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SENATE—Wednesday, March 25, 1992

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable HAR-
RIS WOFFORD, a Senator from the State
of Pennsylvania.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray:

I exhort therefore, that, first of all, sup-
plications, prayers, intercessions, and giv-
ing of thanks, be made for all men; For
kings, and for all that are in authority;
that we may lead a gquiet and peaceable
life in all godliness and honesty. For this
is good and acceptable in the sight of God
our Saviour. * * *—] Timothy 2:1-3.

Gracious Father, help the people of
God to take seriously this exhortation
of the apostle Paul to a young pastor.
Help them to accept their responsibil-
ity to pray for leadership in the con-
fidence that such labor in prayer will
assure a desirable social environment:
quiet, peaceable, Godly, and honest.
Give them to understand that to be
prayerless is to accept an undesirable
social and cultural order. When they
are angry with their leaders, when they
decide to write an angry letter, re-
strain them from an impetuous act and
lead them to pray for those of whom
they are critical. Help them realize
that leaders are human beings like
themselves, that they are not infal-
lible, that they are vulnerable to the
same temptations which challenge all
of us.

Forgiving Father, remind the people
that they are as responsible as their
leaders for good government. We pray
in the name of Jesus, Lord of history
and the nations. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SBENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 25, 1992.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable HARRIS WOFFORD, a
Senator from the State of Pennsylvania, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. WOFFORD thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, The majority leader is recog-
nized.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, am 1
correct in my understanding that the
Journal of proceedings has been ap-
proved to date and the time for the two
leaders is reserved for their use later in
the day?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is correct.

e ——

SCHEDULE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this
morning the period for morning busi-
ness will extend until 11:30 a.m. During
that time, Senators will be permitted
to speak for up to 5 minutes each, un-
less otherwise specified. A number of
Senators have been specified and will
be recognized to address the Senate for
additional and stated time periods.

At 11:30 this morning, when the pe-
riod for morning business closes, it is
my intention to move to proceed to
Calendar Item No. 428, S. 2399, legisla-
tion to revise the budget walls.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business, with Senators
permitted to speak therein.

The Senator from Rhode Island is
recognized to speak for up to 15 min-
utes.

TWENTY YEARS OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRESS

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, several
years ago, it was common to hear the
pundits suggest that the
environmentalism of the early 1970's
and 1980's was just a passing fad. It is
interesting to note that we do not hear
that anymore. Today we have politi-

cians at all levels of government, in-
cluding Presidents and Prime Min-
isters, highlighting their environ-
mental accomplishments. We have
Madison Avenue executives and major
American manufacturers and corporate
CEO’s begging us to buy their products
because these products pollute less, are
more recycled, are more green than
their competitors.

0Oddly enough, Mr. President, just as
more and more people are recognizing
the importance of protecting the envi-
ronment, there is at the same time an
increasing tendency among some peo-
ple to berate, belittle, and ridicule
those who are urging actions to pre-
serve our limited natural resources.

Hardly a week goes by, Mr. Presi-
dent, without someone taking the floor
of this Congress, in the House or in the
Senate, or to take to the op-ed pages of
one of our newspapers to blame envi-
ronmentalists and environmental laws
for our economic woes. The argument
is that there are too many burdens
that have been placed upon our society
for little or, in some cases, modest ben-
efits. Unfortunately, as our economy
continues to struggle, this phenomenon
appears to be gaining strength. I be-
lieve this trend is not only unjustified,
it is literally unhealthy.

So, Mr. President, let us consider all
of the evidence, rather than just a few
anecdotes.

We must avoid the temptation to use
environmentalism as a whipping boy.

What has happened since the explo-
sion of environmental consciousness in
the 1960’s and the first Earth Day in
1970? The question we might legiti-
madtely ask ourselves is are we making
any progress or are we just treading
water? The answer is simple. The Unit-
ed States has made tremendous strides
in protecting the health of its citizens
and in restoring the quality of the Na-
tion's environment over the past 20
years.

Let me cite three major accomplish-
ments. First, the promotion of a Fed-
eral environmental ethic through the
creation and use of what is known as
NEPA, the National Environmental
Policy Act. Second is the steps that
have been taken to prevent the pollu-
tion of air and water. And third, the
conservation of wildlife and wildlife
habitat.

I will briefly touch on each. The Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act: I be-
lieve, Mr. President, when historians
look back to the years 1969 and 1970,
they will say those were watershed
years in terms of the U.S. environ-
mental movement. Congress, concerned
that the environment needed greater
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protection, took the lead and enacted
major environmental statutes.

In those 2 years alone we saw Con-
gress approve and the President sign
NEPA, the National Environmental
Policy Act and the Clean Air Act. In
addition, new Federal agencies were
created that paralled the new statutes
including the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency and the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration.

Of all these and other significant ac-
tions that took place in those 2 years,
few can rival in importance the cre-
ation of the National Environmental
Policy Act. Signed into law by Presi-
dent Nixon on January 1, 1970, it is a
short and simple law with dramatic
purpose.

To declare a national policy which will en-
courage productive and enjoyable harmony
between man and his environment.

How I like those words, ‘‘enjoyable
harmony.”

NEPA was designed to instill a new
environmental ethic in all Federal
agencies by requiring the preparation
of environmental impact statements,
EIS’s and the consideration of all rea-
sonably foreseeable environmental im-
pacts of Government actions hefore
any decisions are made.

Now, what does it mean? It means
that every dam, the issuance of per-
mits to cut trees, the construction of
irrigation canals, must have an envi-
ronmental impact statement. No agen-
cy is exempt, even branches of the
military must prepare an EIS. And if
they do not, members of the public
can—and indeed, members of the public
do—sue. The courts have consistently
held that no further governmental ac-
tion can take place until an environ-
mental impact statement is done and
done correctly.

Some agencies complain and gripe
and say this is a hassle, but no one can
deny that NEPA has been a tremendous
success and has changed forever the
way our Government makes decisions
affecting the environment.

Let us look at prevention of pollu-
tion. If there ever was a case where an
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of
cure, it is in these areas. In 1970, we
passed the Clean Air Act. Has it been a
success? It has been a tremendous suc-
cess. Listen to these statistics, Mr.
President. In the past 22 years, auto-
mohile emissions of the two most trou-
blesome pollutants, hydrocarbons and
carbon monoxide, have been cut by 90
percent. Nine-tenths of the pollution
from hydrocarbons and carbon mon-
oxide has been eliminated.

Under the recently enacted Clean Air
Amendments of 1990, we are going to
see even greater reductions. Over the
next 4 to 12 years, these emissions will
be cut to levels that are between 95 and
98 percent below 1970 levels.

Another example in our battle for
clean air is found in the data on emis-
sions of lead. Between 1970 and 1990,
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total annual emissions of lead nation-
wide have declined by 96 percent—96
percent—nearly entirely due to the
phaseout of leaded gasoline required by
the Clean Air Act of 1970.

An interesting feature of the early
1970’s environmental awareness was a
focus on the effects of pollutants wher-
ever they may be. Let us take lead for
an example. Concerns about the accute
effects of lead poisoning among chil-
dren led Congress in 1970 to approve the
Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Preven-
tion Act, which created a program to
fund lead paint abatement programs
and screening and treatment programs
for children. As a result of these ef-
forts, we have new paints coming on
the market without lead content.

Since the original Clean Air Act was
enacted 22 years ago, new challenges
have arisen. The best examples of these
are acid rain and the destruction of the
ozone layer. After long and bitter dis-
putes over the dangers of acid rain and
of chlorofluorocarbons, CFC’s, Con-
gress, in the 1990 amendments to the
Clean Air Act, dealt with both culprits
in an effective manner.

What is more, using the authority
provided in the Clean Air Act of 1990,
President Bush recently announced
that chlorofluorocarbon production,
which of course is the major cause of
ozone depletion, will be discontinued in
the United States no later than Decem-
ber 31, 1995. And HCFC’s, hydro-
chlorofluorocarbons, will be gradually
phased out in the early part of the next
century. I believe, Mr. President, we
are going to see an even faster schedule
come along in the years ahead.

United States production of CFC’s is
now 42 percent below 1986 levels, and
we should be proud of that. Let us not
forget the Clean Water Act. The Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act of
1972 marked the beginning of the envi-
ronmental era for our Nation's water
resources. The law set some ambitious
goals—the elimination of all discharges
to surface waters by 1985. We have not
attained zero pollution yet, but think
of the progress that has been made as a
result of the act. In the late sixties, the
Cuyahoga River in Cleveland caught
fire—a river caught fire—it was so con-
taminated. Today, some of our most
polluted waters, like Lake Erie and the
Potomac River, have been transformed.
More than 80 percent of our lakes and
rivers now meet the interim goal of the
Clean Water Act. They are fishable and
swimmable to a considerable extent
due in part to the Clean Water Act.

Our coastal waters and oceans have
benefited likewise. In the 1970’s, munic-
ipal sewage and industrial contami-
nants were the principal sources of pol-
lution. Pollution was literally flowing
into our open waters untreated. In the
Clean Water Act, Congress tackled
these problems head-on and created the
Construction Grants Program. Over
the past 20 years, the Federal Govern-

March 25, 1992

ment, through the Clean Water Act,
has provided more than $50 billion to
State and local governments for the
construction of waste water treatment
plants. It has been one of our most suc-
cessful environmental programs.

Let me turn to the conservation of
wildlife and wildlife habitat. Once
again, some astonishing successes. In
1973 Congress enacted the Endangered
Species Act and, because of it, we have
been able to rescue a number of impor-
tant species from the brink of extinc-
tion. We ought to be proud of this. The
bald eagle, the peregrine falcon, brown
pelican, American alligator, whooping
crane, all have been saved because of
what we did in the Congress, and what
the U.S. citizens requested we do and
demanded that we do.

We have recognized that habitat is
absolutely critical to the preservation
of wildlife. So we have protected, at
home and likewise abroad, Mr. Presi-
dent, through debt swaps and other
mechanisms, millions of acres of for-
ests and open spaces.

Listen to these statistics. In the 20
years from 1970 to 1989, the National
Wildlife Refuge System in the United
States grew from 29 million acres to 90
million acres; tripled. Our National
Park System nearly tripled, from 30
million to 80 million acres. The Na-
tional Wilderness System increased
from 10 million acres to 91 million
acres. The National Wild and Scenic
River System grew from 868 miles to
9,281 river miles. Admittedly, a sizable
chunk of this was in Alaska, but we
made significant strides in the lower 48
States as well.

Mr. President, all of us should note
yesterday’s transmittal of the 22d an-
nual report of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality together with the
President’s message on environmental
quality to the Congress. The report and
message detail current environmental
conditions and trends. In addition, the
documents reflect on the Federal Gov-
ernment’s efforts to protect the envi-
ronment in 1991 and the President’s en-
vironmental priorities for 1992 and be-
yond. In a very real sense, the Council,
established under NEPA in 1969, sym-
bolizes how far this country has come
in terms of environmental conscious-
ness. Environmentalism is not a pass-
ing fad. What is the conclusion of all
this? What can we draw from the last
20 years? Have we made any progress?
We certainly have. We ought to be
proud of it.

The challenges in the future are
going to be different. We have been
wrestling with making our air, our
water, our lakes and streams, our wet-
lands, our forests clean and preserved,
and we have done a wonderful job. But
now we have to move into the inter-
national world, Mr. President. For ex-
ample, this June, June 1 to 14, in Rio
de Janeiro, there is going to be a mam-
moth Earth summit. It will bring to-
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gether the heads of state from some 80
different nations, and represented will
be over 100 nations. There we are going
to discuss global climate protection,
biological diversity, and the need to
protect and preserve our oceans.

This conference can be a wonderful
step forward, but it is important that
the United States continue to build on
the environmental successes achieved
over the past 20 years and step out and
lead the rest of the world. We have
achieved great things since the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act was
enacted in 1969. Now we have to recog-
nize that there are new challenges on
an international scale, and I am con-
fident we can do it.

But with all we do, Mr. President, we
ought to take pride in what we have
achieved. Let us not knock the envi-
ronment and those who attempt to
make this a better world and a better
country for future generations.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, cer-
tainly I want to commend my leader
for his most eloquent statement on the
situation with respect to the environ-
ment. I would like to amplify and per-
haps repeat, to some extent, what he
said.

NOT A BLEAK ENVIRONMENT

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, does
anyone in this body remember Cassan-
dra? She was the mythological figure
who could foretell the future and who
in modern usage has come to represent
people who constantly predict misfor-
tune and disaster. Well, I think that
many of our colleagues and certainly
some in the environmental movement
could be described as Cassandra's. The
future is bleak, they say, the planet
will soon be dead.

I would like to join my colleagues in
saying things are not as bad as some
would have us believe. Yes, there are
still major environmental problems to
be solved, but let us not forget the
steps we have taken. The environ-
mental movement to date has been a
success, not a failure, and we should
take note of our successes.

In the last 20 years, we have passed
legislation to clean up our Nation’s
lands, waters, and air. We have ad-
dressed solid waste and safe drinking
water. We have eliminated the use of
many toxic chemicals and pesticides,
like DDT. We have begun to cut our
emissions of toxic substances. We have
recognized the dangers of CFC's and
have acted to phase out their use. As
an environmentalist, I think it is im-
portant that we stand up and be heard:
Our efforts have paid off.

I think it is safe to say that few, if
any, of my colleagues will consider me
a particular partisan Member of this
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body. I am proud to carry on the non-
partisan tradition established by my
Vermont predecessors. What concerns
me is that in the coming months, the
environment may become a partisan
issue. One side may try to paint the
other as an enemy of the environment.
Political debate is not bad, but it
would be wrong to try to paint our cur-
rent situation as bleak and representa-
tive of failed policies. I do not believe
it right to focus only on where we have
yet to go, without remembering how
far we have come.

Most Americans consider themselves
environmentalists. Could we have said
this 100 years ago, or even 25 years ago?
A century ago, the Sierra Club was
founded. Would anyone in 1892 have be-
lieved how the Sierra Club has pros-
pered and become a part of American
life. This is cause for optimism, not
pessimism.

We, as a people are becoming more in
tune with our planet, which I believe is
quite an accomplishment. Think about
it. Man is the only animal that has
never entirely adapted to the environ-
ment. Instead of adapting, we have
tried to change our environment. But
for the first time in our evolution as a
society, we are trying to come to grips
with our effect on the planet. We are
trying to adapt to the planet; we are
not trying to adapt the planet to us.

When my children were growing up,
for example, white bread was the norm.
We took what nature gave us, wheat,
and took out 30 percent of the bran to
make white bread. In taking out the
bran, we removed over half of the cal-
cium, phosphorus, magnesium, potas-
sium, sodium, and the trace metals
like iron, and the B and E vitamins.
Then, we put some of these materials
back in artificial form and called the
bread enriched. This may seem like a
silly example at first, but it really is
symbolic of how out-of-touch with na-
ture we had gotten. But that has
changed. We are beginning to realize
that natural is better. There are now
even grocery stores which sell only or-
ganically grown, pesticide-free food.
Could we have imagined this 20 years
ago?

It was not too many years ago that
rivers caught fire, and you could not
eat the fish from many of our country’s
waters. That has changed. It was not
too many years ago that we took all of
our trash to the dump. That is chang-
ing. It was not too many years ago that
hazardous wastes were dumped in farm-
er’'s fields. That has changed.

One hundred years ago, we nearly
hunted the bison to extinction. Now we
have laws to protect the animals on
this earth. Many endangered species
have even started making a comeback.
The cessation of drift net fishing and
bans on ivory are two more ways we
have acted to protect the environment
in just the last few years.

Wetlands preservation. Now there is
a controversial subject on both sides of
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the aisle. But lest some think we are
totally destroying every undeveloped
acre in this country, I would ask that
they reflect on these facts. National
parkland has nearly tripled since 1970.
Acreage in national wildlife refuges
has increased from 29.2 to 88.5 million
acres in the past 20 years. National wil-
derness areas have increased in size
from 10.4 to 95 million acres in 20 years.
The number of wild and scenic rivers
has increased 10-fold in this timeframe.
Last, there are over 4.4 million acres in
national estuaries. This is some accom-
plishment for the past 20 years.

We have begun to phase out the
CFC's which threaten the ozone layer,
and recently, we passed significant new
clean air legislation to help correct our
other air pollution problems. Particu-
late levels have been cut in half since
1974. Sulfur oxide emissions have been
cut by a third since the early 1970’s. We
are making progress. This is good
news. The American people should be
reading about this in their papers.

Major industries have announced pro-
grams to cut back on the release of
toxics. This would have been unheard
of years ago. VOC emissions have been
cut by a third in recent years. Again,
this is good news. Yet, some would cast
this as bad news.

Years ago, industrial pollution
threatened our country’s waters; now
nonpoint pollution is the biggest
threat. In a relatively few years, we
have reversed the course of pollution
set in motion by the industrial revolu-
tion. This is truly amazing. Industry is
now a distant sixth place in sources of
pollution to our waters. We should
commend all those industries that have
done their part to clean up our coun-
try's waters. Yet, instead some would
make it seem like our waters are no
better today. Is it not time we thanked
business for their efforts to clean up
our planet instead of acting as though
business is beneath contempt in terms
of the environment?

Pollutant loadings to the Great
Lakes have been reduced a third or
more since 1976. Pesticide residues in
bird eggs have also decreased. Many
major companies have undertaken vol-
untary internal compliance programs.
This is good news for the environment.
Yet, some focus only on the failures of
industry. Again, the silver lining is ob-
scured by a cloud.

Lead poisoning; this is an issue with
which we have made tremendous
progress. Lead emissions to the envi-
ronment have been reduced from 203,800
metric tons per year to 7,000 metric
tons per year in 20 years. Regulations
have recently been proposed to further
lower lead in drinking water. More
good news for the environment and for
our country’s children. Yet some would
make it appear as if nothing has been
or is being accomplished. Yes, more
does need to be done to help protect
our children from lead. That is why I
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cosponsored Senator REID's lead bill
and have continued to do what I could
to help move this bill along. We do not
control the legislative agenda, how-
ever, thus the fate of this bill is not in
our hands.

In the area of energy, great advances
have been made in the area of renew-
able energy sources. We are starting to
come to grips with the detriments of
hydropower. Technology break-
throughs have occurred in photo-
voltaics, in wind power, in renewable
fuels. Even fossil fuels for motor vehi-
cles have started on that way out. This
is progress toward a cleaner planet.

On the energy front, some progress is
still needed with respect to nuclear en-
ergy policy. But, who is to blame for
our shortcomings? Some would point
to the administration. Well, Americans
are tired of finger pointing.

There is an old saying that when you
point one finger at someone else, there
are three fingers pointing back at you.
This is clearly true as the Senate re-
cently approved these pronuclear poli-
cies. So let us not blame the adminis-
tration for having the same position
many of us apparently do as well.

My point is, a lot of good things have
happened toward protecting the envi-
ronment of the planet in the past 20
years as well as in the past 3 years.
They should not be swept away in
gloom and doom election year propa-
ganda. It is wrong to tell the American
people nothing has happened. No won-
der many of them have developed the
feeling that environmental protection
has gone too far. Some in Washington
are telling them nothing has happened
while at the same time taking their
money? Tell me, Mr. President, is this
good for the environment?

Now, I am not a Cassandra, but nei-
ther am I a Pollyanna. While we have
made progress in some areas, in others
we have not. Allow me to give a simple
example, the soft drink bottle. When I
was growing up, we took our bottles
back. In third world countries today,
people still take their bottles back. We
used to do it, and many people still do
it. Have we become so rich that we can-
not afford to recycle? Sometimes I
wonder, Try to find a diet soft drink in
these same Third World countries that
recycle their bottles. ]

Try to explain to an impoverished
resident of this country that you want
to spend money on a drink that has ab-
solutely no nutritional value. We waste
millions and millions of dollars each
year on throwing away precious re-
sources and on consuming food with no
calories. That should say something
about our values.

Thus, there is still work to be done.
We must address population growth.
We must address biodiversity. We must
address global warming. It is interest-
ing to me that some point the finger at
the administration as not being inter-
ested in global warming. Again, three
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fingers point back here. We all know
that there are Members on both sides
of the aisle that would resist efforts to
address global warming. Clearly, one
side alone is not to blame.

I believe President Bush does care
about the environment. I have heard no
one complain about his appointment of
Bill Reilly as EPA Administrator.
Think back 10 years and tell me we
have not made progress.

Without his support, there would
have been no Clean Air Act. Indeed, I
believe you could easily make a case
that most environmental legislation
has been signed by a Republican presi-
dent. The Rivers and Harbors Act, for
example, was signed by Republican
William McKinley in 1899. Teddy Roo-
sevelt added 150 million acres to our
national forests and created 51 Federal
bird reservations and 5 game preserves.
EPA was created by a Republican
President.

But, environmental protection is not
about who is better, or who has done
more. It is about people working to-
gether to protect the planet. Progress
toward a cleaner environment has oc-
curred under President Bush and for
this I congratulate the President. I say
this sincerely for I think my colleagues
know that I am not one to speak mere-
ly in support of a party line. Partisan
politics should have no place in envi-
ronmental protection.

Endangered species do not care if it
is a Republican or a Democrat that
protects them, and I suspect the Amer-
ican people do not care either. I cer-
tainly do not. Let us take pride in the
fact that by working together, we have
an Endangered Species Act.

We have a Clean Water Act, a Clean
Air Act, a Safe Drinking Water Act,
and a Resource Conservation and Re-
covery Act, to name a few.

We have come a long long way in a
very short time. We are beginning to
turn around hundreds of years of cul-
ture. Let us congratulate ourselves and
the President for how far we have
come. Then, let us work together to set
new goals for the future.

I urge all of my colleagues when they
read the new CEQ report on the envi-
ronment to reflect on where we were
not too many years ago. We have cause
to be proud. We have made our country
a little cleaner.

Now, Mr. President, allow me to re-
flect a little on the present and on the
future. We have to change the way we
do business here in terms of protecting
the environment. There is one table in
the new CEQ report that is truly
frightening. That is table 14 called
risks and cost effectiveness of selected
regulations, by cost per premature
death averted. The trend in this table
is toward vastly increasing costs for
little gain. In 1967, according to this
table, the Government promulgated a
rule related to automotive safety that
cost $100,000 per premature death
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avoided. That seems more than reason-
able to me. In 1984, regulations related
to seatbelts became effective, again for
a cost of about $100,000 per death avoid-
ed.

Costs have gone through the roof
since then. The average cost per pre-
mature death avoided for four EPA
rules in 1990 was $1.4325 trillion. That is
right, trillion dollars. Now I would not
be surprised to learn that the regula-
tions cited in this table were carefully
selected. But even so, one rule was
cited as having a cost of $5.7 trillion
per premature death avoided. Even
without this regulation, the baseline
risk of premature death was less than 1
in a million.

Are we out of our minds? Is it really
necessary to spend the equivalent $5.7
trillion to avoid one premature death
when the odds of anyone dying without
the rule are already less than 1 in a
million. A 1 in a million risk is equiva-
lent to getting lung cancer or heart
disease from smoking 1.4 cigarettes or
cirrhosis of the liver from drinking a
half a liter of wine.

How many people could be receiving
prenatal care and counseling for this
same amount of money? How many ba-
bies could be saved? How many moth-
ers could we keep off of crack? How
many scholarships could we fund to
help disadvantaged students? How
many AIDS cases could we prevent?
How many cures for cancer could we
find? Where are our priorities?

Earlier this month, my colleague
from New York expressed concern in a
hearing that New York was losing its
ability to operate as a port because we
cannot discard salt water sediments in
the ocean? Does this make sense?

There is even currently a debate rag-
ing about whether or not the Safe
Drinking Water Act allows EPA to
even consider costs in its rulemakings.
Clearly, we cannot afford a policy of
protection at any cost. No wonder
many Americans wonder about our fis-
cal responsibility.

Before long, the Senate is likely to
consider a bill that basically is tar-
geted at the Vice President's Council
on Competitiveness. Many are upset
that the executive branch is changing
congressional mandates, myself in-
cluded. But it seems to me, we are
somewhat to blame for this situation.
Congress and the executive branch
have been on a course toward the
present situation for some time. We
write laws, the administration inter-
prets them. We do not like the inter-
pretation so we write more prescriptive
laws. More prescriptive laws are more
likely to be unworkable. The adminis-
tration tries to make them workable,
like the recent lead in drinking water
rule. Some do not like it so we write
even more prescriptive legislation,
some of it even looking like regula-
tions. They say for every action, there
is an equal and opposite reaction. Per-
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haps we should view the Vice Presi-
dent’s council in these terms. What is
it that we have done, Republicans and
Democrats, that requires such a coun-
cil?

It is almost, Mr. President, like we
have a civil war going on hetween Con-
gress and the executive branch. And
like the civil war of 130 years ago, it is
devastating our country.

I believe both the President and Con-
gress want environmental protection.
QOur job is not to write unbalanced en-
vironmental legislation so that we can
look pure while trying to make the ad-
ministration look bad. This pure as the
driven snow posturing is not what
Americans want. Now are we best suit-
ed, regardless of which party is in the
White House, to writing regulations.
Our job is to set goals. Somehow, I
think both branches of government
have lost sight of their roles. I think
the American people know this. Maybe
if we had collectively spent more time
thinking about the macro issues and
not micromanaging, we would not be
grappling with many of the problems
our country faces.

It has to stop. We do not need count-
down calendars, nor do we need legisla-
tion that basically is political fodder.
Can anyone name one American who
benefited from all the time we spent on
the recent tax bill? I doubt it. I can
think of about 536 Americans, however,
that were hurt by this waste of time.

This civil war needs to stop. A house
divided truly cannot stand.

It is time to move forward and make
responsible progress so that in 20 more
years from now, future Americans can
be as proud of the progress we have
made in environmental protection as
we should be today.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Minnesota is
recognized for up to 20 minutes.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I thank my colleagues for their state-
ments, and I am glad to have had the
opportunity to be present here to listen
to them both. If I might simply con-
tinue on the wave length of both my
colleague from Rhode Island and my
colleague from Vermont and comment
on the fact that it is a reality that
there are three Republicans speaking
on this subject. It is a reality that in
the time I have been here the Repub-
lican Presidents have signed a lot more
environmental legislation than Demo-
cratic predecessors. It is also a reality
we have had more Republican Presi-
dents in the last 20 or 30 years than
Democratic Presidents.

I will also comment on the realities
of the civil war. One of our more clever
Republican colleagues, the Senator
from Indiana, DAN CoOATS, the other
day talked about some of the nasty

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

things that are happening around here,
he said: *‘It is 90 percent giving the rest
of us a bad name.”’ And that accurately
characterized the way this process
works too much of the time.

The battle between executive and
legislative for credit for things and
also the prescriptive nature of what we
do is certainly at the heart of some of
our problems. One of the serious prob-
lems with that is that if we battle with
the administration over the micro-
management of policy you cannot tell
when the administration is being hon-
est with us and when they are not. And
one example of this occurred just last
week in the regulations relating to on-
board canisters to capture benzene and
other vapors. The canisters which are
supposed to go on board automobiles
are not going to get taken off the auto-
mobiles for the umpteenth time and
put in filling stations.

This happens to be not one of the
micromanagement battles but one of
those battles that has existed largely
between the automobile industry and
the environmental community, if you
will, and the decision was batted back
and forth in the regulatory process and
the automobile companies kept win-
ning on the administrative side until
we went to the Clean Air Act and in
the middle of the Clean Air Act the
automobile industry won a bunch of
things and one of the things they lost
was the canister issue. Last week the
President decided he was going to come
down on the side of the automobile in-
dustry one more time which simply
complicates that problem.

I agree with what our colleague from
Vermont said about the fact that we
ought to be sticking with the larger
policy issues; we can rely on the ad-
ministration to deal with the rest of
them.

I would like to talk this morning
principally about one of those issues.
My colleagues have talked in the larg-
er context of environmental policies. I
would like to take one of those and
dwell on it just to show you that it is
possible for this body and in coopera-
tion with the administration to do
something right.

I look at my colleague from Rhode
Island because he principally has been
in the middle of this particular effort
to make a Federal policy work at the
State and local level. I begin with yes-
terday.

STATE REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS
FOR WATER POLLUTION CONTROL

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
yesterday the Environment and Public
Works Committee held its annual hear-
ing on the budget request of the EPA,
the Environmental Protection Agency,
which we hope to become a Cabinet de-
partment one of these days when it
frees itself from the maze of riders that
we keep putting on the bill. It is a fact
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that each year the Administrator of
the EPA and all of the assistant admin-
istrators appear before the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee to
discuss the President’s proposed budget
for the coming year.

Yesterday, Bill Reilly, the current
EPA Administrator, had a very impres-
sive story to relate. EPA is finally get-
ting the resources that it needs to do
the job that Congress has mandated.
The EPA budget is up substantially
from where it was in 1989 when Presi-
dent Bush came to office. In 1993, EPA
will employ 17,000 people. It will spend
$7.2 billion improving the quality of
our natural environment and protect-
ing the public health.

One of the highlights in the Presi-
dent’s budget is his request for assist-
ance to local governments to build sew-
age treatment facilities. He has asked
for $2.5 billion in 1993 in combined
grants and loans to aid States and
local governments in the task of build-
ing and replacing wastewater treat-
ment facilities.

This request deserves special atten-
tion. It is the largest amount requested
for this purpose since 1981. It is $100
million more than the Congress appro-
priated last year. And it is more than
double the amount that the Congress
has authorized for 1933. The authorized
amount is $1.2 billion. The President’s
request for assistance to build
wastewater treatment facilities is $2.5
billion.

The President’s budget request for
wastewater construction assistance is
a fundamental departure from past
policies. Republican President’s since
President Eisenhower have been trying
to terminate this Federal grant pro-
gram. The Congress has three times re-
authorized these grants over Presi-
dential vetoes. It was a veto by Presi-
dent Nixon of a bill authorizing
wastewater treatment construction

grants that gave birth to the budget

process here in the Congress. In recent
years, under tight budget constraints,
even the Congress has appropriated less
than the authorized amount for this
program.

So, I suggest, it is news that a Repub-
lican President is asking that the ap-
propriation for this program be in-
creased to an amount that is more
than double the authorized level. The
reason for this request is obvious to
me. The program works. It is a great
success, It has improved the quality of
the Nation’s waters. It has made a
basic public utility affordable in many
communities that could not otherwise
have built these facilities. It has been
efficiently administered by EPA and
the States.

Mr. President, Federal aid to build
wastewater collection and treatment
systems began in 1956 with enactment
of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act. For most of its history it was a di-
rect Federal grant to local govern-
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ments. Cities and towns used the
money to lay sewer pipes, to build sew-
age treatment plants, and to replace
sewage facilities that had worn out.

In the first years the grants were rel-
atively small, $20 million to $50 million
per year. But in 1972, the program was
dramatically expanded. That was the
yvear that Congress completely rewrote
the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act to address the water pollution
problems that had become a national
scandal. It was about 20 years ago that
rivers caught fire, the Great Lakes
were dying, urban rivers like the Poto-
mac were so polluted they were no
longer suitable for recreation. And the
American people demanded that our
lakes and rivers and streams be cleaned

up.

Although it was not officially called
the Clean Water Act until 1977, it was
the amendments of 1972 that signaled
the big change. Authorizations for the
wastewater treatment construction
grants program were increased to near-
ly $5 billion per year. The matching
rate was increased to 75 percent Fed-
eral money. States were instructed to
prepare priority lists of projects for
Federal funds. A massive construction
program was begun.

That level of effort was continued
through much of the 1970’s. At the end
of that decade, the Federal Govern-
ment was providing about $5 billion per
year in aid to local governments to
build sewage treatment and collection
facilities. More than $26 billion had
been invested at that point.

In 1981, when President Reagan came
to office, he appointed David Stockman
as the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. Mr. Stockman was
very critical of the construction grants
program. He felt that many of the com-
munities that received Federal assist-
ance could well afford to build their
own wastewater treatment facilities.

He also argued, and with some jus-
tification, that the very low contribu-
tion made by local governments to the
cost of these plants encouraged over-
building. Cities designed plants with
capacity well beyond their current
needs because the cities contributed on
average only 5 percent of the construc-
tion costs.

As it happened, the construction
grants program was up for reauthoriza-
tion in 1981 and President Reagan made
it clear that he would request no funds
for 1982 unless significant reforms in
the program were made.

And the Congress responded with re-
forms. The Federal matching rate was
cut from 75 percent to 55 percent re-
quiring local governments to shoulder
a larger share of the burden. Projects
that were growth related were no
longer eligible. Priority was given to
construction that would bring cities
into compliance with Federal water
quality standards. And it was agreed
that the program would be extended for
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another 10 years at $2.4 billion per
year. But at the end of the 10-year pe-
riod, the Federal role in wastewater
treatment was to be terminated.

There was some logic to the commit-
ment of $2.4 billion per year for 10
years. Those of us in the Federal Gov-
ernment often hear complaints from
our colleagues who serve in State and
local governments that the Congress
imposes mandates without paying for
them. In fact, the New York Times car-
ried a major story on this subject yes-
terday.

The Advisory Commission on Inter-
government Relations, on which I am
pleased to represent this body, along
with DANNY AKAKA, had a very, very
thorough report on this subject at its
meeting last week.

The laws that Congress enacts can
have major cost impacts for State and
local government. Since they are gov-
ernments that must get their tax dol-
lars from the same people that the
Congress taxes, they argue, rightfully
in my view, that Congress has an obli-
gation to consider the impacts of its
action on State and local spending and

taxes.

Well, that is one thing we have al-
ways done in the Clean Water Act. The
purpose of the construction grants pro-
gram was to help pay for a Federal
mandate. Publicly owned treatment
works, the sewage treatment plants
owned by towns and cities and coun-
ties, must meet a level of pollution
control set forth in the Clean Water
Act. It is called secondary treatment.
It requires that about 85 percent of the
pollutants in the wastewater be re-
moved before the water is discharged
to a river or lake. In 1981, when the
Congress and the administration
agreed to provide another $2.4 billion
per year for 10 years for construction
grants, it was expected that this
amount of money would roughly pay
for the cost of complying with that
Federal mandate.

When these grants came up for reau-
thorization again in 1985, further and
very significant reforms were made. At
that time we were looking at the end of
the Federal role. Under the very able
leadership of the now ranking Repub-
lican member of the Environment and
Public Works Committee, Senator
JOHN CHAFEE, and with the help of the
States, the construction grants pro-
gram was converted into a permanent
infrastructure investment program.

Rather than make outright grants to
local governments for construction,
the 1987 Water Quality Act authorizes
grants to the States. Each State places
its grant in a revolving loan fund. It
matches the Federal grant with some
of its own funds. The money in the
fund is then loaned to local govern-
ments for wastewater treatment con-
struction projects. Local governments
pay the money back over 20 years at
interest rates less than the market
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would charge and money is then re-
loaned to build new sewage treatment
facilities in other towns and commu-
nities in the State.

These State loan programs are called
State revolving funds or SRF's. The
first SRF's were established in 1989 and
1990. Today every 1 of the 50 States and
Puerto Rico has established a revolving
loan fund. They have all received
grants from the Federal Government to
capitalize their funds. And as of last
fall, loans have been extended to over
400 local governments through State
funds.

The States have done a truly extraor-
dinary job in setting up these funds.
States are required to match the Fed-
eral dollars with some funds of their
own. Many States have gone well be-
yond the required match. And a dozen
States have leveraged their funds.
They have used the Federal grant to
back up bonds issued by the State the
revenues from which are deposited in
the fund and are also used to make
loans.

Let me give you an example. The
State of New York has leveraged its
Federal grant and State match at a 3-
to-1 rate. For every dollar of Federal
grants it receives it is able to loan out
more than $3 to local governments.
This means that Federal dollars in
States using the leverage of SRF’'s can
reach much farther than they would as
a direct Federal-local grant.

The advent of the SRF has brought
about another significant reform. Be-
cause local communities are required
to pay back the loans, the planning and
design of the wastewater facilities that
are built is likely to be much more in
tune with the actual needs of the com-
munity. Cities and towns will seek effi-
ciencies and technologies that can save
costs and save on water consumption,
because ultimately they will have to
pay the sewerage charges that finance
the facility.

But there is still a substantial bene-
fit for local governments. The State of
New York estimates that local govern-
ment saves $250,000 in interest costs for
each $1,000,000 borrowed from an SRF
as opposed to the bond market. And in
some States, like my State of Min-
nesota, no interest loans—that is,
loans without interest—are offered to
communities that cannot afford even
the 2- to 5-percent rate that is typi-
cally charged for an SRF loan.

So, what we have here is a great suc-
cess story. Since 1956, the Federal Gov-
ernment has invested more than $58
billion in local sewage treatment and
collection. It is an example of the Con-
gress financing a mandate that it has
imposed. Today, there are 16,000 func-
tioning sewage treatment plants owned
and operated by local governments
across the country.

Plants serving more than 144 million
Americans meet secondary treatment,
the Federal standard for clean water.
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That is up from 85 million in 1972. And
the quality of the Nation’s rivers,
lakes, and streams have improved dra-
matically as a result.

State revolving funds have magnified
the impact of Federal dollars. The
money will be available in perpetuity
as local governments repay their loans.
Many States have leveraged the Fed-
eral dollars to extend the reach of the
SRF’s. And the dollars are applied
more efficiently as the discipline of re-
payment is applied to the design and
construction of these facilities.

But there is work yet to be done. The
1987 Water Quality Act established the
State revolving funds, but it also legis-
lated an end to the Federal role. The
total amount authorized for the SRF
grants was only $8.4 billion, including
$1.2 billion in 1993 and $600 million in
1994. After 1994 there is no authoriza-
tion for Federal assistance.

The need, however, remains large.
EPA’s most recent estimate of the dol-
lar amount necessary to build the sew-
age collection and treatment facilities
now planned by local governments is
approximately $80 billion through the
year 2010. And there are other substan-
tial needs not included in the EPA esti-
mate. The current authorization for
SRF grants is nowhere near enough to
meet those needs.

Recently, Senator CHAFEE rec-
ommended that the Federal grants to
State revolving loan funds be contin-
ued through the year 2000 at $2.5 billion
per year. That is a suggestion we
should all support. I do. It reflects the
success that has been experienced in
the construction grants and revolving
loan fund programs. There is no better
way for us to invest Federal dollars in
clean water than this program.

I take the President’s 1993 budget re-
quest for these programs as a sign that
this administration agrees and recog-
nizes the value and the success of this
important environmental effort.

Mr, President, this year marks the
20th anniversary of the 1972 amend-
ments to the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act—that point in time when
our National Government became truly
dedicated to protecting the quality of
our Nation’s waters. It would be fitting
if we could recognize the 20th anniver-
sary by extending a program that
works—the State revolving funds—
through at least the end of this cen-
tury. I believe that the President’s 1993
budget request for this program points
us in the right direction.

I urge that we act on that request as
quickly as possible.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Mr. BENTSEN addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized for up to 15 minutes.
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TAX RELIEF FOR MIDDLE-INCOME
AMERICANS

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, there
is an axiom in politics that every of-
ficeholder in Texas from the court-
house to the statehouse knows by
heart, and President Bush certainly
knew it when he was a Member of Con-
gress from Texas, but he seems to have
forgotten it. And that axiom is that,
“You cannot beat something with
nothing."” That is especially true when
we are talking about tax relief to mid-
dle-income Americans.

All sides agree, Mr, President, on the
need for tax relief for middle-income
Americans, whether we are talking
about Democrats or Republicans,
whether we are speaking about the
President or the Congress. Over the
last decade there is no question that
middle-income Americans have been
the ones that have been hardest hit.
They are the ones that have seen their
taxes go up while their incomes went
down.

Congress last week finished its tax
bill with a substantial cut for middle-
income Americans, and they finished it
within the deadline set by the Presi-
dent of the United States and sent it to
the White House. The President had
not even read it when he issued a state-
ment that he was going to veto it. He
had his veto message all ready.

Mr. President, I think it was good
legislation. It said to middle-income
Americans that had a family of four—
two children—making $35,000 a year,
that we are going to give you a 25-per-
cent cut in your income tax.

That is meaningful. But President
Bush did not agree. He vetoed the bill
and spent a good deal of time since
then denouncing it, inaccurately label-
ing it as a $100 billion tax increase. He
knows better. That is a gross misrepre-
sentation of that bill.

People say, Why don’t you answer
that; why do you leave that kind of a
misrepresentation hanging out there,
getting repeated over and over again?
We do answer it. It is answered here on
the floor of the Senate, and it is an-
swered by a number of Senators and
House Members. But I tell you, it is a
tough competition with a bully pulpit;
tough competition to get the word out
to the elections.

I will give another example of the ad-
vantage the White House has. Let’s
talk about the Sunday network shows.
Say half the networks called and asked
a Democrat to be on the program with
a Cabinet official representing the Re-
publican Party. And then we have the
Cabinet official saying: ‘‘Well, if I can-
not have it just to myself, if T have to
have someone on the other side pre-
senting their point of view, then I am
not available."” The network is trying
to get their viewership up and under-
stands that if they have a Cabinet offi-
cial, that person is better known and
that person is going to attract an audi-
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ence. So we see the network, in many
instances, saying: Well, OK, the show is
yours; we will not have a Democrat on
that program to represent the contrary
point of view.

A good example of this problem is
when the President talks about a tax
increase, and does not say that there is
an equivalent tax cut. For every tax in-
crease, there is a tax cut. He does not
say that the President’s bill, over those
6 years, would have added $32 billion to
the deficit. When he says he turned his
back on the 1990 budget agreement, and
he is sorry he was ever a part of it, that
exemplifies it. That is the only serious
discipline we have around here on this
Congress and on the administration to
try to cut this deficit. And it has en-
abled us to began to make some head-
way in cutting back on the deficit.

The congressional bill cut that defi-
cit by $13 billion over those 6 years,
while the President’s bill added $32 bil-
lion to it over that period of time.

The President should know that you
cannot beat something with nothing.
He told us over and over again that he
would not accept our middle-income
tax cut. But where is his? Does he still
support the smaller tax cut he origi-
nally proposed and then pulled back
on? We know what he is against. But
when it comes to cutting taxes for
hard-pressed, middle-income families,
what is he for? And perhaps more im-
portant in this age of $400 billion defi-
cits in that budget, how would he pay
for whatever he proposes?

No wonder the American people are
turned off by what they see going on in
Washington. No wonder they are send-
ing ominous signals to candidates up
for reelection this year that they want
less rhetoric and more effective action.
No wonder the same poll, which shows
Americans overwhelmingly for legisla-
tion to cut taxes to hard-pressed mid-
dle Americans, also shows they do not
believe such legislation will ever be-
come law.

We will never pass a middle-income
tax cut until we move beyond what we
do not want and start talking about
what we do want; what we are willing
to support and how we are willing to
pay for it. The legislation that the
President commented on is not, as he
says, a $100 billion tax increase. It is a
tax cut for 77 million middle-income
Americans. And in the interest of fair-
ness and holding the line on the deficit,
we did it by raising the taxes on ap-
proximately a million people at the
very top of the income scale. They are
the ones who, in the last decade, have
seen their taxes go down while their in-
comes went up; just the opposite of
middle-income Americans.

And when we talk about the tax in-
crease, we were talking about that
fourth tier, raising it by 5 percent,
from 31 to 36 percent. In addition, the
bill imposed a 10-percent surtax on
those making over $1 million a year.
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We talked about raising it from 31
percent to 36 percent. All you have to
do is remember back to 1986, when
President Reagan, a Republican, was
talking about raising it to 35 percent
on anyone making over $70,000 a year.
We are talking about 36 percent on
families making over $140,000 a year.

Tax fairness and the ability to pay
are still an important criterion in shar-
ing the responsibilities of paying the
cost of government. And for those who
might think that 36 percent, or the sur-
tax on people making over $1 million a
year is high, let us take a look around
the world and look at the top marginal
rate imposed by our biggest and tough-
est competitors: Now 36 percent; not a
10-percent surtax on people making
over $1 million—substantially more. If
you are talking about Germany, if you
are talking about Japan, countries
that are our toughest economic com-
petitors today, they have a 50-percent
and a 53-percent top personal income
tax rate.

I listened to one statement that was
made by the President and was made
repeatedly on this floor, claiming that
80 percent of the highest taxes in our
bill would be paid by small businesses.
I said, How can that be? I was a small
businessman once myself. Small busi-
ness often is with two or three employ-
ees. How could it be that they are mak-
ing over $140,000 net?

I went to look at how they arrived at
this conclusion. I looked at the 1985
Treasury study that I understand was
used to arrive at these figures. The
vast bulk of those taxpayers weren't
amall businesses at all. They were doc-
tors, lawyers, bankers—people that in-
vested that year in limited partnership
tax shelters. These individuals had
losses because they were sheltering
their income. They took those people
who had lost money in those ventures
and said those are small business peo-
ple. It did not make any difference if
their principal income was as a lawyer
or doctor or banker, they considered
them small business people. The study
is irrelevant today, of course, since
most of those tax shelters were done
away with in President Reagan’s tax
reform initiative of 1986. In essence, his
statement was a total misrepresenta-
tion of the facts.

President Bush, of course, was well
within his constitutional rights and his
responsibilities to veto that tax bill.
But now that he has done it, and he
spent several days attacking it, where
do we go from here, as far as middle-in-
come folks are concerned? What can we
do to change this from an exercise in
blame-placing to a serious effort to cut
taxes?

I challenge the President today to
send to the Congress his proposal. Send
us your proposal, Mr. President, for
cutting middle-income taxes. Show us
what you would do. Perhaps he could
do it simply by telling us how he
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thinks we should change our legisla-
tion so it meets his objections, Mayhbe
he prefers to take a totally new
approach.

Both Democrats and Republicans,
Congress and the President, have told
the American people they strongly sup-
port middle-income tax relief. Ameri-
cans have indicated they like that idea,
too. Given that kind of broad agree-
ment, people have every right to ask,
“why don't you give us some relief?
Why all the arguing, and the bickering,
and the gamesmanship?”

If the President will send us his mid-
dle-income tax plan, then I pledge—and
I am confident that I speak for the
great majority of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle—I pledge to
work with him in a spirit of mutual co-
operation. We did a good deal of that in
the tax bill we proposed. We took six of
the seven growth incentives that he
had in his bill and put them in our
legislation.

This is an election year, and we all
know the special hazards and difficul-
ties of dealing with tax legislation in
an election year. The other side of that
coin, though, is that we are also famil-
iar with the risks of failing to perform
at a time when the people are prepar-
ing to pass judgment on who lived up
to their commitments and who did not.

Mr. President, you just cannot beat
something with nothing, and when it
comes to middle-income tax relief, I
challenge the President to stop talking
about what he does not like and tell us
what he wants to do and how he will
pay for it.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RoBB). The Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. CHAFEE].

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with careful attention to the
presentation made by the distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee
and I will say this, Mr. President, that
I do not think the argument is over tax
relief for the middle class. I think the
argument is over how best we use new
revenue, should we choose to raise new
revenue. The total revenue raised
under the bill that came to the floor
from the majority party was about $52
billion, and of that $52 billion, $32 hil-
lion of it went for this so-called mid-
dle-class tax relief.

Mr. President, there is not a consist-
ent view on this side as how to proceed,
but speaking for myself, I am not op-
posed to raising new moneys through
taxes. I do not mind taxing the rich
whether it is a surtax or increasing the
brackets to 36 percent. But the gques-
tion is what to do with the money
when you raise it, and the overwhelm-
ing view on this side and, indeed, I
should say the overwhelming view in
Congress as a whole is, do not squander
it on a very, very modest tax break for
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the middle class. If you are going to
raige this money, use it to reduce the
deficit.

The deficit is what is going to haunt
this country in the days and years
ahead. We felt that a very, very modest
relief, and you can argue over whether
83 cents a day per child 15 or younger is
any significant relief for the so-called
middle class and it is a very limited
group in the middle class. And indeed,
Mr. President, when that bill came
back from conference, it had exactly
what we on this side were saying: That
it did not cover that middle class.

And so when it came back, the tax
applied not to those married families
starting at $175,000, but it came down
to married couples, 1 believe, at
$140,000. It came down. The tax was ap-
plied—not that the tax came down—
but the tax applied to those in lower
brackets than originally estimated,
and we are absolutely confident that if
we are going to continue with that so-
called tax break for the middle class,
those higher taxes, the 36 percent rate,
would have to even go down to lower
and lower brackets.

Mr. President, no one ever accused
the New York Times of being a pro-Re-
publican newspaper. What does the
New York Times say about that bill?
This is what it said on March 21, last
Saturday, ‘““Tax Bill Veto Is No Loss.”
I might just quote from it:

Congress worked feverishly and success-
fully to pass an economic recovery plan be-
fore yesterday's deadline set by President
Bush in his State of the Union address. It
need not have bothered. The bill provided
paltry relief for middle-class families, no re-
lief from the recession and virtually nothing
to spur long-term growth. Worse yet, it rein-
stated a bevy of tax shelters of the type that
were demolished by the glorious 1986 tax
reform.

Mr. President, it did not agree for the
reasons that President Bush vetoed it,
but it agreed with the result, and so do
we on this side, Mr. President.

So where do we go from here? I hope
that the majority party, working with
the Republicans and the administra-
tion, can get together on a tax program
that will do something to help the
economy out of this recession; that we
could take care of some of the prob-
lems that have arisen in connection
with, for example, the real estate quan-
dary we are now in. I think the passive
loss changes that were recommended
were good.

There were other provisions that
were good, I believe. I am sorry when
they came back from conference they
left out one of the provisions that
would be most successful in reviving
the real estate situation; namely, the
$5,000 tax credit. I hope they do some-
thing about the very, very onerous so-
called luxury tax which has been a
total disaster in raising revenue, a dis-
aster in creating unemployment in the
industries affected.

So I think there is hope, Mr. Presi-
dent. I would say the ball lies in the
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majority party’s court and certainly
those of us on this side would cooper-
ate to achieve a good result, but I do
not think raising taxes very substan-
tially and spending the money on 83
cents a day per child under 15 is going
to get us very far.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I have

the greatest respect for the Senator
from Rhode Island, and we often have
worked together in a bipartisan way
and accomplished things we thought
were important for the country. But as
I listened to him talking about how
committed everyone was to deficit re-
duction, I could not help but think
what the President’s bill did in that re-
gard.
He did not refer to that at all. Over 6
years, the President’s bill would add
$32 billion to the deficit. The President
is the one who said he was sorry he
ever entered into the 1990 budget agree-
ment that is designed to restrain how
much is spent by the administration
and Congress. And he sure showed that
as he presented his legislation and did
not pay for it.

Our legislation reduced the deficit by
$13 billion. It is not enough, but it is a
dramatic change from what the Presi-
dent had proposed; not enough for mid-
dle income, more than $42 billion. I
have been here long enough to know
that is still a lot of money.

The tax bill would have provided
meaningful relief to 77 million tax-
payers in each of the first 2 years. Be-
ginning in the third year and there-
after families would be eligible for a
$300 tax credit for each child. This
would be a 25-percent income tax cut
for a family of four making $35,000 a
year. I know there are people inside the
beltway who think that is peanuts, but
that’s real money to most Americans.

The bill would provide meaningful
tax relief to a family that sits down
and reads the supermarket ads and
looks for the coupons trying to decide
what to buy and where to shop. It's
meaningful to the family that has a
child that gets sick and the parents
while trying to decide whether to go to
the emergency room or to a doctor
knowing that it is both a medical deci-
sion and a financial decision for them.
It's meaningful to the family that is
trying to send their kids to college and
is forced to look first for what the stu-
dent aid is before they look at the cur-
riculum.

It is also meaningful to the family
trying to figure out how to pay the or-
thodontist for braces for the child. If
that family were to put that $300 for a
newborn child into an IRA until the
child was ready to go to college, they
could accumulate $15,000—that is
meaningful.

Those are the things that we put in
this piece of legislation. So do not tell
us what you are against; tell us what
you are for. Mr. President, tell us what
you will support and then tell us how
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you will pay for it. We would be de-
lighted to see if we cannot work this
thing out together.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. BYRD pertaining
to the introduction of S. 2402, S. 2403,
and S. 2404 are located in today's
RECORD under “Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI].

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that morning business is
about to expire. The Senator from New
Mexico is on the floor because I await
the majority leader or his designee for
purposes of moving that we consider
the bill that would remove the defense
wall.

Might I say, so that my friend, the
majority leader will know, I am not in
a hurry. The problem I have is that I
must be off the floor at 12 o’clock for a
short while. I would not want to inter-
rupt him or cause a delay with respect
to his making the motion to proceed.
Some other Senators will take my
place at that point.

So we will not be asking that the
process be in any way restrained. On
the other hand, if we could move ahead
with it, it would be helpful.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

o ———

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed-
eral debt run up by the U.S. Congress
stood at $3,863,647,979,260.75, as of the
close of business on Monday, March 23,
1992.

As anybody familiar with the U.S.
Constitution knows, no President can
spend a dime that has not first been
authorized and appropriated by the
Congress of the United States.

During the past fiscal year, it cost
the American taxpayers $286,022,000,000
just to pay the interest on spending ap-
proved by Congress—over and above
what the Federal Government col-
lected in taxes and other income. Aver-
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aged out, this amounts to $5.5 billion
every week, or $785 million every day.

What would America be like today if
there had been a Congress that had the
courage and the integrity to operate on
a balanced budget?

R —

A TRIBUTE TO BERTHOLD GASTER

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to a fine jour-
nalist and a wonderful friend, Berthold
Gaster.

Bert Gaster, who passed away yester-
day, was editor of the Connecticut Jew-
ish Ledger, which is circulated every
week to more than 25,000 families in
my State. Under Bert’s able direction
over the past 30 years, the Ledger has
become a real fixture in our homes,
bringing us news as personal as the
charitable work of our friends across
Connecticut, and as profound as analy-
ses of the Arab-Israeli peace dialog.
Whether the subject was anti-Semitism
in our own backyard, remembrances of
the Holocaust, or current events in the
Jewish community, Bert Gaster keep
us informed and enlightened.

As a journalist and a public-spirited
citizen, Bert Gaster won many awards,
including a citation from the Freedom
Foundation for an essay about the
American dream. Bert Gaster's life was
a fulfillment of that dream. He came to
America from Vienna in 1939, where
Nazis had begun to persecute the Jew-
ish population. He had lived through
the infamous Kristallnacht, watching
Nazi gangs terrorize the community.
His father survived the concentration
camps. Those memories inspired him
to lead the greater Hartford area’s
yearly Holocaust memorial observance,
many of which I was honored to par-
ticipate in.

Once in this country, liberated from
fascist domination, Bert Gaster flour-
ished in freedom, receiving bachelor’s
and master's degrees and embarking on
his career in journalism. I believe he
saw in journalism an antidote to the
repression of Nazism: he knew the free
and unfettered expression of ideas was
the best way to combat ideologies that
seek to stifle the human spirit. For
more than three decades, Bert Gaster
embraced the first amendment of his
adopted country and used it to advance
the public interest and the cause of
freedom.

I am proud to have known Bert
Gaster not only as a journalist, but
also as a very good friend. I always en-
joyed his company, his advice and his
warm, easygoing manner. On this sad
occasion, when memories of many
happy times with Bert are recalled, I
wish to offer my condolences to Adele
Gaster, a wonderful woman to whom
Bert was married for 40 years. Adele
worked right alongside Bert at the
Ledger, handling the whole range of
tasks involved in producing a weekly
newspaper. I also wish to express my
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sympathy to his son and daughter, Jef-
frey and Emeline, his sister, Rose, and
to other members of Bert's family.
Given his significant role in our lives,
Bert’s family can easily be said to in-
clude everyone who receives the Jewish
Ledger each week and benefits from its
insights into the Jewish community in
our State and around the world.

From the darkness of the Holocaust
to the bright and open skies of free-
dom, Bert Gaster's journey of life is a
cause for celebration. As Emile Zola
said at the trial of Alfred Dreyfus,
‘“The light, the whole light—this was
my sole, my passionate desire!” Bert
Gaster, through the conduct of his life
and career, shared that desire, to shine
the light of truth over the land so that
we might see our way to a better
world. Those of us who knew Bert
Gaster would best honor his memory
by doing our part to keep that desire
alive within ourselves.

FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, more
than 3 years ago, the Ayatollah Kho-
meini declared Salman Rushdie a blas-
phemer and condemned him to death.
Rushdie's crime was not murder or
treason, but a thought, a word, a novel
called ‘“‘The Satanic Verses."” Since
then, Rushdie has been a prisoner, a
man isolated from the rest of humanity
by hatred and intolerance. And he has
not been the only victim: The book’s
Italian translator was brutally at-
tacked and its Japanese translator
murdered.

Last night, under cover of darkness,
Salman Rushdie appeared at a con-
ference sponsored by the Freedom
Forum and the American University.
And earlier today, Senator MOYNIHAN
and I met with Rushdie here in the
Capitol. His story is compelling. In one
sense, Rushdie's journey from a story-
teller to a target of state-sponsored
terrorism is a complex tale of personal
hardship and international intrigue. In
another, it is frightfully simple:
Salman Rushdie has been sentenced to
death for the crime of writing a book.

Rushdie's plight is an example of fa-
natic censorship—what he calls terror-
ism by remote control. It is ideological
extremism and political expediency
taken to new heights. But while this
censorship is different in scope, its
threat is the same as government cen-
sorship throughout the world.

INTERNATIONAL CENSORSBHIP

Article 19 of the U.N. Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights states:

Everyone has the right to freedom of opin-
ion and expression; this right includes free-
dom to hold opinions without interference
and to seek, receive and impart information
and ideas through any media and regardless
of frontiers.

Notwithstanding that declaration,
censorship is an unfortunate reality in
many parts of the world. An article in
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the recent edition of the Freedom Re-
view indicates that of 162 countries ex-
amined, only 42 percent have a free
press—a 3-percent increase over 1990,
but still far from acceptable.

The most significant increase in
press freedom came in the former So-
viet Union and parts of Africa. An or-
ganization named after article 19 of the
U.N. Declaration, reported last year
that South Africa ended the emergency
rule that restricted reports of unrest in
black townships. In the Baltic States
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania as
well as in Poland and Czechoslovakia,
glasnost has paved the way to a fledg-
ling free press throughout the former
Soviet bloe.

The first real evidence that some-
thing was new under the Red Star in
Moscow was not the destruction of
statues or the celebrations in Red
Square.

The Communist Party was officially
dead when newspapers began to publish
accounts of suppression under the Com-
munist regime and television news-
casts started beaming criticism of the
old order to the new world.

Unfortunately, China did not share in
this expanding freedom of the press. In
the wake of the crackdown following
the prodemocracy demonstrations in
Tiananmen Square, Chinese reporters
have been repressed and foreign jour-
nalists denied access.

In a particularly egregious example
of artistic suppression last year, the
Chinese Government urged the United
States Academy of Motion Picture
Arts and Sciences to disqualify the
Chinese film ‘“‘Ju Dou” from Academy
Awards consideration for best foreign
language film.

The press suffered at the hand of the
governments in Cuba and Haiti, as
well. Iraq, which strietly controls in-
formation about the nation’s persecu-
tion of the Kurds, executed reporter
Farzad Bazoft, an Iranian-born re-
porter for the London Observer, as a
sSpy.

The year 1991 saw many threats to
the personal safety of journalists. The
Freedom Review reported that 62 jour-
nalists were killed last year, up from 45
the year before. Twenty journalists
were kidnapped or disappeared. Thirty-
six were wounded and 48 were beaten.
Fifty-one journalists received death
threats and 298 were arrested or de-
tained. In Colombia, alone, six journal-
ists died at the hands of drug traffick-
ers.

And lest we think the United States
is free from this kind of terrorism,
three journalists have been killed in
this country in the last 15 months. On
March 11, Manuel de Dios, Cuban edi-
tor-in-chief of New York's leading
Spanish-language newspaper was shot
dead in a restaurant in New York City.
Last year, two Haitian radio talk show
hosts were killed in Miami.

Democracy and freedom of expression
move in tandem, one fueling the other.
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Neither survives alone. As one country
after another moves toward freer, more
open societies, the rights of the press
and the public to speak their minds
will increase. America leads the way in
that process, but even in this country,
we face threats to freedom of expres-
sion.
UNITED S8TATES

In the United States, freedom of ex-
pression includes freedom of speech, of
association, of religion. In theory, we
celebrate free expression and pledge
our allegiance to the democratic form
of government that guarantees it. In
reality, the principle of free expression
sometimes clashes with speech or art
that we find offensive. That clash
forces us to give more than lipservice
to the first amendment.

John Frohnmayer, Chairman of the
National Endowment for the Arts who
was fired earlier this year by President
Bush, spoke this week about the dan-
ger of censorship in this country. He
warned of fear, of ignorance, of lack of
resolve in protecting all voices, includ-
ing the voices from the edge.

Frohnmayer's comments remind us
that notwithstanding the first amend-
ment, we are not free from censorship
in this country. In just the last few
years, we have seen:

Restrictions on the access of the
press to the gulf war;

Repeated efforts to tie the hands of
the National Endowment for the Arts;

Threats to defund the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting;

Zealous prosecution of rap singers in
Florida;

Attempts to ban library books in
public schools;

Regulations aimed at preventing
poor women from getting information
about abortion; and

Resistance to public access to gov-
ernment information under the Free-
dom of Information Act.

The arguments for suppressing ex-
pression in these various cases are dis-
turbingly familiar—that the art, or the
lyrics, or the book, or the actions are
offensive to someone and thus should
be banned for everyone. It is an im-
proper application of the principle of
majority rule to issues of free speech.
It is precisely what the first amend-
ment is intended to proscribe.

Our Constitution established a demo-
cratic framework premised on self-gov-
ernment. It reflects the Founders’ con-
fidence in a government by and of the
people, a government that welcomes
rather than fears dissenting views.
That promise is carved on the walls of
the Jefferson Memorial:

I have sworn upon the altar of God, eternal
hostility against every form of tyranny over
the mind of men.

At times in our history, we have seen
examples of inexcusable attacks on
free speech. From the Alien and Sedi-
tion Act to the McCarthy era, events
have challenged our complacency
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about the guarantee of free expression.
The lesson is clear: If we do not remain
vigilant—even in protecting speech we
do not like—we risk losing our right to
all speech.

In response to an Islamic opponent
who claimed that free speech is a non-
starter, Salman Rushdie responded:

No, sir, it is not. Free speech is the whole
thing, the whole ball game. Free speech is
life itself.

We should heed those words from one
who has lost his physical freedom in
the exercise of his freedom of expres-
sion.

TRIBUTE TO ALEXANDER M.
SANDERS, JR.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise to pay tribute to the new presi-
dent-elect of the College of Charleston,
Judge Alexander M. Sanders, Jr. Judge
Sanders is an outstanding individual in
every way, and I am confident that he
will be a strong and innovative leader
for this fine institution.

Judge Sanders has served our State
in a variety of capacities: As a member
of the house of representatives and the
senate; as an attorney and professor of
law; and most recently as chief judge of
the court of appeals. He has distin-
guished himself in each of these posi-
tions by his keen intellect, commit-
ment to excellence and devotion to
hard work.

I am sure he will meet the challenges
of this new position with the same en-
ergy, good humor, and dedication
which have been his hallmarks.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
an editorial from the Charles Post and
Courier on Judge Sanders be included
in the RECORD following my remarks.

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

[From the Charleston Post and Courier, Mar.
) ]
COLLEGE'S NEW HEAD PROVEN WINNER

Few public officials in South Carolina have
a more loyal following than the new presi-
dent-elect of the College of Charleston, Alex-
ander M. Sanders Jr., who is known for his
keen mind and winning personality. We ex-
pect him to make his mark at the college as
he has in every post he has filled since he en-
tered public life 25 years ago.

First as a member of the House of Rep-
resentatives and then as state senator from
Richland County, Alex Sanders became
known as both a thinker and a spellbinding
storyteller. He was out front on environ-
mental issues before most of his colleagues
and got their attention with his engaging
manner and way with words.

Judge Sanders’ opinions as chief judge of
the Court of Appeals for nearly 10 years re-
flect his wit as well as his intellect. He has
the ability to make even the most complex
legal issue Interesting and has become a
draw around the country as a speaker who
not only entertains but enlightens.

In view of the esteem in which he is held in
the legal community, there was some sur-
prise that he would even consider leaving the
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bench. But another respected legal mind and
friend, Harry M. Lightsey, former dean of
the University of South Carolina Law
School, had found happiness as president of
the college. When he was nominated to re-
place Dr. Lightsey, who will step down later
this year, Judge Sanders didn't say no.

Because he is so politically well-connected,
there have been charges that none of the
other 219 applicants ever really had a chance.
An attempt by one faculty member to obtain
the names of the applicants was rejected by
the chairman of the board of trustees, Joe
Berry, who maintained that the applicants
were promised confidentiality. The critics’
fire was fueled.

That never should have happened. One of
South Carolina’'s best-known media attor-
neys, Jay Bender of Columbia, contends that
there is nothing in the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act that justifies keeping from public
scrutiny applications for public employment,
be they for police chief, school superintend-
ent or college president. ‘'It is the fact that
everyone has the opportunity to see what
goes on that gives credibility to the proc-
ess,” he said. That's particularly important
to the winner.

To his credit, Judge Sanders reportedly
not only won over students who interviewed
him last week but withstood well the grilling
of some hostile faculty members. Clearly, he
impressed the board, which gave him its
unanimous vote Saturday after interviewing
the other two finalists.

While he has taught law at USC for 20
years, as well as a stint at Harvard, Judge
Sanders’ one admitted weakness in terms of
the new job is his lack of administrative ex-
perience, But Dr. Gordan B. Stine, a board
member and former president of the college’s
Alumni Association, pointed to the judge's
skill in working with people and his known
ability to make hard decisions. Dr. Stine,
who made the motion for Judge Sanders,
noted that after his session with the faculty,
a number of letters were received in praise of
the judge, including one from a professor
who noted that ‘‘anyone can look good when
times are good. But it takes skill to perform
well when times are tough."

Those who know him predict that before
long, the critics will be singing the praises of
the judge, whose fans include such establish-
ment types as the current and former gov-
ernors and such establishment critics as au-
thor Pat Conroy.

He will bring to the college a lively intel-
lect and great good humor and he will charm
while he's leading. His presence will be a
stimulant not only to the campus, but the
community.

DEATH OF BERTHOLD GASTER

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my sadness at the
news of the death of a sincere and long-
time friend, Berthold Gaster. Bert was
my father’s good friend and trusted ad-
viser, so his connection to my family
goes back a long way. But Bert's deep-
er connection to the darkest moment
of the 20th century, the Holocaust—
from whose impending scourge and
ruin his family fled in 1939—served to
remind us of what we stand to lose
when we sacrifice our thoughts and
conscience to the tyranny of a seduc-
tive despot.

By surviving this abomination of civ-
ilization, Berthold Gaster understood
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better than anyone the essential sov-
ereignty of every human being. Having
borne witness to depraved unchecked
madness under the guise of govern-
ment, Bert possessed a raw sensitivity
to the perils of power undisciplined by
diversity and dissent. He never lost an
opportunity to support the underdog,
or spared a moment of his time or en-
ergy championing the civil liberties
and human rights of others.

Bert's vocation as a journalist suited
his keen insight and compassion. The
power of his pen was mighty indeed. He
never tired of stressing the importance
of remaining vigilant against any ero-
sion of human freedom. Memories of
marauding Nazis' pillaging the quiet
Jewish neighborhoods of Vienna—dur-
ing what has come to be known as
Kristallnacht—were forever embla-
zoned in his heart and mind. These im-
ages of chaos stood in stark contrast to
the rights and liberties that most
Americans take for granted. Bert al-
ways continued to remind us that
moral laxity and complacency can
foreshadow any nation’s downfall.

Mr. President, I hope never to forget
the lesson of Berthold Gaster's tena-
cious love of freedom, boundless com-
passion and ultimate faith in hamanity
which rose, phoenix-like, from first-
hand experiences of human savagery.
Knowing Bert personally was my own
good fortune. But the stroke of fortune
that blessed all of us was the act of a
nameless Nazi official, who some half a
century ago—softened by the pleas of
Bert’s mother—allowed them safe pas-
sage to the distant and more promising
shores of America.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE P.
BRADLEY MORRAH, JR.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to a fine man
and outstanding South Carolinian,
former State Senator P. Bradley
Morrah, Jr., who passed away last
month. Senator Morrah was a man of
character, courage and compassion and
an outstanding public servant, and he
will be greatly missed.

As a State legislator and attorney,
Bradley Morrah devoted his life to
serving others, and he did a splendid
job of representing his constituents
and clients in Greenville County. He
started out as a member of the State
House of Representatives in 1941. A po-
sition from which he resigned to serve
in the military. His military career
was distinguished by the same out-
standing qualities he brought to all his
endeavors, and he earned a Bronze Star
and seven battle stars.

From 1953 to 1966, Senator Morrah
represented Greenville County in the
South Carolina Senate. He was a capa-
ble, dedicated and conscientious law-
maker, and his courteous demeanor
and warm personality endeared him to
his colleagues.
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He practiced law in the Greenville
area for many years, and was active in
many civic organizations. He served on
the U.S. Constitution Bicentennial
Commission of South Carolina; the
board of trustees of the Greenville city
school system; the board of visitors of
The Citadel, and the Archives Commis-
sion among others.

Senator Morrah ran against me for
the U.S. Senate in 1966, and I found him
to be a worthy and honorable oppo-
nent. I had a great deal of respect for
him and was saddened to hear of his
death. His passing represents a great
loss to many; but he will live on in the
memories of those who know him and
through the many contributions he
made to Greenville Country and our
State.

I would like to take this opportunity
to extend my deepest condolences to
Senator Morrah’s daughter, Irene
Morrah Ingold; son, P. Bradley Morrah
IIT; sisters, Mrs. Hugh Z. Graham and
Mrs. Joe. T. Rice; and the rest of his
fine family.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
an article and an editorial from the
Greenville News be included in the
RECORD following my remarks.

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

[From the Greenville (SC) News, Feb. 18,

1992]
FORMER LAWMAKER MORRAH DIES

Former state Sen. P. Bradley Morrah Jr.,
whose stamp remains on Greenville County
roads, libraries and government, died Mon-
day. He was T6.

Morrah had a long career in Greenville
County politics and also gave his time to a
number of civic organizations.

Local leaders such as Greenville Mayor
Bill Workman said they were inspired by
Morrah's style, and colleagues such as
former state Rep. B.0. “Tommy" Thomason
said he was responsible for helping bring the
Church Street overpass and other key road
projects to Greenville.

Former Gov. Dick Riley credited Morrah's
influence with getting things done in Green-
ville, even though he served in the Senate
when each county had only one senator.

Democratic Sen. Ernest Hollings called
Morrah *“an articulate, skilled legislator,”
and Republican Sen. Strom Thurmond, who
Morrah ran against in 1966, said the Green-
ville lawyer's passing a great loss to the
state.

Morrah first served as a member of the
House of Representatives for Greenville
County in 1941, resigning to enter the mili-
tary service. He rose to the rank of major
and was awarded the Bronze Star and seven
battle stars.

Between 1953 and 1966, he served the long-
est term of any former single county Sen-
ator. He served as chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee and on the Judi-
ciary Committee of the Senate.

In 1966, he was defeated by Thurmond for
the U.S. Senate and also lost his state Sen-
ate seat to write-in candidate Thomas A.
Wofford.

Born June 13, 1915, in Lancaster, he was
the son of the late Patrick Bradley and
Hessie Thomson Morrah. He graduated from
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Greenville County schools and was a 1936
graduate of the Citadel, where he lettered in
basketball and track. He graduated from
Duke University Law School in 1939.

He served as chairman of the South Caro-
lina American Revolution Bicentennial Com-
mittee and the U.8. Constitution Bicenten-
nial Commission of South Carolina. In addi-
tion, Morrah was a former member of the
Board of Visitors at The Citadel, and was a
member of the Clarks Hill-Russell Authority
of South Carolina. He was former president
of the Greenville Little Theatre, a former
member of the Board of Trustees of the
Greenville City School System, was a mem-
ber of the Council of 13 Colonies and a former
member of the state Parks, Recreation and
Tourism Commission. He also received the
National Daughters of the American Revolu-
tion Medal of Honor.

He also was a former member of the Ar-
chives Commission, the Palmetto and Sum-
mit clubs in Columbia, the Greenville Coun-
try Club and Cotillion Club.

He was a member of First Baptist Church.

Surviving are a daughter, Irene Morrah
Ingold of Greenville; a son, P. Bradley
Morrah III of Greenville; two sisters, Mrs.
Hugh Z. Graham of Greenville and Mrs. Joel
T. Rice of Belton; and two grandchildren.

Funeral services will be conducted Wednes-
day at 3 p.m. at First Baptist Church. Burial
will be in Woodland Memorial Park, Section

0.
The family is at the home at 206 Overbrook

[From the Greenville (SC) News, Feb. 27,
1992]

BRADLEY MORRAH, JR.

Greenville attorney P. Bradley Morrah,
Jr., who died last week at age 76, might well
have become a South Carolina institution,
except for circumstances that cut short his
political career more than two decades ago.

Morrah’s good qualities and potential were
dealt with uncharitably by fate, it being his
experience that’s still referred to in political
warnings against running as an incumbent
for one office while also seeking election to
a higher place. He lost a 1966 challenge
against U.S. Sen. Strom Thurmond, and, sur-
prisingly, he was also narrowly defeated by a
Thurmond supporter who ran as a write-in
candidate against him for his supposedly safe
state Senate seat.

The political emotions and crosscurrents
of the time punished Morrah's high standing
that had discouraged ordinarily opposition,
positioning him to be caricatured as inappro-
priately ambitious.

His place as exceptional community leader
and South Carolina lawmaker, while he was
still in his early 50s, provided the substance
for his obituary last week. As noted, he com-
bined admired qualities of civility, decency
and leadership at a time when state senators
wielded great power over their own countries
as well as substantial control of state gov-
ernment.

Morrah had come to maturity when the
temper of the times did not always favor
good qualities, a point that came to light
during the infamous Willie Earle lynching
trial of 1947. He was a young defense attor-
ney. And Rebecca West, the novelist and
magazine writer who recorded that event
most memorably, pletured him as a good
man*stranded in the wrong century,” admist
prevailing incivility.

Throughout the past two decades, this
good man remained active in community af-
fairs, but at a lower profile not noticed by
many newcomers to the area.
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VICTORS IN ALBANIAN ELECTIONS
SHOULD COMMAND UNITED
STATES ATTENTION AND SUP-
PORT

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this past
weekend, Albania took another step in
breaking with its Communist, isola-
tionist past. In parliamentary elec-
tions, the Democratic Party won a re-
sounding 62 percent of the vote, ena-
bling it to control Albania’'s new par-
liament. Apparently, the turnout was
heavy, and the vote took place without
incident. In both form and substance,
the elections indicate that Albania is
serious about reform.

Last year, I visited Albania during
its first parliamentary elections, and
during that trip, I met Dr. Sali
Berisha, the talented medical doctor
who heads Albania's Democratic Party.
I was much impressed by this man’s
commitment to his fellow citizens, par-
ticularly in helping them rebuild a
country devastated by years of Stalin-
ist repression and deprivation. He will
need our support in that great under-
taking.

Dr. Berisha subsequently visited the
United States, and I know that many
of my colleagues met with him and
were equally impressed by his leader-
ship and vision. Today, I am sending
Dr. Berisha a telegram to congratulate
him and his Democratic Party on their
victory, and to offer my support for the
difficult days ahead. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of my message be
printed in the RECORD.

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

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC, March 25, 1992.
Dr. SALI BERISHA,
Chairman, Democratic Party, Tirana, Albania.

DEAR DR. BERISHA: I wish to congratulate
you on the Democratic Party's overwhelm-
ing victory in Albania’s parliamentary elec-
tions. In both process and results, the elec-
tions are truly an indication of the Albanian
people's desire to make a final break from
their isolationist, Communist past.

Now that the people of Albania have dem-
onstrated their commitment to reform, I be-
lieve that there should be greater opportuni-
ties for Albanian-U.S. cooperation, particu-
larly in terms of economic development. In
this regard, I believe that the U.8. Adminis-
tration should move to grant Most Favored
Nation trade status to Albania. You may be
sure that I will do what I can to encourage
such a step.

As one who observed Albania's first free
elections one year ago, I am particularly
gratified by the most recent election results,
and I wish to extend to you my personal con-
gratulations and best wishes.

With every good wish,

Ever sincerely,
CLAIBORNE PELL.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe-
riod for morning business is now
closed.
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APPROPRIATIONS CATEGORY
REFORM ACT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to consideration of Calendar
Order No. 428, S. 2399.

Mr. DOMENICI. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to Calendar Order No.
428, S. 2399.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is debatable. Who seeks recogni-
tion?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I ask the majority leader, is it accept-
able that I proceed first or would he
like for me to wait for the chairman of
the Budget Committee to discuss the
other side?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the motion to proceed
to Senate bill 2399.

In the course of today and days to
come, the Senator from New Mexico
and others will discuss not only with
the Senate but hopefully with the
American people what is at issue here.

Frankly, I generally do not feel very
confident in opposing a motion to pro-
ceed, albeit this bill was moved in a
rather extraordinary manner. But in
this case I feel very comfortable with
this because I do not believe that the
Senate should be considering Senate
bill 2399 for a number of reasons that
have very little to do with the sub-
stance which will follow shortly.

First of all, the Budget Committee of
the U.S. Senate—I see the occupant of
the chair, and I remember when he was
a member of the Budget Committee. He
used to wonder when we would have an
opportunity to do something. In this
case interestingly enough that com-
mittee, the Budget Committee, is sup-
posed to consider bills that change the
Budget Act or any amendments to that
Budget Act. We are currently operating
under the 5-year agreement and the
Budget Enforcement Act.

This bill which would take the cap on
defense and get rid of it in 1993, lit-
erally just get rid of it, tear down that
wall, clearly should have been consid-
ered by the Budget Committee.

Since it has not been considered by
the Budget Committee, it comes to the
floor in a rather extraordinary manner.
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First, last night, a rather extraor-
dinary process was used to determine
and declare we were in 2 days of legis-
lative session in the same day so that
it would be ripe for a motion to proceed
today.

And, second, this bill, if we ever get
to it, would be subject to a 60-vote
point of order for the very reason that
it has been appropriately considered by
the committee of jurisdiction.

You see, that Budget Committee
should consider and vote on a number
of questions. What does this bill mean,
simple as it may sound, for budget dis-
cipline? What might it mean to the def-
icit, and deficit reduction efforts?
What might it mean to the defense of
our country when we want to build
down the defense in an orderly man-
ner? What will taking that cap away do
to that orderliness when this defense
budget is put in total competition, in a
big pool of money in the Appropria-
tions Committee, to determine how
much for defense and how much for all
the rest?

In essence, believe it or not, if this
bill is adopted, one committee will be
determining the fate of our defense
builddown, not the Senate, not the
President, and not the Congress with
the President. One committee, the Ap-
propriations Committee, which is torn
apart inside because there are many
subcommittees spending money on do-
mestic programs. It will be very easy
in this builddown era to annually dev-
astate defense—a billion here, a billion
there—as the competition for programs
in every area of domestic spending
overwhelms it.

We finally arrived at a point in his-
tory, after the 5-year agreement that
economic summit produced, that we
took that competition between domes-
tic spending and defense and said that
is not good, it is not good for fiscal pol-
icy, and it is not good for defense. We
said, let us set up a cap on defense and
a cap on domestic, and you cannot use
defense money or defense savings for
higher domestic spending.

And, yes, we even put one in for
international affairs, albeit a smaller
portion, and we said if you do not want
to spend it on international affairs, it
goes to the deficit, but it cannot be
used or intermingled for other things,
including defense or domestic.

So, today, we are without hearings
on that very serious budget enforce-
ment provision. Today, we are going
to, if the Senate were to agree, take
that cap away and say, if the Congress
wants to spend less on defense, all the
savings go into a domestic pool to he
spent on domestic if the Congress sees
fit, and the savings resulting from
deeper defense cuts do not go to the
deficit.

Somebody may get up and say, oh,
they can go to the deficit, because we
do not have to spend it all. I see the oc-
cupant of the chair, and that brought a
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grin to his face. Will anyone really be-
lieve that when we do that, that every
single penny will not be spent on 1 of
the 2,600-plus domestic programs, some
of which are not much good, many of
which have taken on a halo and are im-
mortal, because we cannot even talk
about getting rid of them? So why will
we not use all that extra defense
money to spend for those?

There are some running around ask-
ing us to tear down this wall so the
money can be spent on programs they
want. There are constituent groups
that come to our offices saying it is
going to be spent on education; tear
down the wall. It is going to be spent
on infrastructure; tear down the wall.

Well, there is no provision in this bill
or in the procedures of this institution
that say where it is going to go. Where
it is going to go is a big pool of money
to be spent wherever the appropriators
recommend, unless changed by the
Congress. I think everybody knows
what that means,

Having said that, let me tell the Sen-
ate a couple of things that I think are
very, very wrong with this. I have dis-
cussed what is going to happen to an
orderly defense builddown, and in the
course of this debate, we will have ex-
perts on defense talk about how much
we have already cut it.

We will introduce today, rather
quickly, the letter from the Armed
Services Committee chairman and
ranking member. They essentially say
the President’s defense budget number
for 1993 is right. So there is not any use
to tear down this wall. Just do the
President’s defense number, and what
you save, devote to deficit reduction
and go about your business. We do not
need to tear the wall down.

So I see it this way, in its simplest
terms: A deal is a deal. We worked hard
putting together this budget restraint
package that set limits on spending.
Frankly, less than 2 years have passed,
and we want to renege on the deal. No-
body should think that that 1990 budg-
et agreement mandates a high level of
defense spending. The cap merely says
you cannot mix the funds. For those
who want to cut defense more, have at
it. If you win, the savings go to the def-
icit. That is very simple to understand.

Second, I cannot understand how we
can expect the American people to be-
lieve that we are serious about Federal
spending being out of control when, 5
days ago, we put a big tax on a certain
part of America—T78 billion dollars’
worth—and we did not apply that to
the deficit. Now we are going to tear
down the defense wall, so we will not
put any of the defense savings on the
deficit. I ask, even if we had not used
the phrase in the past ‘‘tax and spend,”
what is it, if it is not tax and spend?

I alluded to that in arguing against
the tax increase bill. But I did not have
exact living proof that the spend part
was all spending because most of the
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tax increase was used for tax credits,
special interest provisions, and other
revenue losses. Some call these tax ex-
penditures. So I called it tax and spend.

Today much is being said about
change, about America's new kinds of
needs, about fiscal restraint and the
deficits, and the need to save some-
thing for our children. Yet, we see the
culmination of tax—$78 billion in new
taxes, and spend—take down the only
thing that protects defense spending,
and spend the savings instead of apply
the savings to the deficit.

So we can spend a lot longer debating
this issue.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letters of the chairman and ranking
member of the authorizing committee
for defense be printed in the RECORD at
this point.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.8. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC, March 24, 1992.
Hon, JIM BASSER,
Chairman,
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR JIM AND PETE: In accordance with
the provisions of Section 301(d) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act, I am forwarding my
recommendations for the National Defense
function for FY1993. I appreciate the addi-
tional time you permitted me, based on your
schedule, to present my views. I cannot rec-
ommend significant reductions in the Presi-
dent’s FY1993 budget level. I do believe, how-
ever, that significant savings can be made in
the following years of the future-years de-
fense plan.

As you know, President Bush has requested
$281.0 billion in budget authority and $291.4
billion in outlays for the National Defense
function for FY1993. The President’s request
is $7.5 billion in budget authority and $4.9
billion outlays below the level for defense
permitted in the Budget Enforcement Act.
As the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office testified to the Armed Services Com-
mittee in February, even before the addi-
tional defense reductions proposed by the
President in this year's budget, defense
spending for fiscal years 1993-1997 would be
$350 billion below the 1990 level used as the
Budget Summit baseline.

In order to make the reductions in defense
already included in the President’s FY1993
budget, by 1996 one million jobs will be lost
in the Defense Department, and an addi-
tional one million jobs in the defense indus-
try. This is the case even if no additional re-
ductions are made to the President’s propos-
als. By 1995 we will have reduced the Army
by 10 divisions, the Navy by 95 ships, and the
Air Force by 10 fighter wings. In addition,
dozens of major weapons systems have been
canceled and many others slowed down.

The Committee has recelved a great deal of
testimony about the turmoil and concern
among the military members, Defense De-
partment civilians, and defense industry em-
ployees that make up the defense establish-
ment. The senior leaders of the military
services, for example, have pointed out that
the pace of personnel reductions currently
underway cannot be accelerated without sig-
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nificant hardships to military members and
their families. Over the next eight months,
the Army alone will release 85,000 people
from active duty.

I hope that members of Congress will keep
in mind one fundamental difference between
this drawdown and previous ones. After most
of our wars, those being released were draft-
ees who wanted to get out. In today's mili-
tary the men and women who serve are vol-
unteers, many of whom were counting on a
military career. If we are serious about
maintaining a top quality volunteer force
this distinction must be kept in mind. This
is why I do not believe it is possible or desir-
able to reduce the military or civilian per-
sonnel levels in the Defense Department at a
faster rate than that proposed in the Admin-
istration’s FY1993 budget.

We have many pressing needs in this coun-
try that must be addressed over the next five
years. In particular, we need to invest more
in the skills and training of our people. A
strong defense conversion and economic ad-
justment program is essential if we are going
to take advantage of the skills and talents of
the dedicated people being forced to leave
the defense sector. This will help us avoid
causing additional hardship to these people
and worsening the unemployment situation
in the short term, while at the same time
paving the way for higher economic growth
in the long term.

I anticipate that there will be initiatives
in other areas that have traditionally been
of concern to Congress, such as the indus-
trial base and the National Guard and Re-
serve. These initiatives are not part of the
President's budget. Unless the Congress de-
cides it will no longer address these con-
cerns, our Committee will have to make re-
ductions from the President’s budget to fund
these initiatives.

The defense outlay level in the Budget Res-
olution must also take into consideration
the $7.7 billion in rescissions of previously
appropriated funds proposed by the Presi-
dent. If the Congress does not approve all of
these rescissions, many of which involve pro-
grams strongly supported by the Congress,
then additional cuts must be made just to
get back to the FY1993 outlay level proposed
by the Administration.

There is no doubt that some reductions can
be made in the President's request. I know
that some members of your Committee have
identified potential reductions of $8-10 bil-
lion in the President's amended FY1993 de-
fense budget request. But in my view these
proposals do not take into account Congres-
sional increases to the Presldent's programs.
I want to emphasize that if we do not ap-
prove the level of rescissions proposed by the
Administration, and if we want to enact a
package of economic conversion and transi-
tion initiatives for communities and individ-
uals affected by base closings and defense in-
dustry drawdowns, it will require substantial
reductions to the President’s proposed pro-
gram just to stay within the Administra-
tion’s level,

Given the practical limits on the pace of
personnel reductions, the extensive defense
program reductions already underway, the
need to assist military, civilian and industry
personnel leaving the defense sector, growing
environmental cleanup requirements, and
the uncertainty over whether Congress will
accept the President's rescission proposals, I
do not believe that significant reductions
below the aggregate funding level proposed
by the President can be made in defense in
FY1993. The Committee will continue to look
for savings and efficiencies in DoD programs,
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but I believe savings identified in FY1993 will
be offset by the above and other consider-
ations.

I do however believe if present world
trends continue it will be possible to achieve
savings beyond those proposed by the Ad-
ministration in the outyears of the Presi-
dent's FY1993 budget. For example, we must
take a fresh look at the proposed Base Force.
There is redundancy and duplication among
the military services in roles and missions.
By eliminating these redundancies and
streamlining the support and overhead struc-
ture of the Defense Department, it will be
possible to maintain the combat capability
of the Base Force at lower budget levels.

1 also believe that we can maintain our for-
ward presence on land and at sea at more re-
allstic levels. The level of U.S. troops sta-
tioned in Europe can be reduced well below
the 150,000 proposed by the Administration,
although these additional reductions will
have to be achieved in the years after
FY1993. The old Cold War operating tempos
of our forward deployed forces can also be re-
duced, saving operating costs and extending
the life of weapons systems.

At this time, it is my judgment that the
defense budget can be reduced by $80-85 bil-
lion, including the FY1992 rescissions, below
the Budget Summit Baseline over the next
five years, or $30-$35 billion below the Ad-
ministration’s FY1993 request for the next
five years.

I believe our nation has many great needs.
One of the most important of these needs is
deficit reduction. I believe it is essential
that the Congress demonstrate a willingness
to make cuts in federal spending and apply
them to deficit reduction. Without question,
defense has been the most significant source
of deficit reduction in the Budget Summit
Agreement, and will continue to provide sig-
nificant savings throughout the 1990s.

I look forward to working with you on the
Budget Resolution in the weeks ahead.

Sincerely,
SAM NUNN,
Chairman.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC, March 24, 1992.
Hon. JIM SASSER,
Chairman,
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR JIM AND PETE: It is my understand-
ing that today Chairman Nunn submitted to
you his recommendations for the National
Defense budget function for FY 1993. Until
today, we were endeavoring to reach agree-
ment on a joint letter, but the revised out-
year reductions recommended by Senator
Nunn preclude my concurrence. I, too, can-
not recommend any substantial reduction in
the level of defense spending proposed by the
President for Fiscal Year 1993,

I generally concur in Senator Nunn's com-
ments regarding the very significant reduc-
tions already made in defense spending under
the budget summit agreement, as well as his
assessment of the issues Congress must ad-
dress during the debate on the defense budg-
et this year. In particular, I fully endorse his
cautionary statement that, if Congress falls
to approve the President’s rescission propos-
als and at the same time wishes to add to
this year's defense budget a package of eco-
nomic conversion and transition assistance
initiatives for communities and Individuals
affected by base closings and defense indus-
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try drawdowns, then significant and perhaps
unwise cuts to the President's FY 1993 de-
fense program would be required. This would
be the case even if Congress were to approve
the President's requested level of defense
spending.

However, I cannot join in the view that
$30-35 billion in defense cuts beyond those
recommended by the President can be made
in the next five years. In my view, the appro-
priate funding level for defense for FY 1994
and beyond will be a top priority for the
President and the new Congress following
the November elections, and our rec-
ommendations today will have little stand-
ing in that debate.

In view of the continuing rapid pace of
change in the world and the growing uncer-
tainty about the course of future events, par-
ticularly in the former Soviet Union, I must
reserve judgment at this time on the level of
defense spending which is necessary to en-
sure our national security in the future. A
precipitous decline in defense spending
would irreparably degrade the superb capa-
bilities of our Armed Forces today, and we
must ensure that any reductions permit an
orderly build-down of our military forces. In
the words of General Colin Powell, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of 8taff, **. . . we are re-
ducing as fast as we can, we cannot go any
faster or we will break the force.”

Over the next several months, the Commit-
tee will conduct a complete and careful re-
view of the President’s recommendations, in-
cluding an overall assessment of service
roles and missions, alternative plans for both
domestic and overseas basing, and operating
tempos and training requirements. We will
study the complex questions associated with
the issue of defense industrial base policy
and the economic effects of reducing defense
spending. And we will continue to work
closely with the Administration to reduce
the nuclear threat which still exists in the
Commonwealth of Independent States.

Should events in the world continue to un-
fold in a positive direction, this review may
identify additional areas where reductions
can be made in future years. However, I do
not believe that Congress should at this time
take action to promise the American people
specific additional peace dividends in the fu-
ture when we are not sure we can safely de-
liver on that promise. In this connection, I
believe that Congress should adhere to its
commitments under the Budget Enforcement
Act and devote any reductions in defenmse
spending to deficit reduction.

In any case, the Armed Services Commit-
tee will continue to work to ensure a level of
defense spending and military capability
which is adequate to ensure the future secu-
rity of our nation.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. WARNER,
Ranking Minority Member.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, even
though some of the media accounts say
that they are recommending deeper
cuts than the President’s, I think it is
fair to read it the way I suggest, and
that is, for 1993, they do not rec-
ommend anything different than the
President in terms of the cap or dollars
to be saved or dollars to be spent for
defense. They might, in the third or
fourth year out, say that we could cut
more. We can take that up another
day.
But, essentially, the committee that
knows the most about what is going to
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happen says we should not take down
the wall, unless we make sure that we
spend at least what the President has
recommended. That will not happen if
the wall gets torn down and nothing is
put in its place.

So I think Senators can understand
that when a motion to proceed is ob-
jected to, more than in the usual de-
bate, this is an appropriate place to
raise the issue whether we should be
considering taking down the defense
cap and wall for 1993 at all. We do not
need to change it, because if we want
to save money by cutting defense more,
we all have a blueprint for that.

Cut it if you want; put the savings
where they belong under the agreement
we made—that is on the deficit. We
should leave the wall alone to protect
defense from an inordinate competition
created by domestic programs that
want to divert defense savings from the
deficit and devote them to additional
domestic spending.

So with this, I might indicate that a
number of Senators want to be heard
on how much we have already reduced
defense spending, what the 5-year pro-
gram means that we put in almost 2
years ago, and the President’s proposed
additional defense cuts. And many
want to talk about the need to restrain
expenditure growth rather than the
need to spend defense savings on other
domestic programs.

Frankly, Mr. President, I will use
some of the debate to discuss the issues
I just described, and then I will begin
to talk with the Senate seriously about
the other part of the budget deficit,
which are the entitlement or manda-
tory programs. I have a proposal that I
will make in general terms during this
debate that I hope Senators might sup-
port. This proposal would make a per-
manent change in the Budget Act,
which obviously would have to go to
hearings. The proposal would cap the
growth in mandatory expenditures, and
do it in an orderly way so that the au-
thorizing committees that oversee this
myriad of entitlement mandatory pro-
grams, except Social Security, would
have time to look and see what has to
be changed so that the expenditures
would be somewhat restrained and yet
live up to our commitments in those
particular programs. And that can be
done.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. SASSER].

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise to
ask for consideration of the Appropria-
tions Category Reform Act of 1992. I
first introduced this measure on Feb-
ruary 25 as S. 2250.

We now have 49 Members of the U.S.
Senate who have stepped forward to be-
come original cosponsors.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to add today the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. GORE] as an original co-
sponsor to this bill.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I will
call to the attention of my colleagues
that the distinguished chairman of the
Senate Committee on Intelligence,
Senator BOREN of Oklahoma, became a
cosponsor of this legislation yesterday.

There is a lot of interest in this bill
that has a very technical name, the
Appropriations Category Reform Act of
1992.

Some of my colleagues might con-
sider the fact that there are 49 original
sponsors or cosponsors as unusual for a
proposal that is essentially a technical
budget matter.

But I think every Senator who has
signed his or her name to this bill
knows its effect on the future and the
prosperity of this country. At a time
when we are struggling to emerge from
the longest recession since the Great
Depression, they know that the influ-
ence of this bill will be anything but
technical on the economy and the lives
of the people of this country. It is a
fundamental measure that is a condi-
tion precedent to allow us to begin in-
vesting in America once again.

As the distinguished occupant of the
chair knows, it was his deceased fa-
ther-in-law who, as President of the
United States, Lyndon Johnson, em-
barked this country on a period of
great investment, investment in infra-
structure, investment in the human
needs of our people. That was almost a
quarter of a century ago.

Since that time and since the time of
Lyndon Baines Johnson, we have al-
lowed our country to fall into neglect,
not because we wished to, but because
we had conflicting pressures on us. One
of those pressures was the great eco-
nomic burden of carrying the weight of
the world on our shoulders. Essentially
it was the weight of the free world on
our shoulders in defending our way of
life in the cold war and our way of life
against a corrupt and totalitarian re-
gime. That battle is won.

It is time, I think, now to go back to
the policy of investing in America, in
investing in our own people, of scaling
back military expenditures. And, yes,
some of those military expenditures
ought to go to deficit reduction, but
certainly a substantial proportion of
them ought to go to meet the long ne-
glected needs of the people of this
country.

Just look around us and see. Look at
what is happening to the infrastructure
of this country. Go to New York City,
the great proud city that has been the
intellectual leader of this world and
this country in many ways, a city that
has produced great things in the past.
It is sad to go there now. It looks like
a city in the old Soviet Union, or per-
haps even a city in the Third World, as
you see potholes everywhere and you
see bridges rusting and decaying. You
see graffiti everywhere and people
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afraid to walk the streets in certain
areas. And this is duplicated in city
after city after city after city across
this great land of ours.

As we look at the educational scores
that come in from around the world
and how our students in this country
compare with the students in other
countries, we find that we are falling
short. So the needs are great. The ne-
glect has been long. But now the day of
meeting these needs is coming.

What we are offering today is simply
the opportunity for our colleagues here
in this body to make a judgment, to
make a judgment about whether they
wish to use some of the cuts in mili-
tary spending to meet long neglected
domestic needs. We are not saying that
is going to happen. What we are saying
is simply allow this legislative body,
the U.S. Senate, 100 individuals who
represent the more than 260 million
people in this country, to make a judg-
ment, to reflect the views of their con-
stituents.

It will simply change the budget
agreement to allow transfers between
defense spending and domestic spend-
ing. That is all it does.

Mr. President, there is no disguising
the fact that this bill is principally at
odds with the approach of the adminis-
tration. The administration cannot
seem to fully comprehend that the cold
war is over, that the evil empire is
dead, that it is no longer something
that we have to confront. The Presi-
dent told the American people that the
peace dividend is simply that, only
peace.

Well, of course, that is a large part of
the dividend—peace. But what he is
also saying is there is no tangible proof
for the toll and the struggle of the last
half century, and no real restitution
for the sacrifice that the American
people have made.

This legislation takes the clear and
necessary step. It poses a single fun-
damental question: Are we going to
move decisively to invest a portion of
the peace dividend in our domestic
needs? Or are we going to maintain
cold war policy and cold war sacrifices
after the cold war is over?

Essentially what the legislation does
is to allow our colleagues here in this
body to make that choice. We are not
saying what choice they should make.
If the Members of this body wish to re-
duce domestic spending and increase
defense spending under this proposal
that we are advancing today, they are
free to do that. We are simply saying,
let us take down the wall that sepa-
rates domestic spending from defense
spending. Let us keep the overall cap
so that we will keep the discipline of
the Budget Enforcement Act. But let
us make some judgments here, as we
are elected to do, about what is to be
done about the future of the country
and certainly what is to be done about
defense spending versus domestic
spending.
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The truth is that the measure I have
introduced, along with 49 of our col-
leagues, allows for both investment
and deficit reduction. We need both.
We must have both.

I think it is useful that we have a
fresh sense now of what this bill does
and what it does not do. The bill that
is before the Senate today does not un-
ravel or rewrite our budget agreement,
as some would have us believe. It mere-
ly accelerates by 1 year the possibility
of transferring funds from defense to
domestic accounts if the U.S. Senate
votes by a majority to do that.

Now, if having a wall between defense
and domestic is such a fine idea, why
do we not just extend it out into per-
petuity? Why do we not just say the
U.S. Senate cannot be trusted to make
the decision as to whether or not the
tax dollars of the American people
ought to be spent for defense or for do-
mestic spending, for military hardware
or for roads and bridges, and education
and hospitals? The U.S. Senate cannot
be trusted to make that decision, so let
us just take this wall between defense
and domestic spending and extend it
out into perpetuity. In essence, that is
the argument that is being made by
the opponents of this legislation today.

All we are saying is, let us accelerate
by 1 year the taking down of the walls
between domestic and discretionary
spending. That is not a change in the
architecture of the original budget
agreement. We are not remaking the
agreement. We are not reneging on the
agreement. We are not allowing in any
way for deficit increases.

Mr. President, why would we come
before the Senate at this particular
time and talk about changing the
agreement to some extent, or altering,
modifying it even slightly? The reason
for the change is self-evident. It will
allow us to marshal the resources we
need to fight a recession that is longer
than any of us anticipated back in 1990
when this budget summit agreement
was signed.

Remember, this summit agreement
became law back in the fall of 1990.
That is over a year and a half ago. At
that time, we were just on the verge of
a recession, just sliding into the reces-
sion. We did not know it. The adminis-
tration did not know it. The partici-
pants in the budget summit agreement
did not know it. Those who voted here
for the budget summit agreement or
those who voted against it, they did
not know that we were on the edge of
a recession. But we were. And we now
know it is the longest, as I said earlier,
the longest recession that this country
has had since the Great Depression of
the 1930’s. This recession has gone on
for 19 months.

So we are talking here about the
ability to make the judgment about
whether we ought to use some of these
military expenditures, ought to curtail
these military expenditures, and make
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some investments in our economy to
sustain economic growth. And some of
these investments that could be made
will not be made unless these walls can
come down.

I am talking about investments in in-
frastructure, investments in health,
education, job training, and in research
and development, and in technology.
There are many Members of this body
who have a great interest in a super-
conducting super collider. It is going to
be extraordinarily difficult to finance
that project unless the walls come
down. No question about it.

There are many Members of this
body who have an interest in seeing the
United States put a space station in
space. Just yesterday, the chairperson
of the appropriations subcommittee
that has the responsibility for funding
NASA said here on the floor of the U.S.
Senate—it is in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD—that unless these walls come
down, there probably will not be any
space station funding. That is the way
I understood what she had to say.

We can make these investments now.
We can make them because the cold
war is over. And these are the kinds of
investments that we must make in
technology, research and development,
education, job training, infrastructure.
These are the kinds of investments
that this country must make if we are
to compete with Japan and Germany
and the other rapidly developing indus-
trial powers of the world.

That is the driving logic behind the
change. By original design, our budget
agreement will deliver this opportunity
to us in 12 months’ time. In 12 months,
the wall comes down between defense
and domestic. We are simply saying it
would be foolish not to seize this op-
portunity as it now arises.

Some say, “Well, you know, you
made that agreement over there to
keep these walls up for 3 years."” That
was not part of the agreement that I
favored, but I went along with the
total agreement. “Why do you come
now and want to take them down?"

Well, circumstances have changed.
Let us talk about an imponderable as
large as a defense budget that ap-
proaches $300 billion.

(Mr. SHELBY assumed the chair.)

Mr. SASSER. When you are looking
at a military budget that approaches
$300 billion, there is a tendency to try
to put it in perspective by comparing it
to something else; to make it have a
sense relative to the economy as a
whole or to compare it in the context
of other Federal programs.

Those who scamper to find relative
merit in a military budget approaching
$300 billion miss the only point, I
think, that really matters, and that is
whether the American people need that
level of defense spending for their pro-
tection from external threats. Ulti-
mately you have to measure any ex-
penditure against the need for it and
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what the expenditure contributes to
the Nation's economic well-being. Ev-
erything else is an illusion.

We have all seen the fun house mir-
rors at the amusement park that dis-
tort the object in view. At the right
angle, these mirrors can make a sumo
wrestler look like Slim Pickens, and I
suggest to my colleagues that our de-
fense debate at the moment is trapped
in a house of mirrors.

The purveyors of the perspective, and
they have appeared before the Senate
Budget Committee, put on chart shows
that last 3 or 4 hours in an effort, I sup-
pose, to wear out Senators so they will
not be able to propound relevant ques-
tions. They will not have time to do
that. But the purveyors of perspective
justify a cold war budget by telling us
that military spending is declining as a
percentage of gross national product.
And they also tell us that defense
spending is declining relative to other
areas in the budget. Those who make
this case over a period of time can be
quite persuasive, and by the time they
get through they have us believing
that an elephant is really a mouse.

The fact is, if you want to put the de-
fense budget next to the entirety of the
gross national product, of course it
looks small. But if you want to place it
next to what we spend for domestic
programs to meet the needs of the peo-
ple of this country—to build roads and
bridges and hospitals, to educate our
people, to run the general government,
to conduct research and development—
we find that the defense budget looks
very large indeed.

It is really a question of perspective.
Congress is charged with doing more
than simply making comparisons with-
in our budget. We are here in this body
to make choices about priorities and
we have to try to assess the relative
merit of what the expenditures of tax-
payers’ money contribute to the na-
tional good. Military spending has only
one purpose and that is to defend the
United States of America from exter-
nal threats. That is all it is for. It is
not a jobs program, it is not a WPA
project, it is not an educational effort.
Military spending purely and simply is
to defend this country from external
threats.

Domestic investments, on the other
hand, investments in our domestic
economy, are there to promote durable
economic growth and to improve the
standard of living of the American peo-
ple. Those are the terms that we must
consider if we are going to bring mili-
tary spending out of the fun house, if
we are going to clearly see what we are
buying with our military budget and
clearly see what we are not.

Let us make some of the very com-
parisons that those who minimize our
military spending are apt to make. Let
us consider those results relative to
the military spending of our economic
competitors and, most importantly,
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relative to the security threats that
this country now faces.

I might say these threats are deter-
mined by our Nation's top military and
intelligence officers. I am going to
quote them here. First, let us consider
military spending as a share of Federal
outlays. It is true that we are experi-
encing a modest decline. At the peak of
the military buildup during the Reagan
years—which was unprecedented in the
peacetime history of the United States
of America, a military buildup that ex-
ceeded the military buildup that oc-
curred during the war in Vietnam—in
1986, military outlays comprised 27 per-
cent of all Federal outlays. Under the
President’s 1993 budget, military spend-
ing would still consume 18 percent of
all Federal outlays.

Let us look at the budgets of the
world’s industrial democracies that we
compete against. It is quickly apparent
that military spending as a percentage
of their total outlays is dramatically
less, on average about one-half of the
outlays of ours, one-half to one-third of
our spending levels.

In 1988, at the height of the cold war,
France was spending 8.8 percent of its
budget on defense. And West Germany,
which was on the front lines—just
across in East Germany there were al-
most a half a million Soviet troops,
perhaps more—West Germany, which
would have been the battleground and
had the most to lose if the cold war ex-
ploded into a hot one, West Germany
was spending only slightly over 9 per-
cent of its budget on military expendi-
tures.

Compare that with the 18 percent
that the Bush administration wants to
continue to have the American people
fork over after the cold war is over and
the evil empire has collapsed.

What about Italy, what were they
spending at the height of the cold war?
When we were spending 27 percent, in
1986, they were spending slightly over 4
percent; Japan, 6 percent; Norway, 6.9
percent; Netherlands, 5.4 percent.

Again, by comparison, we will be
spending 18 percent of our budget out-
lays in 1993 in the absence of any cold
war threat.

Another argument that the pro-
ponents of military spending like to
make is they say military spending is
not a large percent of gross national
product. Defense spending measured 6.3
percent of our gross domestic product
in 1985. True, it is coming down some.
The President is sloping it down to 4.5
percent of gross domestic product in
1993. But, again, that far exceeds the
ratio of defense spending to gross do-
mestic product in other industrial de-
mocracies.

In 1991, defense spending measured 3.5
percent of France's gross domestic
product; 3 percent of Norway's 2.7 per-
cent of the Netherland’s; and 1 percent
of Japan's gross domestic product. So
in terms of the very comparisons often
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made by those who point to our declin-
ing defense expenditures, in terms of
total budget outlays of gross domestic
product, yes, we have seen some mod-
est decline, but we are still spending at
many times the levels of our economic
competitors.

The simple question is why? Why are
we doing this? Why do we continue to
do it? What threat is there on the face
of this Earth that would cause us to
spend $1.4 trillion over the next 5 years
when those who are charged with fer-
reting out the threats cannot seem to
find them.

The Director of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, Robert Gates, a vet-
eran of the cold war, recently told the
Senate, ““The world of the 1990’s * * * ig
an arena in which promise will often
outweigh menace, and in which oppor-
tunities for constructive action will
outnumber the threats to our secu-
rity.” So says the Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency. But the
administration presents us with a pro-
posal in the face of that to spend $1.4
trillion on the military over the next 5
years.

Mr. President, recall that the founda-
tion of our current military plan, a so-
called base-force concept of 1.6 million
active duty personnel by 1997, that
base-force concept was developed in
1990. Let us contrast for a moment the
world as it was in 1990 and the world as
it is now in March 1992.

When the Pentagon gave the base
force 18 Army divisions, the former So-
viet Union fielded 190 ground bases.
Today, the Central Intelligence Agency
predicts that the Commonwealth, the
successor to the old Soviet Union, will
field no more than 50 to 60 divisions by
the end of the decade. And frankly,
most analysts would be surprised to
find a force even close to that level.

In 1990, when this budget agreement
was entered into, the Pentagon plan at
that time included 12 carrier battle
groups and 448 combatant ships for the
so-called base force. The Soviet Navy
was arguably at that time the world’s
largest. Quality was questionable, but
they were arguably the world’s largest.
In 1990, the Soviet Navy has 240 surface
warships operating daily in every
international body of water, not to
mention nearly 1,400 combat ecraft in
reserve.

Where is the Navy of the old Soviet
Union today compared to 19907 The old
Soviet Navy is in port or it is in dry
dock. There is no fuel. There is no mo-
rale. They do not know who owns the
ships. Ukraine and Russia are fighting
over the Black Sea fleet. Each of them
is trying to get the captains and the
admirals to pledge loyalty to them.
The Navy of the old Soviet Union has
ceased to exist. In the words of a senior
Pentagon official who tracks the
former Soviet Navy, he said, **There
are no surface combatants deployed
anywhere in the world. None, zero.” So
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the Soviet Navy has ceased to exist for
all practical purposes.

And finally, when the Pentagon came
up with this current base force struc-
ture in 1990, the same time that we ne-
gotiated this budget agreement, Soviet
missile factories were running full
bore. I well remember some of our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
getting up at that time and saying we
cannot reduce defense spending be-
cause they are continuing to build
strategically, they are continuing to
broaden and increase their strategic
nuclear offensive force, and the Soviet
missile factories were running full
bore. They were turning out the larg-
est, most destructive missiles in the
world, missiles like the SS-18.

What is happening at the old SS-18
missile factory in the Ukraine today?
It is making machines that make sau-
sage. It is hammering rocket booster
shells into trolley buses. Now that is
the state of our former enemy, the old
Soviet Union.

Those are the changes that have oc-
curred since this budget summit agree-
ment was negotiated in the fall of 1990.
Yet, the unreconstructed old cold war-
riors strap on their rusty armor, come
over here on the floor and tell us, no,
we cannot reduce this military spend-
ing; no, we cannot reduce that; we do
not have a problem domestically; we do
not have a problem with out economy,
we do not have a problem with our edu-
cation system; and even if we do, we do
not want to use this military spending
to deal with that.

What does the Director of the De-
fense Intelligence Agency say about
the state of the threat? Gen. James
Clapper, the Director of the Defense In-
telligence Agency, said in recent testi-
mony, “‘I would sum up the residual
military posture of the former Soviet
Union as follows: It will have no capa-
bility to directly threaten the United
States and NATO with large-scale con-
ventional military operations.”

That is what the man charged with
directing the intelligence of the De-
fense Intelligence Agency said in re-
cent testimony. Yet, despite the assess-
ment from our Nation’s highest intel-
ligence officers, the administration
stakes out a defense number that is
really still at cold war levels and the
President appears before a joint session
of the Congress and says, ‘“This deep
and no deeper.”

Meanwhile, across the Potomac in
the Pentagon, the planners search the
globe for plausible threats, and they
come up with a list that would stretch
the imagination by any calculations.
The risk includes an Iraqi invasion of
both Saudi Arabia and of Kuwait; a
North Korean invasion of South Korea;
or get this, a Russian attack on Lith-
uania coming through Poland; and
then, of course, a coup in Panama and
one in the Philippines.

Even if all of this required a U.S.
military response unilaterally with no
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help from anyone, and that is a broad,
long leap, the most demanding of these
would require only a fraction of the 1.6
million personnel base force.

Mr, President, I think we should rec-
ognize the consequences of going to
any length to justify an inflexible mili-
tary budget.

If indeed we have gone as low as we
can go, as the President seemed to tell
the American people when he appeared
before a joint session of Congress, then
we are putting a very low ceiling on
the kind of investment that we can
make here in America.

If the peace dividend is really as neg-
ligible as that suggests, what the ad-
ministration is telling us is that we are
not going to have the kind of new roads
and new schools that we need in this
country to compete in the competition
of the decade of the nineties; that we
are not going to be able to repair and
rebuild the infrastructure; that we are
not going to realize the things that
peace promises.

We have a historic opportunity to
convert peace to domestic gain. It will
be a loss of historic provisions if we
miss it.

I think the Director of the Central
Intelligence Agency, Mr. Gates, sound-
ed an appropriately ominous note. He
was speaking of our former adversary,
the old Soviet Union, and he told the
Senate this and I gquote, ‘‘they"—talk-
ing about the old Soviet Union—'‘can-
not continue with the programs at any-
thing like the levels they had before
and make any headway at all on their
economic reform.”

And he continued by saying, “'I think
that creates the conditions in which
further reductions in the numbers of
these weapons become very possible.”

That is what the Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency said. He
said that if our old adversary, the old
Soviet Union continues to spend for
the military at the levels that they
were spending, they could not make
any headway at all on developing their
economy or economic reform.

We ought to look at that ourselves
and take a lesson from the Director of
the Central Intelligence Agency for our
own domestic purposes. He went ahead
to say that their situation allowed us
to cut back on the number of weapons
that we were buying, producing, and
reducing military spending.

But what does this legislation we
have before the Senate today do? It
will allow a transfer from defense
spending to domestic spending if the
Senate wants to do that. It is not going
to expand the size of the appropriated
spending in the budget. It is not going
to create more spending. The legisla-
tion simply opens a pathway between
defense and domestic spending, defense
and domestic categories, and in doing
so will allow this body to have a de-
bate. We will have a debate and vote on
how to invest our scarce fiscal re-
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sources. We will talk about it, debate it
here on the floor and vote on it: Do we
want to put more money into B-2’s? Or
some will say, no, we want to put more
money in schools and health care, in
education. Then we will vote on it, and
we will be bound by the majority vote.
That is the way we do things in a de-
mocracy.

It does not mean that automatically
military money is going to be spent for
domestic purposes. The money can flow
both ways if the body wishes to do it.
We do not have to spend it at all. All of
the defense reductions can be allocated
to reducing the deficit if we wish to do
so. We are simply opening a pathway of
taking it out fairly.

Second, this proposal does not alter
defense spending at all. It merely al-
lows us to maximize the use of defense
savings—whether we are talking about
$6 billion that the President himself
proposes to slice off of military spend-
ing or the $10 billion that the House
has proposed or a level that we in the
Senate would deem appropriate for
military spending. The measure is not
a substitute for a military spending de-
bate in this body. It carries with it no
specific policy requirements for our
military budget.

Mr. President, I note that the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SmoN], has arrived on the floor. The
Senator from Illinois has been a leader
in this whole effort to try to take down
the arbitrary barrier that segregates
military spending from domestic dis-
cretionary spending. He, as I recall,
was the first to rise on this floor to
state that this arbitrary barrier should
be taken down. I should like to pay
tribute at this time to his efforts in
this endeavor in times past and to
yield the floor to him if he would wish
to speak at this particular time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee for his generous
words, and I applaud his leadership in
this debate.

I applaud the leadership of Senator
SASSER not only on this but on other
matters. At one point back some
months ago, when I was on a radio pro-
gram and they asked me who might be
the candidates for President on the
Democratic side, I said if Senator GORE
did not become a candidate, someone
who would make a superb President of
the United States is Senator SASSER of
Tennessee. I believe that to this day.
That is not likely to happen in the
year 1992, but I have great respect for
him.

Mr. President, this is not a new
thing, and I am amazed that there is
opposition to the proposal of the Sen-
ator from Tennessee. The night of the
budget agreement—the Presiding Offi-
cer probably was here, along with a
majority of Members. It was about
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11:30 or midnight. I offered an amend-
ment to do away with the 60-percent
wall, and I remember Senator BRADLEY
and Senator BIDEN said they wanted to
join as cosponsors. By voice vote this
body unanimously said we should not
have a 60-percent wall. Then in con-
ference we got the message from the
White House that if the elimination of
the 60-percent wall stayed, the Presi-
dent was going to veto the proposal,
and it went out.

I hope my colleagues will not reverse
themselves now and say we have to
have a firewall.

What does it mean in practical terms
to not have this firewall? First of all,
does it add anything to the deficit? It
adds not one penny to the deficit if we
adopt the Sasser proposal, not one
penny. What does it do? It permits us
to deal with a little greater flexibility
with the problems we face.

Mr. President, when we are talking
about the problems we face, let me
point out that the President has called
for a $50 billion cut in defense spend-
ing. Now, a $50 billion cut ordinarily to
most of us means you spend less
money. What does it mean? This is the
proposal by the administration for
budget authority for defense in fiscal
year 1993, $281 billion. Five years later,
when we are at the end of this $50 bil-
lion cut, what is the spending? $291 bil-
lion.

To me, that sounds like a $10 billion
increase, not a $50 billion cut. In out-
lays, $286 billion, fiscal year 1993; fiscal
year 1997, $289 billion in outlays. That
is not a cut. That is an increase.

What the President does is he as-
sumes the inflation rate and cuts back
from what would be the inflation rate.
We are playing games with the public.

The reality is we could have a sub-
stantial cut in defense spending and
not impair the defense of this country
one iota.

Bill Colby, who headed the CIA under
Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford—and
my recollection is they were not Demo-
crats—said we could cut defense spend-
ing a real 50 percent in the next 5 years
and still have the strongest defense of
any country on the face of the Earth.

I want a strong defense. I served
overseas in the Army. I am proud to
have served overseas in the Army. But
we have to use a little common sense.
We are spending this year, depending
on whose figures you use, somewhere
between $120 billion and $160 billion to
protect Western Europe from an inva-
sion by the Soviet Union. There is only
one problem. There is not a Soviet
Union anymore.

We have to use a little common
sense. We have a million Americans
overseas right now, either in the
Armed Forces or their dependents, or
60,000 civilian employees and their de-
pendents. What great threat would it
be to the United States if we were to
cut that in half, even if we kept every-
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one in the Armed Forces or working for
the Government and their dependents,
and they spent this money in the Unit-
ed States rather than in Japan or in
Germany? We add to the employment.
We would help the economy of this
country.

Right now in Eastern Europe there
are some dramatic things happening.
We ought to be responding more. And
the administration, apparently, is fi-
nally inching in the right direction,
thanks to the courage of Senator SAM
NUNN, our colleague, who has stood up,
and has been joined by a few others
who were just over there recently. And
thanks also to the statement by former
President Richard Nixon. I do not
agree with Richard Nixon on quite a
few things. But he said we cannot sim-
ply stand by and let Eastern Europe
just disintegrate and pretend it does
not affect the economy of this country.

We have needs at home. We know
that the Head Start Program does
great things for young people. Only 40
percent of the young people who are el-
igible for Head Start are getting help
by Head Start. What if, instead of fol-
lowing the President's recommenda-
tion and getting four more B-1 bomb-
ers, for example, we were to shift that
over to Head Start? Would the United
States be richer or poorer as a Nation?
I think the answer is clearly we would
be richer.

This next year, the budget calls for
spending half a billion dollars, $500 mil-
lion, for testing nuclear warheads.
There is not another nation on the face
of the Earth testing nuclear warheads.
Why do we have to have more powerful,
more accurate, nuclear warheads, when
other nations are not moving in this
direction?

What if we took that $500 million and
reduced half of that and used that to
apply to the deficit, and used the other
half to help American Indians on res-
ervations where the schools are so mis-
erable? Would be a better Nation or a
poorer Nation? We know the answer.

We ought to be meeting needs in this
country and abroad and stop playing
these military games.

Germany: Here is what is happening
in Germany today. We have a large
number of American troops stationed
there. Why? To protect the western
part of Germany and the rest of West-
ern Europe from the Soviet Union. In
what was eastern Germany, Germany
is now paying the Russian governments
for having Russian troops there. We are
paying to have our troops there to pro-
tect them, to protect Western Europe,
from those Russian troops.

If anybody can make any sense out of
that, you know, you have a great
imagination. This budget calls for a 30-
percent increase in star wars. Take a
look at Newsweek magazine—I think it
was last week—and it shows how there
is just a massive waste of money on
this. Can we not take a little bit of
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that money and apply it to education
needs, health needs, housing needs in
this country that will make this coun-
try a better place?

We ought to be reducing the deficit. I
am joining the distinguished Presiding
Officer, Senator SHELBY, in favoring a
constitutional amendment requiring a
balanced budget unless there is a 60-
percent vote of Congress to the con-
trary. I am pleased to tell you, Mr.
President, we are going to vote on that
sometime between now and the middle
of June, and I believe we have for the
first time the votes to pass that. It is
going to be a great influence for this
country.

We can start getting interest rates
down. The fastest growing item in the
budget by far is interest. The gross in-
terest expenditure in this country has
grown from $74 billion in fiseal year
1980 to, in the next fiscal year, accord-
ing to the President’s figures, $316 bil-
lion. This next year, for the first time
in the Nation's history, interest will be
the No. 1 expenditure of the Federal
Government. Nobody can tell me that
makes any sense.

We should not be devoting our re-
sources to paying interest; not to buy-
ing weapons that are not needed any-
more; not to keeping people overseas
who are not needed against a Soviet
threat when there is not a Soviet
threat anymore; but to doing construc-
tive things.

We have these pages down here who
are going to be going to college pretty
soon. If they were going to college
under the old GI bill that the Presiding
Officer and I can still remember, if you
were to add the inflation factor of that
GI bill, do you know what it would
mean today? It would mean $8,100, on
an average. Today, under the Pell
grant, if you are poor enough—and the
GI bill was there for anyone, no matter
what your income was—but if you are
impoverished enough, you may be able
to get $2,400. Can we do better? Of
course we can. We have to invest in our
people. And that is what we are not
doing.

And the Sasser amendment would
say if you have a majority in the House
and the Senate, and it is not easy to
get a majority in the House and the
Senate, then you can shift from some
of these things that just do not make
sense at all anymore in today's world—
we are stuck in a rut on our defense
spending—shift it over, using some of
it to reduce the deficit which we have
to do, and using some of it to invest in
our human resources. That just makes
sense.

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of the
Sasser legislation. I hope when it
comes to a cloture vote, I think it is ri-
diculous that we have to have a cloture
vote on it. But I hope when it comes to
a cloture vote, we will have the votes
for it.

Let me just remind my colleagues
again that on the night when we passed
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the budget agreement this body unani-
mously voted for my amendment to get
rid of that 60-percent wall. I cannot tell
you whether the Senator from Mis-
sissippi was here on the floor when
that happened. I do not know whether
the Senator from Iowa was here when
it happened. But let me tell you, the
large majority of people on both sides
of the aisle voted for that, and I hope
we do not reverse ourselves. I hope we
use common sense and vote for its
counterpart now, the Sasser legisla-
tion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor,

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to
speak on this bill, S. 2399, as intro-
duced last night by Senator MITCHELL.
I understand it is identical to S. 2250,
which was introduced by Senator SAs-
SER on February 25.

Mr. President, what we have here is
very interesting. It seems to me, that
while perhaps the rules allow this, this
is a subversion of the rules of proce-
dure, of the committee process, of the
budget agreement, and of the way we
ought to conduct business around here.

A couple of years ago, I was pleased
to become a member of the Budget
Committee. Now I think that the best
thing we could do, perhaps, is to abol-
ish the Budget Committee. The Budget
Committee has not been meeting. Yet,
we have this budget issue pending be-
fore the full Senate. It is very interest-
ing to me how this whole thing has
been worked. I have been expecting
each week that the committee will
meet and we will talk about the budget,
for the next year and about this fire-
walls issue. However, there have been
no meetings. No meetings this week,
last week, or the week before that.
Why? I can tell you why. Because the
distinguished chairman could not get
the votes. So, if you do not have the
votes in the committee, you just go
around the committee. You just make
a U-turn and come at it another way.

So now, not only has the Budget
Committee been avoided or run over;
the rules of the Senate have been used
in such a way that we had, yesterday,
2 legislative days. I still do not under-
stand how you have 2 legislative days
in 1 day. Maybe it is a Senate proce-
dural technicality. If you want to go
home and explain that to your con-
stituents, go right ahead.

And now we bring up here a proposal
to knock down the firewalls between
defense and domestic discretionary
spending and avoid the budget agree-
ment. In order to get to this debate,
first, we had to just ignore the Budget
Committee. Second, we had to have 2
legislative days in 1. So, the committee
process has been ignored, the rules are
being abused, and the budget agree-
ment is going to be abrogated.

I want to say right up front that I
thought the budget agreement of 1990
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was a bad idea. I said it in the commit-
tee and here on the floor. I spoke
against it, because it cut too much in
defense, raised too many taxes, and al-
lowed the deficit to continue to go
right up. I never figured out how you
do that. You get more money by reduc-
ing defense, get more money by raising
taxes on the working people, and yet
the deficit still goes up. That was a
beautiful agreement.

Actually, I thought it was a sorry
agreement. But since it became law—
without my vote—I have tried to honor
it. I have not liked it. I am sure at
times the President would have liked
to change the priorities between the
different categories, but he has submit-
ted budgets within the walls that were
agreed to.

I admit publicly now that, without
that agreement, the deficit would prob-
ably be much higher. The Congress—
the House and the Senate—all of us
would have found a way to spend even
more. We could have, perhaps, come up
with a budget agreement this year that
would have been, instead of $400 billion
in the red, maybe $500 or $600 billion in
the red. So, these firewalls are a little,
bitty deterrent on the insatiable appe-
tite of the Congress to spend more
money.

Now I want to go back to the Budget
Committee a moment before I actually
get to what is being attempted here.
Why do we have committees if we are
not going to use them? I expect to see
members of the Budget Committee,
Democrats and Republicans, rise on the
floor to trash this process, because the
Members clearly would not have agreed
to this. I think it is a terrible subver-
sion. I would not vote for this on the
procedural question alone, let alone
the substance. If there has ever been an
indication or proof that we need to re-
form the way the Senate runs, and also
the Budget Act, this is the best one I
have seen in a long time.

As to what is being suggested here,
this is another effort to use defense as
a pigegy bank to pay for all of our other
spending programs. Even the distin-
guished Senator who is chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], in a let-
ter to the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, said that while perhaps we
could cut defense as much as $85 billion
over 5 years, we should not cut it fur-
ther this year. Basically, we ought to
go with the plan as it now exists. If we
cut defense more this year, it is going
to affect National Guard armories, Re-
serve numbers, the numbers of troops
we have, building programs, and the
economy. So the very respected chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee
warned against doing just what this
would allow to happen: Dipping into
the piggy bank.

I keep hearing that we do not need
defense anymore. Utopia is here. It
does not matter that the Soviets still
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have their very dangerous long-range
missile warheads aimed at us. These
warheads have not been taken down. If
you do not think there are other dan-
gerous characters around the world,
you better check it out.

This bill disrupts a very well-
thought-out plan that the President
submitted on the recommendations of
the Secretary of Defense, Dick Cheney,
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs,
Gen. Colin Powell. General Powell
came before the Armed Services Com-
mittee last week, and he said emphati-
cally: “Don’t cut it any more. It will
affect our end strength. It will affect
the ability that we need to preserve
peace.”” He also warned about the
human damage we are doing, the tech
sergeants we are kicking out. I tell
you, we should not go launching off
into drastic defense cuts for budgetary
reasons without considering what we
are doing to the national security, the
economy, and our men and women who
have committed their lives to serving
in the military.

I have a chart here that I think
points out exactly what we are launch-
ing off into. After every major conflict
we have had this century, Congress has
gone crazy and devastated defense. See
the drop in defense spending after
World War II? Then what happens?
Then we have this dramatic, sharp in-
crease to try to fix the mess we have
made, and it costs us even more in real
dollars. Then it comes down and kind
of levels out. And then again, after
Vietnam, we cut it down, and to fix it
in the 1980’s, we had to build up to a
peak. And now, look what is happening
again. This dark line is the actual line
of spending, and the dotted line is the
President's budget request. The Presi-
dent's budget request is a planned, cau-
tious, but systematic coming down of
our defense spending.

We are going to get defense spending
down to the level we had in 1979. It was
one of the major issues in 1979. It was
one of the two major issues, in my
opinion, that elected Ronald Reagan
President of the United States. We
tend to forget that the American peo-
ple felt we had disarmed, we were at
risk. Yet, here we go again, cutting de-
fense. Will we ever learn from history?

We want to have more money to
spend on our domestic discretionary
problems. We all like them. I admit it,
I am guilty. We all have projects in our
State, whether it is Ohio, Tennessee,
Alabama, Mississippi, Wyoming—all of
us. But there has to be some restraint.
As bad as it was, the budget agreement
was an agreement. It is a restraint to
more spending on the domestic discre-
tionary side and more cuts on the de-
fense side.

I want to make another point. Talk-
ing about sleight of hand and cute ac-
tions in the Senate—we went through
it last week. In the previous 2 weeks,
everybody knew there would be no tax
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increase bill that would get through
the process. Yet, we went through the
motions. The House went through the
motions; the President vetoed it, and it
is going to be sustained, and then
what? Everybody has gone on about
their merry way.

What are we going to do now? We are
going to do one of these acts again. The
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee and the majority leader
may get the votes here in the Senate.

Maybe they can find the way to force
the votes. Maybe they can get 51 votes
or 60. They may have to have 60. Maybe
that would have an impact on the
House and maybe they would pass it.
Then what? Do you think the President
is going to buy this deal? No; he is
going to veto it and we are going to
sustain the veto. This bill will not be
passed. This is just not going to hap-

pen.

If I have my way, we are never going
to get a vote on the actual bill because
this is such a subversion of the process.
We ought to be ashamed that we are
even doing this without going through
the normal process and through the
committee.

Some may think this is good politics.
Let me tell them, it is bad politics. I
will tell them why. First of all, the
American people are smarter than we
are. They have it figured out. Every
time we raise taxes or cut defense, that
money disappears in the deep dark hole
of Federal spending never to be seen or
heard from again. They have got that
figured out.

Also, they are frustrated and mad
with all of us. They know what we are
doing here, just fun and games. This is
not going to happen. So why are we
doing it? Boy, I hope my mother is not
watching this. She would be saying,
“What is it with you guys? You mean
this is not going to happen, this is not
going to become law? There is no way
this is going to become law? No? Then
why are you doing it? You are the Sen-
ate, the world’s greatest deliberative
body," I say that with my tongue in
cheek, let me tell you.

We are going through this exercise,
all this chitchat and all the votes, and
there is no way it can happen. Mean-
while crime is running rampant in this
country, education needs help, and
some of the same people advocating we
go through this charade are saying we
better do something about health care.
Why are we not debating those issues
and doing something more constructive
instead of this? This is garbage. It is an
embarrassment to the institution.

Let me also take this opportunity to
say that at some point this year I am
going to offer another effort to make
this budget process work with the
Budget Process Reform Act which I re-
cently introduced. The budget process
does not work. The Budget Committee
does not work. And, unfortunately, the
Senate is not working because we are

playing games.
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We had the original Budget Impound-
ment Act in 1974. I voted for it because
I thought there should be some dis-
cipline. Then we had the Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings Act in 1985. It helped a
little bit, and provided some discipline,
but that is falling apart. Our budget
process is a musclebound, toothless
giant. I say fix it or abolish it, because
it is an embarrassing joke.

How should we fix it? We have a num-
ber of Senators that have joined with
me in cosponsoring these budget re-
form proposals. There are, I believe, 122
House Members that have joined in co-
sponsoring this bill. I would like to en-
courage my colleagues in the Senate on
both sides of the aisle to seriously con-
sider this bill. This is not intended to
be partisan. This is not fun and games.
This is an honest effort to find a way to
make the budget process really work.

Here is how it would work. First of
all, we would budget first, and then
spend second. No authorizations or ap-
propriations would be considered until
the budget is in place. But, the Budget
Committee would have to act within a
timeframe that would allow the au-
thorization and the Appropriations
Committee to go forward. That was the
original intent, I thought.

But what do we do when we miss
deadlines? We just waive them, dismiss
them, forget about them and go on
about our business.

Second, it would implement very di-
rect one page, 19 function budget reso-
lution. It would be joint rather than
concurrent, and it would bring the
President into the process before the
last minute. We would deal with the
macronumbers and not get into the
line-item process.

I think the President ought to be
brought into the process earlier.

Look, if we are going to embarrass
ourselves and sink into the swamp, we
ought to take the President with us, do
not you agree, Republican and Demo-
crat?

However, I would hope that by bring-
ing the President into the process ear-
lier, maybe we could avoid going
through the charade of a President
sending up a budget resolution, which
we similarly kick out in the street,
kick it around a little bit more, and
walk off and leave it. Then we come up
with a budget resolution, usually late,
that is quite often ignored by the ap-
propriations process. We need to fix
this, and we need to get the President
working with us sooner.

Third, it would give the President en-
hanced rescission authority—which
would give him the authority to send
rescissions to the Congress, if the ap-
proved spending caps were exceeded.
We need to give the President more au-
thority to cut out unnecessary, un-
justified spending projects, through en-
hanced rescission, through normal re-
scission, or through a line-item veto.

I heard the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Committee talking
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about how the Congress has passed
some rescissions. However, I remember
that over the years most of the time
when Presidents sent rescissions to the
Congress, they were just ignored.

I also think that we should have pay-
as-you-go supplementals. We go
through this every year. Presidents
make mistakes, then they come up
here and say gee whiz, we have under-
funded FEMA, CCC, food stamps; we
need supplemental. Congress says what
do we need? We need a train to pull the
other stuff through. We come up with a
supplemental that adds more money to
any justifiable program then you can
possibly think of. And then we get a
few other goodies on the train, and
then next thing you know it is a
multicar train. At the very least we
ought to have to pay for those
supplementals by cutting unnecessary
spending elsewhere.

So again, I would urge my colleagues
to take a good look at this budget
process reform proposal. Maybe you
have other ideas that we could include.
Let's make it work; put real teeth in
the process. What we are seeing here
today is clear evidence that the budget
process does not work. We ought to fix
it.

We should also ignore this proposal
that is pending before us now. We
should not take down the fire walls.
You can say the world has changed
now, so we can cut defense a lot more,
but as a member of the Armed Services
Committee I am here to tell you that it
is not so.

I am also worried about where that
money would go. If we cut more out of
defense, the real freedom dividend be-
longs to the people—not to our spend-
ing programs. We ought to use it to cut
the deficit. Leave that money in the
people’'s pockets, and they will figure
out how to spend it wisely and a lot
better than us. We should not take it
and spend it somewhere else when the
people will probably never see the re-
sults.

I thank you, Mr. President, and I
vield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM). Who yields time?

The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, what we
are seeking to do here, as I said earlier,
is simply, in view of changed cir-
cumstances over the past 18 months, to
allow the Senate of the United States
to exercise its own judgment as to the
allocation of resources, as to the allo-
cation of various appropriations. Let
the Senate of the United States,
through its various committees and
through debate here on the floor and
through a majority vote, determine
whether or not we wished to take mili-
tary funds, reduce military spending
and use those funds for domestic pur-
poses.

Do we wish to reject the construction
of additional B-2 bombers and use
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those funds to build roads or highways?
Do we want to reject the construction
of another aircraft carrier? We are the
only power in the world that has a sig-
nificant and meaningful aircraft car-
rier force. Do we want to reject the
construction of a new aircraft carrier
and say that 12 or 14 aircraft carriers
are enough, and use the funds, the bil-
lions of dollars that will go into the
construction of that aircraft carrier to
provide for additional funding for edu-
cation, perhaps additional funding for
cancer research, perhaps additional
funding for health care, perhaps addi-
tional funding for child immunization?

That is the only question that we are
asking.

Or perhaps we want to use the funds
that are going to be used to build a new
D-5 missile, a nuclear warhead missile
with hard kill capability that can hit
within just a very few feet of a target
thousands of miles away. Do we want
to take the money that would be spent
for that missile, when we already have
a missile of almost identical capability
constructed? Do we want to take the
money for the D-5 and perhaps use that
for mass transit in some area?

Those are the questions to be asked.
Or do we take the funds from the D-5
missile and use it for deficit reduction?
I mean those are simply the options
that we allow the U.S. Senate to exer-
cise under the bill that I have advanced
today.

We are not saying that military
spending is going to automatically be
used for domestic spending. If the U.S.
Senate wishes to do it, if my bill passes
today, and some on the other side wish
to do so, and if they have the votes to
do it, and if they are convincing in de-
bate with their colleagues, why they
can take money away from domestic
discretionary. They can take money
out of the Women, Infants, and Chil-
dren’s Feeding Program if they want to
and buy another D-5 missile under the
legislation that I am advancing today.
We simply take the wall down. That is
all.

Why, they can take money out of do-
mestic discretionary spending. They
can probably find they can cut edu-
cation enough, they could cut health
research enough, they could cut the
highway program, and they could use
those funds to build another aircraft
carrier if they want to. If they do not
think 12 or 14 aircraft carriers are
enough, if they have the eloguence to
convince the majority of our col-
leagues in debate that we ought to re-
duce domestic spending and build an-
other aircraft carrier, under the legis-
lation I am advancing today, they can
do it.

I am simply saying, let the U.S. Sen-
ate exercise the judgment in this par-
ticular area and alter the agreement, a
minor modification, take down the
wall between defense and domestic
spending 1 day in advance, or 1 year in
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advance, so that we can exercise our
discretion here. That is all I am saying.

I am not saying that we are going to
increase domestic discretionary spend-
ing. I am not saying we are going to re-
duce military spending. I am just say-
ing take down the wall and let us make
a decision. Let the elected representa-
tives of the U.S. citizens here in the
U.S. Senate make the decision about
what is to be done with funds that fall
in the so-called discretionary accounts
that go to military spending and to do-
mestic discretionary spending.

Mr. President, I see the distinguished
Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM]
on the floor. I know he has long been a
proponent of taking down these arbi-
trary walls, and has long been a pro-
ponent of trying to meet some of the
long neglected needs of our citizens
that have accrued during the long
years of the cold war. I would like to
take this opportunity to yield the floor
to him now, Mr. President, and see
what he might add to this debate,
which I suspect will be considerable.

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

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
thank my good friend and colleague
from Tennessee, not only for his kind
comments but for his distinguished
leadership in this effort to bring down
the wall so that more money can be
made available for needed programs
here in this country.

I had an interesting experience before
I came over to the Senate floor. I had
lunch with a long-time friend of mine.
This friend of mine does not have a col-
lege education but he has given much
of himself in the area of education. He
has been president of the Cleveland
School Board over a long period of
years, a very difficult, challenging re-
sponsibility. Subsequently, he was
chairman of the board of regents for
the State of Ohio for a number of years
and I believe still is the vice chairman
of that body. He has been on the board
of trustees of Brandeis University. He
looked across the luncheon table at me
and said, ‘*“Why can’t you do something
about education in this country? Why
can't you use more of the dollars that
are available for our children? Because
we are falling behind.”

And that brought back to my mind
the TV program that I saw early this
morning indicating that in math and
science, in one we are 14th among 15
countries throughout the world, and in
the other one we are 13th. We are not
doing the job. And he wanted to know
why we cannot do the job.

I am a Member of the U.S. Senate.
Why can I not do something about it?
And when you try to explain to him:
Well, there is a wall, a wall that was
put up and we cannot get into those de-
fense funds, notwithstanding the fact
that the military risks in the world are
totaly changed since the Soviet Union
is no longer the Soviet Union.
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Senator SASSER’s bill to modify the
1990 budget agreement to permit the
shifting of defense savings to domestic
programs is a must.

And I must say to you that I am so
disturbed that apparently in a political
vote I am advised that the overwhelm-
ing majority of Members on the other
side of the aisle are going to vote no.
Why? Why? Politics? Some allegiance
to the President? They do not believe
that we can cut back on our defense
spending to help needed programs in
this country; that we can shift some of
our resources? They are not aware of
what is happening out there in the
country, when people cannot find jobs,
when people do not know where to
look, when people who have been em-
ployed over a period of a lifetime can-
not find a job now, where people cannot
get adequate health care and do not
know what to do in order to pay the
medical bill; people cannot send their
children to programs that are available
to some but not available to all?

It is time that we recognize the need,
the necessity, the obligation to shift
some of these funds that we have been
spending around the world for defense
programs to the needs of this country.

There is an understandable reason
that the people of this country do not
think much of their Congress, and
maybe even a little bit less of their
President, although I am not sure
which one stands in lower esteem.
They wonder what we are doing down
here.

We are playing games arguing wheth-
er to take down the wall. What are you
worrying about the wall for? Why do
you not provide more money for edu-
cation? Why do you not provide more
money for health care? Why do you not
do something about the homeless of
this country? Why do you not do some-
thing about the many other needed
problems of this country? Oh, because
there is a wall. And because some peo-
ple on the other side of the aisle some-
how think that this is a political issue,
or maybe it is for the President, maybe
this is something about the thousand
points of darkness which the President
called his thousand points of light.

This bill is the first step in address-
ing the new world environment. The
world has changed dramatically since
we enacted the 1990 budget agreement.
The cold war has ended and the Soviet
Union is no longer and never will be a
military threat.

The United States now stands alone
as the world’s military superpower and
we do not have to spend $300 billion a
year to defend our country. We can
spend substantially less and do the job
totally.

What we need to do is restructure
and revitalize our economy. While we
stand strong as a military power, we
are standing weaker and weaker as a
domestic force.

We must turn our attention to the
needs of our citizens at home. We must
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bring this country out of the ongoing
recession, get America back on the
road toward long-term economic
growth, spend some of those dollars to
rebuild the infrastructure of this coun-
try that has been permitted to deterio-
rate.

Oh, I know there has been a slight
upturn in the economy—very slight. It
is mild. And new jobs are not being cre-
ated, and more and more people are be-
coming unemployed.

The President has not done a thing to
pull this country out of the recession.
The President has no economic blue-
print for this country. The President’s
1993 budget is full of the same tired, old
ideas that Congress has rejected year
after year, and rightfully so.

The President's proposed defense cuts
are but a trickle. They do not go far
enough. The President proposes to cut
defense spending an additional $6 bil-
lion out of a $300 billion expenditure—
$6 billion in 1992, and only $44 billion
over the following 5 years, from 1993 to
1997.

Mr. President, there is a new world
we are living in. Mr. President, there is
a new America that is suffering.

Numerous Members of Congress and
defense experts have called for cuts of
$100 to $150 billion over the next sev-
eral years. Senator NUNN, chairman of
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
has recommended defense cuts of $85
billion. Congressman ASPIN, chairman
of the House Committee on Armed
Services, has recommended defense
cuts of $100 billion to $120 billion, more
than double the amount the President
proposed. And two defense experts with
whom I side and identify, Bill Colby,
former Director of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency under President Nixon,
and Paul Warnke, former head of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy, as part of a report for the Coalition
for Democratic Values recommended
that we cut our defense budget by half,
meaning down to $150 billion in the
fifth year, to bring it down so that by
the fifth year the defense budget would
be half the present amount. I support
that position.

It is clear we must adopt broader de-
fense cuts than those proposed by the
President. We need across-the-board
cuts. The President has not gone far
enough to cut the total number of our
troops. The President's budget relies
primarily on cuts in procurement and
construction and barely touches per-
sonnel levels.

But we still have 1,886,000 active
troops which the President only pro-
poses to cut to 1,660,000 by 1995—hardly
scratching the surface, a couple of hun-
. dred thousand out of the total of al-
most 1,900,000. And we still have an-
other 2,138,000 reserves and civilian per-
sonnel, And let us not underestimate
the costs associated with those Re-
serves and civilian personnel.

I doff my hat to those men and
women who have served and are serv-
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ing in our military forces and our Re-
serve forces. But their service is not
the issue. The issue is whether or not
we need as many men and women in
the services as we have at the present
time.

We can and must reduce these num-
bers substantially. Reducing our troop
strength by 100,000 a year will save $140
billion over 5 years.

We still have 280,000 troops defending

urope.

Mr. SASSER. Will the distinguished

Senator from Ohio yield for a moment?
. METZENBAUM. I certainly do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator yields.

Mr. SASSER. I notice the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio is indicat-
ing that at the present time we still
are maintaining somewhere in the
neighborhood of 280,000 U.S. troops in
Europe.

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is my un-
derstanding.

Mr. SASSER. I wonder if the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio was aware
of the fact that the Canadian Govern-
ment is withdrawing all of their mili-
tary forces from the Continent of Eu-
rope? Our friends to the north, the Ca-
nadians, have said, in view of the vast-
ly changed world circumstances that
have occurred with the collapse of the
old Soviet Union and the evaporation
of the old Soviet threat, they are going
to withdraw all of their military forces
from the NATO organization, bring
them home from ZEurope, and bring
them back to Canada. I was not sure
my friend from Ohio was aware of that
fact.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, my good friend,
for pointing that out to me. Indeed, I
was not aware of that. But it only
strengthens the reason for this country
to bring back more and more troops,
whether or not we go down to zero,
whether we leave a token force there.
With the means of transporting troops
and material in these times, we cer-
tainly do not need to maintain any-
where near the force levels that we
have there, and there is no secret about
it.

Not alone do we expend dollars from
our Treasury when we do that, but also
those dollars then go into the hands of
the military, and their paychecks are
expended in the European economy
where they could much better be ex-
pended in the American economy.

Mr. SASSER. If the Senator will
yield for just another moment, let me
just say the Senator from Ohio is quite
right about that. These United States
tax dollars that are spent in Germany
and in the United Kingdom, for exam-
ple, are being used to purchase items
from foreigners in those countries.
These tax dollars could be spent right
here in the United States to help lift
our own people out of a recession.

With regard to the case that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio makes
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about the expense of maintaining U.S.
forces abroad, I might just add one of
the concerns that I hear is that perhaps
a reduction in the military budget
would endanger local National Guard
operations, for example. As the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio has, I think
obliquely, pointed out about the ex-
pense of maintaining these troops
abroad, if you brought them home and
demobilized them, you could reduce
the defense budget and still maintain
the National Guard units at a very ro-
bust level.

So actually you are helping the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve units when
you bring the Active Forces home from
abroad and the cost of maintaining
them is cheaper and some of those
funds can be then funneled to the local
Reserve and Guard units, as the Sen-
ator from Ohio was touching upon a
moment ago.

Mr. METZENBAUM. While the au-
thor of the bill is on the floor, I wonder
if he would be good enough to inform
the Senator from Ohio, if he knows,
what we expend in order to protect
Korea each year? And what we spend in
order to protect Southeast Asia?

Mr. SASSER. I cannot provide those
precise numbers off the top of my head.
But, as the distinguished Senator from
Ohio knows, we were expending well
over—in the neighborhood of over $100
billion to equip and sustain our mili-
tary forces in Europe. At one time I
think we were spending as much as $170
billion out of our overall defense budg-
et to maintain and equip our forces in
Europe.

As my friend from Ohio knows, we
still have 40,000 United States troops in
Korea, at a time when South Korea has
a gross national product that is many,
many times that of North Korea, the
threat to them to the north, and at a
time when the South Korean popu-
lation is considerably larger than that
of North Korea.

I do not understand why the substan-
tial burden of defending South Korea is
carried by the taxpayers of the United
States. Why can it not be carried by
the taxpayers and citizens of the Re-
public of South Korea?

But I will shortly have the numbers
and the answer to the question of the
distinguished Senator from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I very much ap-
preciate the response of my friend from
Tennessee.

It helps to make the point that there
are two aspects of this military spend-
ing that we must address ourselves to,
neither of which help the American
people.

We do not need to spend as much as
we do on the military. That can be cut
substantially. But the reality also is,
in the second part of the equation, that
too many of those dollars are being
spent in Europe, in Korea, and in Japan
defending Southeast Asia.

If we did no cut the military budget
$1, which no one would suggest and cer-
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tainly I would not, but if we did not cut
it 31 and we expended the funds, used
the same number of dollars and they
were paid to American military person-
nel and they were in this country, it
would be an unbelievable boom to the
American economy because you would
be taking—I think the number is some-
where around $40 billion in Korea and
$50 billion in Japan, but I am not cer-
tain to the number, but whatever the
number and as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee said, something
like $170 billion in Europe, whatever
the number—if those same dollars were
spent in the American economy, think
how many more loaves of bread, think
how many more of everything—would
be sold and those dollars would be
turned over and over again in the
American economy.

How anybody, regardless of political
point of view, can disagree with the ob-
ligation to concern ourselves with the
American economy at the present
time, and there is something that can
be done not 6 months from now, not 6
years from now, not in some long
plane, bringing the troops home from
Southeast Asia and from Europe,
whether we leave a token force in both
places or not, but what a boom it
would do for the American economy.

If we cut the total amount of spend-
ing, it certainly would make more
money available, once the wall is down,
in order to do so many needed things in
America. I see my distinguished col-
league from Tennessee on the floor.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I know
of the longstanding interest and con-
cern of the Senator from Ohio in the
area of health care in this country and
his concern about the cost of health
care and the need to deliver quality, af-
fordable health care to every citizen in
this country.

The figure of $170 billion to maintain
the American military establishment
in Europe is a ballpark figure. It is
coming down some now. But if we had
just half of that money, if we had $100
billion to be spent to provide health
care on a yearly basis for the people of
this country, I say to my friend from
Ohio that the American people, each
and every one of them, would have the
quality health care that I know he is so
concerned about.

I say that as a means of putting in
perspective the cost of these military
establishments. Just the cost of main-
taining the military establishment in
Europe in all likelihood would pay for
well over half of the cost of a health
care system for the people of this coun-
try. We are dealing with extraordinary
sums of money, and I simply wanted to
make that illustration because I knew
of my friend’s long-term interest in the
health care needs of this Nation.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I very much ap-
preciate the comments of my good
friend from Tennessee. We are talking
about megabucks. We are talking
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about truly doing something about the
economy. We are talking about doing
something to make this Nation the
kind of Nation it used to be. We have
the power to do it, but for some politi-
cal reason that I do not quite under-
stand, we are having a battle as to
whether we can even get this resolu-
tion to the floor for a vote. That is
what this whole debate is about:
Should we bring debate to a close so a
majority of the Senate can express its
will?

Last year, the Congress did pass a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution urging
the President to get the number of
troops down to 100,000 by 1995. That did
not go far enough. That was not nearly
enough. But the President only plans
to reduce our troop strength in Europe
to 150,000 by 1995. Is it not understand-
able that the American people cannot
comprehend their own Government? Is
it not understandable that the Amer-
ican people think they ought to throw
the President and the Congress out as
well?

There just is no need to spend $150
billion a year defending Europe. We
spend over half our defense budget on
our forces in Europe while the Euro-
pean Community is girding itself to-
gether, to become stronger and strong-
er and stronger so that they can take
on the American domestic economy in
confrontation. What an absurdity, and
we are spending a far greater percent-
age of our national expenditures, that
is our expenditures at the Government
level, for defense spending and for de-
fending Europe than are the European
countries expending themselves.

Why do we not spend those funds
here? What understandable argument
can be made to leave so many men and
women in the military in Europe and
in Southeast Asia and in Korea? How
can we possibly justify it? How can we
explain it to our children? Every dollar
we spend overseas is a dollar less than
we have to spend on America, and if
ever there were a time when this econ-
omy needs a good push, a good extra
jump, a jump-start, this is the way do
it. Instead, the President would cut a
lot of programs that are needed by the
American people.

We must use defense cuts to invest in
America, in American jobs, in Amer-
ican children, in American families. We
must start with the basics. We have an
obligation to our children and to our
grandchildren to invest in education.
We must make sure that our children
can read and write, and we must im-
prove their math and science skills.

The President’s budget just does not
pass muster in this area. The President
proposes minimal increases in a few
education programs and major reduc-
tions in dozens of programs. The Presi-
dent proposes to cut vocational edu-
cation, adult education, and student
loans, work study, and library assist-
ance programs. Education programs

March 25, 1992

are an investment in our future. We
should be increasing education, not
cutting it.

We must also provide adequate job
training and jobs to our workers. The
President’s budget provides almost no
additional funds to retain displaced
workers.

In 1990, Congress appropriated $150
million to retain displaced defense
workers and $50 million to help com-
munities affected by defense cuts.

Listen to this. Of the $150 million and
the $50 million so far, the administra-
tion has only spent $10 million of that
money. Does not the President and the
administration recognize the problem
of displaced defense workers and the
communities affected by shutdowns in
defense industries? Why does the Presi-
dent not use the funds to help Ameri-
cans who have lost their jobs?

The President's budget also falls
short in the area of job creation and
job training. The President proposes a
minuscule 2.6-percent increase in job
training programs. That is almost as if
it is nothing, 2.6 percent. At the same
time, the President eliminates job
training block grants and funds for
summer youth employment. You can-
not turn the TV on without hearing
about the problems of our young people
in the cities of this country, and does
somebody think at the White House
that that problem is going to be ame-
liorated, helped in some way by elimi-
nating funds for summer youth em-
ployment? Will not it be counter-
productive? The President cuts the
highly effective Job Corps by $50 mil-
lion and the older workers employment
program by another $50 million.

The President is moving us in ex-
actly the wrong direction, and there
are those on the opposite side of the
aisle who are going to refuse to make
it possible to bring this entire debate
to a close so that we can vote on
whether or not we want to take down
this wall between defense spending and
domestic spending.

We need so much in the domestic
area. We need job training. We need to
create jobs by rebuilding our roads and
bridges. We need to clean up our envi-
ronment. We need to restructure our
health care system. We need to build
affordable housing. We must keep our
streets safe.

There is no shortage of things that
we need in our country. But as long as
we are spending as much as we are in
the defense area, it is not going to be
possible. As long as that arbitrary wall
is there being protected by the Presi-
dent and my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle so that we cannot
bring this issue to a vote, we are not
going to be able to do the job we are
obligated to do.

The task before us is clear. We must
use this unique moment in history to
restructure our country. Our economy
is in trouble, deep trouble. We had neg-
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ative economic growth in 1991. Unem-
ployment remains unacceptably high
at T percent. American workers are
earning less now than a decade ago.
Families are working harder but earn-
ing less. We need long-term invest-
ments to get America back on track.
We need more of those defense dollars
being spent in the American economy.
If we can lead the world in missile pro-
duction, we can lead the world in eco-
nomic production.

I strongly support the Sasser bill, I
strongly urge my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to join with us in
cutting off debate so that we can vote
up or down on the Sasser bill. That is
the only way we can modify the 1990
budget agreement to reflect the
changed world environment. This bill
enables us to redirect our spending. I
hope that we will not be precluded
from bringing debate to a close so that
51 Members of this body may vote to
bring down the wall.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum having been sug-
gested, the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, a mo-
ment ago our distinguished colleague,
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZEN-
BAUM] asked me a question as to the
cost of maintaining the United States
troop level in South Korea and also
questions about the costs of projecting
naval power in the Pacific region, and
we have some preliminary figures.
They are not conclusive, but this is
what we concluded on fairly brief
research.

According to the publication of the
Brookings Institution entitled ‘‘Deci-
sions for Defense 1991, for the defense
of South Korea, to maintain our troop
level and some air cover capability, we
were expending $19 billion a year. In-
teresting that we would be spending al-
most $20 billion a year to defend South
Korea when South Korean shipyards
have literally driven United States
shipbuilding out of business and when
we are competing vigorously across the
world with Korea for various inter-
national markets and at a time when
South Korea's economy is booming,
South Korea's economy is expanding
by almost a geometric ratio. It is a
country with a population considerably
larger than that of North Korea, its
principal adversary; yet somehow the
taxpayers of this country are still
called upon to spend $19 billion a year
to defend the people of South Korea.

I sometimes wonder how it would be
if the shoe were on the other foot. If
our neighbors to the north or the
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south, the Canadians or the Mexicans,
were threatening us, I wonder if we
could call upon the South Koreans to
expand $19 billion in defense of the se-
curity interests of the United States.
An interesting question. I do not know
the answer.

In addition, we expend, according to
the same Brookings publication, $15
billion a year to keep open the Pacific
sealanes to South Korea, to supply our
troops in that area, and generally to
project American naval power into the
Pacific area and specifically into the
country of Korea. So we are spending
about 34 billion in 1991 dollars of the
United States taxpayers to maintain a
military establishment in Korea, and
to maintain a naval presence that will
keep the sealanes open to Korea.

Mr. President, I think the bill that is
before the Senate today is vital if we
are to pursue a rational, well-conceived
economic conversion program. There is
no question that there are going to be
some communities hard hit by the clo-
sure of military bases and by military
cutbacks. The Office of Technology As-
sessment has done a very thorough
and, I might say, very authoritative
study of what will occur across this
country as we move into an era of de-
creased military spending, what effect
this will have on local communities.

We find, in reading the report of the
Office of Technology Assessment, that
approximately 3 percent of the coun-
ties in the United States are to some
extent significantly dependent on mili-
tary spending, and this 3 percent of the
counties will suffer some economic dis-
location and economic distress.

In view of that, I think it is abso-
lutely essential that we engage in some
mode of converting, in productive way,
these facilities for military production
into peaceful and productive economic
strength. I think we need to have funds
to finance ways to ease that transition.

One of the ways some of these mili-
tary funds could be used, if the wall be-
tween military spending and domestic
spending were taken down, is that we
could use some of these funds for the
very difficult process of conversion
from military spending to economic
civil production.

For example, the funds could be used
for assistance in economic develop-
ment in those areas where military
bases are closing or where a military
weapons facility is being phased out or
phased down. The funds could be used
to convert people by way of job train-
ing, to be used for veterans benefits for
those who are being discharged from
the military, could be used to aid
schools and for educational purposes,
particularly in those areas that would
be hardest hit.

But with this wall up separating
military spending and domestic spend-
ing, there is going to be little or no
Federal funds available to cushion the
impact of these military cuts as they

6753

come crashing down on the 3 percent of
the counties in the country that would
be most adversely affected.

Finally, as I mentioned earlier, dis-
mantling the wall between military
spending and domestic spending 12
months ahead of schedule—bear in
mind that is all we are asking here—
within 12 months this wall comes down
by operation of law because the budget
enforcement agreement said the walls
between military and domestic spend-
ing expired at the end of 3 years. But
by taking down that wall 12 months
earlier, we will free resources that I
think are badly needed as we are fight-
ing this recession. We are struggling
mightily to come out of the worst and
longest recession—I will not say the
worst, I think that would be a mistake,
but the longest recession—in duration
that we have seen since the 1930’s. It
has stretched out to now 19 months.

Bear in mind that this long 19-month
recession was preceded by 12 months of
virtually flat economic growth, no sig-
nificant economic growth now for al-
most 3 years in this economy, and it is
stretching on out.

Well, if the wall comes down some of
these resources that are now going into
military spending could be used to
combat the recession right here at
home.

Let me just offer an example of the
kind of job creation we could expect
when the wall comes down that seals
off and safeguards the military spend-
ing. Whether you are talking about the
President’s number for military spend-
ing that he advanced, the proposal ad-
vanced in the House budget, or some
level in between the House number,
which I think cut outlays at about $10
billion, and that advanced by the Presi-
dent, which cuts outlays for fiscal year
1993 at about a level of $5.5 billion, but
the funds, if you take the wall down,
can be used whether it is the $5 billion
or the $10 billion, or anti-recessionary
investments if the U.S. Senate chooses
to do that.

Let us say that the Senate chose to
use the funds out of military spending
to keep all of the programs in the do-
mestic spending category fully funded
at the 1992 current services level. That
will take $6.4 billion to bring the 1993
domestic discretionary spending up to
the 1992 level.

Why is that the case? Because the act
of inflation, just as Social Security
beneficiaries get a cost-of-living ad-
justment every year so that their pur-
chasing power will remain stable, if
these domestic programs are increased
to what the budgeteers call baseline, if
they are not given a cost-of-living in-
crease, they will lose $6.4 billion in real
purchasing power.

Let us say we took the military
spending and just keep the programs
level at purchasing power. What would
that do? According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, this carries the
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potential to create 400,000 more jobs
than the President’s budget would
produce. Specifically, 100,000 more jobs
could be created through additional
highway spending, 100,000 more people
could be put to work in the highway
program, and that money would diffuse
out throughout almost every commu-
nity in this country.

The distinguished Presiding Officer,
who was a very able and effective Gov-
ernor of the State of Florida—I think
that is widely noted and has been noted
in many journals of the period when he
was presiding over the executive
branch as the Governor of Florida—has
called to my attention the ability of
highway spending to increase jobs.
And, more specifically, he called my
attention to the fact that rebuilding
and repairing highway infrastructure
generally creates more jobs than new
capital investment, something that I
was not aware of. But we could put
these funds back to State highway
maintenance, rebuilding of the roads
and bridges, and create literally tens of
thousands of jobs.

Twenty-four thousand five hundred
more jobs would result if we kept mass
transit spending at current services
level. How could that be? The mass
transit systems could be purchasing
more buses, more vehicles to move peo-
ple, and that creates more jobs in those
areas. They would not have to lay off
bus drivers and motormen and that
sort of thing which, undoubtedly, is
going to occur if there is a reduction in
the purchasing power of the mass tran-
sit systems all across the country.

Six thousand more jobs could be cre-
ated with airport improvements if
funding for airports were kept at a cur-
rent services level. I do not need to tell
air travelers of the necessity of at least
keeping airport funding at a current
services level. Airports are congested
now. They are overworked, over-
utilized, overcrowded and people need
to be working in the rehabilitation, in
the maintenance of those airports, and
also in assisting that they be used in a
more efficient and expeditious way.

In the field of low-income HUD hous-
ing, if there is not a need there, I do
not know where in the world we will
find it. You cannot go into a major city
in this country without being con-
fronted by the homeless all around
you.

Mr. President, every evening when I
drive home, I pass by the State Depart-
ment building. And right across the
street from the State Department in a
little city park, there are about 10 to 12
homeless men who have made this
their home. You see them there
through winter and summer. They have
been living there so long that they
have tramped down the grass in the
park.

It is just a little dusty area; some of
the little ornamental shrubs that have
been planted there are dying out. If
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you go by there late at night in the
winter, you see homeless men huddled
in blankets, here in the Nation's cap-
ital, right across from the State De-
partment, right across from the build-
ing to which ambassadors of other na-
tions arrive to present their creden-
tials as ambassadors from their nation
to the United States; right across from
the building where foreign ministers of
other nations come to visit; right
across from the State Department
building where foreign dignitaries from
all across the world come. What must
they think about the priorities of the
United States of America when they
see just before pulling in to the State
Department, this public area, filled
with desperate, homeless men?

Well, we could create 86,000 more jobs
in the area of low-income housing, in
rural housing, in community develop-
ment block grants, if we just kept the
funding in these particular budget
areas at current services level, just
safeguarding their purchasing power.
That could be done by simply taking
some of the cuts the President himself
makes in military spending and trans-
ferring it over to domestic discre-
tionary spending, if this body chose to
do that.

In short, taking down this wall
means more jobs. It means more jobs in
this recessionary economy.

(Mr. SANFORD assumed the chair.)

Mr. SASSER. We hear a lot of talk
from the President, the administra-
tion, and even some of my good friends
from the other side of the aisle—jobs,
jobs, jobs. The President said his trip
to Japan was all about jobs, creating
jobs for the American people. Well, I do
not know of any jobs that were created
from that trip, but he can create jobs
now by assisting us in hiring in our ef-
fort to lower these walls to take down
this barrier between defense spending,
military spending, and domestic
spending.

Taking down this wall would mean
sustaining other critical investments,
most notably in the area of health
care. Here are some of the possible ef-
fects of allowing transfer from military
spending in order to maintain a 1992
current services level in the health
care area. Bear in mind that I am not
saying if we take down these walls,
these funds will be transferred.

If this body chooses to do so, all of
the funds can be allocated to deficit re-
duction. If this body chooses to do so,
and if they choose to take a cut in
military spending similar to what the
House of Representatives has advo-
cated, we could fund all of these domes-
tic discretionary programs at the cur-
rent services level and still use 4 or 5
billion dollars and allocate that to def-
icit reduction.

But if we fund it, the health care
areas, just at current services levels,
just to keep them level with inflation,
we find that 850,000 more low-income
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women can receive primary and pre-
natal care. The statistics tell us, and
the experts in the field tell us, that for
every dollar spent in primary and pre-
natal care, it comes back a hundredfold
in medical care that must be advanced,
if you have a premature baby, or a mal-
nourished child that is born with defec-
tive intelligence.

If these programs were funded at cur-
rent services levels in the veterans
health care area, more than 110,000 in-
patient hospital stays could be facili-
tated and handled; 2.4 million more
outpatient visits could be facilitated
by the veterans hospitals, if they were
just funded at current services level.

What about women and infants and
children? I see my distinguished friend
from South Carolina on the floor, and I
know that the Senators from South
Carolina are concerned about the WIC
Program. If we could just fund the WIC
Program at current services levels, we
would not have to cut 200,000 recipients
off of the WIC Program, which I am
told will occur if that program sustains
a cut below current services.

What about health research, cancer
research, diabetes research? That is
something I am very concerned about.
I have a little niece, 9 years old, who
was diagnosed as a diabetic, and that
beautiful little girl, every morning, has
to get up and give herself a shot. What
about diabetes research? We are on the
verge of curing that.

What about AIDS research? If we
could fund the National Institutes of
Health biomedical research just at cur-
rent services level, $391 million dollars
would be made available for these pro-
grams. Perhaps with 5, or 10, or 20 mil-
lion dollars more in diabetes research—
we are right on the edge of finding a
cure or a way to deal with that—that
cure could be found in the next year or
two.

We are a society plagued by drug
abuse, alcohol abuse, a society that has
a serious problem with the mental
health administration. If we could fund
the mental health administration at a
current services level, $166 million dol-
lars more would be available for the
treatment of drug abuse and for alco-
hol abuse among our citizenry.

In other areas, 37,000 additional Head
Start slots—who among us does not
think Head Start is a worthwhile pro-
gram—where we take these children
from disadvantaged areas, get them
into a kindergarten or an educational
system a year or two early. Who among
us does not believe that is a worth-
while program? And 37,000 additional
Head Start slots could be created, if
Head Start could be funded just at a
current services level.

And $459 million more could be pro-
vided for law enforcement, for criminal
justice, for judicial activities; $250 mil-
lion more for the National Science
Foundation programs; $417 million
more for energy programs.
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I know of the concern of the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana and
his interest in energy production, en-
ergy conservation, in developing a
meaningful energy program for the
United States of America, and I ap-
plaud his efforts in that regard. But
the distinguished chairman of the En-
ergy Committee, if we could simply
fund the energy function at current
services levels, it would have a signifi-
cant amount more to deal with the en-
ergy problems of this country; $417 mil-
lion is serious money, even by Wash-
ington standards.

Yes, if we adhere to the caps of the
budget summit agreement, the Budget
Enforcement Act, we will have a short-
fall of $6.7 billion in the funding for the
domestic priorities of the American
people in 1993.

That single budgetary fact above all
others should make it clear to every
Member of this body under the present
arrangement, the $6.7 billion shortfall
ought to be addressed.

It could be made up partially through
cuts or savings in military spending.
We could even use the modest $56 billion
in military savings that the President
himself proposes just to fund these
badly needed domestic programs in a
time of great economic distress as we
try to pull ourselves up by our boot-
straps out of this recession.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana is on the floor. My
friend from Louisiana has many re-
sponsibilities in this body. He is one of
the senior Senators by way of service
and by way of experience and knowl-
edge in this body.

The distinguished Senator from Lou-
isiana is a chairman of a very impor-
tant Senate Committee on Energy, a
committee that has responsibility for
developing the energy resources of this
country, that has the responsibility of
trying to fashion a program to make
the United States energy independent
while at the same time using its energy
in an environmentally safe way.

But equally as important, he is the
chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Energy and Water and
many very important and critical
projects fall within the purview of that
Appropriations Subcommittee for
funding.

So I would like now to yield to my
friend from Louisiana, Senator JOHN-
STON, for any comments he might wish
to make about this effort to eliminate
this arbitrary wall between military
spending and domestic discretionary
spending.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleague from
Tennessee, the chairman of the Budget
Committee. I especially thank him for
his kind comments.

Mr. President, I wonder if Senators
really understand what this tearing
down the firewall legislation is. If they
understand it, they will be for it, at
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least in overwhelming numbers, I am
convinced of that. I think really it is
misunderstood, and the reason I say it
is misunderstood is that I heard the ar-
guments, pro and con, in the Demo-
cratic caucus yesterday and I think
they did not understand what we are
facing.

What we are facing, Mr. President, is
a budget agreement put together a cou-
ple years ago when the cold war was
still going on, when dollars were
scarce, and we were still meeting the
challenge of a military arrayed against
the Warsaw Pact where the danger of
an attack from the Soviet Union, the
Warsaw Pact was still very real indeed.

At that time, Mr. President, the part
of the budget called discretionary do-
mestic spending, that is, that discre-
tionary part into which the life of
America is put—everything from food
for children to, indeed, energy pro-
grams, to historic preservation, to
highways, to education, to all of those
fundamental things are in this pot
called domestic discretionary, called
domestic discretionary because the
Congress can, in fact, control them.

But because of scarce dollars, Mr.
President, the first year domestic dis-
cretionary was taken care of, but in
the 2 outyears, the spending on domes-
tic discretionary went down so that in
the coming budget year we face not a
standstill, not a freeze, but a cut back
of some $6.7 billion from today’s spend-
ing levels in real dollars, an actual cut-
back, a retrenchment in those budgets
which we now have.

Mr. President, I have a steady
stream, as other Senators do, of visit-
ing firemen who come into my office.
Yesterday, there was a group from New
Orleans that were pointing out the im-
portance of historical preservation and
pointing out that they wanted it in-
creased. I said “Don’'t you understand?
Nobody can be increased unless we get
the firewalls taken down because ev-
erybody has to be decreased.” The
present budget agreement calls for a
decrease, some $6.7 billion, or if you
use the President’s budget, the Presi-
dent would cut some $8.4 billion in
budget authority.

Mr. Speaker, we are talking about a
decrease of from $6.7 billion using the
CBO figures or $8.4 billion using the
President’s figures.

That is the central point of this de-
bate, that the domestic discretionary
pot, that pot of spending to which all
Senators rally at budget time, you
know help this program, help that. Will
you not help us get flood control in the
case of my Energy Committee on en-
ergy and water? Will you not help us
get the superconducting super collider?

And I am for that, and my Texas
friends are especially strong for the
superconducting super collider.

But, Mr. President, if we are going to
have a budget cut, how do you fund
anything? You do not.
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What Senator SASSER and what I and
the other coauthors of breaking down
the firewalls are trying to do is not in-
crease domestic spending but at least
bring it up to where it is now, at least
put it where it is now, Mr. President.
We are not talking about some new
educational initiative. We are not talk-
ing about some new highway proposal
or some new set of nutrition programs
for kids or for nursing mothers. We are
talking about not cutting back on
those programs. It is just as simple as
that Mr. Preside