an
aim for its value in use and not as an empty
boast, and the disgrace of poverty rests not
in the admission of it, but more in the fail-
ure to avoid its practice. * * * We do not win
friendship from benefit received, but from
service rendered.

These are the ties that bind good peo-
ple. These are the objectives good peo-
ple share. That is why I am proud of
women like Harriett Macht. She is a
stalwart example of what people can do
in a land of promise. She is an example
of people who give more than they
take, who set out to break their own
records, to build upon their yesterdays
with their todays. She is an example of
people who work to help our commu-
nity get ahead of itself and to leave a
better life for our children.

I congratulate Harriett on this fine
occasion. Likewise, I salute the won-
derful work being done by the National
Panhellenic Conference and wish them
all the best as they continue to touch
lives well into tommorrow.e

DIRE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

e Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I expect
the dire emergency supplemental ap-
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propriations bill which the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee passed today,
to transcend partisan political dis-
putes, budget battles, and other con-
troversies and quickly become law. The
domestic emergency relief funds are es-
sential to help decent, hard-working
American families get back on their
feet, free from the threat of physical
danger and the lack of basic neces-
sities.

There is already enough suffering.
FEMA has had to forego funding essen-
tial dike repair and other flood mitiga-
tion projects in Washington State. A
dairy farmer in Snohomish, WA, wrote
me that all his farmland in the river
valley was ravaged by the November
1990 flood. T'wo large breaks existing in
the Snohomish River dike could have
caused more floods at any time. Milk
prices were so low, he could not afford
another flood.

Luckily, an administrative exception
allowed FEMA to pay for this repair,
but dangerous unrepaired flood control
facilities still exist in that area.

Recently, wildfires ravaged the east-
ern portion of Washington State. The
supplemental appropriations bill spe-
cifically earmarks funds for the wild-
fire disaster. Just the other day, the
President signed a major disaster dec-
laration for the Spokane region. Fund-
ing is needed now.

The bill also provides emergency
funds for needy children and their
mothers. The Women, Infants and Chil-
dren Program [WIC] will receive an ad-
ditional $100 million for the Special
Supplemental Food Program. This is a
nutrition program aimed at expectant
mothers and their children. It has been
noted that for every dollar spent on the
prenatal component of WIC, the sav-
ings in Medicaid costs range from $§2.84
to $3.90 for newborns alone.

I urge Congress to quickly pass and
the President sign this important legis-
lation.e

THE SYMPTOMS AND THE CAUSES
OF FLAWED FISCAL AND TRADE
POLICIES

e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have
strongly supported each earlier at-
tempt we have made to provide an ex-
tension of unemployment insurance
benefits, including reachback provi-
sions, to the millions of jobless Ameri-
cans and their families who are being
hurt the most in this recession. I'm
pleased that the President is now will-
ing to sign the compromise legislation
we have voted on today. It took too
long to get to this point, but the Con-
gress and the President have finally
been willing to mute their differences
on this issue.

This emergency legislation will give
jobless families in Illinois and across
the Nation a chance to get back on
their feet. This will restore hope and
stamina to countless families who have
had little hope until now.
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All States are suffering during this
recession and from the flawed fiscal
policies this Government continues to
pursue, seemingly without regard for
the short- and long-term consequences.
In Illinois, the recession and our harm-
ful trade and fiscal policies have con-
tributed to significant losses at Cat-
erpillar, to the decision of Illinois-
based Zenith to move its last United
States assembly plant to Mexico, and
to the demise this week of Midway Air-
lines.

The majority leader, Mr. MITCHELL,
and the Republican leader, Mr. DOLE,
have done great service to the Nation
in this final stage of this difficult proc-
ess. Chairman DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, who
played the crucial role in engineering a
benefits package that the President
would be willing to sign, deserves great
credit for this final result. Another
lawmaker whose efforts have stood out
in this process is the junior Senator
from North Dakota, KENT CONRAD.
Once again, he has been a bulldog for
his North Dakota constituents. With-
out his persistence and constructive
and masterful legislative efforts, thou-
sands of North Dakotans would not be
about to receive extensions of their
benefits.

With the enactment of this emer-
gency extension of unemployment in-
surance benefits, we will have ad-
dressed one of the symptoms of these
harmful policies. Next, we must finally
begin addressing the causes. This Sen-
ator will continue to press for action
on these remedies. I want to put my
colleagues on notice that one of these
is ready for Senate debate in the near
future. It is the constitutional amend-
ment that I have introduced, and that
the Judiciary Committee has approved
in a vote of 11-3, to require balanced
Federal budgets as the rule, instead of
as the exception.e

PROBLEMS FACED BY THE
PEOPLE OF ZAIRE

e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have
spoken on the floor of the problems
faced by the people of Zaire, in part be-
cause of our long support of President
Mobutu, whose dictatorial and corrupt
regime has denied basic human rights
to the people of that vast nation. I
want the United States to stand more
clearly for human rights everywhere,
including Zaire.

In the process of my work as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Africa of
the Foreign Relations Committee, I
have had the opportunity to get ac-
quainted with Dr. William T. Close,
who for 16 years was the personal phy-
sician to President Mobutu, and also
happens to be the father of the ac-
claimed actress, Glenn Close.

Dr. Close has a strong sense of ur-
gency about the situation, the strong
belief that if a transitional government
does not come quickly, there will be
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massive bloodshed in Zaire. There may

be chaos even if he leaves, but there is

a greater chance to move things in a

constructive direction quickly if

Mobutu leaves, and we join France and

Belgium in urging a change, a position

we have yet to take.

Over the years we have given Mobutu
more than $1 billion in aid, another un-
fortunate example where the United
States has helped a dictator, ulti-
mately without help to anyone, includ-
ing the United States.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, to insert into the RECORD, a
statement I issued on November 12 on
the Zaire situation, and the recording
of a phone call between Dr. Close and
Faustin Birindwa, one of the opposi-
tion leaders in Zaire.

And then at the end, Mr. Presdent, I
ask to insert a statement from Dr.
Close on what needs to be done to re-
solve the crisis in Zaire.

The material follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR PAUL SIMON, CHAIR-
MAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON AFRICAN AFFAIRS,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, NOVEM-
BER 12, 1991
It is clear that the situation in Zaire is de-

teriorating and that more decisive action

must take place to avoid massive economic,
political, and social chaos.

I have today communicated to the Admin-
istration that we must immediately request
of President Mobutu that a sovereign na-
tional conference of a limited number of peo-
ple be convened at once under the auspices of
someone acknowledged to be independent,
such as Bishop Mosongo; that within 10 days
that conference should establish an interim
government to prepare for national elec-
tions; that immediately upon the establish-
ment of the interim government, President
Mobutu should resign, and for a period of at
least six months leave the country; and that
the United States should urge the nations of
France, Belgium, and Senegal to send in a
limited number of troops to assure stability
during the transition period.

TRANSCRIPT OF CONVERSATION BETWEEN WIL-
LIAM T. CLOSE (WTC) AND FAUSTIN
BIRINDWA (FB) oN NOVEMBER 13, 1991
FB: You must note that Monseigneur

Mosango was attacked last night at his home

by commandos from the (Special Presidental

Detachment). You must please inform our

friends at the White House and at the State

Department of this incident. This is inadmis-

sible.

WTC: Is he wounded?

FB: Thank goodness the guards at his
home fought like angels, but one of the
guards was gravely wounded. During the at-
tack, Monseigneur was able to call friends
from his room including the Embassies. It is
unthinkable that when we are all looking for
a neutral party to head the conference that
such intimidating tactics are taking place.

WTC: These commandos came from where
do you think?

FB: A commando dressed in a military uni-
form matching the uniform of the DSP can
only come from one place. There are not two
guesses as to where they come from. We do
not have any uniformed military guards or
personnel in Sacred Union.

WTC: Do you think that the National Con-
ference will proceed on schedule?

FB: Yes. I tell you about this incident only
to point out the intimidating tactics being
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used by the President. But this is not going
to stop our progress, and we are going to
keep up our struggle to install a democratic
government. I implore you to advise the
proper authorities in your government be-
cause the President of the Sacred Union [The
United Opposition Forces] Mr. Ileo, is very
concerned that this fact be diffused to the
various governments who are friends of
Zaire.

WTC: We will spread the word of this ter-
rible incident immediately to the right party
in the US Government.

FB: I was asked immediately to pass this
information to the Voice of America rep-
resentative who unfortunately has already
left Zaire after having interviewed me yes-
terday and the day before. Incidentally the
Voice of America did a wonderful job in re-
porting the truth about Zaire.

WTC: In your opinion, do you think the
Conference will be productive?

FB: This Conference will be productive if it
is preceded by a tri-partite sub-committee
headed by a neutral moderator whose main
purpose is to establish the basic rules and
modus operandi of the Conference. I will read
to you the decision made by the Sacred
Union on November 6th and communicated
to the press on November 12th. I will read to
you its exact contents in a minute.

WTC: When is this Conference starting?

FB: As far as we know, it is scheduled to
begin on Friday, November 15th provided
that the pre-conference committee is able to
meet in order to establish the guidelines.
This sub-committee is the only one who will
decide if the Conference will take place,
when and under what condition.

WTC: What do you think Mobutu will do to
sabotage this Conference?

FB: He cannot do much more at this time
because all the guidelines and the measures
taken up to now for this Conference are
there to sabotage it. In the present Con-
ference you have a few hundred members
under strict orders of the President and you
have an assoclation of clapping women
whose sole role is to clap when signals are
given to them by a Mobutu supporter. These
elements have nothing really to do with the
Conference, yet these people have suddenly
become members of the Conference. They ap-
plaud to confuse the minds of the people who
are there to do some serious work to advance
changes in the Constitution and our demo-
cratic process. The present count of
attendees at the Conference is 2,800 people of
which 1,000 are already associated directly
with Mobutu. Two-thirds of the people are
there only to create confusion and disorga-
nize the Conference. If you recall, at on time
we had stopped the conference because there
were more than 5,000 people in the audito-
rium and it was complete chaos: no produc-
tive work could be accomplished. Molumba
from the Sacred Union has requested that
this Conference be reduced to a smaller num-
ber of serious people who will perform the
sovereign task of changing the country’s di-
rection toward democratic rule. Some asso-
ciations have been established that have no
legal basis. They were created only so that
they could participate in the Conference and
be manipulated and guided by the President.
Even active military personnel were injected
into the Conference. Some of these active
military personnel have been appointed
president of the illegal associations. These
people were not only put there to sabotage
the Conference but also to transmit ideas
and recommendations which are actually
dictated by the President.

WTC: Do you think that the Army is still
involved in the Conference and will it con-
tinue to be involved?
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FB: 1 do not think since even our request
for a sub-committee to hold a meeting prior
to the Conference the people designated to
be in the sub-committee were in the major-
ity of military personnel. I will give you the
composition of these parties: The govern-
ment of Mongul Diaka has provided us with
the makeup of the subcommittee to attend
the meetings prior to the opening of the Con-
ference.

In addition to the S8acred Union’s 10 people
and the president's party of 10, there are an
additional 8 people that no one knows.

WTC: It appears that it is a re-run of the
same comic opera.

FB: Absolutely. With reference to the So-
ciete Civile [a front for Mobutu], they put 8
delegates per region, therefore, 3 times 10
equals 30 plus 10 for Kinshasa which makes a
total of 40. For Kinshasa, the head of the
people if you remember the Dr. Ndombe has
been replaced by a woman and I do not have
to describe to you who she is and you can
imagine with whom she has been (ex-mis-
tress of Mobutu). In addition to that, she
happens to be the wife of one of the top peo-
ple of the civilian guard (guarde civile). This
means that we are starting the Conference at
the same point where we abandoned it last
time because of these same problems. We
have insisted that the sub-committee be only
10 people from the Sacred Union and 10 peo-
ple from the Forces Democratiques which
are the supporters of the President plus some
other neutral people who will be there in
order to mediate the talks. The participation
of some of the people of the other regions
and sub-regions is acceptable provided that
they are led by a neutral party. This is what
I want you to make the US Government and
the State Department understand that this
is why we cannot accept that Diaka presides
over the Conference. I will now give you a
reading from our press release dated Novem-
ber 6th which is also accompanied by a letter
written to Diaka as President of his party
and not as Prime Minister since we in the
democratic union do not recognize the new
government.

“Common declaration of the opposition
party. Civil association, government func-
tionaries and all other social organizations
reunited in an exceptional meeting on No-
vember 6, 1991. We the Sacred Union have
taken the following decisions:

1. Regarding the work on the Sovereign
Conference: Following the actions taken on
July 18, 1991 we unite ourselves into one
front in order to seek from Joseph Mobutu a
meeting of a National Conference having a
sovereign status. The Sacred Union will not
attend a non-sovereign Conference or a Con-
ference that will be against the will of the
people in which all the decisions are not im-
perative and all the decisions made by this
Conference will be imposed upon everyone.

2. Reconfirm our wishes of the Sacred
Union to take part in the pre-convention
meeting prior to the sovereign netional Con-
ference. In order to expedite the work, the
Sacred Union wishes that a sub-committee
be formed immediately in order to prepare
the rules and the guidelines of this sovereign
national Conference. This sub-committee
should include the following: (a) Societe
Civile; (b) Sacred Union; and (c) The commit-
tee must be presided over by a pious and
credible arm of the Roman Catholic Church.

3. Concerning the eventual presidential
elections which may be organized in a few
months under the initiative of President
Mobutu. The Union reaffirms its previous po-
sition that there will be no presidential elec-
tion until after the Sovereign Conference has
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established its fundamental guidelines of
how to guide the Third Republic.

The new Constitution must be established
and distributed to all the citizens of Zaire to
be voted upon in a national referendum. The
presidential election can only be held after
regional elections have taken place.

4. The Sacred Union has decided that all
the members of the phantom government
elected on the 28th and 31st of October 1991
headed by Diaka should exclude themselves
from the participation in the national Con-
ference.

Signed in Kinshasa by:

For the Sacred Union the active president,
Joseph Ileo.

From DPSC, members of the political bu-
rean, Charles Mbwano Simba—Second Vice
President of Eupherie (Nguza Karli Bond
party).

Tambwe—Kengo's party representative.

Kamanda Wa Kamanda (a one-time Prime
Minister).

For the Franc Commun des nationalistes—
Jean-Claude Billet Billet or Kalu.

Permanent members of the Sacred Unjon:

Faustin Birindwa, Roger Kisanga, Zachary
Kowa and Jean Cote’.

FB: 1 will now read to you the letter which
we have sent to Diaka as president of his

party.

“This letter is dated November 12, 1991 at
7 p.m. Kinshasa time. Please note that this
is addressed to President Mongul Diaka as
head of his party and not as Prime Minister
Diaka.

“8ince July 18, 1991 the Sacred Union has
fought for a national Conference which is
truly sovereign in order that decisions can
be immediately implemented and applicable
to everyone. Please note the following steps
which have been taken by the Sacred Union
to establish a commission to try to clean up
all possible ambiguities which until now
have handicapped the work of the national
Conference. The Sacred Union recognizes the
need for an immediate consultation between
parties to establish guidelines for this sov-
ereign national Conference. This committee
should be a tri-party which would be the Sa-
cred Union, the Union Democratic Forces in
association with other forces such as the
Civil Society in order to harmonize their
points of view before the commencement of
the Conference itself begins and also to cre-
ate a favorable atmosphere for this Con-
ference. In order to achieve this objective
this committee will be presided over by a
moderator of an institution that has the re-
spect of everyone; for instance the Catholic
Church. It is in this light that we respond to
your letter addressed to President Joseph
Ileo dated November 10th.

“Sincerely yours,

“Faustin Birindwa of UDPS for technical
sector of the Sacred Union.

‘“People from Eupherie (Nguza Karly-
Bond's party).

“From UDI (Kengo's party).

“Teo.”

A copy of this letter and the above press
release were given to the Embassies of Bel-
glum, France and the United States. We
must also consider the work that is being
done by the Parliament at the present time
as 1 explained to you yesterday. The Par-
liament voted last night to reject the Diaka
government and a letter to that effect was
sent to the President.

WTC: If the US Government makes the
statement that Mobutu was a friend of the
US, but that the US no longer supports the
Mobutu administration what will happen?

FB: The reaction of the people will be posi-
tive—we expect the entire population to be
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dancing with joy in the street. This is ex-
actly what the people wish, however we can-
not ask this of the US because it is up to the
US to judge how and when it would make
such a statement.

WTC: Rephrasing the same question just
posed, if the US comes up with a statement
saying ‘“*“Mobutu was our ally for a long time
but because of the situation as it now is in
Zalre and because Mobutu is interfering with
the establishment of a democratic govern-
ment we will retract our moral support etc.,
etc. and we do not emphasize what he ought
to do. After all, it is the right of the US to
choose who it wishes to befriend. At that
point, what would happen?

FB: This is exactly what the population is
awaiting. After the Senate and the Congress
meetings, we are awaiting such a declaration
from the US.

WTC: Thank you very much, this is very
clear.

POINTS T0 HELP IN THE SOLUTION OF THE
ZAIRIAN CRISIS, NOVEMBER 14, 1991

(By Dr. William T. Close)

1. The situation at this moment in Zaire is
at the boiling point: the major sources of
revenue for the country have ceased to oper-
ate, all foreign experts needed for the gen-
eration of power and revenue have left the
country, the Zaire stood yesterday at 44,000
and today at 57,000 per US dollar, fuel sup-
plies run out next week with none in the
pipeline, food is critically scarce, banks are
closed, etc, etc.

2. The US Government needs to dissoclate
itself from Mobutu. This message must come
from the White House since all are aware of
the longstanding personal relationship be-
tween President Bush and Mobutu—a rela-
tionship which Mobutu has distorted and ex-
ploited. Messages from the State Depart-
ment, though useful, are not as clearly un-
derstood by the Zairians as are messages
from the White House.

3. The US Government should clearly state
that it would support the establishment of a
transitional government.

4. The present composition of the National
Conference is self defeating (please refer to
attached). The US recommends and would
support the restructuring of the Conference
to represent major political forces in Zaire,
to be chaired by a neutral, generally accept-
able Church leader. [Bishop Mosengo's
compound was entered two nights ago by 4
Presidential commandos. The Bishop's body-
guards fought, and one was severely wounded
before the commandos turned tail.]

5. The US Government urges President
Mobutu to end his term of office on Decem-
ber 5th as provided by the Constitution, and
further recommends that Mobutu absent
himself from Zaire until present changes are
well under way.

6. The US Government strongly opposes
any Zairfan military intervention in the
process of democratization and commits it-
self to supporting an international peace-
keeping force if so requested by the legiti-
mate government or by a legitimate Na-
tional Conference.

7. The US needs to support, along with Eu-
ropean countries, an economic reform pro-
gram instituted by a transitional govern-
ment. The reform program needs to be mon-
itored by outside experts from the World
Bank or IMF. As most recently in Zambia,
the US Government would encourage na-
tional elections under neutral supervision
(National Endowment for Democracy).e
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MEASURE REFERRED TO THE
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Foreign
Relations Committee be discharged
from further consideration of Execu-
tive Communication 1757, a commu-
nication from the Assistant Attor.iey
General transmitting proposed amend-
ments to the International Claims Set-
tlement Act, and that it then be re-
ferred to the Judiciary Committee.

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

COMMEMORATING 100TH
ANNIVERSARY OF FILMMAKING

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of House Concurrent Resolution
161, a concurrent resolution commemo-
rating the 100th anniversary of
filmmaking, received today from the
House; that the concurrent resolution
be agreed to, and the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table.

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

So the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 161) was agreed to.

PROGRAM OF MARRIAGE AND
FAMILY COUNSELING FOR CER-
TAIN VETERANS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of calendar No, 238, S. 1553, a bill
to provide family counseling for veter-
ans of the Persian Gulf war.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1553) to establish a program of
marriage and family counseling for certain
veterans of the Persian Gulf War and spouses
and families of such veterans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs, with an amend-
ment to strike all after the enacting
clause, and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

SECTION 1. PROGRAM FOR FURNISHING MAR-
RIAGE AND FAMILY COUNSELING.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Subject to the availability
of funds appropriated pursuant to the author-
ization in section 3, the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs shall conduct a program to furnish to
the person referred to in subsection (b) the mar-
riage and family counseling services referred to
in subsection (¢). The Secretary shall commence
the program not later than 30 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act. The authority
to conduct the program shall erpire at the end
of September 30, 1994.

(b) PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR COUNSELING.—The
persons eligible to receive marriage and family
counseling services under the program are—
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(1) veterans who were awarded a campaign
medal for active-duty service during the Persian
Gulf War and the spouses, children, and parents
of such veterans; and

(2) members of the reserve components who
were called or ordered to active duty during the
Persian Gulf War and the spouses, children,
and parents of such members.

(c) COUNSELING SERVICES.—Under the pro-
gram, the Secretary may provide marriage and
family counseling that the Secretary determines,
based on an assessment by a mental-health pro-
fessional employed by the Department and des-
ignated by the Secretary (or, in an area where
no such professional is available, a mental-
health professional designated by the Secretary
and performing services under a contract or fee
arrangement with the Secretary) is necessary for
the amelioration of psychological, marital, or fa-
milial difficulties that result from the active
duty service referred to in subsection (b) (1) or
2).

(d) MANNER OF FURNISHING SERVICES.—(1)
The Secretary shall furnish the marriage and
family counseling services under the program as
follows:

(A) By personnel of the Department of Veter-
ans Affairs who are qualified to provide such
counseling services.

(B) By appropriately certified marriage and
family counselors employed by the Department.

(C) By qualified mental health professionals
pursuant to contracts with the Department.

(2) The Secretary shall establish the qualifica-
tions reguired of personnel under subpara-
graphs (A) and (C) of paragraph (1) and shall
prescribe the training, experience, and certifi-
cation reqguired of appropriately certified mar-
riage and family counselors under subpara-
graph (B) of such paragraph.

(3) The Secretary may employ counselors to
provide marriage and family counseling under
paragraph (1)(B) and shall pay such counselors
at the rates prevailing for such counseling
among non-Department health-care profes-
sionals with similar training, erperience, and
certification in the locality in which such coun-
selors provide such counseling, as determined by
the Secretary.

(e) CONTRACT COUNSELING SERVICES.—(1) Sub-
ject to paragraphs (2) and (4), a mental health
professional referred to in subsection (d)(1)(C)
may furnish marriage and family counseling
services to a person under the program as fol-
lows:

(A) For a period of not more than 15 days be-
ginning on the date of this commencement of the
furnishing of such services to the person.

(B) For a 90-day period beginning on such
date if—

(i) the mental health professional submits to
the Secretary a treatment plan with respect to
the person not later than 15 days after such
date; and

(ii) the plan and assessment made under sub-
section (a) are approved by an appropriate men-
tal health professional of the Department des-
ignated for that purpose by the Chief Medical
Director.

(C) For an additional 90-day period beginning
on the date of the erpiration of the %0-day pe-
riod referred to in subparagraph (B) (or any
subsequent 90-day period) if—

(i) not more than 30 days before the expiration
of the 90-day period referred to in subparagraph
(B) (or any subsequent 90-day period), the men-
tal health professional submits to the Secretary
a revised treatment plan containing a justifica-
tion of the need of the person for additional
counseling services; and

(ii) the plan is approved in accordance with
the provisions of subparagraph (B)(ii).

(2)(A) A mental health professional referred to
in paragraph (1) who assesses the need of any
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person for services for the purposes of subsection
(c) may not furnish counseling services to that
person.

(B) The Secretary may waive the prohibition
referred to in subparagraph (A) for locations (as
determined by the Secretary) in which the Sec-
retary is unable to obtain the assessment re-
ferred to in that subparagraph from a mental
health professional other than the mental
health professional with whom the Secretary en-
ters into contracts under subsection (d)(1)(C) for
the furnishing of counseling services.

(3) The Secretary shall reimburse mental
health professionals for the reasonable cost (as
determined by the Secretary) of furnishing
counseling services under paragraph (1). In the
event of the disapproval of a treatment plan of
a person submitted by a mental health profes-
sional under paragraph (1)(B)(i), the Secretary
shall reimburse the mental health professional
for the reasonable cost (as so determined) of fur-
nishing counseling services to the person for the
period beginning on the date of the commence-
ment of such services and ending on the date of
the disapproval.

(4) The Secretary may authorize the furnish-
ing of counseling in an individual case for a pe-
riod shorter than the 90-day period specified in
subparagraph (B) or (C) of paragraph (1) and,
upon further consideration, extend the shorter
period to the full 90 days.

(5)(A) For the purposes of this subsection, the
term “‘treatment plan’’, with respect to a person
entitled to counseling services under the pro-
gram, must include—

(i) an assessment by the mental health profes-
sional submitting the plan of the counseling
needs of the person described in the plan on the
date of the submittal of the plan; and

(ii) a description of the counseling services to
be furnished to the person by the mental health
professional during the 90-day period covered by
the plan, including the number of counseling
sessions proposed as part of such services.

(B) The Secretary shall prescribe an appro-
priate form for the treatment plan.

(f) CosT RECOVERY.—For the purposes of sec-
tion 1729 of title 38, United States Code, mar-
riage and family counseling services furnished
under the program shall be deemed to be care
and services furnished by the Department under
chapter 17 of such title, and the United States
shall be entitled to recover or collect the reason-
able cost of such services in accordance with
that section.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

For the purposes of this Act, the terms ‘‘vet-
eran', “child’’, “parent'’, “‘active duty,” ‘‘re-
serve component”, “spouse'’, and "'Persian Gulf
War” have the meanings given such terms in
section 101(2), (4), (5), (21), (27), (31), and (33) of
title 38, United States Code, respectively.

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated
£1,000,000 for fiscal year 1991 and $10,000,000 for
each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, and 1994 to carry
out this Act. Funds authorized to be appro-
priated under this section shall be considered to
be emergency requirements for the purposes of
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2
U.S8.C. 901(b)(2)(D)(i)), but may be obligated for
the program conducted pursuant to section 1
only if the President designates an appropria-
tion under this section as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to such section 251(b)(2)(D)(i).
SEC. 4. REPORTS.

(a) INTERIM REPORT.—Not later than January
1, 1993, the Secretary shall submit to Congress a
report on the program conducted pursuant to
section 1. The report shall contain information
regarding the persons furnished counseling serv-
ices under the program, including—
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(1) the number of such persons, stated as a
total number and separately for each eligibility
status referred to in section 1(b);

(2) the age and gender of such persons;

(3) the manner in which such persons were
furnished such services under the program; and

(4) the number of counseling sessions fur-
nished to such persons.

(b) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than January I,
1994, the Secretary shall submit to Congress a
report on the program, The report shall contain
updates of the information referred to in sub-
section (a) and a description and evaluation of
the program and shall include such rec-
ommendations with respect to the program as
the Secretary considers appropriate.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr, President, I sub-
mit for the RECORD on behalf of Sen-
ator CRANSTON, who is in California for
tests at the Stanford Medical School
Hospital, a statement regarding S. 1553,
the Persian Gulf war veterans marriage
and family counseling bill.

(By request of Mr. MITCHELL, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD:)
® Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as
the chairman of the Committee on Vet-
erans' Affairs, I am delighted to urge
unanimous approval of the pending
measure, S. 16563, legislation to estab-
lish a program of marriage and family
counseling for certain veterans of the
Persian Gulf war and the spouses and
families of such veterans. The commit-
tee approved S. 1553 with an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute on
September 12 and reported the bill on
September 24 (S. Rept. No. 102-159).

Mr. President, on July 24, 1991, I in-
troduced S. 1553 with the cosponsorship
of the committee’s ranking Republican
member, ARLEN SPECTER, and commit-
tee members DENNIS DECONCINI, BOB
GRAHAM, DANIEL K. AKAKA, and THOM-
AS A. DASCHLE and Senator BARBARA A.
MIKULSKI. Joining later as cosponsors
were Senators WENDELL H. FORD, KENT
CONRAD, and HARRIS WOFFORD.

On July 16 and 25, the committee
held hearings on the readjustment
needs of Persian Gulf war veterans and
their families and, as part of the July
256 hearing, received testimony on this
measure. Testimony presented at the
hearings indicated that many Persian
Gulf war veterans and their families
were subjected to extraordinary stress
during the mobilization and the war,
and convinced me that this legislation
is needed to fulfill the Government's
obligation to the men and women who
volunteered to serve this Nation, and
to their loved ones.

BUMMARY OF B. 1553 A8 REPORTED

Mr. President, S. 15563 as reported—
which I will refer to as the committee
bill—includes freestanding provisions
which would authorize VA to provide
marriage and family counseling serv-
ices to certain veterans of Persian Gulf
war service and to their family mem-
bers.

Specifically, these provisions would:

First, require VA to establish, within
30 days after enactment and subject to
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the availability of appropriations, a
program of marriage and family coun-
seling for certain Persian Gulf war vet-
erans and their families. The authority
for this program would expire on Sep-
tember 30, 1994.

Second, authorize VA to provide, ei-
ther directly or by contract, marriage
and family counseling (a) to veterans
who were awarded campaign medals for
active-duty service during the Persian
Gulf war and to their spouses, children,
and parents, and (b) to members of re-
serve components—including both the
Reserve and National Guard forces—
who were called to active duty during
the war and to their spouses, children,
and parents.

Third, permit VA to provide mar-
riage and family counseling only in
cases in which the Secretary deter-
mines—based on an assessment by a
mental-health professional designated
by the Secretary—the counseling is
necessary for the amelioration of psy-
chological, marital, or familial dif-
ficulties that resulted from the veter-
an's active-duty service.

Fourth, require that the marriage
and family counseling be furnished ei-
ther (a) directly by VA personnel, in-
cluding marriage and family coun-
selors employed by VA, whom the Sec-
retary determines are either appro-
priately certified or otherwise quali-
fied, or (b) through contract arrange-
ments with mental health professionals
whom the Secretary determines are ap-
propriately qualified.

Fifth, authorize VA to employ cer-
tified marriage and family counselors
to provide counseling under the pro-
gram and pay them at the rates pre-
vailing for such conseling among non-
VA professionals in the same locality.

Sixth, in the case of contract coun-
seling, require the provider to submit
to VA within 15 days of the start of the
treatment, on a form prescribed by the
Secretary, a treatment plan which in-
cludes how many visits are expected.

Seventh, in a case in which a treat-
ment plan is disapproved, require VA
to reimburse the mental health profes-
sional for the reasonable cost—as de-
termined by the Secretary—of furnish-
ing counseling services to the person
for the period beginning on the date of
the commencement of such services
and ending on the date of the dis-
approval.

Eighth, provide that, when counsel-
ing is provided under a contract with
VA, no care may be provided more than
90 days after the counseling was initi-
ated—or after the end of a previously
approved period of care—unless ap-
proved by the Secretary on the condi-
tion that counseling is needed as a re-
sult of active-duty service and is pro-
vided pursuant to an updated treat-
ment plan, submitted not more than 30
days before the end of the 90-day pe-
riod—or before the end of the pre-
viously approved period of care.
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Ninth, in the case of contract coun-
seling, provide that (a) if a non-VA
mental health professional makes the
determination that counseling is need-
ed for service-related psychological dif-
ficulties, the mental health profes-
sional who made that determination
generally may not provide the counsel-
ing, and (b) the Secretary may waive
this prohibition for locations in which
VA is unable to obtain the assessment
by a mental health professional other
than the one with whom it contracts
for the furnishing of counseling serv-
ices.

Tenth, provide that the third-party
reimbursement provisions in section
1729 of title 38, United States Code,
would apply to services provided under
the pilot program.

Eleventh, authorize the appropria-
tion of $1 million for fiscal year 1991
and $10 million for each of fiscal years
1992, 1993, and 1994 and declare that the
funds are emergency requirements for
the purposes of section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of
the Balanced Budget Act of 1985, but
provide that the funds could be used
only if the President designates the ap-
propriation as an emergency require-
ment.

Twelfth, require the Secretary to
submit (a) an interim report by Janu-
ary 1, 1993, describing the number of in-
dividuals who have received care under
the program and the numbers of visits
that the individuals made, with break-
downs showing the numbers who were
reservists, other veterans, spouses,
children, or parents and the numbers of
individuals who received direct VA
services as opposed to contract serv-
ices, and (b) by January 1, 1994, a re-
port that includes updates of those
data and a description and evaluation
of the program and any recommenda-
tions that the Secretary considers ap-
propriate.

BACKGROUND

Mr. President, the Persian Gulf war,
as defined in title 38, United States
Code, for purposes of veterans’ benefits,
covers the period beginning August 2,
1990, the date of the invasion of Kuwait
by Iraq, and will end on a date specified
by the President or by statute. In re-
sponse to the Iragi conquest of Kuwait,
the United States sent 569,285 military
personnel to the Southwest Asia thea-
ter of operations during an approxi-
mately T-month buildup. This included
102,126 members of reserve components,
whom I will refer to as ‘‘reservists,” in-
cluding the National Guard and Air Na-
tional Guard. Another 122,000 reservists
were ordered to active duty during the
Persian Gulf war but not sent to the
WAar zone.

The makeup of the American force
that fought in the Persian Gulf war
was unlike any other in our history. In
February 1991, the General Accounting
Office issued a report, “Military Per-
sonnel: Composition of the Active Duty
Forces by Race or National Origin
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Identification and by Gender,” which
provided a current demographic profile
of the Armed Forces and similar infor-
mation for 1972. According to GAO, in
1972, men comprised 98 percent of the
active-duty forces; now women account
for a full 11 percent. There are over
220,000 women on active duty and, ac-
cording to the Department of Defense,
more than 40,000 women served in the
Persian Gulf. Also since 1972, represen-
tation in the active-duty forces by
nonwhite individuals has increased
from 16 percent to almost 30 percent.

The changed composition of the
Armed Forces is further characterized
by increased numbers of active-duty
service members who are married and
who are parents. According to informa-
tion provided to the committee by
DOD, 293,513 married service members
were deployed in the gulf. Of that num-
ber, 205,876 were parents, 21,954 of
whom were single parents.

Mr. President, I believe that the
large numbers of married individuals
and parents among the newest genera-
tion of wartime veterans present a new
challenge to VA.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

At the committee's July hearings,
expert witnesses representing mental-
health professional organizations, indi-
vidual veterans and their family mem-
bers, as well as VA's Chief Medical Di-
rector and VA mental-health profes-
sionals and the Defense Department's
Assistant Secretary of Health Affairs
and Principal Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for Force Management and Per-
sonnel testified as to the effects of the
war on those who served, problems en-
countered by military families during,
and resulting from, the war, and the
various forms of counseling and other
services that were available to service
members veterans and the services
that they need.

With respect to psychological prob-
lems among service members who
served in the gulf and elsewhere during
Operations Desert Shield and Desert
Storm, the consensus among the VA
and DOD witnesses was that it was too
early to tell what the psychological
aftermath will be. However, based on
the necessarily preliminary data that
had been collected, it appeared that the
incidence of posttraumatic stress dis-
order was lower than among those who
served during the Vietnam war.

VA witnesses commented on the find-
ings of the VA report, entitled “‘War
Zone Stress Among Returning Persian
Gulf Troops: A Preliminary Report,”
which was submitted pursuant to sec-
tion 335 of title III, part C of Public
Law 102-25, the Persian Gulf War Vet-
erans’ Benefits Act of 1991. VA’s Chief
Medical Director, Dr. James W.
Holsinger, Jr., summarized the report’s
findings as follows:

According to preliminary evidence and
* * * the respected opinion of VA and non-
VA experts, exposure to traumatic stress in
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the Persian Gulf was far more limited than
in Vietnam, Korea, or World War IL It
should be noted, however, that there are a
variety of potential reactions to war zone
stress, ranging from PTSD and other major
psychiatric disorders to transient psy-
chiatric disorders, to readjustment problems
not meeting the criteria for a psychiatric
disorder but which constitute a significant
disruption to life.

Although the VA report focused pri-
marily on service members who served
in the gulf and did not address issues
related to family members, several wit-
nesses at the committee hearings testi-
fied as to the effects of the war on the
military families and the need for im-
proved services for them.

Mr. President, various aspects of the
Persian Gulf war, and the media’s cov-
erage of it, contributed to the stress
that was placed upon the family mem-
bers of those serving in the gulf. The
war received nearly 24-hour-a-day cov-
erage by television networks, much of
it consisting of live reports, and many
of the reports focused on the potential
for Iraqi missile attacks and the possi-
bility that the missiles might carry
chemical or biological agents. Report-
ers were frequently seen with gas
masks at the ready, and some filed re-
ports while wearing masks. During the
period leading up to the ground war,
various military analysts projected
that American troops would suffer high
casualties, possibly numbering in the
tens of thousands. Witnesses at the
committee's July hearings commented
on the effects of the media coverage
and noted that the anticipation of a ca-
tastrophe and the accompanying uncer-
tainty created tremendous anxiety
among service members and their loved
ones at home.

The mobilization of reserve forces,
often on short notice, was another as-
pect of the war that was cited by wit-
nesses as contributing to stress placed
upon military families. Dr. Dennis
Embry, testifying on behalf of the
American Psychological Association at
the committee’s July 16 hearing, said
that the activation and deployment of
reservists on short notice was “‘a recipe
for considerable difficulties,” espe-
cially for the children involved.

At the committee’s July 25 hearing,
Maj. Gen. Evan L. Hultman, AUS (ret.),
executive director of the Reserve Offi-
cers Association of the United States,
testified:

In any discussion relating to military fam-
ily adjustment and how their needs are to be
met, it is important to keep in mind that a
much higher percentage of personnel who
participated in Desert Shield/Desert Storm
have homes and families than has been the
case in any other major conflict in this cen-
tury. The professional, all-volunteer force of
today is much older, more mature and many
more members are married and have chil-
dren. This is especially true of members of
the Guard and Reserve. Thus, while the dura-
tion of the conflict and battle stress may
have been less than was experienced in some
past conflicts, the number of families di-
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rectly affected by the mobilization is propor-
tionately much greater. We can assume that
the family adjustment problems experienced
in the past can be multiplied many times.
We thus cannot base our needs on past mili-
tary conflicts.

Mr. President, testimony received
from Operation Desert Storm personnel
and their family members indicated a
tremendous need for counseling serv-
ices among deactivated personnel and
that many could not afford to obtain
help. For example, Dawn Kesler, coor-
dinator of the family support program
for the 124th Army Reserve Command,
testified:

I [know of] one young soldier and his wife
who are undergoing some real marital strife.
* * * This has been a strong marriage—they
have been married for seven years.

When a soldier goes over to Saudi, his
memory of his family freezes, and he per-
ceives them as exactly the same as when he
left. When he came back, he came back to a
very independent young woman. His children
were almost a full year older, and they are
having some serious crises because of the
fact that he is still looking at her as the
same wife he left. * * * This is a marriage
that did not have a lot of conflict [before de-
ployment]. There are no services for them to
EO to.

Linda Atz, founder of Project Love, a
nonprofit group founded to assist fami-
lies of the deployed personnel and re-
turning troops in Colorado, and mother
of an active-duty service member, re-
layed the following example:

We do have one young family that just
split up. * * * They have not been able to ob-
tain any type of counseling because he was a
reservist. There was nothing out there avail-
able. They lived far enough out of the imme-
diate metro area that they were not able to
utilize the services that were available
through the one private facility that was of-
fering them.

J. Gaye Jacobson, founder and presi-
dent: of Operation Yellow Ribbon, a pri-
vate nonprofit organization founded to
assist families of the deployed person-
nel and service members, and mother
of an active-duty service member noted
the following case at the committee's
July 16 hearing:

We have Jonathan, who is married, Army
Reserve, 30 years old with a 12 year old son.
He was * * * [in the] offensive in Iraq. I will
never forget this child in the counseling ses-
sions, when he told me that his worst fears—
and he had nightmares—* * * were having to
attend his father's funeral. * * * This 12 year
old child could not face the possibility that
his father may die. He had a nervous break-
down and his father was called home on
emergency leave. The son is getting better,
but now Jonathan and his wife are in a bitter
battle to save their marriage. He is very
upset; that his wife couldn’t help his son not
go into that nervous breakdown.

At the committee’s July 25 hearing,
James J. Hladecek, vice president for
operations of the American Red Cross,
testified:

I would like to call [the Committee's] at-
tention to Red Cross casework with reserv-
ists and members of the National Guard.
Their situation is unique and presents spe-
cial problems that are different from those
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of active duty service members who returned
from the Gulf to an installation and to a
peacetime role in the military. In far too
many cases, reservists and National Guard
personnel returned abruptly to civilian life
in communities often far from the support
system that surrounds most military instal-
lations, Their service to this country earned
them the honored status of veterans, but in
many cases, it left them and their families
with social and psychological needs that ex-
tend beyond the current service limitations
of the Department of Veterans Affairs.

NEED FOR MARRIAGE AND FAMILY COUNSELING

Mr. President, under current law,
sections 1701(6)(B) and 1712A(b)2) of
title 88, VA has limited authority to
provide counseling services to family
members of eligible veterans. Under
these authorities, counseling may be
provided only if it is either necessary
for the effective treatment or rehabili-
tation of a service-connected disability
of a veteran, part of necessary followup
treatment of a veteran who has been
hospitalized, or essential to the effec-
tive treatment or readjustment of a
veteran receiving mental health serv-
ices under VA's readjustment counsel-
ing authority.

In contrast, for both active-duty
military personnel and their families,
the Department of Defense provides, di-
rectly and through the CHAMPUS sys-
tem, a comprehensive range of health
and mental health care services, in-
cluding marriage and family counsel-
ing. Col. Joe Fagan, M.D., a DOD wit-
ness at the July 16 hearing, testified
that, for an active-duty service mem-
ber whose child might require psycho-
logical services due to the stresses re-
sulting from the war-

[Tlhere are several opportunities for the
servicemember to receive the appropriate
services [through the DoD’s health care sys-
tem]. There are child psychiatry clinics,
socal work clinics, psychology clinics, in ad-
dition to the family counseling services and
pastoral chaplains as well as pediatricians
and pediatric nurse clinicians who are avail-
able to provide assistance.

However, reservists and their fami-
lies are generally eligible for such serv-
ices from DOD only during periods of
active-duty service and 30 days there-
after.

Thus, although marriage and family
counseling is available for those who
remain on active duty, it is available
only in limited circumstances for vet-
erans, and family members of veterans,
who were either deactivated from the
Guard or the Reserve or discharged
from the regular Armed Forces after
service during the Persian Gulf war
and in need of counseling for difficul-
ties related to service. In light of the
stresses that were placed upon the un-
precedented number of military fami-
lies during the Persian Gulf war and
the resulting need for access to coun-
seling services—as articulated at the
July hearings by expert mental health
witnesses, individual service members
and military family members, and rep-
resentatives of military family support
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organizations—I believe strongly that
VA should provide access to needed
marriage and family counseling serv-
ices to individuals who may no longer
avail themselves of DOD services. The
committee bill is intended to ensure
that deactivated and discharged per-
sonnel and their families have similar
access to counseling services that may
be needed for problems resulting from
active-duty service during the Persian
Gulf war.

Mr. President, the administration, in
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs Sep-
tember 11, 1991, report on the bill, sug-
gested that this legislation is not need-
ed because the counseling needs of re-
turning Persian Gulf war veterans and
their families can be adequately met
by existing VA and DOD services, their
clergy, and through privately held
health insurance programs. That posi-
tion simply does not square with the
expert and personal testimony the
committee received in over 7 hours of
hearings which indicated that exactly
the opposite had occurred.

At the committee’s first hearing in
July, VA’s Chief Medical Director, Dr.
Holsinger, and those accompanying
him clearly acknowledged the need for
assistance to veterans’ families to help
them overcome family problems relat-
ed to the veterans' service during the
Persian Gulf war. Dr. Holsinger also
accurately observed that, under cur-
rent law, VA has ‘“‘only a narrow eligi-
bility standard to treat family mem-
bers—only when adjunct to the treat-
ment of the veteran.”

Nothing has changed since July that
I am aware of that would affect either
the extent of the need or VA’'s current
lack of authority. Certainly the law
has not changed and VA's own Septem-
ber 11, 1991, report acknowledges the
war’'s “‘significant impact on the family
life of many of the men and women of
the Armed Forces” and ‘‘the hardships
for the family members who were left
behind.”” However, instead of support-
ing a program to address the need, the
administration seeks to rely on vol-
untary service organizations and other
non-governmental entities to meet the
Government’'s obligation to the veter-
ans and their families. That is a novel
position and, in my view, a terrrible
precedent. I have never understood the
President’s thousand points of light as
suggesting that volunteers could act as
a substitute for the Government in ful-
filling our fundamental obligations to
those who serve in the Armed Forces.

Moreover, we heard testimony from
the very kinds of organizations that
the administration argues should pro-
vide these services, such as the Red
Cross and Operation Yellow Ribbon.
These volunteer not-for-profit organi-
zations continue to provide exceptional
services to service members and their
families. However, they testified that
this legislation was necessary to meet
needs that their organizations could
not meet alone.
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The administration’s opposition
strikes me as suggesting a willingness
to default on the Government’'s obliga-
tion to the families of those who
served. I am vehemently opposed to
that approach.

Those opposing this measure also
have suggested that this legislation
would provide more generous benefits
to veterans than are available to ac-
tive-duty personnel on the basis that
active-duty personnel covered by
CHAMPUS must pay 20 percent of the
cost of marriage and family counseling
services and are limited to 22 counsel-
ing visits annually. This argument ig-
nores the existence of DOD’'s direct-run
health care system and the fact—cited
by DOD’s witnesses at the committee’s
July 25 hearing—that all active-duty
service members and their dependents
are eligible for a full range of services
directly from DOD, which does not im-
pose a copayment requirement or a
limitation on the number of counseling
sessions. Thus, any comparison of the
committee bill’s proposed eligibility
for marriage and family counseling to
only the CHAMPUS system tells only
half the story and is misleading.

Moreover, CHAMPUS is a health in-
surance program for active duty serv-
ice members and their dependents and
there is no restriction in that pro-
gram—as there is under the committee
bill—permitting services to be fur-
nished only in connection with needs
related to wartime service. Although
CHAMPUS may require a copayment
for counseling related to the service
member's wartime service, as is re-
quired in all cases, it would be con-
trary to longstanding VA policy to re-
quire a copayment for services needed
to treat a service-related problem.

Mr. President, it is important to note
that DOD’s ‘“‘total force concept,”
which was tested for the first time in
the gulf war, depends on the mainte-
nance of large National Guard and
other Reserve Forces that can be acti-
vated when needed. I believe this heavy
reliance on the National Guard and Re-
serve Forces necessitates a reevalua-
tion of what resources are available for
Guard and Reserve members, whose
service has historically not resulted in
their being eligible for VA health care
services or those provided by DOD'’s,
except during periods of active duty.
Addressing this issue at the commit-
tee’s July 25 hearing, General Hultman
testified:

Recruitment and retention are critical to
the Reserve forces and will probably become
more important as the more cost-effective
Reserve components are called upon to pro-
vide a greater share of our nation’s defense
forces. * * * Many Reservists will be reevalu-
ating their participation in the Reserve com-
ponents on the basis of their Desert Shield/
Desert Storm experience. Reservists who are
left with broken marriages and family ad-
justment problems are going to be reluctant
to continue their affiliation with the Guard
and Reserve. Whether or not members of the
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Guard and Reserve continue to serve in the
Reserve components depends in part on the
relief and benefits that are made available to
them. Their perception of how much their
service is appreciated is sometimes as impor-
tant as the actual benefit, per se.

Aside from the strategic implications
of meeting the needs of the Reserve
Forces, I believe strongly that VA, as
the primary mechanism through which
the Government provides direct bene-
fits and services to those who have
served in the Armed Forces and to
their families, must be responsive to
the service-related needs of the newest
generation of wartime veterans. In this
regard, I believe that the changes in
the composition of the Armed Forces
and the enhanced role of the reserve
components in the Defense Depart-
ment’s ‘‘total force concept’’ must be
complemented by VA's adapting to the
service-related needs of the veterans it
serves.

I am concerned that under current
law there exists a critical gap in avail-
able services—particularly with regard
to services for reservists—and that the
Government's obligation to those who
served in the Armed Forces is not
being fully met.

I believe that DOD’s provision of a
range of mental health services, in-
cluding marriage and family counsel-
ing, for active-duty personnel and their
families and its close attention to the
psychological needs of returning serv-
ice members and their families reflect,
as Deputy Assistant Secretary Silber-
man stated at the July 16 hearing, “a
concentrated effort to support the
mental well-being of both the
servicemembers and their families.” I
am concerned, however, that the many
men and women Reserve and National
Guard members who served during the
Persian Gulf war and their families—
along with regular active duty person-
nel who were discharged soon after re-
turning from the Persian Gulf—will
not benefit from DOD’s considerable ef-
forts once they are separated from ac-
tive duty and no longer eligible for
DOD services.

FUNDING

Mr. President, the committee bill
would authorize the appropriation of
$10 million for each of the fiscal years
1992, 1993, and 1994 for this program and
would provide that such funds would be
considered as emergency requirements
for the purposes of section
251(b)(2)X(D)(1) of the Balanced Budget
Act of 1985, but could be used only if
the President designates the appropria-
tion as an emergency requirement. I
believe very strongly that, because
services provided under this program
would have to be directly related to
new and unforeseen problems resulting
from service in the Persian Gulf thea-
ter of operations or activations in sup-
port of Operations Desert Shield and
Desert Storm, expenditures for the pro-
gram should be certified as emergency
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expenditures. Such a certification of
appropriations for this program would
be fully consistent with the certifi-
cation of appropriations to pay for the
direct costs of the conflict itself,

Moreover, I believe that, under the
definition that the. office of Manage-
ment and Budget has adopted for
ascertaining whether an emergency ex-
ists for budget purposes, a determina-
tion that an emergency exists is satis-
fied. In its June, 1991 *‘Report on the
Costs of Domestic and International
Emergency and on the Threats Posed
by the Kuwaiti Oil Fires," OMB stated:

For purposes of determining spending pro-
visions that qualify for exemption, the Presi-
dent uses a definition of an ‘emergency re-
quirement' that includes the following ele-
ments: the requirement is a necessary ex-
penditure that is sudden, urgent, and unfore-
seen, and is not permanent. These elements
are defined as follows:

Necessary expenditure—an essential or
vital expenditure, not one that is merely
useful or beneficial;

Sudden—quickly coming into being, not
building up over time,

Urgent—pressing and compelling need re-
quiring immediate action;

Unforeseen—not predictable or seen before-
hand as a coming need; and

Not permanent—the need is temporary in
nature.

Mr. President, in my view, the need
for marriage and family counseling
that the committee bill would address
meets each of these criteria.

The expenditure is necessary, as I
discussed earlier, for the continuing vi-
ability of the ‘‘total force concept.” In
our hearings, the committee received
testimony which indicated that, absent
the services provided in the bill, reten-
tion of strong Guard and Reserve com-
ponents could be in jeopardy. The need
was completely unforeseen and arose as
suddenly as the conflict itself. The
need is certainly urgent in that, as ex-
pert witnesses at the July hearings tes-
tified, counseling provided at the early
stages of an emotional or psychological
reaction to stress can prevent the de-
velopment or more serious, chronic
problems. Finally, because the author-
ity to conduct the program is due to
expire on September 30, 1994, the appro-
priation obviously would be aimed at a
requirement that is considered tem-

rary.

Mr. President, a true emergency
clearly exists and funds to meet it
should not be required to be absorbed
within the already strained resources
available for VA medical care.

The $10 million annual authorization
is a modest figure based on what are,
at this point, preliminary data regard-
ing the potential need for marriage and
family counseling. In light of the lim-
ited data that are available at this
time, I plan to monitor closely the im-
plementation of this new authority in
order to assess on an ongoing basis the
sufficiency of the funding level.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, I am convinced that,

for veterans of the Persian Gulf war
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who may no longer avail themselves of
the counseling and other services pro-
vided by DOD, there is a clear need for
marriage and family counseling serv-
ices to be provided by VA. I have heard
of this need from the veterans them-
selves, from organizations that provide
support for military families, and from
experts in the field of mental health. I
am concerned that as the media images
of the Persian Gulf war have subsided,
the support this Nation has shown to
the men and women who served is be-
ginning to wane. Our support must not
end with the welcome home parades.
For those whose lives have been dis-
rupted in service, we must continue to
respond quickly and effectively to
whatever problems remain.

Mr. President, in closing, I thank our
committee’s ranking Republican mem-
ber, Senator SPECTER, for his valuable
contributions throughout the July
hearings and for his continued support
of and help with this legislation. I also
am grateful to the other members of
the committee for their support of or
cooperation on this measure.

I also express my gratitude for their
work on this legislation to the commit-
tee's minority staff, Carrie Gavora,
Yvonne Sanata Anna, and Tom Rob-
erts, and, for all their help to me on
this measure, majority staff members,
Chuck Lee, Kimberly Morin, Thomas
Tighe, Bill Brew, and Ed Scott.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues’
strong support of this measure.®

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today to wvoice my support for
S.1663, the marriage and family coun-
seling bill. This measure will require
the Department of Veterans' Affairs to
establish a program of marriage and
family counseling for veterans who
were awarded campaign medals for ac-
tive-duty service during the Persian
Gulf war and veterans who were mem-
bers of Guard or Reserve components
who were activated during the Persian
Gulf war and their spouses, children
and parents. It would permit the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs to pro-
vide counseling necessary for the relief
of psychological, marital or familial
difficulties that resulted from the vet-
eran’s active-duty status.

Mr. President, the brave men and
women who served in the Persian Gulf
conflict are to be commended for their
outstanding service. It is important for
us to reach out to help those who have
been adversely affected by the Persian
Gulf war in this way as they make the
transition back to the lives they led
before the war.

I urge my colleagues to give this
measure their careful consideration
and to join in working for its swift en-
actment.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, as
the former ranking Republican of the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, I rise
today to express some concerns about
the pending legislation—S. 1553.
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This legislation would establish a
program of marriage and family coun-
seling for the spouses and families of
veterans who served in the Persian
Gulf.

Let me explain my concerns.

This bill would—for the first time—
provide that families of veterans be
provided VA services on their own be-
half without regard to the needs of the
veteran. VA has never been a general
provider of health services for the fam-
ilies of veterans except in one very lim-
ited circumstance. This represents a
fundamental change in VA health care
mission.

This bill is not needed in order to en-
sure that gulf veterans receive counsel-
ing. Persian Gulf veterans are already
eligible to receive VA health care serv-
ices—including readjustment counsel-
ing—through VA’'s medical facilities
and veteran outreach centers. Family
members are also eligible for counsel-
ing if it is needed to assist the veteran.

Under this bill, individuals and their
families who are no longer serving in
the U.S. Armed Forces—reservists and
National Guardsmen who are now vet-
erans—will receive a more generous
system of counseling benefits than
those which are available to active
{lut.y servicemembers and their fami-
ies.

That is, this bill provides no limita-
tion on the amount of counseling that
VA must pay for nor does it require
any copayments on the part of the fam-
ilies. Under the CHAMPUS Program
for active duty families, copayments
are required and a limited number of
visits are provided.

VA’s Secretary Edward J. Derwinski
is opposed to enactment of this legisla-
tion. And in order for the program to
be implemented, the President must
designate an appropriation under this
section as an emergency requirement. I
understand that the President’s advis-
ers will urge that he not do so.

I hope that my colleagues in the
House will carefully consider the con-
cerns which I have raised when delib-
erating the merits of this bill.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I would
like to make a brief statement about S.
1663, the marriage and family counsel-
ing bill for certain Persian Gulf war
veterans and their dependents. In par-
ticular, I am not convinced that this
legislation is necessary.

The Department of Veterans Affairs
opposes this bill because it sets a
precedent in caring for nonveterans. If
enacted into law, this legislation would
provide marriage and family counsel-
ing only for veterans and family de-
pendents who are no longer on active
duty status.

These are the same families and vet-
erans who were eligible to receive
counseling services from the Depart-
ment of Defense while on active duty.
Once they are released from active
duty, their needs are to be met in a va-
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riety of ways ranging from counseling
by clergy to a network of community
volunteer service organizations.

Secretary Derwinski has stated that
the VA can provide families with read-
justment counseling if it is in connec-
tion with the treatment of the veteran.
We do not need any new legislation to
help these veterans and their families.
Current law provides well for this need.

The veteran will be the one to suffer
if we authorize direct services for fam-
ily members. This is because the lim-
ited amount of VA health care person-
nel that are available will then have to
direct their time and energy to a whole
new category of patients never before
treated—nonveterans.

1 am also very concerned about the
equity in providing care to active-duty
personal versus nonactive-duty person-
nel. This legislation only applies to
veterans who are no longer on active
duty. Does this mean that nonactive-
duty veterans and dependents would
get priority for treatment over active
duty personnel?

Also, the authorization of funds for
this program would occur only if the
President designates an appropriation
under this section as an emergency re-
quirement. That means we pay no heed
to the budget deficit and simply con-
tinue to spend out dollars that we do
not have.

Mr. President, I will close by saying
that we must look at the budget defi-
cit, take a good look at what the VA
already provides to our fine veterans
and their families and begin to finally
realize that some sensible restraint is
in order.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as
ranking Republican member of the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs and as
an original cosponsor, I am pleased to
support passage of S. 1553, a bill au-
thorizing the Department of Veterans
Affairs to provide marriage and family
counseling services to veterans of the
Persian Gulf war and their families.
This legislation represents a focussed
and unique response to readjustment
problems faced by active duty person-
nel, activated members of the National
Guard and Reserve and their families
due to the Persian Gulf war.

In July, the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs held two important hearings on
the readjustment problems of Persian
Gulf veterans. I was particularly
moved by the testimony we heard from
a group of reservists I invited from the
14th Quartermaster Detachment out of
Greensburg, PA, who survived the Scud
missile attack on their barracks in
Dhahran, Saudi Arabia. These remark-
able men and women suffered from
physical as well as mental wounds from
this experience. They were appre-
ciative of the VA's efforts to intervene
with a special war stress counseling
program initiated by the Pittsburgh
Highland Drive VA Medical Center
upon their return to the States.
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Nevertheless, some did raise ques-
tions and concerns regarding certain
family members’' well-being and their
ability to accept readjustment prob-
lems the reservists faced. One reservist
testified that his wife was in a state of
denial and preferred to forget that the
war ever occurred. Their families made
sacrifices as well for the war effort, yet
their needs are going unmet. What we
learned, Mr. President, is how the sud-
den separation in this war, along with
the constant television coverage, have
affected not only the veterans, but the
families of veterans.

Those hearings also brought into
sharp relief the changed composition of
today's Armed Forces. The Persian
Gulf war was different from previous
conflicts because of its heavy reliance
on reservists, the increased number of
women serving, and increased numbers
of active-duty service members who
are married and who are parents. Our
committee received testimony that Op-
eration Desert Storm will cause many
reservists to reevaluate their participa-
tion in the Reserve components of the
Armed Forces. Therefore, how the Con-
gress reacts to the problems faced by
these returning veterans and their fam-
ilies may be the litmus test used by fu-
ture generations to determine whether
or not they choose to participate in our
country’s Armed Forces.

This bill, Mr. President, would re-
quire VA to provide marriage and fam-
ily counseling not only to Persian Gulf
veterans and activated reservists and
Guard personnel, but also to spouses,
children and parents of those veterans.
Counseling services would be provided
directly by VA personnel or through
contractual arrangements with mar-
riage and family counselors that the
Secretary determines to have the ap-
propriate qualifications. The bill states
explicitly that marriage and family
counseling can only be provided—based
on an assessment by a mental-health
professional designated by the Sec-
retary—to those who are suffering psy-
chological, marital or familial difficul-
ties as a result of the veterans’ active
duty service. This legislation makes
special attempts to target those veter-
ans and their families whose lives were
disrupted by separation, loss of job and
income, and the psychological stress of
war.

In connection with our markup of
this bill, Mr. President, the committee
added three important items. First, the
bill requires VA to bill third-party
health insurance companies, if avail-
able, for services furnished under the
bill. Second, the bill now requires that
a plan of treatment be developed for
those who will be counseled. Finally, in
the case of counseling performed by
other than VA personnel, the bill re-
quires a recertification of need for
counseling every 90 days. I would add,
Mr. President, that former chairman
and ranking Republican member of this
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committee, Senator MURKOWSKI, did
much to draft and support these impor-
tant safeguards.

Another feature of this bill, Mr.
President, is that, for the program to
be implemented, it must be declared an
emergency requirement by the Presi-
dent and therefore not subject to re-
strictions of the Balance Budget Act of
1985. As my colleagues know, I have
been a strong advocate of identifying
with as much specificity as possible,
the costs of the Persian Gulf war. I am
currently working with Secretary
Derwinski to identify the costs in-
curred by VA, and look forward to an
early response.

As defined by the President in the
June 1991 “Report on the Costs of Do-
mestic and International Emergency
and on the Threats Posed by the Ku-
waiti Oil Fires," an emergency require-
ment is one that necessitates funding
that is sudden, urgent, and unforeseen,
and is not permanent. In my view, the
program proposed in S. 15563 meets
these criteria, and therefore should be
budgeted as a direct cost of the war.

This measure is another example of
the remarkable bipartisan spirit on our
committee, and I thank Chairman
CRANSTON for his leadership. I would
also like to thank the committee staff
who worked on this legislation, par-
ticularly, Kim Morin, Thomas Tighe,
Bill Brew, and Ed Scott of the majority
staff, and Carrie Gavora, Yvonne Santa
Anna, and Tom Roberts of my staff. I
would also like to thank Lisa Moore, of
Senator MURKOWSKI’s staff, for her im-
portant contributions to this bill.

This is a family bill, Mr. President.
In addressing the unmet needs, S. 1553
attempts to take a holistic approach to
psychological readjustment. Its ap-
proach recognizes that war affects
more than just the veteran, and that
the concerns of his or her family go be-
yond the fear of a loved one being hurt
or killed, and indeed pervade aspects of
daily living. I think it is a remarkable
and unique response to the problems
faced by Persian Gulf veterans and
their families.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important measure.

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE REGARDING HUMAN
RIGHTS ABUSES 1IN CHINA
AGAINST WRITERS AND JOUR-
NALISTS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Foreign
Relations Committee be discharged
from further consideration of Senate
Resolution 211, regarding human rights
abuses in China against writers and
journalists; that the Senate proceed to
its consideration; that the resolution
be agreed to, and that the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table, and
that the preamble be agreed to; further
that any statements appear at an ap-
propriate place in the RECORD.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

So the resolution (S. Res. 211) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble, is
as follows:

S. REs. 211

Whereas Asia Watch, the Committee to
Protect Journalists, the Committee to End
the Chinese Gulag, and the Nieman Founda-
tion for Journalism at Harvard University
have documented the imprisonment of nu-
merous Chinese writers and journalists by
the Government of the People's Republic of
China since the Tiananmen Square Massacre;

Whereas the Government of China is re-
sponsible for the harassment of writers and
journalists and continues to imprison writ-
ers and journalists solely because of their po-
litical views;

Whereas the Government of China has
closed or suspended many publications;

Whereas, in July 1989, the Government of
China named journalist Dai Qing an ‘‘insti-
gator of turmoil” and imprisoned her until
May 1990, for her statements against the
Government's actions in the Tiananmen
Square Massacre;

Whereas Dai Qing has published a series of
articles on Chinese women which have now
been denounced and banned by the Govern-
ment of China;

Whereas Dai Qing has also published one of
the most courageous critiques of the All-
China Women's Federation, which is an orga-
nization controlled by the Chinese Party;

Whereas Dai Qing peacefully engaged in
her internationally recognized human right
of free expression;

Whereas Dai Qing remains under constant
police surveillance;

Whereas Dai Qing has been awarded a
Nieman Fellowship by Harvard University,
but has been refused a passport by the Gov-
ernment of China; and

Whereas the Government of China has an
international responsibility to respect and
uphold the rights of all of its citizens: Now
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that the President should—

(1) communicate directly to the leadership
of the Government of the People's Republic
of China the urgent concern of the Congress
and the citizens of the United States for the
rights of all political prisoners in China; and

(2) urge the Government of the People's
Republic of China to recognize the right of
Dai Qing and all Chinese writers and journal-
ists to free expression and travel.

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall
transmit a copy of this resolution to the
President.

THOMAS JEFFERSON
COMMEMORATION ACT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 307, S. 959, re-
garding the commemoration of the
260th anniversary of the birth of Thom-
as Jefferson; that the committee
amendments be agreed to, that the bill,
as amended, be deemed read three
times and passed, and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table; further
that any statements appear at an ap-
propriate place in the RECORD.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 959) to establish a commission
to commemorate the 250th anniversary
of the birth of Thomas Jefferson, which
had been reported from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with amendments; as
follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill intended to
be inserted are shown in italic.)

8. 959

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Thomas Jef-
ferson Commemoration Act''.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds and recognizes that—

(1) April 13, 1993, marks the 250th anniver-
sary of the birth of Thomas Jefferson;

(2) as author of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, Thomas Jefferson conceived and
executed an affirmation of democratic gov-
ernment unequaled in both its eloquence and
clarity;

(3) in an age of democratic awakening,
Thomas Jefferson worked to promote gov-
ernment based on the consent of the people,
to hold rulers continually responsible to the
ruled, and to secure fundamental rights and
liberties of free citizens;

(4) Thomas Jefferson was elected third
President of the United States in 1801 and
helped to establish the process by which on-
going political change is carried forward
through public debate and free elections;

(58) with the Louisiana Purchase, Thomas
Jefferson virtually doubled the size of the
United States;

(6) the genius of Thomas Jefferson also ex-
tended beyond the realm of politics and gov-
ernment, adapted classic architecture as ex-
emplified by his home at Monticello and the
grounds of the University of Virginia, set an
American standard of dignity, simplicity,
and elegance;

(7T) Thomas Jefferson encouraged American
science in its infancy, and with his friend
James Madison, laid the cornerstone of the
American tradition of religious freedom and
separation of church and state;

(8) Thomas Jefferson also championed uni-
versal public education, believing such edu-
cation essential to democratic government
a8 well as to advancement of knowledge and
the pursuit of happiness;

(9) it is appropriate to remember and renew
the legacy of Thomas Jefferson for the
American people and, indeed for all man-
kind, during a time when the light of democ-
racy is again bursting upon the world; and

(10) as the Nation approaches the 250th an-
niversary of the birth of Thomas Jefferson,
it is appropriate to celebrate and commemo-
rate this anniversary through local, na-
tional, and international observances and ac-
tivities planned and coordinated by a na-
tional commission representative of appro-
priate individual, public, and private offi-
cials and organizations.

SEC. 8. ESTABLISHMENT.

There is established the Thomas Jefferson
Commemoration Commission (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Commission’), to promote
and coordinate activities in commemoration
of the 250th anniversary of the birth of
Thomas Jefferson.

SEC. 4. FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION.

The Commission shall—
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(1) plan and develop programs and activi-
ties appropriate to commemorate the 250th
anniversary of the birth of Thomas Jeffer-
son, including a limited number of projects
to be undertaken by the Federal Government
seeking to harmonize and balance the impor-
tant goals of ceremony and celebration with
the equally important goals of scholarship
and education;

(2) generally coordinate activities through-
out the States;

(3) honor historical locations associated
with the life of Thomas Jefferson;

(4) sponsor at least one international sym-
posium pertaining to Jefferson's legacy, to
be composed of scholars, public officials, and
private citizens;

(5) recognize individuals and organizations
that have significantly contributed to the
preservation of Jefferson’s ideals, writings,
architectural designs, and other professional
accomplishments, by the award and presen-
tation of medals and certificates;

(6) encourage civic, patriotic, and histori-
cal organizations, and State and local gov-
ernments to organize and participate in an-
niversary activities commemorating Jeffer-
son’s birth; and

(7) develop and coordinate any other ac-
tivities as may be appropriate.

SEC. 5. MEMBERSHIP AND COMPOSITION.

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-
mission shall be composed of 18 members, in-
cluding—

(1) the Librarian of Congress or his dele-

gate;

(2) the Archivist of the United States or
his delegate;

(3) the President pro tempore of the Senate
or his delegate;

(4) the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives or his delegate;

(5) the Secretary of the Interior or his dele-
gate;

(6) the Secretary of the Smithsonian Insti-
tution or his delegate;

(7) the Executive Director of the Thomas
Jefferson Memorial Foundation or his dele-
gate;

(8) 5 private citizens of the United States,
appointed by the President, no more than 3
of whom shall be affiliated with the same po-
litical party;

(9) 3 private citizens of the United States,
selected by the Majority Leader of the Sen-
ate, in consultation with the Minority Lead-
er, no more than 2 of whom shall be affili-
ated with the same political party; and

(10) 3 private citizens of the United States,
selected by the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, in consultation with the Minor-
ity Leader, no more than 2 of whom shall be
affiliated with the same political party.

(b) APPOINTMENTS AND TERMS.—(1) IN GEN-
ERAL.—Each member shall be appointed
within 90 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, for the life of the Commission.

(2) CHAIRMAN.—At the time the President
nominates individuals for appointment to
the Commission pursuant to subsection
(a)(8), the President shall designate one such
individual who shall serve as Chairman of
the Commission.

(3) VACANCY.—A vacancy on the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the same manner in
which the original appointment was made.

(4) REPRESENTATION.—Individuals ap-
pointed under paragraphs (8), (9), and (10) of
subsection (a), shall be representative, to the
maximum extent possible, of the full range
of United States citizens. The Commission
members shall be chosen based on their dis-
tinctive qualifications or experience in the
fields of history, government, architecture,
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the applied sciences, or other professions
that would enhance the work of the Commis-
sion and reflect the professional accomplish-
ments of Thomas Jefferson.

(c) COMPENSATION AND TRAVEL.—(1) CoM-
PENSATION.—(A) Except as otherwise pro-
vided under paragraphs (2) and (3), each
member, other than the Chairman, shall be
paid at a rate equal to the daily equivalent
of the minimum annual rate of basic pay
payable for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5315 of title 5, United
States Code, for each day (including travel-
time) during which the member is engaged in
the actual performance of duties vested in
the Commission.

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each
day referred to in subparagraph (A) at a rate
equal to the daily equivalent of the mini-
mum annual rate or basic pay for level III of
the Executive Schedule under section 5314 of
title 5, United States Code.

(2) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—Members of the
Commission who are full-time officers or em-
ployees of the United States or Members of
Congress shall receive no additional pay on
account of their service on the Commission.

(3) TRAVEL.—While away from their homes
or regular places of business in the perform-
ance of services for the Commission, mem-
bers and employees of the Commission shall
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in lieu of subsistence, in the same man-
ner as persons employed intermittently in
the Government service are allowed expenses
under section 5703(b) of title 5, United States
Code.

SEC. 6. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet
at the call of the Chairman or a majority of
its members.

(b) APPROVAL OF ACTIONS.—All official ac-
tions of the Commission under this Act shall
be approved by the affirmative vote of no
less than a majority of the Commissioners.

(¢) ADVISORY COMMITTEES.—The Commis-
sion may appoint such ex officio advisory
committees as it determines necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

(d) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES.—
Any member or employee of the Commission
may, to the extent authorized by the Com-
mission, take any action which the Commis-
sion is authorized to take by this Act.

(e) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND
INTERMITTENT SERVICES.—The Chairman of
the Commission may procure temporary and
intermittent services under section 3109(b) of
title 5, United States Code, at the rates for
individuals which do not exceed the daily
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay
prescribed for level V of the Executive
Schedule under section 5316 of such title.

() PROCUREMENT OF SUPPLIES, SERVICES,
AND PROPERTY.—The Commission may pro-
cure supplies, services, and property, and
make or enter into contracts, leases, or
other legal agreements in order to carry out
the provisions of this Act. No contracts,
leases, or other legal agreements made or en-
tered into by the Commission shall extend
beyond the date of termination of the Com-
mission. All supplies and property acquired
by the Commission under this Act which re-
main in the possession of the Commission on
the date of termination of the Commission
shall become the property of the General
Services Administration upon the date of
termination.

(g) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN-
CIEs.—The Commission may secure directly
from any department or agency of the Unit-
ed States Information necessary to enable it
to carry out this Act. Upon request of the
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Chairman of the Commission, the head of
such department or agency shall furnish
such information to the Commission.

(h) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—
The Administrator of General Services shall
provide to the Commission on a reimburs-
able basis such administrative support serv-
ices as the Commission may request.

(i) MAILS.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States.

SEC. 7. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF.

(a) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Chairman,
with the advice of the Commission, shall ap-
point, without regard to the provisions of
title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, an
executive director who may be compensated
at a rate not to exceed the rate of basic pay
payable for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule established under section 5315 of such
title.

(b) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.—The Commis-
sion may appoint and fix the compensation
of additional personnel, without regard to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service, and without regard to chapter 51 and
subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title re-
lating to classification and General Schedule
pay rates, except that the rate of pay for
such personnel may not exceed the rate pay-
able for level V of the Executive Schedule
under 5316 of such title.

(c) PERSONNEL DETAIL AUTHORIZED.—Upon
request of the chairman, the head of any
Federal agency is authorized to detail, on a
reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis, any
of the personnel of such agency to the Com-
mission to assist in carrying out its duties
under this Act.

SEC. 8. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE COMMISSION.

(a) DONATIONS.—The Commission is author-
ized to accept donations of money, personal
services, and property including books,
manuscripts, miscellaneous printed matter,
memorabilia, relics and other materials re-
lated to Thomas Jefferson.

(b) USE oF FUNDS.—Funds donated to the
Commission may be used by the Commission
in order to carry out the purposes of this
Act. The source and amount of such funds
shall be listed in the interim and final re-
ports under section 9.

(¢) VOLUNTEER SERVICES.—The Commission
may accept the volunteer services of private
individuals or companies as the Commission
determines necessary.

(d) REMAINING FuNDS.—Funds remaining
upon the date of termination of the Commis-
sion shall be used to ensure the proper dis-
position of property donated to the Commis-
sion as specified in the Commission's final
report under section 9.

SEC. 9. REPORT.

(a) INTERIM REPORT.—No later than Decem-
ber 31, 1992, the Commission shall prepare
and submit to the Congress and the Presi-
dent of the United States a report on the ac-
tivities of the Commissionl, including an ac-
counting of funds received and expended].
The report shall include an accounting of funds
received and erpended by the Commission, in-
cluding a description of the products or services
received by the Commission in connection with
the erpenditures, the identity of the provider of
the products or services, and the amount paid to
the provider by the Commission.

(b} FINAL REPORT.—No later than Decem-
ber 31, 1993, the Commission shall submit to
the President and to the Congress a final re-
port. The final report shall contain the find-
ings, conclusions, and recommendations of
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the Commission[, and a final accounting of
funds received and expended). The final report
shall include a final accounting of funds re-
ceived and expended by the Commission, includ-
ing a description of the products or services re-
ceived by the Commission in connection with the
erpenditures, the identity of the provider of the
products or services, and the amount paid to the
provider by the Commission. Specific rec-
ommendations concerning the final disposi-
tion of historically significant items donated
to the Commission under section 8 shall also
be contained in the final report.

(¢) ADDITIONAL VIEWS.—The final report
shall include additional views of members
concerning the Commission’s recommenda-
tions under subsection (b), at the request of
such members.

SEC. 10, TERMINATION.

The Commission shall terminate no later
than 60 days following submission of the
final report required by section 8.

SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the provisions of this Act $250,000
for the 1992 fiscal year, $250,000 for the 1993
fiscal year, and $125,000 for the period begin-
ning on October 1, 1993, and ending on De-
cember 31, 1993. Amounts appropriated under
this section for any fiscal year shall remain
available until 60 days after December 31,
1993. The total appropriations authorized
under this Act for the purpose of this Act
shall not exceed $625,000.

The committee amendments were

agreed to.

The bill (S. 959) as amended, was
deemed read a third time and passed,
as follows:

8. 959

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Thomas Jef-
ferson Commemoration Act''.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds and recognizes that—

(1) April 13, 1993, marks the 250th anniver-
sary of the birth of Thomas Jefferson;

(2) as author of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, Thomas Jefferson conceived and
executed an affirmation of democratic gov-
ernment unequaled in both its eloquence and
clarity;

(3) in an age of democratic awakening,
Thomas Jefferson worked to promote gov-
ernment based on the consent of the people,
to hold rulers continually responsible to the
ruled, and to secure fundamental rights and
liberties of free citizens;

(4) Thomas Jefferson was elected third
President of the United States in 1801 and
helped to establish the process by which on-
going political change is carried forward
through public debate and free elections;

(5) with the Louisiana Purchase, Thomas
Jefferson virtually doubled the size of the
United States;

(6) the genius of Thomas Jefferson also ex-
tended beyond the realm of politics and gov-
ernment, adapted classic architecture as ex-
emplified by his home at Monticello and the
grounds of the University of Virginia, set an
American standard of dignity, simplicity,
and elegance;

(7) Thomas Jefferson encouraged American
science in its infancy, and with his friend
James Madison, laid the cornerstone of the
Amerjcan tradition of religious freedom and
separation of church and state;

(8) Thomas Jefferson also championed uni-
versal public education, believing such edu-
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cation essential to democratic government
as well as to advancement of knowledge and
the pursuit of happiness;

(9) it is appropriate to remember and renew
the legacy of Thomas Jefferson for the
American people and, indeed for all man-
kind, during a time when the light of democ-
racy is again bursting upon the world; and

(10) as the Nation approaches the 250th an-
niversary of the birth of Thomas Jefferson,
it is appropriate to celebrate and commemo-
rate this anniversary through local, na-
tional, and international observances and ac-
tivities planned and coordinated by a na-
tional commission representative of appro-
priate individual, public, and private offi-
cials and organizations.

SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT.

There is established the Thomas Jefferson
Commemoration Commission (hereafter re-
ferred to as the “Commission”), to promote
and coordinate activities in commemoration
of the 250th anniversary of the birth of
Thomas Jefferson.

SEC. 4. FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION.

The Commission shall—

(1) plan and develop programs and activi-
ties appropriate to commemorate the 250th
anniversary of the birth of Thomas Jeffer-
son, including a limited number of projects
to be undertaken by the Federal Government
seeking to harmonize and balance the impor-
tant goals of ceremony and celebration with
the equally important goals of scholarship
and education;

(2) generally coordinate activities through-
out the States;

(3) honor historical locations associated
with the life of Thomas Jefferson;

(4) sponsor at least one international sym-
posium pertaining to Jefferson’s legacy, to
be composed of scholars, public officials, and
private citizens;

(5) recognize individuals and organizations
that have significantly contributed to the
preservation of Jefferson's ideals, writings,
architectural designs, and other professional
accomplishments, by the award and presen-
tation of medals and certificates;

(6) encourage civic, patriotic, and histori-
cal organizations, and State and local gov-
ernments to organize and participate in an-
niversary activities commemorating Jeffer-
son’s birth; and

(7) develop and coordinate any other ac-
tivities as may be appropriate.

SEC. 5. MEMBERSHIP AND COMPOSITION.

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-
mission shall be composed of 18 members, in-
cluding—

(1) the Librarian of Congress or his dele-
gate;

(2) the Archivist of the United States or
his delegate;

(3) the President pro tempore of the Senate
or his delegate;

(4) the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives or his delegate;

(5) the Secretary of the Interior or his dele-

gate

(6) the Secretary of the Smithsonian Insti-
tution or his delegate;

(T) the Executive Director of the Thomas
Jefferson Memorial Foundation or his dele-
gate;

(8) 5 private citizens of the United States,
appointed by the President, no more than 3
of whom shall be affiliated with the same po-
litical party;

(9) 3 private citizens of the United States,
selected by the Majority Leader of the Sen-
ate, in consultation with the Minority Lead-
er, no more than 2 of whom shall be affili-
ated with the same political party; and
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(10) 3 private citizens of the United States,
selected by the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, in consultation with the Minor-
ity Leader, no more than 2 of whom shall be
affiliated with the same political party.

(b) APPOINTMENTS AND TERMS.—(1) IN GEN-
ERAL.—Each member shall be appointed
within 90 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, for the life of the Commission.

(2) CHAIRMAN.—At the time the President
nominates individuals for appointment to
the Commission pursuant to subsection
(a)(8), the President shall designate one such
individual who shall serve as Chairman of
the Commission.

(3) VACANCY.—A vacancy on the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the same manner in
which the original appointment was made.

(4) REPRESENTATION.—Individuals ap-
pointed under paragraphs (8), (9), and (10) of
subsection (a), shall be representative, to the
maximum extent possible, of the full range
of United States citizens. The Commission
members shall be chosen based on their dis-
tinctive qualifications or experience in the
fields of history, government, architecture,
the applied sciences, or other professions
that would enhance the work of the Commis-
sion and reflect the professional accomplish-
ments of Thomas Jefferson.

(c) COMPENSATION AND TRAVEL.—(1) CoM-
PENSATION.—(A) Except as otherwise pro-
vided under paragraphs (2) and (3), each
member, other than the Chairman, shall be
paid at a rate equal to the daily equivalent
of the minimum annual rate of basic pay
payable for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 65315 of title 5, United
States Code, for each day (including travel-
time) during which the member is engaged in
the actual performance of duties vested in
the Commission.

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each
day referred to in subparagraph (A) at a rate
equal to the daily equivalent of the mini-
mum annual rate or basic pay for level III of
the Executive Schedule under section 5314 of
title 5, United States Code.

(2) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—Members of the
Commission who are full-time officers or em-
ployees of the United States or Members of
Congress shall receive no additional pay on
account of their service on the Commission.

(3) TRAVEL.—While away from their homes
or regular places of business in the perform-
ance of services for the Commission, mem-
bers and employees of the Commission shall
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in lieu of subsistence, in the same man-
ner as persons employed intermittently in
the Government service are allowed expenses
under section 5703(b) of title 5, United States
Code.

SEC. 6. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.

{a) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet
at the call of the Chairman or a majority of
its members.

(b) APPROVAL OF ACTIONS.—All official ac-
tions of the Commission under this Act shall
be approved by the affirmative vote of no
less than a majority of the Commissioners.

(¢c) ADVISORY COMMITTEES.—The Commis-
sion may appoint such ex officio advisory
committees as it determines necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

(d) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES.—
Any member or employee of the Commission
may, to the extent authorized by the Com-
mission, take any action which the Commis-
sion is authorized to take by this Act.

(¢) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND
INTERMITTENT SERVICES.—The Chairman of
the Commission may procure temporary and
intermittent services under section 3109(b) of

November 15, 1991

title 5, United States Code, at the rates for
individuals which do not exceed the daily
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay
prescribed for level V of the Executive
Schedule under section 5316 of such title.

(f) PROCUREMENT OF SUPPLIES, SERVICES,
AND PROPERTY.—The Commission may pro-
cure supplies, services, and property, and
make or enter into contracts, leases, or
other legal agreements in order to carry out
the provisions of this Act. No contracts,
leases, or other legal agreements made or en-
tered into by the Commission shall extend
beyond the date of termination of the Com-
mission. All supplies and property acquired
by the Commission under this Act which re-
main in the possession of the Commission on
the date of termination of the Commission
shall become the property of the General
Services Administration upon the date of
termination.

(g) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Commission may secure directly
from any department or agency of the Unit-
ed States information necessary to enable it
to carry out this Act. Upon request of the
Chairman of the Commission, the head of
such department or agency shall furnish
such information to the Commission.

(h) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—
The Administrator of General Services shall
provide to the Commission on a reimburs-
able basis such administrative support serv-
ices as the Commission may request.

(1) MALs.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States.

SEC. 7. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF.

(a) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Chairman,
with the advice of the Commission, shall ap-
point, without regard to the provisions of
title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, an
executive director who may be compensated
at a rate not to exceed the rate of basic pay
payable for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule established under section 5315 of such
title.

(b) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.—The Commis-
sion may appoint and fix the compensation
of additional personnel, without regard to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service, and without regard to chapter 51 and
subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title re-
lating to classification and General Schedule
pay rates, except that the rate of pay for
such personnel may not exceed the rate pay-
able for level V of the Executive Schedule
under 5316 of such title.

(¢) PERSONNEL DETAIL AUTHORIZED.—Upon
request of the chairman, the head of any
Federal agency is authorized to detail, on a
reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis, any
of the personnel of such agency to the Com-
mission to assist in carrying out its duties
under this Act.

SEC. 8. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE COMMISSION.

(a) DONATIONS.—The Commission is author-
ized to accept donations of money, personal
services, and property including books,
manuscripts, miscellaneous printed matter,
memorabilia, relics and other materials re-
lated to Thomas Jefferson.

(b) Use oF FUNDS.—Funds donated to the
Commission may be used by the Commission
in order to carry out the purposes of this
Act. The source and amount of such funds
shall be listed in the interim and final re-
ports under section 9.

(c) VOLUNTEER SERVICES.—The Commission
may accept the volunteer services of private
individuals or companies as the Commission
determines necessary.
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(d) REMAINING FUNDS.—Funds remaining
upon the date of termination of the Commis-
sion shall be used to ensure the proper dis-
position of property donated to the Commis-
sion as specified in the Commission's final
report under section 9.

SEC. 8. REPORT.

(a) INTERIM REPORT.—No later than Decem-
ber 31, 1992, the Commission shall prepare
and submit to the Congress and the Presi-
dent of the United States a report on the ac-
tivities of the Commission. The report shall
include an accounting of funds received and
expended by the Commission, including a de-
scription of the products or services received
by the Commission in connection with the
expenditures, the identity of the provider of
the products or services, and the amount
paid to the provider by the Commission.

(b) FINAL REPORT.—No later than Decem-
ber 31, 1993, the Commission shall submit to
the President and to the Congress a final re-
port. The final report shall contain the find-
ings, conclusions, and recommendations of
the Commission. The final report shall in-
clude a final accounting of funds received
and expended by the Commission, including
a description of the products or services re-
ceived by the Commission in connection
with the expenditures, the identity of the
provider of the products or services, and the
amount paid to the provider by the Commis-
sion. Specific recommendations concerning
the final disposition of historically signifi-
cant items donated to the Commission under
section 8 shall also be contained in the final
report.

(c) ADDITIONAL VIEWS.—The final report
shall include additional views of members
concerning the Commission’s recommenda-
tions under subsection (b), at the request of
such members.

SEC. 10. TERMINATION.

The Commission shall terminate no later
than 60 days following submission of the
final report required by section 8.

SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the provisions of this Act $250,000
for the 1992 fiscal year, $250,000 for the 1993
fiscal year, and $125,000 for the period begin-
ning on October 1, 1993, and ending on De-
cember 31, 1993, Amounts appropriated under
this section for any fiscal year shall remain
available until 60 days after December 31,
1993. The total appropriations authorized
under this Act for the purpose of this Act
shall not exceed $625,000.

MEASURE PLACED ON
CALENDAR—S,. 1980

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that S. 1980, intro-
duced earlier today by Senator
McCAIN, be placed on the calendar.

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, at mid-
night last night Midway Airlines
grounded its planes. As a result of the
souring of a proposed merger with
Northwest, Midway ran out of cash and
was forced to shut down. The loss of
Midway, one of the two remaining
post-deregulation carriers, means that
we are now that much farther away
from fulfilling the promise of airline
deregulation.

When Congress passed the Airline De-
regulation Act in 1978, the American
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consumer was promised that free com-
petition and open entry would provide
better service and lower fares. For the
first few years of deregulation, new air-
lines flourished, and the promise was
fulfilled. Since the mid-1980's, however,
we have seen increasing concentration
in the industry, rising barriers to
entry, and a lessening of competition.

Consider the litany of airlines that
are no longer here or are in financial
straits: Braniff and Eastern are out of
business; today, it appears that Mid-
way will join them; Pan Am has been
broken apart and is a mere shell of its
former glory; and Continental, TWA,
and America West are all seeking reor-
ganization under court protection.

Mr. President, we must attempt to
help the airline industry remain com-
petitive and prevent the failure of air-
line deregulation. The legislation
which I am proposing today, a modi-
fication in the permissible level of for-
eign investment in U.S. airlines, will
help troubled carriers survive and pro-
vide procompetitive benefits to air
travelers.

Secretary Skinner has identified the
need for capital as the No. 1 problem
facing the airline industry today. The
effects of the gulf war and the reces-
sion have combined to burden the in-
dustry with record losses and cut off
additional capital to all but the strong-
est carriers. Given the financial prob-
lems in the airline industry, some have
suggested that the Government bailout
our failing carriers. I cannot agree
with that. Instead, I am proposing a
modification in the law governing for-
eign investment to increase the per-
missible level of foreign investment
from 25 to 49 percent. This change will
open up the ability of airlines to obtain
investment capital not only from do-
mestic sources but also internation-
ally.

Frankly, Mr. President, America
West, an airline very important to Ari-
zona, can benefit from increased access
to foreign capital. America West,
founded in 1982, is the embodiment of
what airline deregulation is about.
With its low costs and motivated em-
ployees, America West has raised the
level of competition throughout the en-
tire airline industry. The loss of Amer-
ica West would mean more concentra-
tion, higher fares, and fewer travel op-
tions.

In addition, America West plays a
key role in Arizona's economy. It is
one of the largest private employers in
the State, with nearly 10,000 employ-
ees. America West also provides the
State with world-class air service and
connections, contributing to Arizona's
business environment.

Mr. President, I do not come easily
to the proposal to allow increased for-
eign investment in our domestic avia-
tion industry. It is troubling to me to
come to the conclusion that the future
of the U.S. aviation industry—histori-
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cally, the world’s leader—depends on
foreign investment for survivial. Yet,
the alternative, more failed airlines,
lost jobs, and less competition, is unac-
ceptable.

To assure that any foreign invest-
ment does not harm U.S. interests or
the long-term future of the domestic
airline industry, this legislation in-
cludes several protections. First, while
the legislation allows up to 49 percent
foreign investment in a U.S. airline, no
single foreign investor may own more
than 25 percent of the investment. Sec-
ond, the Secretary of Transportation
must approve any total level of foreign
investment above the current statu-
tory limit of 25 percent. Before approv-
ing such higher levels of investment,
the Secretary must determine that: re-
ciprocal investment rights are avail-
able for U.S. citizens; no foreign person
involved in the transaction is substan-
tially owned or controlled by a foreign
government; competition in the domes-
tic airline industry will be enhanced by
the transaction; and the foreign invest-
ment will not adversely affect the na-
tional security interests of the United
States or unfairly disadvantage U.S.
aircraft manufacturers.

Mr. President, if we want to salvage
airline deregulation, now is the time to
act. This proposed change in the for-
eign investment statute will not cor-
rect all of the problems of airline de-
regulation. The legislation will, how-
ever, provide additional capability for
distressed airlines, including America
West, to survive the current period and
fulfill the promise of deregulation.

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, NOVEMBER
18, 1991

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until 12 noon, Monday,
November 18; that following the pray-
er, the Journal of the proceedings be
deemed approved to date; that follow-
ing the time for the two leaders, there
be a period for morning business, not
to extend beyond 1 p.m., with Senators
permitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each; that at 1 p.m. the Senate
resume consideration of S. 543, the
banking bill.

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Sen-
ators should be aware, as previously in-
dicated in writing and in repeated pub-
lic statements, that rollcall votes now
can occur at any time on any business
day of the week during which the Sen-
ate is in session. That will be the case
on Monday. Since we will not be com-
ing in until noon and going in until 1,
I think Senators can be reassured that
any votes that may occur will not



32396

occur until mid-to-late afternoon at
the earliest.

I will consult with the distinguished
Republican leader on the status of the
attendance on both sides and try to ac-
commodate as many Senators as pos-
sible.

But rollcall votes are possible on
Monday. We do not know what amend-
ments will be offered on Monday, what
may occur, but Senators should be here
in session and prepared to vote on Mon-
day should that become necessary at
any time from approximately the mid-
dle of the afternoon on, and we will
consult on the schedules of as many
Senators as possible.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield.

Mr. DOLE. I assume if conference re-
ports are available, they might also be
discussed on Monday.

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes.

Mr. President, we previously dis-
cussed the necessity, not just the im-
portance, but the necessity of acting
on the defense authorization and the
defense appropriations measures, and I
hope that we are going to be able to get
to those as soon as possible.

In addition, I am advised the Appro-
priations Committee today reported
out a supplemental appropriations bill,
and it is my hope that we can move to
that as soon as possible.

So the possibility exists for action
commencing as early as Monday on
some of these measures depending upon
how promptly action occurs on the
banking bill, and Senators should be
aware of that and on notice in that re-
gard.

RECESS UNTIL MONDAY,
NOVEMBER 18, 1991

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate and no other Senator is
seeking recognition, I now ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate stand in
recess as previously ordered.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 8:03 p.m., recessed until Monday, No-
vember 18, 1991, at 12 noon.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate November 15, 1991:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

DEBRA RUSSELL BOWLAND, OF LOUISIANA, TO BE DI-
RECTOR OF THE OFFICE FOR VICTIMS OF CRIME (NEW
POSITION).

JAMES H. GROSSMAN, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE CHAIR-
MAN OF THE FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT COMMIS-
SION OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE TERM EXPIRING
SEPTEMBER 30, 1994, VICE STANLEY L. GLOD, TERM EX-
PIRED.

FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS AUTHORITY
ALAN ROBERT SWENDIMAN, OF MARYLAND, TO BE
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS

AUTHORITY FOR A TERM OF FIVE YEARS, VICE KATH-
LEEN DAY KOCH.

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE
HUMANITIES

KENNY JACKSON WILLIAMS, OF NORTH CAROLINA, TO
BE A MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE HU-
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MANITIES FOR A TERM EXPIRING JANUARY 26, 1996, VICE
MARY JOSEPHINE CONRAD CRESIMORE, TERM EXPIRED.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

FREDERICK VREELAND, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO
THE KINGDOM OF MOROCCO.

IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR PERMANENT
PROMOTION IN THE U.S. AIR FORCE, UNDER THE PROVI-
SIONS OF SECTION 628, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE,
AS AMENDED, WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED
BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE.

JUDGE ADVOCATE
To be colonel

CLIFTON D DANIE]
JACK H MORGAN

THE FOLLOWING OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE
REGULAR AIR FORCE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE
10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 531, WITH A VIEW TO
DESIGNATION UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10,
UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 8067, TO PERFORM DU-
TIES INDICATED WITH THE GRADE AND DATE OF RANK
TO BE DETERMINED BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR
FORCE PROVIDED THAT IN NO CASE SHALL THE FOLLOW-
ING OFFICERS BE APPOINTED IN A HIGHER GRADE THAN
THAT INDICATED.

MEDICAL CORPS
To be colonel

SCOTOLIFF HECTOR A ARROYO|
GEORGE E CRAWFORD
JAY D SPRENG

To be lieutenant colonel
MELVIN A BAYNE [958 X

THOMAS O WEBER [fesesd
RANDALL T WISDOM

To be major
MARK A JEFFRIES, 312-64-4624
DENTAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel

PAUL N. ANDERSON [Siirsvv s
CARL A. BIFANO XXX xx X..

ROBERT B. LARSEN XOOXXX..
FRANK T. ROBERTS,

To be major

DEBORAH S. CRECRAFT [ RTEM
TERENCE J. KINYON [l
MICHAEL P. KLEPCZ YR
GARY C. MARTIN [Ranev
ERIK J. MEYERS
STEVEN M. SILVERS|SEa

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS FOR APPOINTMENT AS
RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE, IN GRADE INDICATED,
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES
CODE, SECTION 593, WITH A VIEW TO DESIGNATION
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES
CODE, SECTION 8067, TO PERFORM THE DUTIES INDI-
CATED.

MEDICAL CORPS
To be colonel
ANDRE V. GIBALDI WS
To be lieutenant colonel

TERRELL K. HERBER TSRS 8% Sl
ELWOOD W. HOPKINS, XXX-XX-X...
CRAIG D. SILVERTON [ S S
THOMAS W. TOWNSEND

ARNATH UNAHALEKHAK?Z

THE FOLLOWING AIR FORCE OFFICER FOR APPOINT-
MENT AS PERMANENT PROFESSOR, U.S. AIR FORCE
ACADEMY, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 8333(B),
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be colonel

GUNTHER A. MUELLER, P SV

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED
STATES OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN THE RESERVE OF
THE AIR FORCE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 593
AND 8379, TITLE 10 OF THE UNITED STATES CODE. PRO-
MOTIONS MADE UNDER SECTION 8379 AND CONFIRMED BY
THE SENATE UNDER SECTION 593 SHALL BEAR AN EFFEC-
TIVE DATE ESTABLISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SEC-
TION 8374, TITLE 10 OF THE UNITED STATES CODE. (EF-
FECTIVE DATE FOLLOWS SERIAL NUMBER)

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be lieutenant colonel

MAJ. MICHAEL T. ALLEN 8/9/91
MAJ. ARLEN L. ANDERSON, 8/3/91
MAJ. JAMES H. BOEKENOOGEN. 8181

MAJ. JAMES M. CARTER, JR /381
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MAJ. BENJAMIN F. JABLECKL JR. B S9N
MAJ. BILLY M. JAMES, oo oo @i 8/3/91
MAJ. RICHARD C. JULIAN.[PYS'SV'C'@N
MAJ. DONNA K. KNIGHT, Boo O o
MAJ. RONALD H. MARTIN [Fevvines
MAJ. JEROME C. OLIN, [PPo e Suli/26/9!
MAJ. JERRY E. ROGERSBRFOTEEM 8
MAJ. RICHARD E. SELTZER BVoov o ol
MAJ. DENNIS L. SMITH BPeSvo
MAJ. JOHN M. WHITE, BRSO O

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERALS DEPARTMENT

MAJ. JAMES E. HALEY, 8/3/91
CHAPLAIN CORPS

MAJ. NEAL F. MCBRIDE [Je¢OvO @ 8/24/91

MEDICAL SCIENCES CORPS
MAJ. MARK J. HOWARD, Qoo Qoo @N8/24/91
BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES CORPS

MAJ. DAVID E. BLUM‘WI

MAJ. WESLEY R. CLARK), 713/91
MEDICAL CORPS

MAJ. JAIME H. cmconm,ml

MAJ. EARL R. HARRISON, JR. 1091

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN THE
RESERVE OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES, UNDER
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, U.S.C. SECTIONS 593(A);
AND 3385:

8/10/91

XXX-XX-X...

ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be colonel

ABBOTT, CHARLES G.
FURSTNOW, RUSSELL F|
SCHARP, ROBERT C.

To be lieutenant colonal
BOYER, DAVID W. [Jyawm

WRIGHT, FRANK H. IV xx-xx-x...
ARMY NURSE CORPS

To be lieutenant colonel
DOHERTY, THOMAW
LORENZO, ROSE A.

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL CORPS

To be lieutentnt colonel

HARAN, MICHAEL M. JRana
MEDICAL CORPS

To be lieutenant colonel

COPLEY, DONALD J. [ aval

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINT-
MENTS AS PERMANENT PROFESSOR AT THE U.S. MILI-
TARY ACADEMY UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10,
U.S.C., SECTION 4333(B):

HALLUMS, JAMES D.
WATTENDORF, JOHN
ALLBEE, DAVID C.
GRUBBS, JOHN H.

IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN
THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, UNDER THE APPRO-
PRIATE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 624, TITLE 10, UNITED
STATES CODE, AS AMENDED, WITH DATES OF RANK TO
BE DETERMINED BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be colonel

RONALD M. ADAMS Bvevauviig
JAY R. ADSIT xxx xx x

XXX-XX-X...

MARGAR.ET H.
JAMES B. ARMOR,

MICHAEL 8. ARMSTRONG B8 aa
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FRANK B. ARNEMANN, JRPSYS'SN
DAVID A. ARTHUR WSS
CLINTON J. ASBURY, XXX-XX-X...
KEITH R. ASHBY B a% e
WALTER B. AVILABRSSv S
CHARLES P. AZUKASBY'S SN
RONALD L. BAGLEY[BY%' 89S
JAMES W. BAILEY, 1110 S S
ROSANNE BAILEY [ 8v SN

G. THOMAS BAKERPIO'S%'S
RAYMOND G. BAKER [%9' @S
BRUCE C. BALBIN[J#'Sv SN
MILES A. BALDWINER S
DORIN E. BALLS[PRSOEN
ROBERT D. BALPH, IIB% oS

SAMUEL J. BAPTISTHR eSS
JAMES V. BARAGERBVWSPSH
GARY L. BARBER[JG'EYES
RONALD L. BARBER BSOS
ROBERT A. BARLOWRS S SR
JEFFERY R. BARNET 08 S an
RICHARD J. BARRINGERBG'SS'SS
RONALD 8. BARTL! XXX-XX-X.
PATRICK M. BARTNESSEG e 'S aa
ROGER D. BASKI XXX-XX-X...
WILLIAM E. BAXTERBGS 'S o
WARD D. BEIGHTOL[JY%'S 'S
JOHN W. BELL, JREPVISVOM
HAROLD J. BEI WU xxx-XX- X...
RICHARD M. BEREIT{S' S
THOMAS M. BERESEVS'SSEN

DON K. BERRY, IISR0Soean
THOMAS D. BERTRANDBREWEES
KEITH A. BETSCHP e '
LARRY E. BICKELROEEES
RANDALL K. BIGUM WSS
CHARLES R. BISBEE, IIJSe'Sv s
STANLEY T. BISHOPBY S Se SN
THOMAS J. BISHOPRR S S SN

CARLTON L. BJER & XXX-XX-X....
RAYMOND C. BJORKLUND|[BS'S%' SR
PETER N. BLAUFARBG S a'aN

JAMES D. BOGENRIEFE S SN
ROBERT C. BOGSTIER S SN
CHARLES J. BOHN, I a v
RICHARD W. BONNELL, SRIESSES
CHARLES J. BO! 3| XXX-XX-X...
JOHN W. BOOHER[JRW ey
CARTER A. BORLAND PR S Ea
DONALD B. BORTNER [J¥%'S%'aas
STEPHEN E. BOVICHBGS%'S
ALLEN B. BOWSER[%%&%S
STEPHEN D. BOYCERY S SR
GARY 8. BOYLEWSwEg
DAVID J. BOYLESEG RS
TIMOTHY 8. BRADY [J9eae'aY
CHARLES L. BRAMMEIER,
RONALD N. BRAUNHARDT[JR% %o
JOHN A, BREEDZ v Ewaa

RICHARD L. BRENNEREVGEIEEE
THOMAS E. BRETZ, JR{EGEEEES
ALAN J. BRIDING S 'S
MARVIN J. BRIG! SR XXX-XX-X...
ROBERT 8. BRODEL[BVSWISES
ROBERT L. BROOKS [I%9'a% s
ROGER W. BROOKS S¥aeay
ARNOLD M. BROWER B S'a'as
BRUCE A. BROWN[[R 'S aan

SAMUEL D. BROWN, JR|BNeaevav
THOMAS F. BROWN[P e
THOMAS R. BROWN, JR{BSSIN

MICHAEL L. BUCK [ as s
WILLIAM C. BUCKLEY JRe' S e
VICTOR P. BUDURA, JRERS S S
STEPHEN D. BULL, IT[§%%Sea'an
JAMES J. BUMGARDNERS S
JAMES E. BURKERa e
JOSEPH G. BURK v
ROBERT E. BUSCH, 1IBa's
RICHARD E. BUTLEREW S S
WILLIAM A. BYRNER S s
JOHN J. CABAN A e

HARRY M. CALCUTT, JRgRO S S
CLARENCE L. CAMPBELL, JRIFGSv v
REGIS CA!

XXX-XX-X...
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PATRICK J. COLLSO] xxx XX-X..
STEPHEN R. CONNE!
MELANIE B. COOKE B S S
DAVID H. COOKERLY Be@ ey
LARRY H. COOPER [J9%'S%'S'S

N XXX-XX-X....
THOMAS E. HARPER[PSS'SOSER
ELIZABETH A. HARRELL|JYWSVSIE
WILLIAM S. HARRELL, JRESS' S Sv

XXX-XX~. X .
XXX-XX-X.
XXX-XX-X...

CAROL C. ELLIO
MICHAEL R. ENG
RICHARD H. ESTES

MICHAEL E. FAIN
JOHN F. FAIRB.

LAWRENCE R.
JAMES F. KENDRIC!

PATRICK J. MADD
EDWARD C. MAHEN,

DOUGLAS L. HARDIN[JNWMN
GARY R. HARMON [
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JON L. MARTINSONB%%' SN
ANDREW MATARESEPYSSTS S
KERRY MAY YRS e
WILLIAM T. MAYALL{JY SV SSN

BRANFORD J. MCALLISTERBYS'SVS '

MARC A. MCBRIDEB%%9'S%9' a3
ROY A. MCCALLA [p%'8%'S'd
RONALD A. MCC L XxX-XX-X.
EDWARD J. MCCLURE, JRIBUSS S
LARRY D. MCCONNELL [Sv 'S
THOMAS E. MCCOY e o
ALFRED P. MCCRACKEN BSOS
JOSEPH J. MCCUERS'S S

MARY S. MCCULLY [JY%'S%' S
RICHARD H. MCDOW [Srvraviavas
TEDDIE M. MCFARLANDISVGE SRS
JAMES W. MCGUIRE[B¥e' S S
PATRICIA A. MCKELV Y B0 S SR

ANTHONY H. MCKENNA, JRESV SIS

RONALD L. MCKIM [piSewvas
RICHARD W. MCKINNEY PY%'ST s
DUNCAN J. MCNABB [J¥%'SY'S'3
JOHN M. MCNABEB, JRYW'SY'S'SS

JOSEPH B. MCNICHOLS, J RSOSSN

JACK E. MCPHIESW S 'S
CHARLES H. MEAD PSSO
PHILLIP 8. MEILINGEH 'S¢ SaN

RICHARD A. MENTEMEY ERBWSYSES

ROOSEVELT MERCER, JRE%%'SS'aN
GARY W. MERRELL{SR S S
ARTHUR C. MICHEL[BSW'S S
JOHN K. MIDDENDOR F B8 S
JERRY W. MILAM PSS
CHARLES N. MILLER[SYS'S'SaN
MICHAEL J. MILLERY'SYS'SN
WARREN J. MILLERSSSC S
KENNETH MILLS[Eee' S
RANDY W. MILLS|R%'S%'S
SCOTT E. MILLSSRW' S S
RICHARD W. MILNER S/ Se S
ROBERT P. MIMS[E o ae SR
LOUIS E. MITCH: S| XXX-XX-X...
JOHN W. MOGGE, JRiggeaay
GEORGE M. MONROE RS 'S SIS
DAVID L. MOODY geavead

DONNA R. MOONEY BV
WILLIAM O. MOONEY [B' S/
CARVER MOORE [Sp%' @'
MICHAEL F. MOORE[B¥%' S9SN
WILLIAM D. K. MORA B XXX-XX-X...
FRANKLIN M. MORGAN S 'S
EDWARD G. MORROW, 1% s
WILLIAM J. MULCAHY, JRESGO'EE S
RICHARD MULLERY B0 as e
RICHARD C. MURROW SR
ROBERT E. NEDERGA ARDSY''EE' SIS
CHRISTOPHER R. NELSONBGS 'S SN
DENNIS E. NEWHOUSER %%
DONALD W. NEWTON V'
ALAN J. NIEDBALSKI[EVEEES
JAMES A. NORRIS|PRe' S aEs
CRAIG M. NORTHRUT|B%'SaaN
RICHARD L. OBORN e se'ad
MILES M. OBRIEN, JRBee'ae i
THOMAS W. OBRIEN, I1I[g%wva's
KEVIN J. OCONNOR 'S S'a
MICHAEL P. OCONNOR [pig%'@e' s
RICHARD M. OCONNOR S8
LARRY W. ODOM SRS a'as
THOMAS J. OLDENBURGSSSES
THOMAS W. OLDHAM [Sv vy
DAVID L. OLESER S e
WILLIAM D. ORCU XXX-XX-X...
ROBERT W. OSBURN [JVvavvas
STAFFORD W. OUDERK
STEVE O. OUZTSjgeeasad
JEROME P. PALANUK] xxX-XX-X
WILLIAM F. PARASKARSY'SY'S
GREGORY S. PARNEL LIV
WADE L. PATON [y s
CHARLES H. PATRUMBYW S S
WILLIAM D. PATTON[B S
JOHN 8. PA XXX-XX-X...
MYHRE E. PAULSON, JH{BSoatSva
GARY D. PAYTON [ XXX-XXX...
ROBERT H. PE XXX-XX-X..
JASON A. PERIDO; xxX-XX-X...
ROBERT N. PETERMANBG' S
DONALD P. PETTITR S aaR
FRED G. PHILLIPS, JHEV S a
FRANK A. PICKART e
MICHAEL R. PIKULA, JRIVSaa
STEPHEN R. PINGEL[JR e
JAMES J. POLAND, 1 I avv v

STEPHEN R. POPELK AJNMNNGy
WILLIAM F. PORTER[FSIASY
DAVID F. POSTELL{JNNG
JON S. POWELL Ry
THOMAS J. PO B X XX-XX-X...
GREGORY H. POWER [N
MYRON R. PRICE JRR &%
JOHN P. PRIECKO[S S
CHARLES S. PUGSLEY, 1T{Wivamy
JEFFERY A. QUIRK{INE
THOMAS G. RACKLE YNy
MICHAEL F. RADERJWS 1N
JERRY M. RAPER[FRNSSI

ALAN C. RAY [Pyl

MARTIN L. RAYNOK{SWISIRE
STEVEN J. REDMAN NN
WILLIAM H. REEVE 8% aa
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MICHAEL G. REEVES B ST SaR
JOHN F. REICHART%%'® xx -X.
VICTOR E. RENUART, XXX-XX-X..

ROBERT E. REYNOLDS, JRIYS'ST'S X
HAROLD S. RHOADS [pYW'S 'S
KAREN S. RHODEY [J¢av S
WILLIAM H. RICHARD PSS S9N
J. WILSON RICHARDS B aeaan
WILLIAM G. RICHARDSON

BILLY F. RICHEY B9 S Sa
GERALD F. RILEY, JREWS S
BRUCE M. ROANG BY9'avaan
JAMES C. ROBERTSON, IIBW'SY S
GARALD K. ROBINSON [B0'Se v
IAN E. ROBINSON, B Sv o
MARK B. RODDY %% avad

KENNETH E. ROSEBUSH,
DAVID L. ROSS [ S aan
CARL A. ROSSMAN, JRIFYS'ST SN
DANNY M. ROUSE S90S
JEFFREY A. ROUTCH [P ov s
FRANCIS X. ROUTHIER, L1V sV
LLOYD B. ROWLAND SWS%'as
HERBERT G. RUSSELL [P SY SN
ROBERT E. RYALS RS aeaas

GARY L. SALISBURYBRG S
RONALD F. SAMS W ae e
MARY L. SAUNDERS B9 SY'S

MILES L. SAWY ER[Jp oS e

GREER C. SAYLES|Sw e i

GEORGE D. SCHA 2 XXX-XXX....

PAUL R. SCHAFFENBERGERIN SN
DAVID A. SCHANTZ fpar e

CLOYCE W. SCHEER [SU' 'S ava
WILLIAM F. SCHLESS, JRIBS'SES
DARRYL A. SCOTT [ ara

FELIX J. SEMLEY BS80S
BRUCE H. SENFT{§S%'@ea'%
WILLIAM H. SESSOMS[Bee'ae s
JACK P. SHAFERE R ar e
RICHARD D. SHA' XXX-XX=X...
BRYANT P. SHAW [Sev'av'aian
HAROLD D. SHO; ORI XXX-XX-X..
STEVEN R. SHOEMAKER [S¥'S' '
PAUL T. SHOROCK JRe'as'a'an
GILBERT P. SIEGERTBSS'Se S
RICHARD L. SILVANI[Sieaeiia
GERALD H. SIMNACHER [Si/ S
JAMES C. SIMPSON, JR[E%S' S S
JOHN A. SKORUPA [B%8%'8%
OLEH SKRYPCZUK [B'8 o
JAMES H. SLATON B S aa
MICHAEL E. SLINKARDEG' SN
STEVEN J. SLOBODA[RS R
GLENN H. SMALLWOOD [ avvivgs
THOMAS SMICKER e arva
CHARLES F. SMITH, JREV e
CLIFFORD T. SMITH e e
DOUGLAS M. SMITH [Sev' v s
JACKIE C. SMITH [Be 'S e

JOHN D. SMITH Be'av'av
MICHAEL G. 8| 20| XXX-XX-X...
WILLIAM C. SMITH[J e
ROY E. SMOKER [[R%'8vaa
MICHAEL A. SPATOLASG e S a
BRIAN J. SPITZER[BRe SN
GREGORY O. STA! | XXX-XXX...
HAROLD D. STECK, JRJ S SN
JAMES A. STEELE[SR' e
JOSEPH K. STERTZJEV 'S
MICHAEL D. STEVENS|SRe S
CYNTHIA J. STEWART SN
LEWIS E. STEWAR TR SN
JAMES E. STIEBERSYS' S S
RANDALL J. STILES B¢ @ s
KENNETH W. STITH[J S
ROBERT C. STOCKS [BV%'S e
HARVEY S. STORY JRe'Sead

PHILIP B. STRALE Y| asaas
WILLIAM C. STRIC:! NN XXX-XX-X...
WILLIAM J. STRICKLAND{SRS%'S
HAROLD T. STRITTMATTEREWEEGS X ..
CARLA M. STUCKIgVpaeae

KEVIN J. SULLIVAN|Bee S
FRENEAU B. SURGUINE, XXX-XX-X...
ERNEST B. SUTTONB S aa
TERENCE J. SWAN[BSeaY
JON M. SWANSON [ty
SUSAN R. SWIFT R
JAMES SZABO[JReaeal
RONALD D. TABOR [SVSYaa
CHARLES P. TAPPERUBR S S
HENRY L. TAYLOR B Se
SIDNEY L. TAYLOR

JOBE C. TICKEL, JHJ$S¥
LARRY A. TIMMERMAN[YSW S
ALAN J. TINDER [
SANDRA K. TINNEY [¥viiue
MICHAEL F. TINSLEY [y
ROBERT L. TIPTON, J R[S
GEORGE W. TITUS iy
FRANK K. TODA [
GEORGETTE M. TOLWS NIV
ROBERT W. TOPEL [N
CHARLES S. TRISKA[JSEWE
DONALD C. TROWBRIDG & [P

LAURENCE M. TROWEL BSSSYSS
ROBERT R. TURELLIPS'SSON

MICHAEL J. VARNERBYY'SY S
JAIME VAZQUEZ B¥e S e
GUADALUPE B. VEGA B S'Sias
WILLIAM S. VINAL|  XXX-XX-X....
ROBERT W. VINCEN’
DENNIS L. VOSS Be'avvaias
ERIC A. VRANEK [P0 S'S @
VICTOR J. WALD Bee' S s
STEVEN B. WALKER
RICHARD B. WALLACE RS SN
THOMAS P. WALTERSEeO S

JOHN 8. ZUBEL [ avavy
CHAPLAIN CORPS
To be colonel

KARL W. BARMANN [0S e
D. BRUCE BROWN [Fv' S
LOUIS E. DEIMEKE ReeWSwea

BILLY H. WEAVER o ai
JUDGE ADVOCATE
To be colonel

CHARLES D. BECKENHA UER [S¥' S 'S/

WILLIAM D. BENTON [Svvvavvas

FRANCIS T. BERGAN [Jrv' '
U

DAVID W. WOODRING [~
JAMES A. YOUNG, III[JWeAei

BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES
To be colonel
ROY J. ALMEIDA [ "

PATRICK F. PHELAN[Rg
JAMES G. ROONEY [yl

November 15,
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BRIAN W. SUGDEN [P S9'S'3s

WILEY TAYLOR W' Swe'S'as
MARILYN A. WALKERBY S S
ADRIAN A. WILLIAMSON|

WILBUR T. WORKMAN BY%'Se SN

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN
THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES,
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS
593(A) AND 3370:

ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be colonel

BRUCE A. ADAMS B e s
CHARLES P. ADKINS|SYW'SS'as
WILLIAM B. AGOSTIgS eSS
VINCENT J. ALBANESES' @SS
BERTIE S. ALEXANDER[BYISS
JOE R. ALEXANDER[B%'S S
SAMUEL P. ALITT(R' S oo
JAMES J. ALIX|B S S

DANNY ALLEN [B'Sea'an
ANDREW A. ALSTON [ 'S' S
MICHAEL J. ANGELIBS'S'S'a
FRANK J. ANGYALPSOSTS
WILLIAM 1. APGARBYY'SY SN
CHARLES M. ARCERSYSEE
STEPHEN E. AREY|B%S S SN
RAYMOND L. ARMOUR [Se%'Se S
ELMO G. ARMSTRONG [ %' S'c e
FRANK D. ARMSTRONGI|JS'S'S'N
NORM ASCHENBRENNERBSSSSSS
BALDWIN K. AU BRSO Sa

JAMES L. AUSDEMORE|PS ST S
MICHAEL AUSTIN [V av s
JULIUS H. AVANTR S SR
RICHARD W. AVERITTSWE S
JOHN F. AWTREY SRS s
EDWARD F. AYALA PSS eSO
LARRY D. BACON [Jeae s
STANLEY J. BAGDONB S S
DONALD E. BAILEY B ae ey
LARRY A. BAILEY B/ 'avas
LARRY F. BAIR[BWE'EES

ROBERT T. BAIRDSWeSP SN

JOHN P. BAKER [§%% S s
CHARLES P. BALDWINGS S
ARLEY J. BALL, JESS0SeSe M
RICHARD A. BALLI XXX-XX-X...
DAVID A. BANNER YRS
MIRIAM B. BARBARY [BV'EV'EaN
DALE R. BARBER[JYW a9 E
BRIAN A. BARLOW [SRyvavvavas
ROBERT L. BARNARD [ % s
GROVER E. BARNES[EEaS
ANTHONY S. BARON[gR'asaa
TIMOTHY C. BARRICK B8 aaR
ROBERT R. BARTONBR'Se '
JOHN J. BARTOSHE S a e
WOLFGANG BAUER BRSS S
GEORGE D. BAXTER[SRS' ST SN
RICHARD BEARDSLEY [/ a'an
ROBERTO BENAVIDES|[SWEYE
LYLE D. BENDER[BSY SN
MICHAEL E. BERNATH [SVvvavvvs
JOE 8. BERNHARD TS SN
EDWARD R. BERRY [J' s
DAVID R. BETTER SIS
JAMES A. BEVAN[BG SR

PARK P. BIERBOW ER[BVEEN
RUSSELL V. BIERLEWS' ST
JAMES T. BILESJRR e
RICHARD W. BLAIR [ SR
HAROLD F. BLEWITT, J By e
DENNIS L. BLISS{as e
WILLIAM V. BLOUNT|R ' Se s
BRUCE R. BODIN [JRy'av s
JEFFERY L. BODOUINGY S 'S
EYMARD J. BOEHMER[JIVVEvara
WEBSTER L. BOLAND, JRE%S S
HARRY A. BOLES[ag
JOSEPH BONGIOVANNI S o
STEPHEN W. BOONER S S
GLEN D. BOTTOMS|[Biravaas

JOHN T. BOWMAN s
JOSEPH C. BOWS 8 XxxX-XX-X...
SANDRA L. BOYCE[Jeas s
ALLEN R. BOZEMANS VIV
JERRY J. BRADFORIYSHNN
RICHARD L. BRADLE Y|
JOHN H. BRAMSMAN[PYVIYY
FLOYD F. BRANSONPHNIMY
KENNETH W. BRAY ¥
MAURICE C. BREEN|WWINVS
ALAN A. BRIDGEMAN [[Ivwvite
JOHN R. BRIGDEN[PIVNINS
ROBERT L. BR! B XXX-XX-X...
THEODOR BRODZINSKI SIS
BYRON C. BROWN SV
DANNY L. BROWN [V
FREDERICK M. BROWN S Ea
JAMES E. BROWN RS

JOE E. BROWN s

JOHN M. BROWN [jevvawvav
PHILLIP L. BROWN o e
RAYMOND E. BROWN BWeisiv
EDWARD J. BROY LES[IV NS
JOAN M. BRUNKEN [ e a'a
HAYDEN G. BRYAN[J¥SHWE

DENNIS W. BRY ANT [BY%'S'SaN
OTIS D. BUCKEY JY'SS'as
JAMES D. BUCKLES[PYY'ST S
JOSEPH L. BUDREAUBYYS'S
JOSEPH W. BULLOCK B Sved
CHARLES F. BUNCH pos'8%'s%
EDWARD A. BUNKER [0 SSWN

HARRY B. BURCHSTEADBYS SO

ROBERT P. BURKEY B0 89S
THOMAS D. BURKHEAD B%%'S% S
CHARLES R. BURNS [B%'S'S'9
JAMES R. BURNS{BGY'SVSER
MANFORD N. BURRIS [B'0S%'aaN
TERRELL E. BURRUP[J%'8%'SY
BRUCE A. BURTTRAM B9S8R
DAVID L. BUSCHAR BYW'S'S'a
JOHN W. BUSHAW [Jrane
JOHN K. BUTLER WSS
WILLIAM G. B S XXX-XX-X...
ROBERT W. BY ARD BU'SY'SER
JOHN H. BYERLY [geevav' s
GERALD A. BYRD,pRW'aeaa
LOUIS A. CABRERA BRW'av s
WESLEY E. CALHOUN %' av'a'as
JOHN R. CALPINI|gRe' s

JOSE CAMPOSDELGADOBYS'S SN

THOMAS J. CANDON [JRe e S
EDWARD J. CANNING oS’ s

RAYMOND A. CANTR! XXX-XX-X...

BYRON J. CARLISLEJRaeas
DALE E. CARNEY BR9Seaan
JAMES R. CARPENTERBSS S SN
FRANEK CARR B0 S

ROBERT S. CARRp S
FREDERICK CARRO XXX-XX-X...
EDWARD G. CARSON [JRe vl
ERNEST M. CARTER[JESSYRS
MARY N. CARTER [Jieanea
BYRON L. CASEBILK [ aw
JAMES D. CASKIERW S e
MICHAEL T. CASSADY [0S e
EUGENE W. CASSIDY B0 a9'a
GLENN O. CASSIDY[ge e ad
HAROLD A. CHADWICK Bt aisad
WILFRED R. CHAGNON [
FRANK H. CHAPMAN [[Roaav
HENRY C. CHAPMAN JUWW
JAMES R. CHAPMAN [B''Ev'ar
RONALD A. CHAPULLS [Be'' v v
MICHAEL J. CHINN SR ae'aan
LEWIS A. CHIPOLA [y
RONALD L. CHISTE [
JAMES M. CHUBE B ae e
THOMAS A. CICCOLINI S8 S
JAMES B. CICHANSKI[B8%'aY
MICHAEL A. CLARK [%%'a%e%
JOHN J. CLEARY (B Saan
ROBERT A. CLIF. A8 XXX-XX-X...
JAMES A. COAR [ ae e
JERALD M. COBE ¥R
BEN M. COLCOL [
CAREY E. COLE (g e s
EDGAR G. COLINSKY [y
WILLIAM C. COLLIER [
JAMES P. COLLINS[FReavivl
SETH W. COLLINS [
TIMOTHY F. COLLIN S|pgeaee
VERNON E. COLLINS [By%'av'a v
ALEXANDER P. COLLIS|ESaN
GEORGE W. CONDON [%av s
DAVID J. COOK [[rmes

KEITH T. COOLL Y [eevitvil
LARRY E. COOPER[SG SN
ROY CORSIguawe e

RICHARD COSSARINT|BS SN
ALLEN C. COTTRELL{SS' S S
LYNN R. COX Sroawaas

JOHN J. CRAIG, JEEVEev v
WESLEY E. CRAIG B8
LARRY E. CRAVEN|SSYSa
ROBERT B. CREE[J% S
WILLIAM S. CREW L|Brvvav
CHARLES E. CRIS Ty
RICHARD A. CUMMINS [Svv'av'avs
VIRGINI CUNNINGHAM [Srvvavvavs
WARREN J. CURD gwava
EDWARD E. CUYLER|[SR'as e
JOHN J. CZERWINSK ISV
ALAN R. DAHL [[awig
ROBERT E. DALTOS S aan
RONALD L. DANCE [J¥VEvEvE
JAMES E. DANIELSONYSSOEI
JOHN M. DAVIDSON sy
WILLIAMS J. DAVI. XXX-XX-X...
JAMES M. DAVIS [Jsea
KENNETH M. DAV XXX-XX-X...
KING F. DAVIS [yl
STEWART O. DAVIS[Jyyvvvav
MICHAEL G. DAVISON [JR%aevv
JAMES F. DAY ey

JOHN J. DEACY [JWRWHvg
JEFFREY W. DEAN[SRE SIS
JONATHAN P. DEASUN[BRSvaa
MICHAEL W. DEEGAN [V e
JAMES C. DEGATINAJS S aan
THOMAS R. DEHAVEN [IiVae s/
ROBERT T. DEITZ{JieaM
HENRY DELCAST! 8 XXX-XX-X...
JOAN D. DELGADO i
DANAL H. DENNISON|S%% S Sl
JAMES F. DIAS[ER Y S
EMILIO DIAZCOLON [ty
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FRANK D. DIPERNA B¢ SS9
BENJAMIN DITULLIO BYoST SN
JAMES V. DIXON B8 S
JOHN B. DIXON gwe'av'sq
CHARLES A. DOLLEYS'Saa
ORRIE C. DONLEY [PV Sy
OLIVER H. DOSS [Je 8w e
DENNIS J. DOUGHERTY [PeoSe'Sa
GARY C. DOUGHERTY BB avas
RONALD O. DOWNEY BYW'S% S
JOHN Z. DRAFTZ[FSe e e

CARL L. DRECHSEL BY''Se'a'aN
ROBERT J. DREWBS SS9
ARNOLD D. DROKE JJWae '
BERTIE S. DUET

THOMAS R. DUFFY %% S S
VIVAN F. DUFFY YOS aan
PETER M. DUGRE|PY%'SY'S'SS
JAMES W. DUKE SR/ Se'S'as
JOHN T. DUKES [J¥%as s
DANIEL F. DULLBYSYSaR
MARTIN C. DUNBAR B0 S SR
MARVIN B. DUNCAN gooaead
CLIFFORD L. DUNGEY [BSW' S S'a
LAWSON W. DURFEE [JUerSviaias
DONALD F. DUSTIN [0S s
JERRY G. DUTERROILISVS SIS
HAROLD C. DYER [Je S S
JAMES A. EALY [BRe' S e
MICHAEL J. EARLY [BYoSe S
RICHARD 8. ECKSTEINBYS SO
ERIC R. EDGERTON [0S
THOMAS G. EGAN [JRe S s
BRENT S. EICHERSEY 'S Sa
GARY L. ELLIOTTRS' @S
ERIC T. ELLISBRe' S
GARY D. ELLIS[PW S S'E
HIRAM R. ELLISEGSO S
LESTER C. ELLISEG' S S

JOHN L. ENRIGHT RS S
WAYNE M. ERCK SR @ aan

RICKY D. ERLANDSON ['as'a'an
JAMES C. EUBANKS %Y ST S
JOHN A, EXNICIOS [ aan
GEORGE B. FAULHABER[BYSEaN
JAMES R. FERRARIJEVETIR
WILLIAM A. FIELDER[B%%'S%'S
EDWARD R. FISHPAW [
STEPHEN FITZGERALD|BYS S SN
CORNELIUS J. FL XXX-XX-X...
JOHN B. FLYNN SR SYS'as
RONALD B. FLYNN BUSSas
THOMAS T. FOLLOWEI XXX-XX-X...
MICHAEL F. FONGER %% av s
WALTER J. FOSTER[BS' S SN
JACK R. FOX [ppwanaes

ALBERT T. FRAGOLA PSS aas
WILLIAM FRANCISCOBggas s
KENNETH M. FRANKE BYW'Se'Sian
JEFFREY M. FREEMA NS
ROBERT H. FRICK g% @ a'as
DAVID FRIDLINGTON [B/avava
WILLIAM W. FULLER [ S
STEVEN L. FUNK[Bav s
WILLIAM R. FURR[gROSTSa
JAMES 0. GAARDER SIS
FRED W. GAGE [ e s
KENNETH GALBRI 2 XXX-XXX...
MICHAEL F. GANTT Bn e
ROBERT GARCIA [JRW/ 'S
ROBERT N. GAREY [JRo e

GUSTAVO A. GARZA, JREGSTEER
GEORGE A. GATES [JRe e
FRIENDLY GEDD! Bl XxX-XX-X...

DWIGHT L. GEIGER SRS
CHRISTOPHE GERSHE LISV EvES
JAMES C. GHORMLEY ['8%'a'an
SAM E. GIBSON [ avae
ROBERT L. GI XXX-XX-X...
RULAND J. GILL, JESSSSOSE
DONALD C. GIPE[ S aan
RICHARD J. GODDARD Be@iSe Sy
JOSEPH W. GODWIN [VNEvvEvas
BARRON L. GOFF [easaas
DAVID E. GOFF [gReasa'as
RONALD F. GOLINSKI|BV s
JOHN S. GONG e
RANDALL C. GRAHAM [ ey
WALTER 1. GRAHAM [JR% S an
WILLIE C. GRAHAM [Jyv'avvaves
FRANK B. GREEN [pvavay
RAYMOND W. GREGG, [ avaan
JAMES D. GREGORY [P aevavas
JAMES M. GRIES[Roasa
CONRAD D. GRI BY XXX-XX-X...
JOHN B. GRIMBALL [BIaeaas
JOHN R. GROVES [ ava'as
MICHAEL L. GRYGIEL S aeaa
JAMES G. GULSEY [ aeca
ROBERT F. GUNTEER[BS%'S
JOHN A. HADDICK, [ aw's
JOHN W. HAGEMAN JSUNSOSI
GARY P. HALE [ avad

EDWIN E. HALL [ S
WILLIAM H. HALL S
JOHN P. HALVORSEN [Vl
JOHN A. HAMEL B ae s

JOHN H. HAMMOND JWvvavavs
RICHARD M. HAMNER [Svivavav
RAYMOND C. HANBACK J'av s
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DONALD P. HANEY B S av
FRED C. HANNUM e s ad
DALE W. HANSEN PO o
MICHAEL M. HARAN[PPS SS9
DONALD B. HARMON PSS
RAYMOND G. HARPpS9'Ss'S8Y
MICHAEL R. HARRISONBY'S 'S
DONALD E. HARTZELLEWE S
ROGER A. HARVEY JUW'S'a'an
HAROLD 8. HASHIZUMERSS'S SN
WILLIAM M. HATCH XXX-XX-X...
DENNIS J. HATFIELDBSY'Sv e o
DONALD F. HAWKINS[J' S av
RICHARD HAWTHOR XXX-XX-X...
JAMES R. HAYNIEPSY S
HERBERT M. HAYSPWO' ST S
ELMO C. HEAD B S S'an

JOHN M. HEATH[JR'Se S
RICHARD A. HEIGERTRGE' S
BENJAMIN F. HEIL{BWW'SSas
ERNEST L. HELMANBY'S' S
JAMES R. HELML Y 'SSEN
ROBERT B. HENDERSON[SRS'S 'SR
RODNEY C. HENELY B0 SN
CHARLES HENNESS EY [JY%' S S
CHARLES E. HENRY eSS
JONATHAN F. HENR Y[R30 e vy
LARRY W. HENSELBYW'S' S
JAMES G. HERGEN[B 'S 'S
MICHAEL HERNAND XXX-XX-X...

ROBERT HERRINGTONPSS' S SN
KENNETH R. HESTER{SPOSTSEN
WILLIAM R. HILBORN[B 'S S9N
JAMES P. HILLSSWS'SSES
TIMMY L. HINES[FRe S S
ROBERT HIPPENS | XXX-XX-X...
HUBERT T. HODGSON [B%%'S' 'S
DAVID 8. HOLLAND g 'Se 'S
WILLIAM R. HOLLAND B 'S%'S'a
ALLEN J. HOLLOWA Y[B¥ 08V 'S
J. E. HOLMES, ITjJ¥ %S
WESLEY E. HOOD B¥%'S%'s
JAN HORBALY [JRR S e
MICHAEL E. HOREJSIBeSSa
JEROME L. HORNERBWSYSEN
JAMES R. HORTON|PP'SY'S'SN
RICHARD D. HUDAK W avav
CLEVELAND HUGGINS Y W' S S
WILSON F. HUMPHREY S[EV' '
DAVID E. HUSING o aead
ALBERT M. HUT! SIS XXX-XX-X...
EARL 1. INGRAM [0S
TIMOTHY H. ISENEBERGSSS S
MANUEL R. ITURRALDERWEG
STEPHEN R. JACKSONYW'SES
DONALD M. JACQUES [Srwvav /v
MILSOM N. JENIONBS e
JOSEPH C. JENKIN SRS
WILLIAM S. JENKS{EW e
KURT J. J. 2| XXX-XX-X...
ANDREW J. JOHNSONP 'SV S'SS
CHARLES S. JOHNSON[BVGS'ES'S
DAVID H. JOHNSON §%e' S e
DEAN L. JOHNSON [Jeavaas
GEORGE R. JOHNSON[RY'SvS'a
NORMAN N. JOHNSON[B S S
ROBERT L. JOHNSON[S 'S S
WAYNE A. JOHNSON [Syv'av s
RICHARD H. JONES[BS%'S
STANLEY O. JONESSRY S S
HARRY M. JORGENSENS S S
RICHARD JORGEN SENBV 'S a
JOHN W. JUNSCHER S S
JERROLD L. JURIN .
GREGG K. KAKESAKOgeSe e
DENNIS A. KAMIMURARS S
GEORGE A. KATZ [ av s
WILLIAM C. KAUFMANBY S
HENRY L. KELL! XXX-XXX...
WILLIAM J. KELLEY[RW
DONALD P. KELLY R easad
GEORGE R. KE! XXX-XXX...
JONATHAN H. KE! XXX-XX-X...
KENNETH C. KLEINEBS S e
DANIEL 8. KNAPIK[P S as s
ROGER L. KNIGHT g as s
FREDERIC KOLBRENER [JWvvava
DONALD M. KOLLARIK [0S 'a e
MARY L. KOLLARIK [ S aa
WAYNE C. KOPPA [Jy s e
CHARLES H. KRAMER B0 ava
JOHN W. KREGER [Jipaeaig
RAYMOND F. KREIRER[PUOSYEI
PHILLIP L. KREJCRSS S
ROBERT R. KRESG B Saas
JAMES E. KROH S o

ELWYN L. KROPUENSKERWEWES
JIMMY KRSNAK BV
MICHAEL E. KURUZAR B S e
JOSEPH KWIATKOWSKIS NS SN
RICHARD S. KWIECIAK[ Vv
GENE T. KYBURZ [
LAWRENCE F. LAFRENZ, oSS
JOSEPH A. LAGROWES e e
LYLE D. LALIM SVt

GEORGE L. SN XXX-XXX...
THOMAS LANYI [ SNawaa

DAVID W. LARG E[pe s

JOHN D. LARSON[JS#VSvIog
ROBERT L. LAUBER[W#Say
BRUCE W. LAWTON [y
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JAMES F. LEAHIGHPYS'So W
DONALD B. LEAZOTT Peeaws
JOSEPH G. LECLERCE 9SS

SAMUEL W. LEDBETTEHI S8 S0M

JAMES H. LEESY'STSE
WILLIAM R. LEE[S%'S%%
JASON D. LEER|P'SYSY
FRED A. LEISTIKO|PS o Se SN
ABEL C. LEITESR S S'an
LARRY A. LEONARD BUo'S SN
ROBERT L. LESLIESY%'SYSaS
CLIFFORD E. LETTSBSCS'SS
JESSE J. LEWISESS' S S
ROBERT S. LIGONS'SY S
ARTHUR F. LINCOLN JoP'SSH
ALEXANDER LINDSAY BRe'Sea'an
CHARLES W. LINDSEY [§%%' 89S
LAWRENCE A. LIPPKERS SO
PHILLIP LIPSMEYER[BWE' S S
DALE J. LITNEYBYS'SS'as

DICK C. LITTLEGY S S

ELLIS R. LITT! R XXX-XXX...
STEPHEN H. LOCKER%%'Se S
DANIEL E. LONG [§''S% 'S
PAUL R. LONGGR o XXX-XX-X...
JOHN H. LOUGHRIDGE[BS S S
DAVID N. LOVELESS B8 S
JEFFREY A. LOZIERBSSSTSEN
SANTO LUMIA [Jev'av'aras

RALPH 8. Li B XxX-XX-X...
STEVEN C. LUND[J%%' S e

CARL F. LUNDELLYW'SWSES
ARNOLD H. LUNDQUIST SRS SN
DRANNAN E. LUNN[J S S
JAMES N. LUNSFORDS%'S%S'aN
HAROLD C. LYNCH g asag
ROBERT T. LYNCH, JRFSOSSE
JOHN Y. MA PR Svaan

ROBERT W. MACE B Svais
KENNETH C. MADER BS80S
MICHAEL R. MAGASIN oS s
THOMAS K. MAHAN [J0'a%'s
CHARLES H. MAJOR B e a4
WILLIAM A. MANNING J%%' @ s e
SILVANO B. MARCHESI[B¥' S a'a
ROBERT H. MARGRAVE[S S SN
DANNY G. MARLER S%0 SR

ROB MARREROCORLETO B9 S9' S

JAMES T. MARSTON B9 SS'S9N
CHARLES E. MARTINGS S Sd
WILFREDO MARTINEZ BWr/svv ey
ADOLPH W. MASSA BUe'SSas
JULIUS E. MATHISEW' SIS
RICHARD E. MATLAK SRS S aN
DENNIS E. MATTHEW S|Bee' S aas
MARK M. MATTHEWS [J¥%'8''
ROBERT J. MATTHEW S| S 'SaN
FRANK J. MAURER[JRSTSEN
STEPHEN A. MAYHEURRS'S TS 'aN
ZOLLICOFFE MAYNARD B

SALVATORE MAZZOTTA e a e

CHARLES MCCLINTOCK [[¥¥¥¥

ROBERT M. MCCONNELL [P @'

DAVID L. MCGINNIS [[paeavl
ROGER R. MCGRATH [[¥VWINg
WILLIAM J. MCG UIR K{j¥ig
JAMES D. MCINTOSH([J¥¥VNIV
RICHARD D. MCKINNIL [/
MATT D. MCKNIGHT [JReing

WILLIAM J. MCMAHON [[Hedvaas
JOHN L. MCPARTLAND [Vl

STEVEN F. MCWHORTER S v

WILLIAM MEDIGOVICH [JUSANANG
JOSEPH W. MEJASKIFIMMn
STEVEN L. MELANCONJM¥AMSS
GEORGE J. MENDOZA [
MICHAEL R. MESSINA [N
DOUGLAS K. MEYER VMg
MARIS MEZS [

MARK L. MIDG | XXX-XX-X...
ARTHUR D. MILLER|¥M0
WILLIAM B. MILLERJMANN
GERALD P. MINETT [y
ALBERT G. MOHR PN}
ARTHUR J. MOLITOR[J4W¥isng
GERALD J. MOLNAR[SWRSIVEVES

IGNACIO MORALES 8% a'an
AUDY C. MORGAN Bpoaaa
HIROAKI MORITA [[4eoig
JAMES E. MOTES[R S s'as
DAVID R. MOWRER Jiavwavs
JOSEPH A. MUELLERY S S
JOHN R. MULLIN [N seiSas
TIMOTHY M. MURFHY S S S

WILLIAM E. NABORS [JRoava'as
HENRY J. NACHTSHEIM By av s
WILLIAM J. NAGY [ e s
WILLIAM T. NAPPER[BW S S
JAMES E. NARRE! XXX-XX-X...
JOHN L. NATTERSTADRG 'S S
CONRAD W. NEELY S
JERRY L. NEFF 8y aa
DONALD C. NELSON [y

ANDONIOS NEROU!
MICHAEL L. NEVEAUX [0S0y
ALFRED T. NEVILL [ S

HAROLD J. NEVIN[ S
ARTHUR J. NICHOLS[¥ v

MICHAEL NICHOLSON B80S
RICHARD M. NOLAN BSOS
ERIC J. NORMAN B0 89S
ROBERT D. NORTON Jo'S oS
MARGARET N. NOVACK BR' S e
MICHAEL A. NOWAK PSS a'as
ERWIN N. OBARTUCH [ S S
HARRY B. OBERG %S0 S o
ROBERT W. OBRIEN BYe' S
THOMAS M. OGLES B¢ S W
DAVID D. OKANE [JYe' S e

JOHN B. OLAUGHLIN, Jy@Sv s
RONALD F. OLSOMMER ' S% 'S
RICHARD L. OLSON [p0'Se '
PETER W. OROURKE %9 8¢S
RANDALL J. OSOWSKIPYY' SIS
JASPER G. OWENS Y SN
CARL J. PACE [P av oM

JOHN P. PACIOR XXX-XX-X...
RONALD C. PARE SRSy
HUGH G. PARKHILL Y% S a'a
CURTIS C. PARSONSBY'Seaan
JOHN R. PARSONSEY'S SN
JOHN G. PARTINBRR S SR
ANTHONY R. PASQUA BYSvaan
GREGORY C. PECK %8s
MICHAEL E. PECK B'SoSas
JERRY F. PELCH, JR'¢ 'S SN
KENNETH N. PELTIER|BGSSSES
MYRON R. PERKINS B0 S S'aN
JAMES F. PERRY[BYC S oS
KENNETH F. PERRY WSS S
ROGER D. PETERMAN|B e
LEROY R. PETERSPRS'STOW
RAYMOND C. PETERS [B%'ave'aa
DAVID L. PETERSEN[BYS' S 'aN
JEFFREY G. PETERSONJG S SN
ORLAN L. PETERSON, BY%'S9'S'a
WILLIAM P. PFEIF e asaea
FRANKLIN D. PHELPS[BSYSa
COLLIS N. PHILLIPS|BRW' SIS
JAMES P. PHILLIPSJ' S SN
BRIAN F. PHIPPSEe eSS
ROBERT D. PIDGEON [V Sv v
BRUCE W. PIERATT [ as S
JAMES U. PIERSALLSSS e
JEFFREY L. PIERSONSYS'SY S
JAMES H. PIETSCH &S
ROY R. PINETTE[R eSS

ROY PINTO [Jen e

RICHARD M. P Sl XXX-XXX...
JOHN J. PIZIALIB S SR
WILLIAM H. POLAND, PYW'Se'S'aN
DONALD L. POTTER [ 8 aR
KENNETH R. POWELLI[BW'a% '
LARRY G. POWELL [ BR% S SN
GIGG M. POWERS (B8 ey
LARRY D. PRICESS S S
PERRY L. PRICERSSSS
DOUGLAS A. PRIT TR S S
WILLIAM H. PUGH, III[BWW'avvaias
JOHN P. PUMPHREY [BR%' S SR
LAWRENCE L. PURC. XXX-XX-X...
JOHN J. QUINLANBYSS
BARRY F. QUINN [Srrravi v
WILLIAM A. RAHKOLA [RS8 a
LARRY L. RALSTON[Jee' S e
FRANCIS J. RANALLI S SN
ALBERT J. RASCHBS 'S eaaN
SANDERS H. RAY, JRES S S
FREDERIC J. RAYMOND 'S e
STEVEN J. RAYMOND B8 S
JAMES B. READING[B'S'aan
JAMES P. REDMOND [BV'%'8%%
GUY L. REECE, II[g%%aes
GEORGE E. REMSEN Ry
MICHAEL S. RENKAS[Baeay
PAUL D. RENNER, JRIEGWET S
CALVIN R. RHEAM [Bviravvava
MARK V. RHETT V% e a'an
MARK S. RICH [JR oS
WILLIAM C. RICHAR [JeR' S
GERALD RICHARDSON [Syv v
BILLY J. RICHBURG[ER%'S%'S'an
DAVID L. RIDGEWAY [¥ae s
ANTHONY G. RILEY (B

J. S. RILOVICK [Baea'as
RICHARD T. RINTZ[S\SOS
JOSEPH E. RITCHILE 'S a '
JOSE M. RIVERAR S S
GARY D. ROARK S S aas
WILLIAM Y. ROBEINS SRS
ELMER L. ROBERTSON [B' S e e
GEORGE J. ROBINSON [ a'a
JOHN L. ROBINSON [V
DARRYL R. RODGERS[SHAEN
EDWARD A. RODIER SR
THOMAS J. RODRIG UL S
STEVEN F. ROEMER[BG 'S E'a
DAVID B. ROGERS [Jira s
JAMES P. ROGERS[EWW 'S
OLIVER M. ROGERSER S S
ARMANDO E. ROJO B ava'as
JERRY D. ROSS[prrravavas
RONALD F. ROSS S aea e
RICHARD K. ROWE[NVSa
ROBERT J. ROWE [JEEa
SANDRA A. ROWLEY e s s
SANDY L. ROYSTER [J%' s SR
ALBERT A. RUBINO J¥¥VINNE
STEVE C. RUCKER[JESSt¥Ng
RICARDO RUIZ [JRpse s\
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LEONARD J. RUOTOLORS SIS
ROGER D. RUSSELLWS'SSS
JOHN N. RUTLEDG ES'SeEvas
JAMES F. RY. XXX-XX-X...
ALGERNON P. RYLAND[BYW'Se S
DAVID K. SACHSESS'S s
WILSON M. SADLERPSSSEEE
KENNETH W. SALEM YW ST
CARL H. SANBORNR S SN
IVAN SANCHEZNEGRON PSS
RICHARD S. SARVASESS'SS
RICHARD SCAGLIONERSY S SaS
ROBERT C. SCALESERS SIS
CHRIS L. SCAMMON [Pee eSS
JOSEPH A. SCHAAKER e SvSa
MICHAEL SCHLEUPNERBYS'SOSEN
WILLIAM P. SCHMIDTRSS 'S SN
ROBERT X. SCHMITZB%e S e
PAUL H. SCHULTESS'S%'S

ANDREW M. SCHUSTER [ e s
MICHAEL A. SCHUSTERBYS' S SN
LEON SCHWARTZ B e
FREDERICK W. SEERGG'S S
WILLIAM A. SERIEYW'SY SN

LAWRENCE W. SHANNON [SvSviaasy

LARRY W. SHELLITORSS' S &'
CLARENCE A. SHELTONRSS' S S
JIMMY D. SHERIF FBe'S'a'es
ROGER L. SHIELDSEWE s
WILLIAM M. SHIVERS|PS S
RICHARD H. SHOCKLEY [P\ S/
MARTIN J. SIEGELgWW'SE'Ss
ROBERT SILVERTHORN|BGSS'S
RALPH W. SIMMERMA NBWSY'S
GARY J. SIMONBa e
KENNETH J. SIMONS{BW' S
DARWIN H. SIMPSONBSS'SSa.
JAMES C. SIMSE S
CARL A. SINGER[S v
FRANCIS J. SLOANBSS'SYS
RONALD L. SMAY [ aeay
CHARLES F. SMITH Be' S
CHARLES S. SMITH, JHEWEWES
CHARLIE G. SMITH[B S S o
RONALD E. SMITH[B SN
JAY R. SNYDER{SWOSTEY
RALPH SNYDERJSS S S
STEVEN P. SOLOMON|BS' S SN

KENNETH SOUTHWORTH [ee e

JOHN C. SPENCER[R S
DAVID F. SPINELL et
RAYMOND J. SPIRLE [y
DENNIS A. SPURGEON[I S
ROBERT D. STACY [JRpa e
JAMES M. STARLINGIR eSS
DARALD R. STEBNER[IeSYS
WILLIE W. STEEL HJie iy
CHARLES B. STEWAR T[S
DONALD K. STEWART oS a N
STEVEN C. STONEJRRayai
NICHOLAS STRAFFON B aeaa
DALE E. STRAW[Rear e
GEORGE L. STR. XXX-XX-X...
MICHAEL A. STROJNY [BRe e S
KENNETH J. STUDERU SR
JOHN P. STUPH XXX .
WILLIAM F. SU. XXX-XXX...
KENNETH T. SUNSER IS S
MARTIN J. SUYDAMP e aa
MICHAEL J. SWART [ s
JOHN H. SYDOW [[Fae s
BERNARD K. TAKANO JSS S a
RONALD R. TAMACCIO [ eaa
JAMES W. TANEY HILL[Jiaa
RICHARD B. TANNER[J{EEwE
JERRY S. TAYLOR [ @eadn
VERNON A. TAYLOR[Jeeasa
WILLIAM THIELEMANN BSOS
DAVID E. THOMAS[Jvavavil
JOHN H. THOMAS[Jisaes

CHARLES L. THOMPSONBS e S

RALPH B. TILDON S S
WILLARD N. TIMM |J% S s
HENRY E. TINLEY [SRrtSeaa
STEPHEN D. TOMBRSay e
FRANCISC TORDILLOSES S
JAMES P. TOTTENES S oS
MILTON R. TRASK[NE S
JOSEPH J. TSAN(RS ST SN

WILLIAM C. TUCKER[SS e
RONALD L. ULRICH S
RONNIE R. VANWINK XXX-XX-X...

CLIFFORD D. VEITmiv
VICTOR VERMILLIGK|WSISnS
WAYNE F. VIRAGFIag

ALAN A. VOGEL [V

WILL VONDERSCHMID TSI
CLYDE M. WADSWORTH [N
NOLLIE W. WAGERS iy
ROBERT K. WAJSZC AT R
JAMES H. WAKEMAN[PINg
GLENN E. WALDEN[FROSP S
PRESTON L. WALDRGN [V
MICHAEL W. WALKER [N
ROBERT D. WALKER[FOSVS
CHARLES E. WALTERS)NSMy
KEITH V. WALTON R
JAMES A. WARNEKGUSISSS
ROBERT B. WARRE MMMV
SAMUEL C. WATERS|SIN0NS
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ALBERT J. WATSONBSY ST
THOMAS D. WATSON B9 aT S
RONALD E. WEILJ'SY'Sa
NORMAN A. WELCH [p%'@%'a%
STEPHEN H. WELCHP o0 Sv'S'a
JOSEPH G. WERNERTRSo SN
THOMAS A. WESSELSSEI
JAMES M. WESTRS 'S Sa
ROGER WHEELWRIGHT [B%'SYS'a8
MICHAEL P. WHILESE¥'SSaS
BENJAMIN H. WHITE, JRIBS'S'S'SS
JULIUS A. WHITH] XXXXXX..

LEO P. ZAK] XXXXX-X...
ALFRED E. DER
PAUL G. ZELLER
MARK E. ZIRKELB

i XXX-XXX...

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED NAVAL RESERVE OFFICERS
TRAINING CORPS CANDIDATES TO BE APPOINTED PER-
MANENT ENSIGN IN THE LINE OR STAFF CORPS OF THE
U.S. NAVY, PURSUANT TO TITLE 10, UNITED STATES
CODE, SECTION 531:

To be ensign; permanent

AANESTADKEVIN T
ABDALLA STEPHEN A
ABOBO JOEY B
ABRAHAMSON TODD A
ABRAMS CHRISTOPHER C
ACHESON MICHAEL J
ADAIR ROBERT O
ADAMS JOSEPH W
ADAMS WILLIAM T
ADSIDE RICKIEV
AGAR CHRIS D

AGNEW KRISTEN A
AGUILAR GEORGE R
AGUILAR MARIO A
AIELLO ELLER V
ALBRECHT GLENN G
ALLENA JOSEPH T
ALLICK SUSANNE M
ALLTMONT RENE C
ALMON LOUIS C
AMIDON ANDREW D
ANDERSEN BRYAN C
ANDERSON ADAM D
ANDERSON GREGORY J
ANDERSON JAY M
ANDERSON JEFFREY B
ANDERSON SUMNER E
ANDREWS ANDREW J
ANDREWS CHARLES H
ANGUS WILLIAM A
ANNAN SHERRI M
ANNIS CHRISTOPHER J
ANTHONY GEOFFREY M
APPLIN BRUCE M
ARCHER ROBERT A JR
ARLT SARAH B
ARMENTROUT JEFF M
ARNOLD ANDREW
ARNOLD MICHAEL J
ARNZEN MITCHELL K
ARTER AARON M
ASHMAN MICHAEL D
ASUNCION MARK R
ATKINS DOUGLAS G
AURIGEMMA SALVATORE
AUSTIN JOHN G III
AVERILL JASON W
AVERY MARK A

AVES RICHARD A
BACHARACH MARK A
BACHMAN WILLIAM H
BACHMANN RICHARD M
BAGNULO JOHN D
BAHETHI PRAVEEN P
BAILEY JOSEPH G
BAIN PHILIP A JR
BAKER BRETT T
BALCH RICHARD A
BALDWIN ERIC A
BALDWIN SCOTT A

BALESH JEFFREY K
BANDEKO BRYAN C
BANKS CHRISTOPHER M
BANNON CHRISTOPHER F
BARBOSA SILVIO J
BARKER BUFORD D
BARKER KEVEN 8§
BARKLEY JOSEPH D
BARLAS ALEX W
BARNES DARREN D
BARNES ROBIN L
BARRON PARTICK K
BARRY PATRICK T
BARRY SCOTTR
BARTEL JONATHAN
BARTOL JOHN W
BASTIAN MICHAEL W
BATES SCOT A

BAUER KURT R

BAUER MARCIA L
BAUMAN STUART L
BAYUNGAN ANTHONY L
BEAL JANET M
BEAVER JAMES W
BECK JAMES C

BECKER DENISE L
BECKNER TRINA M
BEDINGER ANDREW W
BEDNAR JEFFREY H
BEEBE ADAM L

BEEBE LUCAS A

BEGIN MARC A
BEIDLER MICHAEL K
BELZ JAMES A
BENAVIDES JUDE A
BENITEZ LAURA J
BENJAMIN FABIEN H
BENNETT GARY H
BENOIT ANNETTE L
BENTLEY WALTER H
BERG SEAN D

BERMISS HASSAN E
BERNENS WILLIAM C
BERNET JEFFREY E
BERRY ROGER M
BERZINS MARCIS A
BIEBER TODD C

BIGGS RICHARD L
BINDER CHAD D
BISCAINO JOHN

BLACK MARVIN D
BLACKMAR TODD M
BLAKE DANIEL P
BLANCO JOSEPH O
BLANDINO DOMINICK J
BOARDMAN RAYMOND C
BOARDMAN ROBERT E
BOBULINSKI MICHAEL S
BOCHENEK JOSEPH W
BODINE CHRISTOPHER J

BOHAC STEVEN J
BOK MICHAEL J
BOLAND LANE A
BOLL CHRISTIAN D
BOLLONG MARK J
BOLTON BRETT A
BONACCI DAVID E
BONNIWELL DANIEL D
BORBASH MATTHEW I
BORDONARO RICHARD J
BORMANN BRETT P
BORNSCHEIN JOSEPH 8
BORSONI ERIC A
BOSTIC DAVID L
BOUCHER MICHAEL 8
BOWERS CHARLES
BOWIE GREGORY L
BOYD GREGORY E
BRACKNELL ROBERT G
BRADLEY CARL M
BRADLEY GREGORY M
BRADSHAW MICHAEL R
BRANDT JEFFREY T
BRANSTETTER TERRY L
BRANTLEY RICHARD W
BRATTON MICHAEL D
BRAUN JOHN P
BREITINGER JEFFREY G
BRENNAN PATRICK F
BRESNAHAN BRIAN P
BREWSTER ROLLIN D
BRIDGES DOUGLAS M
BRIGADIER JAMES M
BRIGGS JOHN W
BRIGHTWELL MICHAEL 8
BRINGLE JEFFERY T
BRINKER ALEXANDER D
BRINSON VAN P
BROADNAX LARON B
BROADWAY DAVID M
BRODING PETER J
BRONIEC MATTHEW G
BROOKS GEOFFREY E
BROOMES JOHN W
BROWER KARL F
BROWN BILLY W
BROWN CHAD W
BROWN CHARLES V
BROWN CHRISTOPHER S
BROWN JAMES 8
BROWN LARRY D
BROWN MICHAEL J
BROWN ROBERT
BROWNE DOUGLAS R
BRUBAKER DEAN M
BRUS DONALD R
BRYANT CHADWICK B
BRYANT TIMOTHY R
BUCK JILL A
BUCKLEY LAWRENCE D JR
BUCKLEY MICHAEL P
BUELL RICHARD C
BULTMAN MICHAEL J
BUONADONNA PHILIP
BURDEAUX ROBERT C
BURGEAT VANIA 8
BURGER WILLIAM 8
BURGESS BRIAN T
BURINGA JEFFREY A
BURKE ANGELA M
BURKE KEVIN M
BURNS TIMOTHY M
BURNS WILLIAM S
BURT ROBERT L
BUSAVAGE JOHN G
BUSCH MATTHEW P
BUSSELL JOHN C
BUTTON KEVIN D
BUTTS JOHN J
BYERLEY MICHAEL E
BYRDSONG RICHARDO
CADY BRUCE A
CALDERON SANDRA A
CALER CRISTAL B
CALLAHAN DENNIS J
CALLANAN MICHAEL J
CALVERT KRISTIN C
CALVETTI GABRIEL
CAMARDA VINCENZO J
CAMILLETTI TRINA M
CAMPBELL ANDREW S
CAMPBELL COLIN B
CAMPBELL CURTIS J
CAMPBELL JAMES R
CAMPBELL KELVIN D
CANNING JOHN W
CAPETANOPOULOS
DEMETRI C
CAPLES DEANNA J
CAPPS JOHN T
CAPUTO JOHN R
CAPUYAN GREGORY W
CARDENAS JOSEPH E
CARFF PAUL F
CARLSON JOHN D
CARLTON JEFFERY G
CARRELL COLIN A
CARRIS BRADLEY T
CARSON MICHAEL T
CARTER DAVID F
CARTER JAMES W
CARTER MELVIN G

32401

CARTER MICHELLE D
CARTER PHILLIP T
CARTER TIMOTHY M
CARTWRIGHT TRACY A
CASEY BRYAN H
CASEY MICHAEL E
CASIANO JOSE 1 JR
CASSAN NEIL A
CASSIDY COLLEEN M
CASTAGNA MICHAEL J
CASTRO MATTHEW J
CASTRUCCI WILLIAM A
CATES MICHAEL S
CAVANAUGH JOHN P
CAZENAVETTE GEORGE J
v
CEGIELSKI CHRISTOPHER A
CHACE ALAN J
CHADWICK CHRISTOPHER J
CHAFIAN SCOTT M
CHALTRY KRISTINA M
CHAMBERLAIN THOMAS J
CHANCY GLEN H
CHANDLER JEFFREY F
CHAPMAN STEPHEN C
CHARETTE ROBERT H
CHASE MICHAEL D
CHAUVIN JUDE M
CHEEK JAMES D
CHEELEY STEPHEN P
CHELMAN DONALD 8
CHINLOY JOANNE G
CHO HYUN
CHOI JOHN
CHRISTY KENNETH J
CHURCH MICHAEL A
CINCO RANDALL 8
CLARK JEFFREY A
CLARK JOHN R
CLARK RICHARD T
CLARKE JOY M
CLARKE JULIAN
CLEARY WILLIAM C
CLOUTIER DAVID L
CLOYDE CHRISTIAN J
COADY ERIN D
COBB RONALD W
COCHRAN MICHAEL C
CODY DOUGLAS L
COGBURN DAVID L
COHEN KENNETH W
COKER JEFFREY L
COLAGIURI CHARLES B
COLBERT CHARLES W
COLEMAN KENT 8
COLEMAN KEVIN F
COLLINS DANIEL 1
COLLINS RYAN M
COLLURA CHRISTINA J
COMPTON LARRY W
CONROY STEPHEN G
COOK DAVID A
COOK LOUIS M
COOKE RICHARD C
COOLER RICK D
COPAS KENNETH G
CORAPI ANTHONY P
CORCORAN PATRICK C
CORDES PATRICK A
CORLEW DOUGLAS J
CORNELL DENNIS M
CORNWELL GRAHAM C
CORNWELL SHAWN M
CORSETTE KELLY B
COTHERN HOSEA J
COTTS FREDERICK D
COVELLI ANITA M
COX DAVID C
COXE AMY D
COZART WILLIAM H
CRABTREE KENNETH L
CRAIG SCOTT P
CRANFORD ERIC A
CRILL BERNERD L
CROOMS KEVIN L
CROSLAND CATHERINE P
CROUCH JIMMIE W
CROW RANDALL C
CROWE GARY W
CUCINOTTA PAUL D
CUKOR DREW E
CUMMINGS JOSEPH E
CUMMIN ARTHUR J
CUNANAN EARL V
CUOZZO DANIEL J
CURLING BRUCE T
CURRY ANDREW A
CURTIS ROBERT L
CUSHING SEAN T
DAGOSTINO PAUL R
DAHM SCOTT E
DALENA DOUGLAS C
DANDO CHAD W
DANIELS RODNEY D
DARGIS MARK B
DAVENPORT MICHAEL R
DAVIDSON WILLIAM A 1V
DAVIS CHRISTOPHER P
DAVIS CRAIG M
DAVIS DALE L
DAVIS GAVIN H
DAVIS JOSEPH A



DAVIS S§COTT E

DAVISON CHRISTOPHER M
DAY MARK E
DEBENPORT DAN C
DEBOSKEY DAVID H
DEBUSE ROBERT K
DECASTRO ROBERTO O
DEGRANGE WALTER C
DEGUZMAN ROBERT K

DILLON MEADE M
DINGES DAVID E
DINIUS PAUL L
DISMER MATTHEW M
DIXON WILLIAM J

DOYON GEORGE B JR

DRAKE RAYMOND R

DRUMHELLER S8EAN M

DUEWEKE CHRISTOPHER R

DUFFY NATHAN C

DUNCANBON NATHAN E
ANNE

EAS'

EASTON JAMES B
EBAUGH KURT G
EBEL JONATHAN H
EBERHART PETER

FITZGERALD JOHN P
FLEMING JAMES L
FLEMING TODD A
FLINT TODD E
FLOYD JOHN E

FORD JENNIFER L

FULLWOOD JAMES R JR
FULMER STEPHEN C
FYALL DARRYL J
GAGNE JAY A

GALLA MATTHEW P
GALLATI TODD G
GANDY JOHN N

GANT SCOTT R
GAPUSAN JEFFREY A
GARCIA JOD

GARCIA ROBERT A
GARMENDEZ RUDDY E
GARRETT TODD L
GARVEY SCOTT A
GAUGHAN PATRICK A

GIBBONS PATRICK J
GIBERSON PAUL G
GIBSON MICHAEL
GIDDENS FRANCIS 8
GILBERT JASON G
GILBERT KENNETH W
GILCHRIST TODD A
GILLEN DANIEL J

GOLDBERT DAVID J
GOLDEN BARRY L
GOODMAN TIMOTHY H
GOODSELL JOEL A
GOODSELL MATTHEW T
GOOTEE SCOTT R
GORDON JOHN C
GORDON ROBERT J

GRABOWSKI MICHAEL J
GRAF TIMOTHY J
GRAFF MARK L
GRAHAM ROGER 8
GRANDGEORGE BCOTT W
GRANT CHARLES E

GROHMAN JAMES M
GUERRERO JESSIE J
GURLEY DANIEL C
GUSEWELLE TIMOTHY J
GUSTAFSON DAVID E
GUTHRIE RICHARD P
GUTIERREZ GUSTAVO
GUTBHALL BRAIN D
GWYNN GARY I

HAASE BRYN J
HACKER GREGORY J
HADDER RODERICK B
HAGAR JAMES R
HAGGERTY MICHAEL D
HAIDL LEONARD M
HAKIMZADEH KAVON
HALL STEVEN K
HALLETT MICHAEL T
HALLORAN DAVID B
HALQUIST EARL L
HAMILTON KEVIN J
HAMILTON MATTHEW L
HAMLING RAYMOND G
HANKE PAUL A

HANNA ROBERT G 111
HANSEN JEFFERY 8
HARDESTY FRANCIS A
HARDIN JABON W
HARMS KEVIN D

HARRISON WALLACE T
HARTMAN ROGER A
HARWELL THOMAS W JR
HASCALL ANDREW M
HASKIN GRANT D
HATTON MICHAEL C
HAUPT CRAIG M
HAUSER JEFFREY H
HAWEKINS MARK D
HAWKINS TED J
HAYDEN PATRICK 8
HAYS JAMES A

HAYS KEITH A
HAZELWOOD PATRICK T
HEALEA DAVID D
HEALY MICHAEL E
HEFFERNAN MICHAEL J
HEIDEN JOHN D JR
HEIGEL JONATHAN
HEIN JASON D

HENDERSCHEDT THOMAS
ILLIAM J

MHENDERSON W
HENDRIX LEE M
HENNESSEY GERALD CJR
HENNING JOHN B

HEYDON

HEYEL JOHN W
HEYL DERRICK R
HICKEY BRADLEY D
HICKOK GLENN T
HIGGINS ERIC J
HILL JUDY 8
HINSON JOHN G
HINTON KEITH E
HIXS8ON MICHAEL O
HOCHHALTER PAMELA A
HOCKETT STACY M
HODGDON DON M
HOFFMAN ERIK C

v
HOLMES KENNETH L
HOOVER ALEX H
HOPKINS RAMON L
HOPFE JAMES L

HOWELL MICHAEL W
HUBBARD RICHARD A
HUBER MARK V
HUDEPOHL JOSEPH H
HUDSON MICHAEL L
HUFFNAGLE CRAIG B
HUGGINS CHARLES T Il
HUGHES DAWN M
HUGHES WILLIAM H
HULETT JASON A
HULL DAVID H

HUNTER JASON C
HURD GAVIN A

HURD MATTHEW K
HUSBAND WILLIAM 8
HUTCHINSON DAVID K
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IRWIN JAMES T
IBAACS JEROME W

JACKSON STEPHEN B
JACKSON WAYMON J
JACOBS JASON D
JACOBSEN JAMES CJR
JAGGERS ERIC R

JAMES JOHN C
JANKOWSKI MATTHEW J

JOHNSON CARL A
JOHNSON CHARLTON W
JOHNSON CINDY
JOHNSON ERIK K
JOHNSON MATTHEW J
JOHNSON MICHAEL A

JOHNBON STEVE A
JONASZ TODD J
JONES JONAS C
JONES ROBERTJR E
JONES SPENCER C
JONES WILLIAM
JORGENSEN THOMAS L
JOSEFPH JEFFREY A
JUIDICI ROBERT P
JURATA JOHN A
EACHILLA STEVEN P
EKAHAPEA ANTHONY K
KAHRL MARKE T
KAHRL PHILLIP A
KALINOSKY STEVEN R
KANX MARCUS E
KARAM AMY R
KARLIN JASON R
KARLSON ERIC J
KATZMAREK JOHN J
KAUFMAN ERIC P
KEANE PATRICK J
KEATING JOSEPH E

KELLENBERGER WALTER J
KELLER KATIE L
KELLERMAN MICHAEL B
KELLY CHRISTOPHER B
KELLY CYRUS H

KELLY GLEN P

KELLY JAMES B

KELLY JONATHAN G
KELLY KEVIN

KEMERER WILLIAM A
KEMP DARIUS R

KERSTETTER SHEILA 1
KEYES PAUL R
KIBOTA ROEBIN 8
KIESEL MARTIN P
KILLIAN KATHRYN M

KENNETH
EKLASZKY ROBERT A
KLEIN SETH Y
KLEINER DAVID

KENUTSON

KONOPKA PAUL A
KOON NORMAN W
KOON ROBERT 8
KORNACKI TIMOTHY D
KORTEEAMP TODD
KOZAK KEVIN R
KRAMER JEFFREY R
EKRAMER JOSEPH P 1V
KROLL STEVEN C
KRONZER THOMAS M

KROU CHRISTOPHER J

LADOUCEUR JEFFREY P
LAKAMP MARK A
LAMAY DOUGLAS W
LAMBERSON DAVID A
LAMPARD TIMOTHY B

LAPLANTE MICHAEL J
LARISCH ROBERT E
LASSEY BRIAN D
LATT FRANK N
LAUER GREGORY R
LAW JOHN T

LAWLER JAMES V
LAWS WILLIAM C
LAWBON MICHAEL 8

LEPSON MICHAEL D
LEROY DENNIS K
LERSBAK MIKE W
LESKO ANNACAROL M
LEVIN BRUCE M
LICHOULAS THEODORE W
LILLICH CHRISTOPHER B
LIM RAUGUSTUS Z
LIMON ESPIRIDION N
LINCOLN JOHN T
LINDAHL KATHLEEN R
LINDERMAN ELIZABETH 8
LINDSAY PAUL S
LINDSTROM DAVID C
LING MICHAEL R

LINK KENNETH P

LINK WENDELL R JR
LINNEBUR RONALD L
LINTZ WILLIAM A
LIPSCOME DAVID B
LITHWAY DAVID H JR
LITTLE EDWARD G
LITTLE MICHAEL W

LIU LEE W

LLAMES GIL M

LLOYD JASON M
LOCENEY DAVID M
LOCY MICHAEL A
LOGAN DANIEL C

LONG JOHN R

LONG KERRY 8

LONG THEODORE J
LONG THOMAS A
LONGHENRY RANDY J
LONZA DAVID G

LOPEZ ALAN

LOPEZ JESUS

LOVEJOY JONATHAN C
LOWENFISH ANDERS F
LOWSMA EDWIN H

LOY RICHARD J
LOZADA PHILIP J
LOZIER CHRISTOPHER 8§
LUCAS DAVID W

LUCIA JOSEFH A 1T
LUEDERS KEVIN E
LUNARDI TIMOTHY D
LUSSIER PAUL L
LUTHER S8TEPHANIE L.
LUTZ QUENTIN F

LYON LEONARD M
LYONS DANIEL B
LYONS JENNIFER C
LYONS JOSEPH F

MACK PATRICK Y
MACKY ROBERT C III
MACLEOD GARY W
MADDOX JOHN F
MAGEE MICHAEL 8
MAGEL NIKITA
MAHLUM LAWRENCE D
MAIDA SALVATORE M JR
MAIER SCOTT A
MAIOCCO JAMES P
MAJORS CHRISTOFPHER D
MAKA PETER M
MALMQUIST MICHAEL G
MALOIT PATRICK F
MALONE JEFFERY E
MALPERE ARTHUR C
MANCINI ROBERT E
MANDEVILLE BRIAN W JR
MANGELS JOHN T
MANN DAVID M

MANN MORGAN G
MANNING JOHN F I
MARCINIAK STEPHEN M
MARINO STEPHEN A
MARION KENNETH J
MARKOWICEZ JOHN C
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MAZEFFA ROBERT M
MCCABE EDWARD D
MCCAMPBELL CAMERON A
MCCLAM MICHAEL L
MCCOMB EDWARD P
MCCOME PAUL 8
MCCOMBER JAMES 8
MCCONNELL WILLIAM D
MCCORMACK GLENN E

MCCORMICK PATRICK J
MCCRACKEN PADRAIC C
MCDANIEL KENNETH R
MCDANIEL PATRICK L
MCDERMOTT KELLY M
MCDERMOTT MOLLY A
MCDONALD CRAIG A
MCDONALD MICHAEL J
MCGANN MICHAEL J
MCGEE KEVIN P
MCGILL LAURA E
MCGINITY TIMOTHY B
MCINTOSH SHANE O
MCJOYNT JAMES §
MCKEE BRANDT F
MCKEE COLIN G
MCKENNA JOHN P
MCKENA MARK R

MCLAREN DOUGLAS R
MCLEOD IAN G
MCMANUS DAVID E
MCMANUS RICHARD A
MCMICHAEL WILLIAM 8

MCNEIL JEFFREY J
MCROBERTS BRYAN 8
MCROSTIE KENNETH L
MCTAGGART LAURA J
MEAGHER JOHN J
MCCHAM CLINTON §
MECOMBER VALOREE R
MEEHAN ANNE M
MEEHAN SCOTT A
MEEK JOHN D
MEILINGER DIRK B
MELIN MICHAEL D
MELTON JEFFERY C
MEMMEN SEAN P
MENDELSOHN DANIEL B
MENDEZ DAVID J
MENDLER DONALD J
MERKLEY JILL K
MERLI JOHN P

MERWIN CHRISTOFHER A
MICHAUD MICHAEL P

MILLER ALEXIS R
MILLER DANIEL J
MILLER JEFFREY D
MILLER JUDITH E
MILLS BRADLEY R
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MORTIMORE DAVID B
MOBIER JONATHAN C
MOSLEY HAROLD M
MOSLEY MICHAEL J
MRACHEK MICHAEL J
MUERY TODD N
MULLEN THOMAS J
MULLER MICHAEL L
MUNCHBACH RACHEL E
MURLEY 8TEVEN P
MURPHY CHARLES G
MURPHY JEFFREY T
MURPHY KAEL M
MURPHY MAUREEN B
MURPHY STEVEN C
MURPHY THOMAS
MURRAY MEGAN H
MURRELL MICHAEL L
MYERS CHRISTOPHER J
MYERS JONATHAN P
MYERS MICHAEL D
NADEAU JEFFREY P
NAGLE JOHN J
NAIDICH EDWARD
NASAL KEVIN J
NASSAUSTEVENT
NEAL JEFFREY H
NEFF MICHAEL J
NEIDHART CURTIS J
NELSON JACOB A
NELSON KIRK J
NELSON TODD M
NEMETH EUGENE J
NESS CHRISTOPHER A
NEVAREZ FRANK E
NEVEL LAWRENCE J
NEWE RALPH A
NEWRORT BENJAMIN J
NEWTON PETER M
NEWTON STEVEN A
NICKLAUS SHANE D
NIPPER MICHAEL T
NOEL MICHAEL P
NOLAN JEFFREY J
NORMAN KEVIN K
NORRIS CASBSANDRA 8
NORRIS JASON H
NORRIS STEVEN D
NORTON CHRISTOPHER J
NORTON DAVID F
NOSCHESE DONALD A JR
NOSEK MICHAEL G
NOSSE JOSEFPH A
NOWAKOWSKI ROBERT C
OAKEY JEFFREY L
OBOZA ROBERT M
OCONNELL BRIAN J
ODEN DONALD C
ODRISCOLL JAMES G

OLEARY CAROLYN L
OLIVER FRANK J
OLSON LONNIE W
ONEAL DANIEL M
ONEILL PATRICK D
ORCUTT JAMES J
ORGAIN ALBERT M V
OSBORNE ROSS J
OSBORNE STEVEN M
OSTERHAUS SEAN C
OTT BRIEN 8

OTTE ALEXANDER H
OUELLETTE RENEE L
OWEN DAVID 8

OWEN DONALD B
PACCHETTI JOHN M
PACKARD MARK R
PADGETT BRETT D
PADILLA DUANE Z
PAIGE VERONICA R
PAISLEY LEE G
PALAN ANDREW J
PALMERINO BRADY R
PALOMINO MARIO A
PAFKE JOAN M
PARACCHINI ALBERTO J
PARKER DAVID T
FARKER GEORGE T
PARKER GREGORY L
PARKER KEVIN E
PARKER SEAN D
PARKINS GREGORY R
PARRAN JOSEFH W
PASSANISI ROBERT E
PASTORE JOEL C
PATRICK ANDREW D
PATRICK ROBERT J
PATTERSON KELLY L
PATTON RODNEY M
PAVEY GEORGE L
PAYNE DENNIS M
PAYNE HAROLD A

PENNINGTON MICHAEL A
PEPPLER CHITO C
PERRON DANIEL J

PETRINA MARKIAN B
PFALZGRAF DAVID R
PFISTER JOHN C
PHELPS CHRISTOPHER L
FPHILLIPS MARK D
PHILLIPS MICHAEL A
PHILLIPS WILLIAM F
PHILO LEONARD E
PHOEL KURT M
PICCONI MARC P
PICKENS ADELL M
PIERCE ANDREW J
PIERSON STEFPHEN 8
PIETRUSIEWICZ FRANK A
PIMENTEL DINIS L
PINCELLI GABRIEL F
PIPER BENJAMIN A
PITTS BOBBY R
PITTS KENNETH W
PLEBAN STANLEY
PLUMB JOHN F
PODIAK RICHARD N
POE MICHAEL T
POGUE JOHN L
POLANDO TODD E
POPE NEDRA L
POTEATE ANDREW G
POUNCEY HEATHER L
POUNDER GAYLAND R
POWANDA DO
POWELL ALEXANDER W
POWELL MICHAEL M
POWELL STEVEN E
POWERS WILLIAM E
PRADO WALTER J
PRATT JAMES L
PRATT MICHAEL J
PREMO TODD A
PRESCOTT STEVEN A
PRESTON CHARLES P
PRICE CRAIG J

PRICE RICHARDSON G
PRIDHAM DARAYL D
PRIEST JOHN B
PRINCE THEODORE A
PRINGLE STEFHEN B
PRIOLA STEVEN J
PURVIS JOANA C
RAFFERTY TIMOTHY B
RAHIYA MARK P
RAMIEH MOSE T Il

RAUPP SCOTT E
RAUSA ROSARIO M
RAYNGAY BRYANT 5
RAZZANO PATRICK A
REBLANDO JOHN D
RECAVARREN EDUARDO M
RECK STEPHEN D
REED BRIAN K

REED BRYAN C

REED CHARMAINE E
REED MARK M

REED MARTIN J
REESE CHESTER T
REESE LAWRENCE E
REID COLLEEN E
REIFF SHANE Z
REILLY GREGORY P
REIN CHRISTOPHER M
RENARD ALAN D
REQUINA ARTHUR A
REW CHRISTOPHER E
REYES NILAFE D
RICCIO MICHAEL K
RICE LEE K
RICHARDS JOHN C
RICHARDS MICHAEL L
RICHARDS STEVEN M
RICHARDSON MICHAEL R
RICHARDSON SAMUEL
RICHIE CHRISTOPHER 8
RICKEL CORY D
RIDLEY SIMONIA L
RIDOLFI GREGORY J
RIEDY MARK F
RIEGEL KEAREN L
RIES CHRISTOPHER W
RIES TARRELL L
RILEY MICHAEL
RINALDI FRANCIS X 11
RING RICHARD W
RISKO JOHN M

RIVAS JEBUS

RIVERA JAVIER B

ROBERTS MATTHEW W
ROBERTS MICHAEL J

ROBERTS PAUL J
ROBERTSON DANIEL 8 JR
ROBERTSON WADE R
ROBICHAUD GREGORY 8
ROBINSON CRAIG R
ROBINSON GEORGE M

RODRIGUEZ ANGEL V
RODRIGUEZ KARL A
RODRIGUEZ RICARDO 1
ROGERS MICHAEL R
ROHLFS MICHAEL P JR
ROKE MICHELLE R
ROLLINS JOHN F
ROLLINS PATRICK W

ROTHENHAUS KURT J
ROTHWELL WILLIAM B
ROY BARBEAU A
ROYO DAVID A
RUCKER NED A
RUDY KEITH A
RUF ANDREW F
RUGGERI CHRISTOPHER L
RUMRILL MARTIN R
RUSSELL REBJ I1
RUSSELL TIMOTHY D
RUSTON SCOTT W
RYAN ANDREW T
SALINAS ANGEL G
SALINGER ANDREW J
SALLES ERNESTO J
SALOMONSON CRAIG J
SALTER TIMOTHY A
SAMAROV MICHAEL V
SAMPLES MICHAEL E
SANDERS SCOTT T
BSANDERS THEODORE B
SANFORD HERBERT C
SARMIENTO JOANNA M
SASSER JOHN D
SAWIN MICHAEL B
SCARLETT JASON W
SCHACKOW STEFAN N
SCHADEGG LAWRENCE M
SCHAEFER CHRISTOPER J
SCHAFER MICHAEL D
BCHAPPERT DAVID G
BCHERMERHORN RICHARD
VJR
SCHILLER MICHAEL J
SCHMITT HAROLD R
SCHMITZ JEFFERY L
SCHNEEBERGER DAVID C
SCHNOLIS MICHAEL P

SCHOLLENBERGER SCOTT

R
SCHORR MICHELLE C
SCHRAM MARK A
SCHREYER KURT A
SCHUH TIMOTHY N
SCHUMAN KYLE D
SCHUTTER GEORGE A
SCHWARTE RICHARD J
BCHWARZ JOHN P
SCIRETTA MICHAEL 8
SCOGGIN EDWIN L
SEAGO OLIN J
SEARS JOSEFH W
SEBASTIAN HIPOLITO D
SEGAL STEVEN D
SELF VICKIE M
SEMENTELLI ARTHUR J
SENENKO WILLIAM J

BHANAHAN DANIEL P
SHARUM HENRY P

SHAW MICHAEL A

SHAY TRACY J

SHEARER BRANDON W
BHEEHAN DAVID P
SHERCK THAD M
SHERMAN DARREN C
SHERMAN SERGE
SHERWOOD CHRISTOPHER

R
SHEWFELT MICHAEL 8
SHICK KENNETH W
SHORT DUANE D
SHORTAL BRIAN P
BHOUP MICHAEL A
SHOVLIN ROBERT J
SHUFORD GENE M
SIDLAUSKAS ANTHONY V
SIERACKI MICHAEL P
S8ILAH MICHAEL J
SBILER TOOD R
BIMS BOBBY T
SINNIGER JOSEFH D

SMITH ANDREW N
SMITH CARL A
SMITH DARRELL K

SOAVE ANNA M
SODERHOLM ROBERT G
SOE ALEXANDER T
BOHN BYUNG H
BOLDOW DAVID 8
SONNEBORN WILLIAM C
SOPP WALTER CJR
BORCI JOSEPH M
BORIANO RANDY J
80TO ELENA P
SOWINSKI JEFFREY R
SPAMPINATO JOSEPH M
SPAULDING SCOTT K
SPENCE BCOTT R
BSPENCER CHAD W
BPINA MICHAEL E
SPUNAR CHRISTOPHER M
STABLER ANDREW B
STALLWORTH ED C
STAMPER TREVIS L
STANLEY JAMES A
STARK JEFFREY J
STARKEY SCOTT B
STAVOE DAVID W
BSTECKLY HANS F
BTEFANO DAVID O
STELTENPOHL KURT M
STERBA JOHN R
ETERN SEREATHA Y
STEVENS CHRISTOPHER M
STEVENBON SHANE P
STEWART HENRY P
STEWART JAMES M
STEWART LYLE E
STEWART SCOTT J
STIBER MICHAEL A
STINSON BENJAMIN P
STITES DARIN O
STOFFA CHARLES M
STOLARZ STEVEN M
STOLTZ TIMOTHY G
BTOLEZ SEAN H

STOLZE CHERYL R

STUART JEFFREY A
STUCKEY MATTHEW R
SULLIVAN JUDITH T
SULLIVAN MICHAEL G
SULLIVAN PAUL G
SULLIVAN S8EAN W
SUNDELL NATHANIEL M
SUNDERLAGE CAREY L
BUTTON TRAVIS L
SWANSON MARK A
SWEENEY SEAN P
BWEENEY WILLIAM F JR
SWENSON KARL F
BWIER SHAWN M
BYPTAK STEPHANIE F
TAIT S8COTT A
TAKABAYASHI KEITH K
TALBERT BRITTON C
TALBOT ADRIAN A

TAN CRAIG K

TARANTO CHRISTOPHER G
TARVER JAMES 8
TATUSKO COLLIN §
TAYLOR BRIAN M
TAYLOR NICHOLAS H
TAYLOR 8COTT A
TAYLOR THOMAS T JR
TE RICHARD F

TEATES MICHAEL T
TEMPLE CHRISTOPHER 8
TEMPLE JASON A

TERWILLIGER MATTHEW D
THIEME AARON M
THIEN ROBERT E
THIRY JOHN F
THOMAS KEITH L
THOMAS STEPHEN
THOMPSON MARK C
THOMPSON MATTHEW B
THOMPSON MICHAEL J
THORNTON MARQUITA D
THORSON CARLA K
THURMOND CHRISTOPHER
J
TIBBS JEFFREY M
TIERNEY PAUL M
TIMME ROBB 8
TOKARZ ROBERT A
TORLA VICTOR A
TORRES MANUEL J
TOUNEY SCOTT M
TOUSSAINT CANE A
TRACY NATHAND
TRAIL THOMAS 8
TRAN DUNG N
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TURNER COURTNEY A
TURNER DAVID W
TURNER JAMES M

WAGNER BRETT 8
WAINMAN PETER N
WAJNBERG ARI A
WAKEFIELD ANDREW R
WALFORD DANIEL J
WALKER DANIEL D
WALKER MICHAEL H
WALKER NATHAN A
WALLACE BEN L
WALLACE DEWAYNE C

WATSON JONATHAN T
WATSON WILLIAM A
WEAVER PAUL R
WEBBER

‘WEEMS MICHAEL A
WEINTRAUBE BEN J

WEIR THOMAS 8 ZEICH JOYCE R
WEIS MICHAEL J ZEMAITIS STEVEN A
WEISS AARON D ZENTMYER ERIK G
WELLER HARRY R ZIEGLER WILLIAM A
WELTER ADAM J ZIMMER PAUL M
WENKE JOHN M JR ZYCH KIMBERLY A
CONFIRMATIONS

Executive Nominations Confirmed by
the Senate November 15, 1991:
SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

PAUL H. COOKSEY, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE DEPUTY
ADMINSTRATOR OF THE SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRA-

TION,

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO
THE NOMINEE'S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE.

THE JUDICIARY

PAUL R. MATIA, OF OHIO, TO BE U.S, DISTRICT JUDGE
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO.

LACEY A. COLLIER, OF FLORIDA, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT
JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA.

WAYNE R. ANDERSEN, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE U.8. DIS-
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLI-

NOIS.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

RICHARD CULLEN, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE U.8. ATTORNEY
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA FOR THE

TERM OF 4 YEARS.

JERRY G. CUNNINGHAM, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE U.5. AT-
TORNEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE

FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS.
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THE JUDICIARY
DAVID R. HANSEN, OF I0WA, TO BE U.8. CIRCUIT JUDGE
FOR THE EIGHT CIRCUIT.

SUE L. ROBINBON, OF DELAWARE, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT
JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE.

WITHDRAWALS

Executive messages transmitted by
the President to the Senate on Novem-
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ber 15, 1991, withdrawing from further
Senate consideration the following
nominations:
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Eric 1. Garfinkel, of Maryland, to be Under
Secretary of Commerce for Export Adminis-
tration, vice Dennis Edward Kloske, re-

signed, which was sent to the Senate on June
24, 1991,

November 15, 1991

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE
HUMANITIES

Carol Iannone, of New York, to be a Mem-
ber of the National Council on the Human-
ities for a term expiring January 26, 1996,
vice Mary Josephine Conrad Cresimore, term
expired, which was sent to the Senate Janu-
ary 23, 1991,
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