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The House met at 10 a.m.

Rev. Dr. Calvin V. French, pastor,
Massachusetts Avenue Congregation,
Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter Day Saints, Washington, DC, of-
fered the following prayer:

Our Father, we thank Thee for this
hallowed moment each day when we
lift our vision above duty, above all
contentions, above all stress, and allow
Thy gentle spirit to renew and direct
our hearts. Let all voices be stilled
that Thy voice may be heard within
these Chambers.

Almighty God, sustainer of life and
giver of all we enjoy, walk with us in
our brief journey through life, that we
will not lose our way or spend our ener-
gies on secondary endeavors.

Help us this day to respond to our
daily call to duty. Enlighten our minds
and clear our vision that we may work
together toward those decisions for our
Nation that go beyond our personal in-
terests to unify and strengthen the Re-
public.

Lead us in ways of justice, honor, and
human kindness—until our land is de-
livered from the bondage of injustice
and fear into the light of harmony and
truth.

Through Him whose name is above
every name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’'s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. ROEMER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

1 pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit-
ed States of America, and to the Republic for
which it stands, one nation under God, indi-
visible, with liberty and justice for all.

CONGRESS ALLOWING JOHN
DEMJANJUK AND THE CONSTITU-
TION TO BE TREATED LIKE TOI-
LET PAPER

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, ev-
eryone in the world now knows that
John Demjanjuk, the retired auto
worker from Cleveland, is not Ivan the
Terrible of the Treblinka death camp.
Everybody in the world knows that. A
State Department telegram in 1978
proves conclusively that Ivan the Ter-
rible of Treblinka was a man named
Ivan Marchenko. Yet our Justice De-
partment, knowingly and with intent,
chose to prosecute Demjanjuk.

Attorney General William P. Barr
now continues to stonewall and sup-
port the crimes that have been com-
mitted—listen to my words—the
crimes that have been committed by
our Justice Department against an
American citizen.

I say shame on the Attorney General,
shame on our Justice Department, and
shame on Congress, who is a bunch of
gutless wonders that will allow an
American citizen to rot away in jail,
convicted of a crime he is not even in-
volved with.

I think that says it all, when our
Congress will allow both John
Demjanjuk and the Constitution to be
treated like toilet paper.

YESTERDAY'S GONE—BUT NOT
FORGOTTEN

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
may be gone—but it will not soon be
forgotten. Every time the American
taxpayers reach deep into their pockets
to pay off Uncle Sam they will remem-
ber what happened yesterday and hope-
fully they will remember it when they
go to the ballot box. When it comes to
spending, T have always been asked two

questions: How much does it cost, and
who pays? The answers for most spend-
ing have been ‘‘it costs too much and
the taxpayers are getting stuck with
the bill." Yesterday we tried to cut
some spending out of our own operat-
ing budget—but the majority members
of the all-powerful yet faceless and un-
accountable Rules Committee waived
us aside without a second thought. I
ask my colleagues, is a half million to
a million dollars a year to keep three
former Speakers in business ad infini-
tum the best use of taxpayers’ money?
If we had had a chance to debate that
issue in the sunshine, on this floor and
with all of America watching, for most
people the answer would have been
“no.” If the majority leadership will
not allow us to cut back on perks for
former Members, how in the world are
we ever going to bring our budget back
into line?

PASS NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF
HEALTH REAUTHORIZATION

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, women'’s
health issues, especially breast cancer
and gynecological cancer, have been
too long overlooked and too long un-
derfunded and shortchanged in their re-
search. The women of America, and we
all, are paying a ferocious price. Some-
thing like 181,000 cases of breast cancer
are diagnosed each year, and some
46,000 women die each year.

Mr. Speaker, that is why I am so dis-
tressed over the conflict between the
Congress and the White House over the
fetal tissue procedures which has im-
peded the passage of the National Insti-
tutes of Health reauthorization.

That bill, the NIH bill, contains over
$5 billion for the NIH programs, over $2
billion for the National Cancer Insti-
tute of NIH, an additional $325 million
for breast cancer research, $75 million
for gynecological cancer research, and

$40 million for osteoporosis research.
Mr. Speaker, I implore the leaders of

our Congress to quit the jousting over
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the fetal tissue issue, to stop the tug of
war, pass the NIH bill, and save the
lives of American women.

COUNCIL ON COMPETITIVENESS
DESERVES CONGRESSIONAL SUP-
PORT

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, in this cu-
rious election year, Americans are
demonstrating their anger and frustra-
tion with our political institutions and
the often sluggish political process.
One of the prime causes of voter dis-
illusionment is the intractable Govern-
ment bureaucracy and red tape which
smothers economic growth and alien-
ates the American people from their
Government.

There is a misguided effort underway
by several of my colleagues to termi-
nate the Council on Competitiveness,
which is chaired with distinction by
Vice President QUAYLE.

This Council has led the fight in re-
versing excessive regulations, in the
process saving the economy billions
and contributing to the creation of jobs
and economic growth. The Council on
Competitiveness has also moved for the
accelerated approval of potentially
life-saving new drugs, and advocated
much needed ecivil justice reform.

Mr. Speaker, I find it absurd to elimi-
nate funding for a program which has
been so successful. The Council on
Competitiveness is contributing to our
economic recovery. It strongly de-
serves our continued support.

———
APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 429, RECLAMATION

PROJECTS AUTHORIZATION AND
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1991

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the following conferees on the bill
(H.R. 429) to amend certain Federal
reclamation laws to improve enforce-
ment of acreage limitations, and for
other purposes, and, without objection,
reserves the authority to make addi-
tional appointments of conferees and
to specify particular portions of the
House amendment and Senate amend-
ment as subject of various appoint-
ments:

From the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, for consideration of ti-
tles 1 and VII-XXXIV of the House
amendment, and titles I and VII-
XXXVII of the Senate amendment,
and modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. MILLER of California,
RAHALL, GEJDENSON, VENTO, KOST-
MAYER, DE LUGO, LEHMAN of California,
MARKEY, HANSEN, RHODES, THOMAS of
Wyoming, YounGg of Alaska, and MAR-
LENEE.

From the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, for consideration of ti-
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tles II-VI of the House amendment, and
titles II-VI of the Senate amendment,
and modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. MILLER of California,
RAHALL, GEJDENSON, VENTO, KOST-
MAYER, DE LuGo, LEHMAN of California,
OwgeNs of Utah, HANSEN, RHODES,
THoOMAS of Wyoming, YOUNG of Alaska,
and MARLENEE.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, for consideration of titles II-
VI, IX, XXX, and XXXIV of the House
amendment, and titles II-VI, IX,
XXXIII, XXXIV, XXXVI and XXXVIII
of the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference:
Messrs. JoNES of North Carolina,
Stupps, HUGHES, HERTEL, CARPER, and
MANTON, Mrs. LOwWEY of New York,
Mrs. UNSOELD, Messrs. DAVIS, FIELDS,
HERGER, DOOLITTLE, and CUNNINGHAM.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, for consideration of titles I,
VII, XI, and XVIII-XX of the House
amendment, and titles I, VII, XI, XII,
X1V, XV, XIX, and XX of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. JONES of
North Carolina, STUDDS, and DAVIS.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation, for consideration of sections
3411, of the House amendment, and ti-
tles XXI, XXXI, and XXXVIII and sec-
tions 3001-04, 3007, 3508, and 3509 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference: Messrs. ROE,
ANDERSON, MINETA, NOWAK, BORSKI,
KOLTER, VALENTINE, HAYES of Louisi-
ana, HAMMERSCHMIDT, SHUSTER,
CLINGER, PETRI, and PACKARD.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation, for consideration of title VII
of the House amendment, and title VII
and section 8404(c)(7) of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. ROE,
Nowak, and HAMMERSCHMIDT.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Agriculture, for consid-
eration of title XXV and section 212 of
the House amendment, and section 212
of the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference:
Messrs. DE LA GARZA, ENGLISH, DOOLEY,
ConDIT, HUCKABY, STENHOLM, STAL-
LINGS, CAMPBELL of Colorado, COLEMAN
of Missouri, MORRISON, HERGER, SMITH
of Oregon, and MARLENEE.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Agriculture, for consid-
eration of titles XIX and XX and sec-
tions 301, 305, 308, and 2302 of the House
amendment, and titles XIII, XIV,
XVIII, and XXXVI and section 202 of
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Messrs.
DE LA GARZA, VOLKMER, and COLEMAN
of Missouri.

There was no objection.
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1354

Mr. HAYES of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that my
name be removed as a cosponsor of
H.R. 1354.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

S ————

CONGRESS MUST MAKE TOUGH
CHOICES

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, great na-
tions dare to explore. Great nations
also care about their children, and
great nations make difficult choices. In
today’s nonideal world, where we do
not have everything, we do not have
the opportunity to have all three of
these choices; we have to winnow those
down.

And when it comes to those tough
choices, Mr. Speaker, I think the Wash-
ington Post in yesterday’s editorial
said it very well in talking about a
tough choice that Congress just made
on the superconducting super collider
and one we need to be made on the
space station.

It said:

The space station is much more costly and
its justification is much less strong. About
$7 billion has been spent so far, with another
$13 billion to $33 billion to go. It has no sub-
stantial scientific purpose.

Mr. Speaker, Congress needs to make
these tough choices. It needs to care
about the future of our children and
dare to make the tough choices.

THE MIDDLE CLASS IS TAXED
ENOUGH

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks
ago we debated the balanced budget
amendment and, unfortunately, the
amendment failed. However, many
Members expressed their support for
making the necessary cuts in Federal
spending to help bring our $400 billion
deficit under control. These cuts are
absolutely necessary because the aver-
age American family simply cannot af-
ford additional taxes.

As I mentioned in a l-minute state-
ment 2 days ago, there are not enough
wealthy Americans to make a signifi-
cant dent in our budget deficit—even if
we doubled their Federal taxes. That
leaves the middle class.

1 would like to draw my colleagues’
attention to this chart from the non-
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partisan Tax Foundation, which is
based here in Washington. It dem-
onstrates that a family with two earn-
ers making a combined $55,000 a year,
pays almost 40 percent, of their income
on Federal, State, and local taxes.
That is absurd.

Mr. Speaker, middle class folks are
taxed too much, and there are not
enough wealthy to make a significant
difference in revenues. That means
Congress must reduce Federal spend-
ing.

We have to establish budget prior-
ities and make the necessary cuts to
balance our Federal budget and provide
some economic hope for our children
and our Nation’s future.

THE POW/MIA ISSUE

(Mr. PETERSON of Florida asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday in the other body,
high ranking American officials testi-
fied that we did, indeed, leave known
American fighting men behind in Viet-
nam. This is at least the second time
persons from the Pentagon have so tes-
tified to that fact. I am shocked, dis-
mayed, and deeply disappointed that
my Government has lied to the Amer-
ican people and, more important, to
the families of these missing men for 20
years,

The truth has not come easily. We
have had to coerce, threaten, plead,
and finally to place the players under
oath before the truth was squeezed out.

So now we know that somewhere be-
tween 80 and 133 American fighting
men were known to be in Vietnam
after I and my colleagues returned
from captivity in 1973. I submit that is
only half the story; the probability
that we left many more behind in Laos
is now real.

The more we learn, the more tragic
the story surrounding the handling of
the POW/MIA issue becomes. We know
we left men unaccounted for after
World War II, Korea, the cold war, and
now Vietnam. These are frightening
revelations, but perhaps more frighten-
ing is the fact that the truth has been
withheld from the American people and
families of those listed as missing.

Today I call on President Bush to de-
clare a massive and immediate declas-
sification of all data concerning those
men still listed as missing and all re-
lated governmental correspondence.
Surely, our President can insure that
our Government will be as honest and
forthright on this issue as President
Yeltsin. We certainly cannot maintain
two standards of truth, one for Amer-
ica and another for the Russians, Viet-
namese, Chinese, and other govern-
ments with a role in this complex war
of denial,

Let us finally get to the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The credibility of this Nation is on the
line.

RETURN THIS HOUSE TO THE
PEOPLE

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in a building which has stood as
a symbol of freedom to the whole
world. Its design and beauty have cap-
tured the creative eye of photographers
worldwide. But what goes on inside the
Capitol is getting uglier and uglier.
The American people have become
queazy over the late night deals, waste-
ful spending, political games, partisan
wrangling, and constant deadlock.

Today I am introducing a comprehen-
sive reform package to solve this
gridlock. Among other things, my bill
would streamline the committee proc-
ess by reducing the number of commit-
tees, subcommittees, and committee
staff by 50 percent. It would ban proxy
voting, eliminate joint referrals, limit
committee tenure, and make the House
Administration Committee bipartisan.

Mr. Speaker, the current process is
grotesque and starting to smell. The
American people have gotten a whiff of
this stench and are circling overhead
like birds of prey. Unless the House en-
acts tough reform measures, the Amer-
ican people are going to attack with
even more criticism and every last bit
of credibility will be devoured in a rage
of voter anger. I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

H.R. 5433, THE COMPREHENSIVE
COMMUNITY BANK BURDEN
REDUCTION ACT

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, on
June 18, I introduced H.R. 5433, the
Comprehensive Community Bank Bur-
den Reduction Act, along with the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
WYLIE] to reduce the amount of paper-
work and red tape primarily imposed
on smaller, community banks by Fed-
eral regulation. I urge my colleagues to
consider cosponsoring H.R. 5433.

It would reduce unnecessary paper-
work, red tape in at least 21 different
areas, but without affecting bank regu-
lators’ authority to ensure that our fi-
nancial institutions are operating in
safe and sound fashion.

This is a cost saver, not only for
banks but also for bank customers and
taxpayers. In our effort to regulate
small community banks, we have gone
too far in the other extreme. Regu-
lators no longer just examine the fi-
nancial conditions of the institutions,
they are too often now directing day-
to-day operations of sound and well-
managed financial banks.
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The impact of overzealous and con-
gressionally mandated regulators and
regulations on consumers or customers
comes in two forms: either reduction in
the number of services offered by com-
munity banks or in higher fees for
those banking services. A reduction in
services is a very real concern for rural
areas.

0O 1020

I put this bill together with help
from the FDIC, the Treasury, the two
major banking organizations, and
bankers and community leaders, and
labor leaders in my own State. I urge
my colleagues to consider cosponsoring
H.R. 5433. I think it is a step in the
right direction.

THE PEOPLE OF AMERICA ARE
THE ONES WHO ARE LOSING

(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker,
America is falling behind on their pay-
ments on their homes, their cars, their
appliances, and everything else. Why?
Because the economy is not good, and
it is going down the tubes. It is not re-
covering like the White House is saying
that it is.

U.S. News & World Report, take a
look at this one. Here is what is says:
‘‘America is now paying dearly for Rea-
gan’s flawed fiscal policies. America is
being led down the primrose path with
heavy deficits, high costs, low wages,
and lost jobs,” and businesses overseas,
and Congress and the White House are
not doing a damn thing about it.

I think we ought to wake up in this
Congress, take the bull by the horns,
and finally do something for the people
of this country, who are the ones who
are losing.

INDEPENDENT COUNSEL
CONTROLLED BY HIS STAFF

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, Lawrence
Walsh, the so-called independent coun-
sel, is doing a real disservice to the
taxpayers of this country. I say ‘‘'so-
called independent counsel’’ because
apparently Mr. Walsh is not independ-
ent at all, but is controlled by his staff,
whose main interest is in protecting
and extending their lucrative jobs.

According to yesterday’'s Wall Street
Journal, Mr. Walsh returns to Wash-
ington only occasionally to visit Dep-
uty Counsel Craig Gillen. Mr. Walsh
was quoted by the Legal Times last
week as saying, “Craig is running the
office. I rarely make a suggestion.”

According to press reports, Mr.
Walsh's office has already spent be-
tween $40 million and $50 million in an
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investigation which has produced al-
most nothing. the only people who
have benefited from this are Govern-
ment lawyers, who are probably living
under the fictitious belief that they
could earn more in the private sector.
Just think how many poor people could
have been helped with $40 million to $50
million.

Now Caspar Weinberger has been in-
dicted in what many lawyers believe is
an unbelievably weak case, at best, and
which will probably end up in one of
the most expensive not guilty verdicts
in history, extremely costly to the tax-
payers. What a way for Mr. Walsh to
close out his career.

If he only really makes suggestions,
as he himself said, he should have the
decency to resign. I hope we will not be
foolish enough to ever renew such an
unrestricted law as the independent
counsel law again.

AMERICA NEEDS A FAIR AND
JUST NORTH AMERICAN FREE-
TRADE AGREEMENT

(Mr. TORRES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, 11 Latin
American and Caribbean finance min-
isters are in Washington today to dis-
cuss with the Bush administration the
possibility of free trade with the Unit-
ed States.

This meeting coincides with the sec-
ond anniversary of the Enterprise for
the Americas Initiative launched by
President Bush to create a hemisphere-
wide free-trade zone.

The North American Free-Trade
Agreement, currently in negotiations,
is widely expected to become a launch-
ing pad for the Americas initiative.

More than just a launching pad, how-
ever, the NAFTA agreement will be the
model by which the U.S. structures
other trade agreements with Latin
American and Caribbean countries.

As negotiations on the NAFTA con-
clude, the Bush administration has yet
to demonstrate its commitments to
Congress. At issue are the promises
made by the President to Congress.

In his May 1, 1991, letter to Congress,
the President promised to develop and
implement a program of environmental
cooperation on a parallel track. To
date, trade talks on the environment
have solely trailed behind the NAFTA
talks.

In the same letter, the President
stated his commitment to working
with Congress to ensure adequate as-
sistance and useful retraining for dis-
located workers due to a NAFTA. The
President told Congress that a worker
adjustment program could be oper-
ational 9 months to 1 year from the
time the NAFTA is enacted. However,
because American workers deserve
more from their Government, nothing
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short of a fully funded and operational
worker adjustment program should be
part of the final agreement.

Mr. Speaker, I welcome the 11 fi-
nance ministers from Latin America
and the Caribbean. And, I also caution
the President and our trade nego-
tiators to bring forth to the Congress a
fair and just North American Free-
Trade Agreement.

VIOLENCE AGAINST AMERICAN
YOUTH

(Mr. DORNAN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, with all of the controversy
here in the House yesterday about the
suppression of the minority, this mi-
nority Member would like to get up to
comment on a hroader pattern of vio-
lence against the youth in this coun-
try, and that is what is being perpet-
uated in the cultural war by the enter-
tainment media.

Some of our colleagues, Mr. Speaker,
may not have noticed the self-indicting
column in the Wall Street Journal by
one of the co-CEOQ’s of Time-Warner, its
president, Mr. Levin. It does not give
his first name. It says, “Why We Won't
Withdraw ‘Cop Killer'.”

He says that ‘‘viewpoints expressed
that run counter to the norms of our
mainstream culture’ they will protect
because they stand by their artists and
their writers. The entertainer called
Ice-T, who in song, is this really a
song, where you ask young people to
kill cops, or Sister Souljah, who rec-
ommends that one group of Americans
take time out from killing themselves
and kill another group of Americans,
or Two Live Crew, I still have not re-
covered from their so-called songs rec-
ommending that young men in one
group of Americans tear women apart,
rape them, and rip them, and destroy
them.

This cultural war that the Vice
President has decided to take on is
going to be with us, not just for this
election, Mr. Speaker, but probably for
the rest of our lives. We are rotting
from within; this, in the glorious dec-
ade when we whipped communism.
What an amazing time we lived in.

The article follows:

WHY WE WON'T WITHDRAW ““COP KILLER'

(By Gerald M. Levin)

The controversy over Ice-T's song ‘‘Cop
Killer” raises two extremely important is-
sues. The first touches everyone who cares
about race and poverty and about the vio-
lence and frustration are unraveling the fab-
ric of our cities. The second concerns Time
Warner in particular and the media in gen-
eral. Is it our responsibility to limit the
views of artists, writers, journalists, musi-
cians and film makers so that they don’t of-
fend corporate executives or soclety at
large? Or does the media’s very existence, as
well as that of the democracy they are part
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of, depend on a willingness not just to toler-
ate creative freedom but to encourage it,
even when the viewpoints expressed run
counter to the norms of our mainstream cul-
ture?

Ice-T has put these issues right out front.
And though his song has been distorted by
politicians on both sides of the aisle into a
straw man—a convenient symbol of moral
depravity and cultural decline—still, I'm
convinced that we can make this into an op-
portunity for more than just another shout-
ing match across the bitter and widening
gulf of racial misunderstanding.

For my own part, I understand the visceral
reaction many people have to the lyrics of
“Cop Killer.” Like much of the music that
comes out of America's inner cities, this
song is rooted in the reality of the streets.
It's raw with rage and resentment. I under-
stand as well as those who say that the
lyrics are enough to turn most listeners
away; that to debate them is to give them a
dignity they don't deserve; that we would be
best. advised to credit its production to poor
taste or oversight, pull the record from dis-
tribution and apologize. Given the natural
instinct of corporations to avoid con-
troversy, that's undoubtedly the easiest
course. But to follow it would be to dishonor
the truth.

“Cop Killer” wasn’t written to advocate an
assaunlt by black street kids on the police. It
doesn't incite or glorify violence. It's a song
about how one of those kids reacts in the
wake of the well-known—and not so well-
known—incidents in which is small number
of police have used excessive force. One-
sided, violent and scatological, it's the art-
ist's rap on how a person in the street feels.
It's his fictionalized attempt to get inside a
character's head. It’s a shout of pain and pro-
test and in this it shares a long history with
rock and older forms of urban music. *‘Cop
Killer” is no more a call for gunning down
police than “Frankie and Johnny" is a sum-
mons for jilted lovers to shoot one another.

1 know that there are well-meaning people
who will refuse to credit either this one song
or any hard-core rap as anything other than
hate-filled noise that no law-abiding citizen
or self-respecting corporation should be asso-
ciated with. I also suspect that there are
those who, for whatever reason, prefer to
make Ice-T into a caricature, ignoring the
whole tenor of his work, especially his
strong message against drugs, and to portray
him as nothing more than a mouthpiece for
street thugs.

That's their right. Yet nearly 30 years ago,
Malcolm X expressed his amazement at the
surprise with which white Americans con-
fronted the insurrections that wracked
American cities. He wondered how whites
could have failed to grasp the nature and ex-
tent of the long-fermenting anger in our
ghettos. Malcolm X's question still haunts
us. Why can’'t we hear what rap is trying to
tell us?

On the issue of the role Time Warner has
set for itself as a global media and entertain-
ment company and the commitment we've
made to the writers and artists we employ or
have a relationship with, I want to be abso-
lutely clear and unequivocal. We stand for
creative freedom. Whatever the medium—
print, film, video, programming or music—
we believe that the worth of what an artist
or journalist has to say does not depend on
pre-approval from a government official or a
corporate censor or a cultural elite of the
right or of the left.

Obviously, as with any freedom, there are
limits. Yet the test of any democratic soci-
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ety lies not in how well it can control ex-
pression but in whether it gives freedom of
thought and expression the widest possible
latitude, however controversial or exasperat-
ing the results may sometimes be. History
has come down dramatically on the side of
intellectual and artistic freedom as both a
guarantee of political democracy and, ulti-
mately, economic progress.

Time Warner is determined to be a global
force for encouraging the confrontation of
ideas. We know that profits are the source of
our strength and independence, of our ability
to produce and distribute the work of our
artists and writers, but we won't retreat in
the face of threats of boycotts or political
grandstanding. In the short run, cutting and
running would be the surest and safest way
to put this controversy behind us and get on
with our business. But in the long run it
would be a destructive precedent. It would be
a signal to all the artists and journalists in-
side and outside Time Warner that if they
wish to be heard, then they must tailor their
minds and souls to fit the reigning
orthodoxies.

In the weeks and months ahead, Time War-
ner intends to use the debate engendered by
the uproar over this one song to create a
forum in which we can bring together the
different sides in this controversy. We will
invest in fostering the open discussion of the
violent tensions that Ice-T's music has ex-
posed.

We're under no illusions. We know all the
wounds can’t be healed by such a process or
all the bitterness—on both sides—talked out
of existence. But we believe that the future
of our country—indeed, of our world—is con-
tained in the commitment to truth and free
expression, in the refusal to run away.

RENAMING THE VA CENTER IN
MARLIN, TX

(Mr. EDWARDS of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, today I am introducing a bill that
would rename the VA Medical Center
in Marlin, TX, after the late U.S. Sen-
ator from Texas, Tom Connally. This
would be a fitting tribute to a distin-
guished former Member of Congress
and a proud veteran. Senator Connally
was a resident of Marlin who ably
served 12 years in the U.S. House of
Representatives and 24 years in the
U.S. Senate. His service in the House
was interrupted when he volunteered
for the Army in World War I, a war he
voted to declare. He was also a veteran
of the Spanish-American War.

I believe it would be a fitting tribute
to Senator Tom Connally to have the
VA Medical Center in his hometown
name after him. Senator Connally is
fondly remembered in Marlin as an
outstanding soldier, citizen, and states-
man.

URGING BIPARTISAN SUPPORT TO
DEFEAT RULE ON FOREIGN OP-
ERATIONS COMMITTEE APPRO-
PRIATIONS

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, we are
going to do everything we can to defeat
the rule today on the foreign aid bill. I
would just cite among Democrats, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
ATKINS] wanted to strike $150 million.
He was not allowed to. The gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] wanted to
cut $11 million. He was not allowed to.
The gentleman from New York [Mr.
McHucGH] wanted to cut $20 million. He
was not allowed to. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] had a 2.9
percent across-the-board cut. It was
not made in order. The gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] wanted to
freeze appropriations for AID at the
current year level. He was not allowed
to. He also wanted to reduce the for-
eign military finance program, $200
million. He was not allowed to. The
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SMITH]
wanted to reduce funding 1 percent
across the board. He was not allowed
to. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFFICANT] asked for a 10-percent cut,
a b-percent cut, a 3-percent cut. He was
not allowed to.

There were 13 Democrat amendments
to reduce spending not made in order,
not counting the Republican amend-
ments that were not made in order. I
would hope that every Member would
understand, if they vote “yes’ on this
rule, they are voting to go back home
for the next 5 months and defend every
item in this bill as so good, so useful,
so important that it was not worth
amending, not worth debating, because
they approved in advance of the struc-
ture of this bill.

I hope every Democrat not on the
Committee on Rules will join us in vot-
ing to beat the rule on a bipartisan
basis, because it is a bad rule to stop
amendments to cut spending on foreign
aid.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF H.R. 5368, FOREIGN OPER-
ATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING,
AND RELATED PROGRAMS
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1993

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 501 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 501

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5368) making
appropriations for foreign operations, export
financing, and related programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1993, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. All points of order
against consideration of the bill are waived.
After general debate, which shall be confined
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to the bill and the amendment in the nature
of a substitute recommended by the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and which shall not
exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the pending question shall be the
adoption of the amendment in the nature of
a substitute recommended by the Committee
on Appropriations now printed in the bill.
The committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute shall be designated and shall be
debatable for twenty minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations. Points of order against
the committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, and against provisions in the bill
if so amended, for failure to comply with
clause 2 or 6 of rule XXI are waived. If the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute is adopted, then the bill as so
amended shall be considered as the original
bill for the purpose of further amendment
under the five-minute rule and shall be con-
sidered as read. The amendment printed in
section 2 shall be considered as adopted in
the House and in the Committee of the
Whole. No further amendment shall be in
order except those printed in the report of
the Committee on Rules accompanying this
resolution. Amendments shall be considered
in the order and manner specified in the re-
port. Unless otherwise specified in the re-
port, each amendment may be offered only
by the named proponent or a designee, shall
be considered as read, shall not be subject to
amendment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole.
Any time specified in the report for debate
on an amendment shall be equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent. Points of order under clause 2 of rule
XXI against the amendment specified in the
report to be offered by Representative
Machtley of Rhode Island are waived. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. The amendment to be considered as
adopted in the House and in the Committee
of the Whole to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute is as follows:

Page 153, line 22, strike out “Public Law
99-33" and insert in lieu thereof ““Public Law
99-83".
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NeNunTy). The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL] is recognized for 1 hour,

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 501 is
a rule providing for the consideration
of H.R. 5368, making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing,
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and related programs for fiscal year
1993.

The rule waives points of order
against consideration of the bill, and
provides for 1 hour of general debate to
be equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations. The rule provides that after
general debate, the pending question is
the adoption of the amendment in the
nature of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on Appropriations, now
printed in the bill. The substitute is de-
batable for 20 minutes, equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority members of the Ap-
propriations Committee.

The rule waives points of order
against the substitute and against the
provisions of the bill, if amended, for
failure to comply with clauses 2 and 6
of rule XXI. Clause 2 of rule XXI pro-
hibits unauthorized appropriations or
legislative provisions in general appro-
priations bills. These waivers are nec-
essary because authorizing legislation
for various programs to this bill has
not yet been enacted.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, clause 6 of
rule XXI prohibits reappropriations in
general appropriations bills. The clause
6 waivers are necessary to allow the
transfer of unexpended balances from
one account to another and the exten-
sion of authority to obligate those
funds in the new fiscal year.

If the substitute is adopted, then the
substitute will be considered as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment and will be considered as read.
Under the rule, the amendment printed
in section 2 of the rule will be consid-
ered as adopted. This is a non-
controversial technical amendment
which corrects a mistake in a public
law number,

Under the rule, no amendment to the
bill is in order except for the amend-
ments printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this
resolution. The amendments, which
will be considered in the order and
manner prescribed in the report, may
not be subject to amendment nor to
the demand for a division of the ques-
tion. Any time specified in the report
for debate on an amendment will be
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent.

The rule also waives points of order
under clause 2 of rule XXI against the
Machtley amendment, amendment No.
4. This amendment terminates certain
military assistance funds to Indonesia
and requires a waiver because the au-
thorizing legislation is not in place.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule pro-
vides for one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5368, the foreign
aid appropriations bill is a carefully
crafted piece of legislation. The com-
mittee bill appropriates approximately
$13.8 billion for U.S. foreign aid pro-
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grams, which is $1.3 billion below the
President’s request. The committee
successfully balanced the dual needs of
reducing spending while meeting our
moral obligations to improving the
conditions for those suffering from
hunger and poverty around the world.
As chairman of the Select Committee
on Hunger, I would like to commend
Chairman OBEY for including $275 mil-
lion for child survival activities which
save and sustain the lives of 10 to 15
million children a year. Under the bill,
vitamin A and micronutrient programs
receive $20 million; basic education re-
ceives $135 million; and, $80 million is
provided to control the spread of AIDS.
This bill also fights the onslaught of
famine in southern Africa and helps re-
lieve the suffering of refugees who were
forced to flee civil war, persecution and
natural disaster. Mr. Speaker, we are
given the unigue opportunity here to
decrease overall spending while actu-
ally increasing money in human needs
activities where it is desperately need-

ed.

Finally, I would be remiss if I did not
acknowledge the work of our colleague,
Mr. MAT McHUGH, who has long been a
champion of children’s issues. He will
be missed by all of us when he retires.

Mr. Speaker, this rule is designed to
facilitate House consideration of im-
portant foreign aid related issues. I
urge my colleagues to adopt it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I might consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to begin
today by quoting Yogi Berra. Yester-
day I quoted James Madison. But today
I would like to guote Yogi Berra, who
once said, ‘“This seems like deja vu all
over again.”’ Does everybody remember
that?

For the second time in 2 days this
House is being asked to approve a rule
that restricts—that violates—the
rights of Members to offer amendments
to general appropriation bills. I am
looking over to the other side of the
aisle. Pay attention over there, be-
cause you are being gagged by this rule
just like we are. And for the fourth
time in 6 years this House is being pre-
sented with a rule that restricts
amendments to strike, to reduce spend-
ing, on this particular bill, the annual
foreign operations appropriations bill.

The rule before us today makes in
order the consideration of what? Only
four amendments. If adopted, these
amendments will serve to reduce the
level of appropriations contained in
this bill by a little more than a whop-
ping, what? A whopping 1 percent.

The only reason why potential reduc-
tions are even that much is because the
manager of the bill, the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will have
the right to offer a l-percent, across-
the-board cut. Now we are informed
that he will not even offer his own
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amendment. Maybe I will try to offer it
for him; or maybe the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT], or some others
will assist me in this effort.

A 1-percent cut. So much for deficit
reduction, Mr. Speaker. Indeed, if the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
had not brought us a bill that has a
funding level which is 2 percent below
the level for the current fiscal year, we
would be making no progress at all to-
ward reducing unnecessary expendi-
tures.

O 1040

I emphasize these points right here
at the outset, Mr. Speaker, for two rea-
sons. The first reason has to do with
the urgent need for reducing the defi-
cit. The second reason has to do with
the manner in which this House con-
ducts its business.

Let us look at the deficit first. The
House conducted a debate here on this
floor 2 weeks ago about amending the
Constitution in order to require a bal-
anced budget. One Member after Mem-
ber, on both sides of the aisle, paraded
into the well during the debate to say
a constitutional amendment is not nec-
essary. ‘‘We already have the tools we
need,” some of them said. “We do not
need a constitutional amendment,”
they said. ‘‘All we need is the courage
and the will to do the right thing.”
That is what they said.

That was the theory, “We already
have the tools.”

Today we are confronted with re-
ality. I ask every Member on both sides
of the aisle who voted for the balanced
budget amendment to vote against this
rule.

Mr. Speaker, in the present cir-
cumstances, virtually every vote we
take has implications for the deficit.
And a no vote on this rule is a vote to
start reducing the deficit right here
today.

But even more importantly, Mr.
Speaker, I ask every Member who
voted against the balanced budget
amendment to vote against this rule. If
those Members who voted against the
balance budget amendment believe we
already have the tools at our disposal
to reduce the deficit, how then can
they vote for a rule that takes away
those tools? How then can they justify
their statements of 2 weeks ago? They
are on record in the CONGRESSIONAL
ReEcorD. If those Members are to be
consistent and maintain their intellec-
tual integrity, I do not see how they
have any choice but to oppose this rule
and bring back an open rule that will
allow cutting amendments.

Mr. Speaker, everybody knows the
budget and appropriation process domi-
nates the legislative schedule every
vear, and the only tool to use in get-
ting a handle on spending is the right
to offer amendments to strike. Take
away that right, as this rule does, and
the debate we had 2 weeks ago is noth-
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ing more than a joke. It is one more
hoax pulled on the American people.

It is no wonder this place is held in
the kind of contempt it is. I sometimes
am embarrassed to serve here.

If any Member thinks he or she can
justify buying the argument that we
already have the tools we need and
then vote in favor of this rule to throw
away those tools, I would like to hear
that justification.

All Members, especially those who
voted for the balanced budget amend-
ment, deserve that explanation,

The second thing I mentioned a mo-
ment ago concerns the way this House
conducts its business. When a very re-
strictive rule was written last year for
the foreign operations appropriations
bill, this very bill, a potentially explo-
sive situation on the floor was defused
by a meeting that was conducted in the
Speaker’s office. On that occasion, at
which both the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, myself, our Repub-
lican leader, and the majority leader
all attended, the Speaker told us he
would hold an inquiry into the rules
and precedents governing the consider-
ation of general appropriation bills.

I regret to say that 1 year later that
pledge is unfulfilled, Mr. Speaker. And
it is with anger that I must inform the
House that this rule now before us is
even more restrictive than the last
one.

At least the rule last year made in
order the consideration of 11 amend-
ments, including some legitimate cut-
ting amendments. The one before us
today makes in order only four amend-
ments, period. Two will not even be of-
fered, leaving two minor amendments
that will only reduce foreign aid by a
mere nineteen one-thousandths of 1
percent.

If there is 'a more vivid example than
this of the deterioration of trust and
mutual respect in this House, I sure
would like to know what it is. If there
is a better example than this rule of
how the legislative process is being
corrupted, I would like to know what it
is.

Mr. Speaker, I will not go any fur-
ther. This is a gag rule. It is not worth
the paper it is printed on. It gags Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle, Demo-
crats and Republicans. It gags the
American people, and that is why the
American people gag when they see
this irresponsible Congress day after
day refusing to do anything to stem
the red ink that is hemorrhaging and
turning this country of ours into a
debtor nation.

We have got to defeat this rule. If we
do, we will begin to reduce the deficit.
And what better way, and what better
way do the American people want, than
doing it with foreign-aid cuts? Please,
defeat this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time,

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 4 min-
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utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, there
are some good things in this bill. I do
not want to be misconstrued or mis-
represented here today. The chairman,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL],
has taken care of some legitimate
needs that our Nation should be in-
volved with, hunger and children
throughout the world, that help make
the world safer and America a better
place.

But other than that, I must say this:
I am disappointed in the Democrat
Party. I want to say that again: Our
Democrat Party controls this body,
and our Democrat Party has chosen to
bring out a limited foreign aid bill, an
appropriation bill with money, know-
ing full well that the American people
are sick and tired of foreign aid, and
the Democrat Party chooses to protect
the foreign aid account.

Let us tell it like it is: I am hearing
that they already cut $1.6 billion out in
the committee. Who is kidding whom?
This same committee is going to come
back and want $12 billion for Russia.

Now, what the hell is that for? For
American tourists?

I legitimately had some amendments
here to cut, and they were passed over.
One amendment, and that rests with
the chairman, and he may not offer it.

Mr. Speaker, in the last 10 years Is-
rael and Egypt have gotten $53 billion
from our taxpayers, Pakistan over $5
billion; Turkey, $7 billion. And then we
have forgiven another $7 billion loan.
Israel and Egypt got more money than
all the cities in America combined in
the last 10 years.

You have a Congress that is more
concerned with the Mideast than they
are with the Midwest of America. I do
not know what is going on.

I am a Democrat, and I am proud of
it, but I am saying today our Democrat
Party is continuing the foreign aid
handouts. This is not foreign aid. This
is foreign welfare. We should be doing
the things the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL], is talk-
ing about, but we should not be doing
90 percent of this damn bill. You know
it, I know it, the American people
know it, and you are not allowing us
the chance to change it.

Let me say this: Congress is destroy-
ing our own budget. We are bringing
these rules in that are closed. We can-
not strike. We cannot bring points of
order. We push Members around like
TRAFICANT who does try and do some-
thing about it.

I voted against that balanced budget
amendment. I was not going to go
home and say, “In the year 2000 we are
going to balance your budget.” This is
fight time right here.

Now, I am not putting that chairman
down. Overall, he has done a good job.
He has a tough job.

When they say there are cuts in this
bill, where is that $12 billion for the
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former Soviet Union? And who the hell
is going to pay for that? And what ac-
count is it going to be?

Now, if God has wanted a two-way
bridge across the Pacific here and the
Atlantic, he would not have made the
American taxpayers pay for it. He
would have connected them himself.

It is time we take care of our own
people. I do not know of any other way
to start dealing with it, and, damn it,
Congress cut $6 billion and 10,000 jobs
out of the supercollider, and now they
are going to cut the space station. Yes,
I voted not to cut the supercollider. I
want to see how many people voted to
cut the supercollider in Texas, vote to
cut the space station that deals with
everybody's district and America’s
technological future, and then how
many people in this Congress vote to
give this pork overseas.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr, SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is a Democrat, I am a Repub-
lican. I fought for the gentleman’s
amendments to be made in order as
well as all other Democrat amend-
ments. They ought to be on this floor
for legitimate debate.
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr.
thank the gentleman.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
6% minutes to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. MILLER], a very dis-
tinguished Member who is retiring. I
have served with the gentleman on the
Committee on Foreign Affairs for
many years. The gentleman is a great
American.

Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mr.
Speaker, as the Members know, I rare-
1y take the well of this House to object
to a rule. I do so today because this
rule is an outrage.

Yesterday the Rules Committee sent
the legislative branch appropriations
bill to the floor of the House and de-
nied the minority the right to make
cutting amendments to proposed cut-
ting amendments.

Today the Rules Committee, con-
trolled by the Democratic majority,
sends a foreign operations appropria-
tions bill to the floor of the House and
cuts off the right to propose amend-
ments that would reform foreign aid,
cuts off discussion of the most crucial
issues that affect foreign aid.

I talk as one who has voted for every
foreign aid bill since I have been in this
Congress.

Now, let us go into what the Rules
Committee has done. They sent this
bill to the floor. They allow votes on
four amendments, only two of which
are going to be offered, and the two af-
fect very narrow areas of the foreign
aid budget, Asia and Indonesia.

They cut out all the other amend-
ments. Let me give you an example of
the amendments they cut out.

Speaker, I
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I went to the Rules Committee. I had
offered many amendments, but I of-
fered to reduce those amendments to
three. These three amendments were
based on a foreign aid reform proposal
developed by Budget Committee mem-
bers over the course of the year, devel-
oped in consultation with the Repub-
lican leadership. These three amend-
ments, which we are not going to be al-
lowed to discuss, do the following:

The first relates to the World Bank.
It would eliminate the capital con-
tribution of the United States for the
coming year over $1 billion to the
World Bank and its affiliates.

Over the past several years, taxpayer
groups, poverty relief groups, environ-
mental aid groups have said, the World
Bank is giving huge loans to projects
that are destroying the environment.
The environmental defense fund esti-
mates that already World Bank
projects have displaced 1% million peo-
ple from their lands without compensa-
tion.

Will we get a chance to discuss this
issue? No, says the Rules Committee.

Over the years, the World Bank with
its loans has favored status govern-
ments, many of them dictatorships.
One of the leading recipients of World
Bank loans has been the government of
Communist China. Will we get the
right to debate that issue on the floor?
No, says the Rules Committee. Cut off
that debate.

The second amendment that we of-
fered is related to the Asian Develop-
ment Bank, another multilateral bank.
We said do not give a capital contribu-
tion increase. The Asian Development
Bank is afflicted with the same ills as
the World Bank; but in addition, the
Asian Bank was set up years ago be-
cause the Pacific rim was short of cap-
ital and the West was rich in capital.
That is no longer true today; but we
not only keep going with it, we in-
crease the contributions.

Will we get the right to debate this
issue? No, says the Rules Committee.
Cut off the debate.

Finally, we offered on behalf of Con-
gressman EDWARDS, the ranking mem-
ber of the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee on behalf of Congressmen KASICH,
DELAY, and SANTORUM, we offered an
amendment to freeze the administra-
tive budget of the AID [the Agency for
International Development]. Over the
past couple years AID has been plagued
with mismanagement. Scores of AID
employees have been indicted for cor-
ruption. Commission after commission
has investigated the AID and said this
agency needs to be reorganized.

So what happens? In this budget that
is proposed, AID goes on and expands
their administration. Other offices are
added.

All we offered was an amendment—I
would love to be able to restructure the
AID; but of course, the powers that be
make that very difficult to do.
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But here was an amendment that
would have sent them a message and
said, ‘‘OK, we will freeze the AID ad-
ministrative budget so we can discuss
these issues on the floor.”

Did the Rules Committee allow that
debate? No, they cut it off.

Mr, SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Yes, I
yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is making such cogent remarks
here. The gentleman’s amendment has
great bipartisan support on both sides
of the aisle, yet it was denied on a
party line vote, with all Democrats
voting against it, all Republicans al-
lowing the gentleman’s amendment.
That is just a shame. That is gagging.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Let me
say, Mr. Speaker, what is going to hap-
pen here. Let me tell you two possible
results.

Many of the members of the Rules
Committee that passed this rule are
supporters of foreign aid. I am a sup-
porter of foreign aid because I believe
it plays a role in protecting American
security. It can play a role in protect-
ing human rights. It can play a role in
increasing trade and promoting peace,
but when you send a rule like this to
the floor, when you cut off all at-
tempts, meaningful attempts, to re-
form foreign aid, you are increasing
the chances that Members will vote
against the foreign aid bill.

I will tell you a second possible re-
sult. When you cut off amendments on
legislative appropriations and foreign
aid and other issues, as apparently you
are going to do, the steam starts to
build up and build up. If you do not
allow discussion on reform of foreign
aid, what is going to happen is that
steam is going to build up and ulti-
mately there is going to be an explo-
sion, and instead of intelligent, respon-
sible reform, you are going to have the
gutting of foreign aid. That is irrespon-
sible.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues, if
you want to reform foreign aid, if you
want to have fiscal responsibility, if
you want to have the right on behalf of
American taxpayers to offer amend-
ments on appropriations bills, reject
this rule.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing and Related
Programs, of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I have heard
a lot of hot air in my time, but never
have I heard it hotter than this morn-
ing.

Let me simply observe that we are
now at the huff and puff stage of the
session, I guess. I would like to cut
through that huff and puff and simply
lay out a few facts in a sober way.

June 25, 1992

What the Rules Committee did, in
my judgment, is to differentiate be-
tween amendments that were real and
amendments that were phony, amend-
ments that were legitimate appropria-
tion issues and amendments which
were not appropriations issues, but pol-
icy issues which are supposed to be left
to the authorizing committees.

Mr. Speaker, what I would like to do
is to, as rationally as possible, walk
through what distinguishes the amend-
ments that were approved and the
amendments that were not approved by
the Rules Committee. Very simply,
this is how I would categorize them.

Except for the Miller amendments,
only one Republican cutting amend-
ment was denied. That was the amend-
ment suggested by the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. ALLEN]. That amendment
would have precluded any funds going
directly or indirectly to a list of coun-
tries which we regard as terrorist coun-
tries.

At the request of the administration,
we have tried to preserve the adminis-
tration’s flexibility.
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And so in the Appropriations Com-
mittee itself we adopted a compromise
amendment which made quite clear
that none of those countries may re-
ceive any aid directly or indirectly un-
less the President of the United
States—and the last time I looked, he
was a Republican, not a Democrat—un-
less the President of the United States
certified that it was essential to the
national interest that an exception be
made. And I personally do not think he
ought to certify in any instance.

The problem with the Miller amend-
ments is very simple. Two of the
amendments went to the Asian Devel-
opment Bank and the IFC window in
the World Bank. Both of those institu-
tions have not yet been permanently
authorized. And the authorizing legis-
lation to do so is now moving out of
the authorization committee and will
be on this floor within a month.

The Miller amendments have not
been denied with respect to those two
institutions, they have been redirected
to their proper target. What I find
amusing, as a member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, is that members
of the authorizing committees give us
absolute hell every time we engage in
an action which is regarded as properly
under the purview of the authorizing
committee, and then, when we do not
take an action which interferes with
the authorizing committee, they also
give us hell. Well, in the real world you
cannot have it both ways.

So all we have suggested with respect
to the Asian Bank amendments is that
they be amended to the proper bill
which will come through next month.

The second point I would make is
that the other amendments that Mr.
MILLER seeks to offer come 2 years too
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late. The World Bank capital increase
was authorized by this House 2 years
ago. And once that has happened, like
it or not, the U.S. Government and the
President of the United States and the
Congress of the United States have
signed off on an agreement to meet cer-
tain obligations as long as those appro-
priation requests are pending.

So it seems that there is no purpose
to be served by, 2 years after the fact,
trying to deny that we have an obliga-
tion which in fact we have already en-
tered into. If the House did not want to
approve the funding for the World
Bank, it should have turned it down
when the initial authorization came
through this place.

But it did not. And that means we
are obligated to provide those funds. It
is my job as chairman to try to move
forward in a bipartisan way and to pro-
tect an administration of the opposite
party—not mine—when they are carry-
ing out their international obligations.

Now I was told last night that we
might see the Republican recommittal
motion today seek to cut the World
Bank by the Miller amendment, and I
guess my attitude is this: If the Bush
administration, if the Bush White
House is so pitifully weak within its
own party that it cannot even obtain
the support of its own party members
in meeting an international obligation
which the Congress already signed onto
2 years ago and which the President
signed onto 2 years ago, then I know of
no reason why the majority party
ought to protect the Republican party
from its own internal chaos.

So if the gentleman wants to offer an
amendment cutting the guts out of the
administration’s own position, in the
teeth of a letter from the administra-
tion which already indicates that they
will veto this bill as it now stands be-
cause we have cut too much money, in
their view, then I do not see any reason
why we ought to stand in their way.

So you vote any way you want on the
recommittal motion. But I want to
make clear that the Committee on
Rules did the responsible thing. It
made in order the real amendments
and it denied the amendments which in
my view are not real because they ei-
ther come too late or are directed at
the wrong bill.

Mr. MILLER of Washington.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I would be happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I respect the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations. But I just want
to respond point by point to the issues
he raised.

Mr. OBEY. Reclaiming my time, if
the gentleman wants to respond point
by point, I would suggest he get his
own time. 1 thought the gentleman
wanted to ask a question. If he wants
to respond, he has his own time.

Mr.
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr, OBEY. If it is for a question.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman described some amendments as
phony. The gentleman got one of the
amendments that is in the bill, 1 per-
cent across-the-board cut, as I under-
stand it. Does the gentleman plan to
offer that amendment?

Mr. OBEY. I think that is the right of
the chairman to determine at the time.

Mr. WALKER. So the gentleman is
probably not going to offer the amend-
ment; so it is a true phony. So what
the Rules Committee did, it made in
order that amendment but did not
allow other legitimate amendments.

Mr. OBEY. I take back my time, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. No, not until I have re-
sponded to the ill-tempered remarks of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. No, I will not. I would
like to answer those remarks first if I

can.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The gentleman from Wis-
consin controls the time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is entitled to characterize an
amendment any way he wants.

Mr. WALKER. You characterized the
amendments.

Mr. OBEY. That does not mean that
his characterization is correct. I have
been asked by the gentleman’s Presi-
dent, I have been asked by the White
House not to offer that amendment. Is
the gentleman suggesting that the
White House is wrong?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. 1 yield.

Mr. WALKER. I think the White
House is wrong. Offer it, offer it if it is
not a phony.

Mr. OBEY. Would the gentleman an-
swer me a question?

Mr. WALKER. Sure.

Mr. OBEY. Would you tell me wheth-
er you agree with the Bush White
House that our committee was wrong
by cutting $1.2 billion out of the ad-
ministration’s budget?

Mr. WALKER. Do you agree with the
Bush White House that we ought to
balance the budget? Did you vote for
the balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution?

Mr. OBEY. Your phony. Absolutely
not. I introduced my own.

Mr. WALKER. Well, let me find out
what you regard as phony. If balanced
budgets are phony, the amendments
you are not going to offer are not pho-
nies? Come on now.

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman clearly
would prefer to hyperventilate than to
answer a question. I asked a question.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
question?
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Mr. OBEY. Yes.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. The gen-
tleman stated on the World Bank, my
amendment was too late on the appro-
priations bill because the authorization
was a couple of years ago. I have a
question, but just so I am not mislead-
ing you, let me read to you from a CRS
report describing how the World Bank
process reads: “Once Congress author-
izes a new contribution, the U.S. Gov-
ernor transmits a formal qualified
commitment to the multilateral devel-
opment bank in question pledging, sub-
ject to appropriation, that the United
States will provide subscriptions that
the funding plan outlines,' et cetera.

Are you suggesting that when we
passed that authorization years ago,
that when the World Bank performed
these environmental atrocities in the
intervening period, that we lost our
power of appropriation?

Mr. OBEY. What T am suggesting is
that if the gentleman objected to the
World Bank funding he should have
raised it at the right time.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Three or
four years ago.

Mr. OBEY. I would also say—it is my
time—I would also point out that it is
the chairman of the committee who
has ridden herd on the World Bank for
4 years to reform their environmental
process, and I would appreciate more
help than I am getting.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for
another question?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] has expired.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. APPLEGATE].

Mr. APPLEGATE. I thank the chair-
man for giving me this time.

I want to say to him I think he is
doing a tremendous job on the Commit-
tee on Rules, but unfortunately my
good friend ToNy HALL is stuck with an
albatross to work with this afternoon.
But I still want to commend him be-
cause I think the rule is bad and I am
going to oppose it. I am also going to
oppose the bill because the bill T think
is the albatross we are working with.

And unless it is at least cut in half,
it is not going to be anything at all. As
a matter of fact, they could do away
with it altogether.

I said earlier that America is falling
behind on their payments; I am talking
about their home payments, car pay-
ments, payments on their appliances,
student loans. Why? Because the Na-
tion’s economy is hurting, and it is be-
cause of low wages, because America is
sending their jobs overseas, their good
jobs. They are stuck here with mini-
mum wage jobs but the manufacturing
jobs are going overseas to these other
countries that they want to send our
money to, while they take their prod-
ucts and dump them in the United



16170

States in an underpriced fashion and
we let them get away with it. That is
the irony.
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These countries are dependent upon
the American tax dollars, and the
American tax dollars are not able to
get into the Federal coffers because we
do not have the good jobs here, and I
say, ‘‘Yes, yes, take care of the starv-
ing peoples in the world. Take care of
the sick." And I want to commend the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL] be-
cause there has been nobody in the
House that has been to the forefront to
help hungry people in this country and
other parts of the world. Nobody does
it better than he does. But let us ad-
minister the programs in this country
first for our own people.

As my colleagues know, the problem
is, when we send this money overseas,
we do not know where it goes. It goes
over there. We do not know when it
gets to the people. Too many times it
ends up in the leaders’ pockets, it goes
into a Swiss bank, and then they retire
and take it with them later.

Asking America to help is like ask-
ing a sick doctor to help a sick patient.
I believe America should help others,
but we have got to cure our economic
ills first.

I work with a lot of veterans. I had
hearings yesterday for DIC, surviving
spouses of dead veterans. They cannot
get all that they want, and one of the
women came up and said, ‘‘Well, we're
sending $250 million over to some coun-
try to help them build roads.” But they
cannot get enough money into their
pocket to help to take care of their
children.

The President does not want to pay
unemployment compensation, but is
willing to send money overseas. Senior
citizens have to pay more out of their
pockets for health care, and yet we
send money overseas.

So, all I am saying is that the rule is
wrong, and I think that we should have
the opportunity to offer some of those
amendments and do the business of the
House.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2% minutes to the distinguished gen-

tleman from = Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM].
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SorLomon] for yielding, and, Mr.
Speaker, I have had the pleasure of
working with the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. MILLER] over the past
year on these amendments, and he has
done an excellent job of going out into
the communities who are involved in
the international communities in the
foreign aid area and try to find some
real reforms so we can bring some
structural reform to this program that
is so desperately in need. And I can say
in the year in which this proposal has
been on the table that we have been
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talking to people here in the Congress
and outside the Congress. I have not
run into one organization, one Member
of Congress, one person in the adminis-
tration who says that any of this is a
bad idea, that any of these reforms are
bad, that all of these reforms should
not be done, and in fact some have said
this is a good start, we need to do
more, but we have gotten on the right
track. I have not heard anyone who is
opposed to it. But somehow or other
they are either too early, or they are
too late, or for some reason we have to
restrict the appropriations process here
so we do not have a chance to work the
people’s will to get some real reform in
an area where the American public, as
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI-
CANT] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. APPLEGATE] have said so elo-
quently, are demanding that we slim
down, and they are demanding that we
address real needs and not overbloated
democracies and dictatorships.

I am amazed that the same people
who came to the floor and said, “We
need tough decisions to make the bal-
anced budget amendment,’ in opposing
the balanced budget amendment, “We
just need to make tough decisions,”
are the same people who are going to
support this rule.

I say to my colleagues, this is vote
No. 2 on whether you really mean we
want tough decisions. Vote No. 1 was
yvesterday on the rule for legislative ap-
propriations. We lost that one. We
couldn’'t amend that bill and couldn’t
cut spending. Today is vote No. 2 on
whether you really want to cut spend-
ing around here.

And I find it an incredible irony be-
cause the same people who opposed the
balanced budget amendment also op-
posed the line-item veto for the Presi-
dent, and the reason, they said, for
that is we give too much power to the
President to strike line items if we
pass the line-item veto.

What are we doing here today, my
colleagues? What are we doing here
today? We are taking the power away
from Congress to strike line items. We
do not have a line-item veto for the
President. We no longer have a line-
item veto for the Congress. We have
Government by the majority leader
and Speaker. We have Government by
the Committee on Rules.

Mr. Speaker, Congress cannot work
its will.

We have no will in the President now,
We have no will to cut spending by the
President, and we have no ability now
on the floor of the Congress, which peo-
ple so desperately want to defend their
right to cut spending and oppose the
line-item veto. We now have no power
here on this floor to reduce that spend-
ing.

This is a phony.

Mr. SOLOMON. Vote no on the rule.
Great statement.
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Mr. Speaker, God help the country if
the Committee on Rules is running this
Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DREIER] who valiantly fights
up there with me, outnumbered 9 to 4,
in the Committee on Rules.

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, we are charting into new ter-
ritory. It is very exciting. From what I
have been told, this is the first time in
history two legislative appropriations
bills have come to the floor of the
House back to back with restrictive
rules. Never before have we had this
kind of procedure.

As my friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SANTORUM], said
yesterday, we had an extraordinarily
restrictive rule and a horrible legisla-
tive branch appropriations bill which
protected us from ourselves. We did not
have the right to vote to cut funds in
the legislative appropriations process,
and today we have this restrictive rule
which prevents us from offering amend-
ment after amendment.

The kind of hegemony which the ma-
jority has over this institution was evi-
denced very clearly last night up in the
Committee on Rules. OQur very good
friend, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BENNETT], who is retiring, had our
colleague on the Committee on Rules,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
McEWEN], offer an amendment which
would do the following:

The President would have the discre-
tion to negotiate compensation in nat-
ural resources, the tremendous natural
resources, which we all know the
former Soviet Union, the now Com-
monwealth of Independent States, has.
The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
MCEWEN] said last night that exporting
1 percent of the manganese within the
former Soviet Union would pay for the
aid package to the former Soviet Union
that the administration is requesting.
Our President would be given discre-
tionary authority to negotiate such re-
imbursement in natural resources for
the aid we are providing.

Now I am told that our friend, the
distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee, has indicated that unfortu-
nately this is a dilatory amendment, or
some such derisive remark was made
about the amendment. The amendment
was included the day before Thanks-
giving, just as we adjourned last year,
in an arms control bill. But it needs to
be enacted again in order to remain in
effect, but tragically it has been de-
nied.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I am happy to say
that several of my colleagues on the
majority were very reasonable and
wanted desperately to join with us and
allow the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BENNETT], a8 he prepares to retire after
many years of service in this institu-
tion, to offer his amendment.

Mr. Speaker, what has happened,
however, is that his opportunity was
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denied. Two Democrats broke with
precedent and joined with us to allow
this very balanced amendment to be
debated. They did not say whether they
supported or opposed the amendment.
They simply wanted the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. BENNETT] to have the
right in this appropriations bill to say
that the tremendous natural resources
that exist within the former Soviet
Union could be used as reimbursement
for our assistance. Why? Because we
might be able to gain some support for
this measure.

Foreign aid is not popular. I am not
a strong proponent of tremendous for-
eign assistance because we have many
problems here at home, and the one
chance to get some support for it would
be if we could utilize the reserves, the
natural resources, within the former
Soviet Union.

Unfortunately, we, on a 6 to 6 vote,
were not allowed to include this
amendment. Six to six is a very un-
usual vote upstairs. Usually it is nine
to four, nine on the majority, four on
the minority, but we were able to get
some reasonable Members of the ma-
jority to join with us.

But not enough, Mr. Speaker, not
enough. And so the Bennett amend-
ment is not in order, and that is a real

shame.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the deputy minority whip,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, when it
comes to foreign aid, the American
people are fairly clear. This is one of
the places where they think we can
make some of the tough choices to get
toward a balanced budget. They say it
over and over again.
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But when we go to make the tough
choices, we find out that the chairman
of the subcommittee calls them phony.
What we had was a chairman describ-
ing 51 amendments as phony—or I
should say 51 amendments were offered
up there. Four were not phonies. They
were put in order, including the chair-
man’s, to cut 1 percent across the
board, which he seems to say he is not
going to offer. But then he comes over
and tells the gentleman from Washing-
ton that he might accept some of the
amendments that were not allowed up
in the committee in the motion to re-
commit, so obviously they were not
phony either, but they just did not get
allowed here.

This is the process you go through
when you do not have open rules. The
gentleman from Washington’s amend-
ments would have been perfectly in
order under an open rule. They are not
phony amendments, they are legiti-
mate amendments. They are legitimate
amendments to cut, and we are losing
our ability in the House of Representa-
tives to deal line by line with these ap-
propriations.
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The American people would have to
be sick to their stomach to understand
the Committee on Rules in this rule is
preventing us from cutting foreign aid.
There is absolutely no reason why we
should not be able to act line by line on
foreign aid and cut it out and cut it
down.

The fact is the Democratic Party in
the House, the majority party, has de-
cided that they are afraid to face
amendments on the floor. The chair-
men do not want to face amendments
that they do not think they can beat,
and the party itself does not want to
cast tough votes.

But let me tell you something. I
think you people have lost all credibil-
ity in calling yourselves Democrats.
Saying you are the Democratic Party
is a joke. There is nothing democratic
about the way you are running the
House, it is only despotic. There is
nothing democratic about not allowing
elected officials their fundamental
rights to cut spending from bloated
bills. There is nothing democratic
abhout treating minority viewpoints as
though they are illegitimate, even to
the point that they are not even eligi-
ble to be voted on or debated on the
House of Representatives’ floor.

There is a party label that goes with
the kind of behavior that is being ex-
hibited on this floor. It is Bolshevik.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, in just this 1 brief minute, let
me revisit the very important words
that my colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DREIER], was bringing
before this body and the American peo-
ple.

Yes; we want to help starving people
all around the world. Our intentions
are honorable. We want to help the de-
caying inner cities of this country.

But you people on the majority side
are dooming foreign aid from this
country if you do not use reasonable
approaches to how there can be a le-
gitimate quid pro gquo with some of
these countries that are rich in re-
sources.

When I had an opportunity to visit in
September 1990 with Margaret Thatch-
er, she was talking. We were all amazed
at what was happening in the destruc-
tion of the Soviet Union. The Berlin
Wall had been down about 10 months.

She said these clear words to me:

They are a rich country, aren’t they? I am
just the Prime Minister of a small island
trading nation. They are so rich in Russia.
Timber, oil, gold, and minerals of every
kind.

You are fools not to join with the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL], with
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BEILENSON], and the gentleman from
Florida [Mr, BENNETT], and try and ask
for something for this money that we
want to take out of the hide of the
American taxpayer.
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They are rich. They have been de-
stroyed by Lenin, Stalin, and politics.
Let us get something from them if we
are going to break the backs of the
American taxpayer.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Florida [Mr. JAMES].

Mr, JAMES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this rule, which
reaches new heights dodging congres-
sional accountability for Federal
spending.

Today we are spending $13.8 billion of
the people’s money, but less than $200
million of that can be debated.

The Democratic leadership has put
$13.6 billion of the $13.8 billion off lim-
its to any cuts.

The American people are demanding
a 100-percent effort to cut unneeded
spending. With this rule, the Demo-
crats allow a 1-percent effort.

Two weeks ago, the Democrats said
we didn't need a balanced budget
amendment—we needed priorities,
tough choices, and courage.

Under Democratic rule today, prior-
ities cannot be debated, tough choices
cannot be voted, courage is out of
order.

Foreign aid is one of the least popu-
lar programs of this Government. It is
also one that most demands top-to-bot-
tom reexamination since we won the
cold war.

Today, the Democratic leadership is
blocking reexamination, ignoring the
demand for change, and throwing sand
in the people’s eye.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes and 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. ALLEN], a
very fine Member who is leaving the
House this year and whom we are going
to miss.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the rule on the
foreign operations appropriations bill.
Once again, the ruling majority is
squashing the rights of the minority to
offer amendments to improve legisla-
tion which is before this body. The ma-
jority is denying our right to offer
sound, fiscally responsible improve-
ments to every appropriations bill this
week. For all who professed a newfound
commitment to reducing spending
after the defeat of the balanced budget
amendment, you have absolutely no
choice but to vote against this rule. To
do otherwise would be duplicitous and
untruthful to yourself and to your con-
stituents.

I am here to talk about tyrannies,
despots, and repressive dictators. Don't
worry, Mr., Speaker, I'm not taking a
swipe at the ruling majority party in
the House which refuses to recognize
the rights of the minority. I'm talking
about a bill I introduced, H.R. 5421,
which would prohibit indirect assist-
ance to those nations supporting ter-
rorism and who repress the political,
religious, and economic rights of their
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citizens. My bill would prohibit Ameri-
ca’s voluntary contributions to the
U.N. Development Program which are
used for projects in the People’s Repub-
lic of China, Iraq, Iran, Jordan, North
Korea, Cuba, Syria, Libya, Laos, Viet-
nam, and Yemen. It would also reduce
overall foreign aid use of those funds to
reduce the deficit. This cut in funds
would send a clear message to the
UNDP that the Congress of the United
State does not approve of appropria-
tions to nations that are governed by
tyrants and terrorists.

Thanks to the work of my friend and
colleague, ToM DELAY of Texas, the
foreign operations appropriations bill
contains language which achieves my
first goal: prohibiting United States
tax dollars from being sent to those na-
tions I mentioned which support ter-
rorism, nations which in one fashion or
another have violated United Nations
sanctions against Iraq, or nations
which prevent free elections and use vi-
olence as a way to penalize
prodemocratic movements.

But goal No. 2—to actually cut $8.4
million from the foreign operations ap-
propriations bill and use those funds to
reduce the deficit—was determined by
the ruling majority to not be in order.
Why not? We heard yesterday that
many Republican amendments were
not in order because they would legis-
late in an appropriations bill. The
amendment I offered to the Rules Com-
mittee was straightforward. It simply
states:

Page 43, line 25, strike $310,000,000 and in-
sert $301,600,000. Page 44, line 3, strike
$125,000,000 and insert $116,600,000.

We took great pains to meet the
strict demands of the majority on how
to write such amendments to appro-
priations bills, but we were still ruled
not in order.

Mr. Speaker, by voting ‘‘no’ on the
restrictive rule today, members of this
House will be taking a strong stand
against the disgusting, wasteful spend-
ing which is saddling our children with
trillions of dollars of debt for which
they, someday, will have to pay a very
painful price. And, most importantly,
by voting against this rule, we will
take a strong stand against tyrannies,
against despots and against repressive
dictators around the world, and argu-
ably, in this body.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no' vote on
the rule before us.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes and 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH],
the very distinguished minority whip.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York for rec-
ognizing me.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say this rule
vote is in fact very simple. There were
a significant number of amendments
taken to the Committee on Rule by
Members who wanted to offer a chance
to cut spending on foreign aid.
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Now, I intend to vote for the foreign
aid bill, I think it is an important part
of our leadership of the world that we
be involved in helping, that we be in-
volved in doing the right things.

But I also think that citizens have a
right to expect their Member to be al-
lowed to offer an amendment to cut
spending, and I think particularly 2
weeks after the liberal Democratic
leadership defeated the constitutional
amendment to require a balanced budg-
et, claiming that we needed to act now,
to have courage now, to show discipline
now, that it is peculiarly ironic to have
a closed rule that kills amendments.

Mr. Speaker, let me just remind
Members, if you vote yes on this rule
you are voting to kill an Allen amend-
ment which would cut U.S. contribu-
tions to the U.N. Development Pro-
gram by $8,400,000. If you vote yes on
this rule, you are voting to kill an At-
kins amendment which would strike
$150 million for the special defense ac-
quisition fund. If you vote yes on this
rule, you are voting to kill a DeFazio
amendment that would strike $11 mil-
lion in the foreign military financing
program for El Salvador.
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If you vote yes for this rule, you are
voting to kill a DeFazio amendment
that would reduce the total appro-
priated in the foreign military financ-
ing program by $11 million. If you vote
yes for this rule, you are voting to kill
a Lagomarsino amendment that would
allow the Government to use develop-
ment assistance funds for antinarcotics
activities against drug dealers to help
us in fighting the war on drugs. If you
vote yes on this rule, you are voting to
kill a McHugh amendment which re-
duces military grants to countries
other than Israel and Egypt by $20 mil-
lion. If you vote yes on this rule, you
are voting to kill a McHugh amend-
ment that would reduce military loans,
loan ceilings, and the corresponding
credit subsidy for NATO countries. You
are voting to kill a Miller amendment
to strike contributions for the Asian
Development Bank. You are voting to
kill a Miller amendment to reduce the
contribution of the Asian-American
Bank by 50 percent. You are voting to
kill a Miller amendment to cut the
capital increase for the World Bank, to
cut the contribution for the Inter-
national Development Agency. You are
also voting to kill a Miller amendment
to reduce the contribution of the World
Bank by 50 percent. You are voting to
kill a Miller amendment that would re-
duce funding for the operating expenses
of the Agency for International Devel-
opment and another Miller amendment
to reduce operating expenses for that
administration by 10 percent.

You are also voting to kill an Obey
amendment for a 2.9-percent, across-
the-board cut. You are voting to kill a
Penny amendment to freeze the appro-
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priations for AID at the current year
level for their operating expenses, and
you are voting to kill a Penny amend-
ment to reduce the foreign military fi-
nancing program by $200 million. You
are voting to kill a Smith amendment
to reduce funding 1 percent across the
board except for certain areas. And you
re voting to kill a Traficant amend-
ment for a 10-percent, across-the-board
cut, a Traficant amendment for a 5-per-
cent, across-the-board cut and a Trafi-
cant amendment for a 3-percent,
across-the-board cut.

My only point is this: I might vote
against most or all of these amend-
ments. I would certainly vote against
most of them. There are a few I would
vote for.

But to say to the Members of this
House, as the Democratic leadership
has, this bill is so perfect, it is so com-
plete, it is so thoroughly thought out
that none of these Members are al-
lowed to offer any of these cuts, just 2
weeks after we are told that they were
opposed to the balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment because we
needed courage and discipline, now is
outrageous.

hope that every Democrat who
votes yes on this rule is thoroughly
prepared to go home and defend every
item in this bill, defend every piece of
spending in this bill, defend every sin-
gle amendment which was killed by
this rule because I think they are going
to have a chance to do so in the next
few months.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say that every one of my col-
leagues are as proud as I am to rep-
resent our constituents. The only way
we can do that is to throw off this gag
rule. Vote no on the rule and represent
your people the way they should be
represented. I beg my colleagues to de-
feat the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY], chairman of the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing and Related Programs, who will
close the debate.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, let me ex-
plain what is happening here today for
the benefit of those who feel that this
debate is on the level. The fact is that
we had the Bush administration 1%
weeks ago tell the country that at all
costs, we had to have a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget. And
then 1 week later, this chairman of this
committee received phone calls from
Mr. Scowcroft, who is the President’s
National Security Adviser, the number
2 man at the Department of the Treas-
ury and the Secretary of State, Presi-
dent Bush's former campaign chair-
man, all three of them, expressing deep
concern and outrage because our sub-
committee cut the President’s foreign
aid budget by $1.3 billion.
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What we see happening here today on
the floor, in my view, is that panic has
set in within the Republican Party. I
do not know what the President’s ap-
proval rating numbers are in anybody
else’s district. I know what they are in
mine, 23 percent.

1 happen to think George Bush is a
better President than that. I think he
deserves higher support ratings than he
apparently is getting at this point, in
my district. But what we have here, in
my view, is a number of congressional
members of his own party are so pan-
icked by the collapse of the Bush ad-
ministration in terms of public support
that they are running in full flight
from anything associated with George
Bush.

And believe me, there is nothing
more pitiful than the sight of a flock of
politicians in full flight. That is what
we are seeing here today, in my humble
view.

Now, we heard one gentleman indi-
cate that the refusal to support the
Allen amendment meant that we were
in favor of providing aid to terrorist
countries. I want to read to my col-
leagues what this bill says about aid to
those countries, one simple sentence
which ought to be understandable by
every Member of this House. It reads as
follows:

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available pursuant to this Act
shall be obligated to finance indirectly any
assistance or reparations to Cuba, Iraq,
Libya, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam,
Iran, Syria, North Korea, People's Republic
of China, Laos, Jordan, or Yemen unless the
President of the United States certifies that
the withholding of these funds is contrary to
the national interest of the United States.

For any Member of this House to sug-
gest that any other Member of this
House supports delivery of aid to a ter-
rorist country in light of that language
is outrageous. In my view, that Mem-
ber owes other Members of this House
an apology.

Second, I want to state clearly what
this situation is with respect to num-
bers. This subcommititee, since I have
become chairman, has recommended to
the House and we have succeeded in
passing foreign aid appropriation bills
which have cut a total of $8 billion
from the foreign aid budget of Presi-
dent Reagan and now President Bush.
If this bill is adopted today, we will
reach $8 billion in cuts. You are look-
ing at the only appropriations chair-
man in the Congress who received not
one, not two, but three letters from
President Reagan and President Bush
saying that they were going to veto
these foreign aid bills because in their
view we did not spend enough money.

So now what we have, in my view, is
that members of the President’'s own
party have received the new White
House statement, which says that they
are objecting to this bill and oppose it
in its existing form for a number of
reasons.
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First of all, they object because they
say the reduction in overall funding re-
quests by the administration of $1.2 bil-
lion is too deep a cut. They say the
funding level provided in this bill is in-
adequate and that they oppose any fur-
ther reductions.

What we have here today, in my
view, is Members who want to disasso-
ciate themselves desperately from any
view that the White House holds on
this issue.

Second, the Republican White House
objects to this bill because we end the
free lunch for our NATO allies. We end
the insistence on the part of this ad-
ministration that we ought to continue
to grant, which means give away, mili-
tary assistance to our NATO allies.
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This bill brings that to an end. It
says, “‘Hell, no. If you want to buy
weapons, you can borrow the money at
full market rates of interest, but you
are not going to get any give-aways
any more.”” The White House opposes
that. Then the White House also op-
poses the cuts this committee has al-
ready made in the international finan-
cial institutions.

Now we have the spectacle of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] taking the well of the House
and describing the actions of the Com-
mittee on Rules as being “bolshevik.” I
just have to tell the Members, I come
from the State that produced the origi-
nal Joe McCarthy. I just have to tell
the Members that I see very weak imi-
tations. I know the real character, and
as far as I am concerned, the would-be
imitators just do not measure up.

Let me simply say, the Members
have been told by the minority whip
what a yes vote is. I will also tell them
what a yes vote is. The administration
would like to see this bill go down.
They do not know quite what to do
about it, but they would like to see the
bill go down, because they think they
can then get a better deal on the con-
tinuing resolution, and they think we
will simply straight-line the continu-
ing resolution and they will get $600
million more money.

If the Members vote for this rule,
what they are voting to do is to put on
the floor the vehicle that will cut the
administration’s foreign aid request by
$1.2 billion, cut foreign aid $900 million
below our allocation, cut it $600 million
below last year, and for those of the
Members who are real, rather than pos-
ing for political holy pictures on the
budget deficit, I suggest that is a vote
they should cast if they really want to
accomplish savings, if they really want
to cut the deficit, if they are interested
in substance rather than playing cheap
politics.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas.
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Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I got there late because
we are in full committee. I want to rise
to urge my colleagues to vote for this
rule. The gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) has done a terrific job in
keeping this bill together and trying to
construct a consensus to pass this bill.
It is extremely difficult. I hope our col-
leagues will vote for this rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
good chairman yield?

Mr. OBEY. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. The Committee on
Rules turned down my request to make
in order several cutting amendments,
Democrat and Republican, and they
were denied basically because we did
choose to make the gentleman’s in
order.

I would just say to the chairman, if
he chooses not to offer his amendment
himself, would he mind letting me be
his designee and allowing me to offer
that 1 percent across-the-board cutting
amendment, since we do not have any
other opportunity for that?

Mr. OBEY. I will discuss anything
with the administration. I would just
ask, do not let hypocrisy get a bad
name here this morning.

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
reluctant opposition to the rule.

Mr. Speaker, Croatia, Slovenia, and Bosnia-
Hercegovina are hemorrhaging. Over 200 civil-
ians a week are dying and over 50,000 are
wounded or missing. Over $100 billion of dam-
age has been done to public structures and
over 30 percent of the housing in 80 commu-
nities has been destroyed. Almost 1.3 million
people, nearly half of the children, have been
displaced.

And this is just in Bosnia-Hercegovina.

What we are witnessing is a humanitarian
problem of enormous proportions. Nightly on
the TV news and daily in the newspapers are
accounts of brutality and deprivations and suf-
fering not seen in Europe since World War II.

The question is, what have we done?

The answer is, far too little.

Mr. Speaker, a week ago, the Senate
passed a resolution urging United States in-
volvement in United Nation or other multilat-
eral efforts to bring peace to the Balkans.

Two days ago, Secretary Baker warned that
the United States was looking at many op-
tions, including the participation in a multi-
national military effort to break the Serbian
blockade of Bosnia-Hercegovina.

The House has been silent.

Together with Mr. BROOMFIELD, the ranking
member of the Foreign Affairs Committee, and
with the support of a bipartisan group of Mem-
bers, | intended to offer an amendment to pro-
vide $20 million in disaster relief and refugee
assistance to refugees and displaced persons
from Croatia, Slovenia, and Bosina-
Hercegovina.

However, our efforts to provide even this
minimal amount to help the suffering millions
were thwarted by the rule.

Legislating on an appropriations bill is pro-
hibited, we are told.
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But what should we tell the people in
Sarejevo, who according to CNN this morning,
are eating grass and leaves? What should we
tell the 500,000 children who lack food and
shelter? And what should we tell the elderly
and infirm, who are deprived of vital medicine
and medical attention?

We can't help you because we can't legis-
late on an appropriations bill.

Look at page A33 of today's Washington
Post. A chilling picture of two boys, killed in an
attack from Serbian-held Bosnian territory.
Yes, a picture says a thousand words. If we
just listen we will hear their cries for help.

Serbia has ignored United Nation resolu-
tions, EC threats and disregarded plain human
decency. Its soldiers rain shells on civilian tar-
gets and its ethnic purification scheme is re-
volting and warrants a war crimes trial.

Mr. Speaker, the situation is desperate. We
can do better than hiding behind procedural
technicalities. The Rules Committee could
have recognized that people are dying, are
starving, are suffering.

| know many of my colleagues, including
those on the Rules Committee and my friend
from Wisconsin, the chairman of the Foreign
Operations Subcommittee do support provid-
ing assistance to the Balkans. And it is with
genuine reluctance that | voted against the
rule, something | have done sparingly.

My amendment to help the refugees and
displaced persons from Croatia, Solvenia, and
Bosnia-Hercegovina is a purely humanitarian
effort. It doesn't take sides, and it doesn't cost
a lot.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make that
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 246, nays
177, not voting 11, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 231]
YEAS—246

Abercrombie Blackwell Collins (IL)
Ackerman Borskl Collins (MI)
Alexander Boucher Condit
Anderson Boxer Conyers
Andrews (ME) Brewster Cooper
Andrews (NJ) Brooks Costello
Andrews (TX) Browder Cox (1L)
Annunzio Brown Coyne
Anthony Bruce Cramer
Aspin Bryant Darden
Atkins Bustamante de la Garza
AuCoin Byron DeFazio
Bacchus Campbell (CO) DeLauro
Barnard Cardin Dellums
Beilenson Carr Derrick
Bennett Chapman Dicks
Berman Clay Dingell
Bevill Clement Dixon
Bilbray Coleman (TX) Donnelly

Dooley
Dorgan (ND)
Downey
Durbin
Dymally
Eckart
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English
Erdreich
Espy
Evans
Fascell
Fazio
Felghan
Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Guarini
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Harris
Hayes (IL)
Hayes (LA)
Hertel
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Horn
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hughes
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jontz
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildes
Kleczka
Kolter
Kopetskl
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin

Allard
Allen
Applegate
Archer
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Billrakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Broomfield
Bunning
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Campbell (CA)

Carper
Chandler
Clinger

Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Coughlin

Cox (CA)

Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewls (GA)
Lipinskl
Lloyd

Long
Lowey (NY)
Luken
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
MeCurdy
McDermott
McHugh
McMillen (MD)
McNulty
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moran
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Nagle
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Owens (NY)
Pallone
Panetta
Parker
Pastor
Patterson
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pease
Pelosi
Penny
Perkins
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pickle
Poshard

NAYS—177

Crane
Cunningham
Dannemeyer
Davis

DeLay
Dickinson
Doolittle
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Duncan
Early
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Ewing
Fawell
Fields

Fish

Franks (CT)
Gallegly
Gallo
Gaydos
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodling
Goss
Gradison
Grandy
Green

Price
Rangel
Reed

Richardson
Roe
Roemer

Rose
Rostenkowski
Rowland
Roybal
Russo

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmelster
Sarpalius
Bawyer
Scheuer
Schroeder
Serrano
Sharp
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Solarz
Spratt
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Swett
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thomas (GA)
Thornton
Torres
Torricellt
Towns
Unsoeld
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Washington
Waters
Waxman
Weiss
Wheat
Whitten
Wise

Wolpe
Wyden
Yates
Yatron

Gunderson
Hammerschmidt
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hefley

Henry
Herger
Hobson
Holloway
Hopkins
Horton
Houghton
Hubbard
Hunter

Hutto

Hyde

Inhofe
Ireland
Jacobs
James
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (TX)
Kasich

Klug

Kolbe

Kyl
Lagomarsino
Leach

Lent
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Lewis (CA) Porter Skeen
Lewis (FL) Pursell Smith (N.J)
Lightfoot Quillen Smith (OR)
Livingston Rahall Smith (TX)
Machtley Ramstad Snowe
Marlenee Ravenel Solomon
Martin Ray Spence
MecCandless Regula Stearns
McCollum Rhodes Stump
McCrery Ridge Sundquist
McEwen Riggs Taylor (NC)
McGrath Rinaldo Thomas (CA)
McMillan (NC) Ritter Thomas (WY)
Meyers Roberts Traficant
Michel Rogers Upton
Miller (OH) Rohrabacher Vander Jagt
Miller (WA) Ros-Lehtinen Vucanovich
Molinari Roth Walker
Moorhead Roukema Walsh
Morella Santorum Weber
Morrison Savage Weldon
Myers Saxton Williams
Nichols Schaefer Wilson
Nussle Schiff Wolfl
Owens (UT) Bchulze Wylle
Oxley Sensenbrenner Young (AK)
Packard Bhaw Young (FL)
Paxon Shays Zeliff
Petri Shuster Zimmer
NOT VOTING—I11
Bonior Hefner Schumer
Dwyer Jones (GA) Tallon
Gekas Lowery (CA) Traxler
Hatcher McDade
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Dwyer of New Jersey for, with Mr,
Gekas against.

Mr. MACHTLEY changed his vote
from *‘yea'’ to “nay."”

Mr. FASCELL changed his vote from
“n&y" tﬂ “Yea.."

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
McCathran, one of his secretaries.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The gentleman will state
his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, in this
morning’s newspaper, the Speaker of
the House is quoted as saying the proc-
ess under which we are operating on
this rule, or on this bill, is a common
practice; namely, the practice of hav-
ing closed rules on appropriation bills
of a general character. My research
tells me that we have only had such
rules five times in the history of the
Congress. My research indicates that
only five times in the history of the
Congress have we had a situation
where general appropriation bills have
been considered under a closed rule.
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Three of those have been during this
speakership.

I am asking the Chair whether or not
the Chair can confirm that that is, in-
deed, the situation that this is only the
sixth time in history that we will be
considering this bill under such a proc-

ess.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman must state a parliamentary in-
quiry.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1993

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 501 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 5368.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 5368) mak-
ing appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1993, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. VALENTINE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. EDWARDS]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA].

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 5368, the foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1993. This is the
fourth of the 13 annual appropriations bills.

The bill provides $13,789 million in discre-
tionary budget authority and $13,078 million in
discretionary outlays. This is $912 million in
budget authority and $223 million in estimated
outlays less than the 602(b) subdivisions for
this subcommittee.

| commend the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of this subcommittee for bringing the bill to
the House in a timely fashion.

As chairman of the Budget Committee, | will
inform the House of the status of all appropria-
tions bills compared with their 602(b) subdivi-
sion as they are considered on the House
floor.

| look forward to working with the Appropria-
tions Committee on its remaining bills.

Fact Sheet
H.R. 5368, FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FI-

NANCING AND RELATED PROGRAMS, FISCAL

YEAR 1993 (H. REPT. 102-585)

The House Appropriations Committee re-
ported the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
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nancing and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Bill for Fiscal Year 1993 on Thursday,
June 18. This bill is scheduled for floor ac-
tion on Wednesday, June 24, subject to a rule
being adopted.

COMPARISON TO THE 602(b) SUBDIVISION
COMPARISON TO INTERNATIONAL
DISCRETIONARY SPENDING SUBDIVISION

The bill as reported provides $13,789 million
in discretionary budget authority and $13,078
million in discretionary outlays. The bill is
below the discretionary budget authority
subdivision by $912 million and below the dis-
cretionary outlay subdivision by $223 mil-
lion. This bill is international discretionary
spending only and has no defense discre-
tionary or domestic discretionary funding.

[In millions of dottars ')
Foreign oper- PAppropriations Bill over{+)/
ations appropria-  commitiee 602(b)  under{ ) com-
tions bill subdivision mittee 602(b)
gRLNgE g it gYRIv —rsam

Discretionary ... 13,789 13,078 14701 13301 -912 -223
Mandatory ........ 43 Lx] LE] A iseitbo: o

Tolal ... 13832 13120 14744 =512 223

1 Totals may not add due to rounding.

BA=Budget authority.

O=Estimated outlays.

The following are the major program high-
lights for the bill as reported.

13,344

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS
[In millions of doltars]
Fiscal year 1993
Committee  New out-
Request unnﬁdt— i
tion
4500 400.0 1016
3500 417.0 849
633.0 7510 818
ional narcotics control 1730 1478 51.7
Migration and refugee assistance .... 550.0 620.7 4519
Enterprise for the Americans initi
tive (debt restructuring) 202.1

Sub-Saharan Africa ..........
Population development assistance

The House Appropriations Committee filed
the Committee's subdivision of budget au-
thority and outlays on June 11, 1992. These
subdivisions are consistent with the alloca-
tion of spending responsibility to House com-
mittees contained in House Report 102-529,
the conference report to accompany H. Con.
Res. 287, the Concurrent Resolution on the
Budget for Fiscal Year 1993, as adopted by
the Congress on May 21, 1992.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, before I de-
scribe the contents of the bill, I would
like to thank the staff which has
worked so diligently on both sides of
the aisle in order to produce this legis-
lation, and also make some remarks
about members of the subcommittee.

I would first of all like to especially
thank the ranking Republican on the
committee, the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. EDWARDS], who despite par-
tisan differences is, in my view, an ab-
solutely first-rate public servant, I
think he has demonstrated in all the
years he has handled this bill absolute
public integrity. He has been willing to
approach the bill in a most thoughtful
way. I much appreciate that, because I
believe that this is, if not the most dif-
ficult bill the House faces in the appro-
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priations cycle each year, certainly the
second most difficult.

I would also like to take note of the
fact that we have four members of our
subcommittee who are going to be
leaving this body. I wanted to say just
a bit about all four.

First of all, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. ALEXANDER] is the newest
member of the subcommittee on the
Democratic side of the aisle, but he is
certainly not new to this institution.
He was elected the November before I
was elected, and in all the years I have
watched him, I have very much appre-
ciated the fact that he has never been
afraid to break new ground. He has
never been afraid to think unconven-
tional thoughts. He has never been
afraid to consider almost any reason-
able approach that would further the
cause of good government, and I want
to say that I very much regret the fact
that he will be leaving.

We also have leaving the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SmrTH] who has
served with us now for two terms on
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee.
I want to say simply that I believe he
is one of all too few people who cares
deeply about the fate of the working
people in this country. He knows the
contents of this legislation I think as
well as any person around. He is tough.
He is frank. You always know where
LARRY SMITH stands. I like to deal with
people like that, because there is abso-
lutely no guile to him, and as a con-
sequence you always know that you are
dealing with a straight shooter, and I
do not think you can say anything bet-
ter about any person in this institu-
tion.

We also have leaving the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] who in my
view is quite simply the kindest and
most caring individual that I have ever
served with. I think he demonstrates
that concern and that caring, not just
in his public life, but in his private life,
as we all know. He is very dear to all of
us. He has made an immense contribu-
tion to this subcommittee. He has I
think at all times put the needs of ref-
ugees, who are in many ways the most
defenseless human beings on this globe,
he has at all times put the needs of ref-
ugees first, and I commend him for
that. I have cherished his friendship
and I have very much respected his leg-
islative abilities on this bill and I very
much regret the fact that he has cho-
sen to leave,

Lastly, I would like to say just a bit
about my very good friend, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. McHUGH].
I think any observer of this House
would say, without question, that his
name is synonymous with excellence in
public service. I am deeply upset that
the political process has become so
cheapened that it has led people like
him to conclude that they could more
constructively offer their services else-
where. The country simply cannot af-
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ford to lose people like MATT MCHUGH.
The country cannot afford to lose peo-
ple with quality minds, quality judg-
ment, and quality consciences.

I will probably miss him most of all
because he has really in so many ways
served as the vice chairman of this
committee for so long and given me so
much needed advice and counsel. I just
have to say that I think I speak for all
of us in saying that we have tremen-
dous respect not only for MATT
McHuUGH, but for each of the gentlemen
who are leaving, and I know we wish
them all well.

Mr. Chairman, let me now simply ad-
dress the contents of this bill. I think
American people are the luckiest peo-
ple on the face of the Earth. I think
that we need to recognize, however,
that we are not Americans because
there is something special about us. It
was not our own individual qualities
that enabled us to become Americans.
We are simply Americans because we
had the good luck to be born here. We
are Americans because God infused our
soul into a body that happened to be
born in the United States.
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We could just as easily have been
born in Calcutta or in Bangladesh. And
I think that, because of our fortune, as
the old saying goes: “From those to
whom much is given, much is ex-
pected.” I think this bill represents our
recognition that we have a moral re-
sponsibility to our fellow creatures on
this planet, to help the most desperate
human beings, to improve their lives in
any way that we can.

We have millions of children who die
each year in the Third World. I think
we have an obligation to do something
about that.

But I also think that we have to rec-
ognize that in the end our highest obli-
gation is to our own people. I think
this bill tries to balance the recogni-
tion of both facts.

This bill, very simply, cuts $1.3 bil-
lion from the President's request. It is
$600 million below existing spending
levels, or it will be if we adopt the
committee amendment. It will be $1.1
billion below the budget resolution. It
will be $900 million below our 602 allo-
cation under the Budget Act. And in
addition to making cuts in the Presi-
dent’s budget for this fiscal year we re-
scind $150 million in previously appro-
priated pipeline funds.

This bill is the smallest foreign aid
bill, as a percentage of GNP, in the his-
tory of the country. And as I said ear-
lier, since I have become chairman, if
this bill is adopted today, we will have
cut $8 billion from the requests of con-
servative Republican Presidents in
terms of what they had asked for for
foreign aid spending.

In spite of that, we meet the adminis-
tration’s full request for bilateral aid
to the Soviet Union, recognizing that
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we have won the cold war and would be
foolish if we did not secure the peace.

We also have tried to deal with a
number of other issues which represent
high-priority items for both the admin-
istration and the country as a whole.

Now as I said earlier, we have a
statement from the administration
which indicates that they oppose this
bill as it now stands because they say
we have cut spending too deeply and
they specifically object to the fact that
we have told our NATO allies that
there is no more free lunch. We are
ending all grant military aid to our
NATO allies because in our view it is
the responsibility of those allies to as-
sume a much greater share of the cost
of defending themselves.

That saves almost $700 million and
enables this bill to make the reduc-
tions that we have made while still
meeting the high-priority obligations
laid out to us by the administration.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge support
for the committee amendment. What
we are doing, we are bringing to the
floor the foreign aid request made by
President Bush, and the committee
amendment is a pending amendment
which will reduce that spending level
by $1.3 billion.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge support
for that amendment when the time
comes for a vote. I will be asking for
the rollcall vote.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the atten-
tion of the House.

The committee considered the bill H.R.
5368 as introduced which is the President's
budget request, and has recommended
amending the bill to reduce the funding by
$1.3 billion.

Specifically, the committee has rec-
ommended a bill for foreign assistance funding
at $13,832,148,303, which is $1,280,650,299
below the fiscal year 1993 budget request,
and $567,878,643 below the net amount pro-
vided in fiscal year 1992. The committee bill is
$922,851,697 below the 602(b) allocation for

discretionary budget authority and
$223,463,000 below the allocation for discre-
tionary outlays. The committee’s rec-

ommended bill also contains a rescission of
$150 million in prior year funds for the specific
purpose of reducing the deficit of the United
States.

The bill contains substantial reductions in
total funding levels and has provided for most
accounts at or below the fiscal year 1992
level. In responding to requests from the ad-
ministration, the committee has increased
funding over last year's level for several multi-
lateral financial institutions, Eastern Europe,
the former Republics of the Soviet Union, the
Peace Corps, antiterrorism, Export-Import
Bank, the Trade and Development Program,
the Inter-American Foundation, and the Afri-
can Development Foundation. The committee
has increased funding for other high priority
items including population programs, the Ex-
port Import Bank and several international or-
ganizations and programs such as UNICEF,
IAEA, and UNEP. A special exception has
been made to include funding for drought re-
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lated assistance in Africa. Refugee assistance
has been maintained at last year's level, which
is a substantial increase over the administra-
tion's request. Decreases in funding levels
have been recommended for the Asian Devel-
opment Fund, Development Assistance, Eco-
nomic Support Fund, the Multilateral Assist-
ance Initiative for the Philippines, military edu-
cation and training, and military assistance.
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

The committee has recommended funding
$1,578,287,303 of the $1,758,550,602 re-
quested for the international financial institu-
tions. The request of $12,158 million for a
quota increase for the International Monetary
Fund originally requested in fiscal year 1992,
but not funded, is not contained in this bill. In
addition to the amounts indicated, the commit-
tee has provided $50 million by transfer for the
global environmental facility of the World
Bank.

FORMER SOVIET UNION

The committee has recommended $417 mil-
lion in aid to the republics of the former Soviet
Union, which is the amount requested for pro-
grams under the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee’s jurisdiction for Eastern European
on programs the committee has recommended
$400 million.

DEVELOPMENT AND ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

For development assistance the committee
has recommended a total of $1.367 billion of
which $330 million is for population programs.
For Africa the committee has included $800
million in the development fund and $80 mil-
lion in a special disaster relief account to meet
the needs of the famine in southern Africa. For
the Philippines Multilateral Assistance Initiative
the committee recommends $40 million.

HEALTH, CHILDREN, AND POPULATION

The committee has recommended increased
funding for a number of health, children’s, and
development related programs as follows:

Funding for UNICEF is recommended at
$100 million, an increase of $40 million above
the request and $15 million above the amount
provided last year.

Funding for population assistance is rec-
ommended at $330 million, an increase of
$83,695,000 above the amount provided last
year.

The committee has recommended that cer-
tain levels of total spending from all sources
be reached for child survival and basic edu-
cation. For child survival, the committee has
recommended a total level of $275 million. For
basic education, the committee has rec-
ommended $135 million.

REFUGEE PROGRAMS

The committee has recommended a total of
$669,949,000 for refugee programs, an in-
crease of $99,949,000 over the amount re-
quested. A total of $620,688,000 is provided
for the migration and refugee account and
$49,261,000 is provided for the emergency
refugee and migration assistance fund.

The committee has continued its policy of
providing adequate resources to meet refugee
needs worldwide in the annual appropriations
bill.

TRADE ISSUES

For export and trade related programs the
committee has recommended a total of
$835,042,000, an increase of $159,046,000
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above amounts provided last year. The com-
mittee, in granting these increases, has made
trade and export programs a major priority this
year. The subsidy appropriation for the Export-
Import Bank is $757 million, an increase of
$154,046,000 above last year's level. The rec-
ommendation of $40 million for the Trade and
Development Program is an increase of 35
million above the amount provided last year.

SECURITY ASSISTANCE

In security assistance programs funded
through the economic support fund and the
foreign military financing programs the com-
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mittee has recommended significant spending
reductions. For the economic support fund the
committee has provided $2,739 million, a re-
duction of $373 million below the request. The
$100 million requested for the former Soviet
Union was shifted into that account making
the actual program reduction $273 million.

For foreign military financing, the committee
has recommended a grant program of $3,300
million and a loan program of $855 million.
The net effect of these actions is a military as-
sistance program level of $4,155 million, which
is a decrease of $421,298,000 below the
amount provided in fiscal year 1992.
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The committee has refrained from extensive
earmarking in the economic support fund and
in the foreign military financing programs. Ear-
marks have been limited to Israel, Egypt, Cy-
prus, West Bank and Gaza, and Lebanon. The
committee has converted all military assist-
ance to NATO countries from grants to loans,
and has placed limitations on military assist-
ance funding levels for the base rights coun-
tries of Greece, Turkey, and Portugal at 10
percent below last year's levels.

The actual amounts included in the bill for
each account are shown in the following table.
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FY 1993 Foreign Operations Appropriations Bill (H.R. 5368)

FY 1882 FY 1983 Bill Bill compared with Bill with
Enacted Estimate Enacted °%m
TITLE | - MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
International Financial Institutions
World Bank Group
Contribution to the H:mnﬁond Bank for
R fruction and p
Paid-in capital 68,088,000 70,126,332 68,089,000 -1,037,332
(Limitation on callable capital (2,233,803,000) (2.267,418,083) (2:233,803,000) bl
Total, contributi 1o the Interr ional Bank
for R truction and D P (2,302,992,000) (2,337,544 ,385) (2,302,892,000) (-34,552,365)
Contributi to the International Develop A iati 1,044,332,000 1,060,000,000 1,044,332,000 -15,668,000
Contributh to the Interr Finance Corp { 38,735,000 50,000,000 38,735,000 -10,265,000
Total, contributions to the World Bank Group.........csmses (3,387,058,000) (3,447,544 385) (3,387,058,000) (-80,485,385)
Budget authority 1,153,156,000 1,180,126,332 1,153,156,000 -26,870,332
Limitation on callable capital (2,233,903,000) (2,267,418,063) (2,233,803,000) (-33,515,063)
Contribution to the Inter-American Development Bank:
Inter-regional paid-in capital 56,466,000 57,313,367 58,466,000 -847 367
Fund for special operati 20,272,000 20,576,000 20,272,000
(Uimitation on callable capital) (2,202,040,000) (2,235,076,561) (2,202,040,000)
Inter-American || it Corporati 8,315,000
Enterprise for the A i [ it fund 100,000,000 75,000,000
Total, contribution to the Inter-American Development Bank..... (2,287,093,000) (2,412,965,928) (2,353,778,000)
Contribution to the Asian Development Bank:
25,514,303 25,514,308 +25,514,303
Develop fund 124,979,000 170,000,000 75,000,000 -49,979,000
{Limitation on callable capital) (186,984,240 (186,984,240) (+186,984,240)

Total, contribution to the Asian Devel t Bank (124,879,000) (382,498,543 (287,498,543) (+162,519,543) (-95,000,000)
Contribution to the African Develop t Fund 103,893,000 135,000,000 103,883,000 . civcnsimsrinsimsivienuie -31,107,000
Contribution to the African Development Banic

Paid-in capital 8,854,000 -8,854,000
{Limitation on ital) {132,817,000) (-132,817,000)
Total, contribution to the African Development Bank (141,671,000 (HATEFTO00 - cimimmsissistomsssesiassines
Contribution to the European Bank for R ion
and
“aid-in capital 68,986,000 70,020,600 68,986,000 -1,034,600
itation on callabl ital) {160,966,000) (163,381,400) (160,966,000) (-2,415,400)
otal, contribution to the European Bank for
R struction and Development (229,852,000) (233,402,000) (229,052,000)  ..conrusnrsrsssssrrssassssrans (-3,450,000)
Total, contribution to Intemnational Financial INSHUtIONS ........... (6,274,647,000) (6,611,410,866) {6,362,180,543) (+87,533,543) (-249,230,323)
Budget authority 1,544,821,000 1,758,550,802 1,578,287,303 433,366,303 -180,263,299
(Limitation on callabl ital) (4,729,726,000) (4,852,880,264) (4,783,883,240) (+54,167,240) (-68,967,024)
Depariment of State
Interr | organizati and prog 262,431,000 258,650,000 310,000,000 +47,569,000 +53,350,000
International Fund for Agricultural Develog it 18,091,000 18000000 L iiviiiisenaiaiiinssasonsady
Total, title |, contribution for Multilateral Economic
Assist (6,555,169,000) (6,868,060,866) (6,672,180,543) (+117,011,543) (-195,880,323)
Budget authority 1,825,443,000 2,015,200,602 1,888,287,303 +62,844,303 126,913,299
(Limitation on callabi pital) (4,729,726,000) (4,852,860,264) (4,783,893,240) {+54,167,240) (-68,967,024)
TITLE Il - BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
Agency for International Development
Develog t Assi Fund 1,041,6840,000 1,265,500,000 1,037,480,000 -4,1680,000 -228,020,000
Health, develog t ist 140,000,000
Intemnational AIDS prevention and control prog 65,000,000
Population, development assistance DUBABROD0 ol 330,000,000 +83,685,000 +330,000,000

8 - it ist 1,287,945,000 1,265,500,000 1,367,480,000 +78,535,000 +101,880,000

Sub-Saharan Africa:
Devek 788,175,000 775,600,000 800,000,000 +11,825,000 +24,400,000
Africa dit i 80,000,000 +80,000,000 + 80,000,000
Capital projects 100,000,000 -100,000,000
Private sector revolving fund
Operating 1,347,000 1,447,000 LIMTOO0  ciinnisisisssasindisonisis -100,000
\ppropriati 2,629,000 5,665,000 2,553,000 -76,000 -3,112,000
E: d level of gu d loans) (56,157,000) [RRE R H o o ———— (-56,157,000) {-113,774,000)
(Estimated level of direct loans) (5,000,000) (5,000,000

Sut , develop it 2,080,096,000 2,148,212,000 2,251,380,000 +171,284,000 +103,168,000
Reappropriation (s gation/reobligation) authority (sec. 515).... 36,000,000 PUBOBDO0 i -36,000,000 -21,500,000

“olal, develop it I 2,116,096,000 2,169,712,000 2,251,380,000 +135,284,000 +81,668,000

an and hosp broad 28,571,000 30,000,000 28,571,000 -1,4289,000
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FY 1993 Foreign Operations Appropriations Bill (H.R. 5368)—Continued
FY 1682 FY 1893 Bill Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate E d E !
ional di assistance 68,965,000 40,000,000 68,965,000  .ciirniisssnnssiie
nent to the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund..... 41,351,000 42,677,000 42,677,000 +1,326,000
ating expenses of the Agency for Intemational
lop 474,121,946 531,000,000 517,000,000 +42,878,054
..pornllng expenses of the ﬁqonw for Inhrmﬂonnl
t Office of | 37,181,000 41,456,000 FRAOTO00 i
Hnumg and other modlt gunrumy programs:
Subddy approp 17,830,000 16,407,000 -1,223,000
F 7,033,000 7,000,000 -33,000
ﬁ imated level ofg teed loans) (105,418,000) {85,000,000) (-105,418,000)
Erm:pl‘ln for the Americas initiative:
structuring 202,118,000 -202,118,000
5 “ tal, A for International D P 2,790,948,946 3,080,371,000 2,969,181,000 +178,232,054 -111,180,000
E it fund 3,167,879,000 3,112,000,000 2,739,000,000 -428,976,000 -373,000,000
Rumnpﬁlﬂon (deobligation /recbligation) authority (sec. 515).... 12,000,000 11,000,000 12,000,000 ~11,000,000
Total, E: ic support fund 3,179,979,000 3,123,000,000 2,738,000,000 -440,978,000 -384,000,000
International fund for Ireland IBTOH000 ..o 19,704,000  ...cococmimmsiivensiminrniinens +18,704,000
Assistance for the Philippines:

Multilateral assistance initiative for the Philippines ..o 78,522,000 80,000,000 40,000,000 -38,522,000 -40,000,000
Assistance for Eastemn Ei 384,211,000 450,000,000 400,000,000 +35,789,000 -50,000,000
Humanitarian and technical assistance to the former republics

of the Soviet Union 350,000,000 417,000,000 +417,000,000 +67,000,000
otal, Agency for Intemational Dx P 6,433,364,946 7,083,371,000 6,584,885,000 +151,520,054 -488,486,000
Independent Agencies
African Developm