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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-August 3, 1993 
The House met at 1 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker protem
pore [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The Speaker pro tempore laid before 
the House the following communica
tion from the Speaker. 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
August 3, 1993. 

I hereby designate the Honorable G.V. 
(SONNY) MONTGOMERY to act as Speaker pro 
tempore on this day. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
Rev. W. Douglas Tanner, Jr., Faith 

and Politics Institute, Washington, DC, 
offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, we pray that Your 
Spirit will move within us and among 
us on this day. Grace us with wisdom 
to make decisions that are both com
passionate and responsible, particu
larly in regard to our national budget. 
Guide each of us to touch our own 
inner truths, to speak with quiet con
fidence, and to listen to each other. 

We remember those in our country 
whose homes and farms and businesses 
have been devastated by flood waters. 
We also remember those who live in 
circumstances continually devastating 
to their minds, ap.d bodies, and spirits. 
Teach us what it means to do justice, 
and love kindness, and walk humbly 
with You in response to both realities. 

Finally, we pray this day for the fam
ily and friends of our colleague Paul 
Henry. Be present to them, and lead us 
to be more fully present to each other 
in our times of grief. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, pur
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Chair's ap
proval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Chair's approval of 
the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that a 

quorum is not 
point of order 
present. 

present and make the land, and Nancy Duff Campbell of the 
that a quorum is not District of Columbia, to the Commis

sion on Child and Family Welfare. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule 
I, further proceedings on this vote will 
be postponed. 

The point of order of no quorum is 
considered withdrawn. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD
SON] will please come forward and lead 
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. RICHARDSON led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with 
amendments in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H.R. 2519. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, the Judiciary, and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1994, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 2519) "An act making ap
propriations for the Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju
diciary, and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes," requests a 
conference with the House on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and appoints Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. LAUTEN
BERG, Mr. SASSER, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
HATFIELD, Mr. GRAMM, and Mr. MCCON
NELL to be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 102-325, the 
Chair, on behalf of the majority leader, 
announces the appointment of John V. 
Hartung of Iowa and Dorothy Moore of 
Maine, to the National Commission on 
Independent Higher Education. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 102- 521, the 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, appoints Mary Cathcart of 
Maine, Kathryn Monaghan Ainsworth 
of Maine, Marna S. Tucker of Mary-

PERMISSION FOR MANAGERS TO 
FILE CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 2493, AGRICULTURE, RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG 
ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1994 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
may have until midnight tonight, Au
gust 3, 1993, to file a conference report 
on the bill (H.R. 2493) making appro
priations for Agriculture, Rural Devel
opment, Food and Drug Administra
tion, and related agencies programs for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1994, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

PRIVATE CALENDAR 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is 

the day for the call of the Private Cal
endar. The Clerk will call the first in
dividual bill on the Private Calendar. 

MELISSA JOHNSON 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 572) 

for the relief of Melissa Johnson. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill, as follows: 
H.R. 572 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PAYMENT FOR THE BENEFIT OF 

CLAIMANT. 
The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay, 

out of any money in the Treasury not other
wise appropriated, $125,000 to Melissa John
son of Barryville, New York. Such sum shall 
be in full and complete settlement of all 
claims against the United States arising out 
of the personal injuries and mental pain and 
suffering incurred as a result of the sexual 
assault and molestation of Melissa Johnson 
by an employee of the United States Postal 
Service on June 3, 1982, and various other 
dates. 
SEC. 2. DEPOSIT OF AMOUNT IN TRUST AC· 

COUNTS. 

Barbara Johnson Lizzi of Barryville, New 
York the mother of Melissa Johnson, shall 
deposit the sum paid under section 1 in a fed
erally insured depository institution in an 
interest bearing account or accounts in trust 
for Melissa Johnson. Barbara Johnson Lizzi 
shall serve as sole trustee of such account or 
accounts and, as such trustee-
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(1) shall pay those debts and obligations 

which are outstanding at the time the sum is 
paid under section 1 to the extent those 
debts and obligations arise from the injuries 
and pain and suffering described in section 1; 

(2) shall, until Melissa Johnson reaches the 
age of majority under the laws of the State 
in which Melissa Johnson is residing at the 
time, pay, from the amounts in the trust ac
count or accounts, expenses incurred for Me
lissa Johnson's medical care and education; 
and 

(3) shall, when Melissa Johnson reaches the 
age of majority under the laws of the State 
in which Melissa Johnson is residing at the 
time, pay to Melissa Johnson all amounts re
maining in the trust account or accounts. 
SEC. 3. LIMITATION ON ATTORNEYS' FEES. 

Not more than 10 percent of the amount 
appropriated by section 1 may be paid or de
livered to or received by any agent or attor
ney on account of services rendered in con
nection with the claim described in section 1, 
notwithstanding any contract which pro
vides otherwise. Any person who violates the 
provisions of this section shall be guilty of 
an infraction and shall be subject to a fine in 
the amount provided in title 18, United 
States Code. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

OLGA D. ZHONDETSKA Y A 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2625) 

for the relief of Olga D. Zhondetskaya. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill, as follows: 
H.R. 2625 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. GRANT OF NATURALIZATION TO 

OLGA D. ZHONDETSKAYA. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the in

ability of Olga D. Zhondetskaya to meet the 
requirements of section 316 of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act that relate to resi
dence and physical presence in the United 
States, she shall be naturalized as a citizen 
of the United States upon the filing of the 
appropriate application and upon being ad
ministered the oath of renunciation and alle
giance pursuant to section 337 of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY
MENT OF FEES.-Subsection (a) shall apply 
only if the application for naturalization is 
filed with appropriate fees within 1 year of 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. SENSENBRENNER 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I offer an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment in the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Strike all 
after the enacting clause and insert the fol
lowing: 
SECTION 1. WAIVER OF CERTAIN NATURALIZA· 

TION REQUIREMENTS FOR OLGA D. 
ZHONDETSKAYA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the in
ability of Olga D. Zhondetskaya to meet the 
requirements of section 312 of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act or the require
ments of section 316 of such Act that relate 
to residence and physical presence in the 

United States, if otherwise qualified, she 
shall be considered eligible for naturaliza
tion and, upon filing an application for natu
ralization and being administered the oath of 
renunciation and allegiance pursuant to sec
tion 337 of such Act, shall be naturalized as 
a citizen of the United States. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY
MENT OF FEES.-Subsection (a) shall apply 
only if the application for naturalization is 
filed with appropriate fees within 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute offered by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SEN
SENBRENNER]. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 1311) 
for the relief of Olga D. Zhondetskaya, 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. . 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
s. 1311 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SEC. 1. WAIVER OF CERTAIN NATURALIZATION 

REQUIREMENTS FOR OLGA D. 
ZHONDETSKAYA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the in
ability of Olga D. Zhondetskaya to meet the 
requirements of section 312 of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act or the require
ments of section 316 of such Act that relate 
to residence and physical presence in the 
United States, if otherwise qualified, she 
shall be considered eligible for naturaliza
tion and, upon filing an application for natu
ralization and being administered the oath of 
renunciation and allegiance pursuant to sec
tion 337 of such Act, shall be naturalized as 
a citizen of the United States. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY
MENT OF FEES.-Subsection (a) shall apply 
only if the application for naturalization is 
filed with appropriate fees within 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2625 is a 
private relief bill for the benefit of Olga 
Zhondetskaya, an 82-year-old national of the 
former Soviet Union. Olga sought to leave the 
Communist Soviet Union after World War II. 
She was finally admitted to the United States 
as a political refugee in 1988, residing first in 
New York and now in Maine. 

Olga's life-long dream has been to become 
a U.S. citizen. Under our immigration laws, 
Olga would be eligible for naturalization on 
December 7, 1993. Unfortunately, she suffers 
from terminal lung cancer. Her doctors believe 
that she has very little of life left. She is cur
rently hospitalized in grave condition. The only 
means by which she can realize her dream is 
through the private legislation before us today. 

H.R. 2625 would allow Olga to file imme
diately for citizenship. She has no living rel
atives, and would gain no benefit under this 
bill other than the sacred privilege of becom
ing a U.S. citizen. A companion bill passed the 
Senate on July 29. If the House adopts this 
bill today, I will ask that the Senate legislation 
be considered immediately, thereby clearing 
the bill for the President's signature. 

I urge the Members' support for this com
passionate piece of legislation. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H.R. 572) was 
laid on the table. 

PRIVATE CALENDAR AGREEMENT 
(Mr. BOUCHER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to set forth some of the 
history behind the Private Calendar, as well as 
a description of the calendar. 

Of the five House Calendars, the Private 
Calendar is the one to which all private bills 
are referred. Private bills deal with specific in
dividuals, corporations, institutions, and so 
forth, as distinguished from public bills, which 
deal with class only. 

Of the 1 08 laws approved by the First Con
gress, only 5 were private laws. But their num
ber quickly grew as the new Republic pro
duced veterans and veterans' widows seeking 
pensions and as more citizens came to have 
private claims and demands against the Fed
eral Government. The 49th Congress, 1885 to 
1887, the first Congress for which complete 
workload and output data is available, passed 
1,031 private laws, as compared with 434 
public laws. At the turn of the century, the 
56th Congress, passed 1 ,498 private laws and 
443 public laws, a better than 3-to-1 ratio. 

Private bills were referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House as far back as 1820, and 
a calendar of private bills was established in 
1839. These bills were initially brought before 
the House by special orders, but the 62d Con
gress changed this procedure by rule XXIV, 
clause 6, which provided for the consideration 
of the Private Calendar in lieu of special or
ders. This rule was amended in 1932 and then 
adopted in its present form on March 22, 
1935. 

A determined effort to reduce the private bill 
workload of the Congress was made in the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. Sec
tion 131 of that act banned the introduction or 
the consideration of four types of private bills: 
First, those authorizing payment of money for 
pensions; second, those authorizing personal 
or .property damages for which suit may be 
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brought under the Federal tort claims proce
dure; third, those authorizing the construction 
of a bridge across a navigable stream; or 
fourth, those authorizing the correction of a 
military or naval record. 

This ban afforded some temporary relief but 
was soon offset by the rising postwar and cold 
war flood for private immigration bills. The 82d 
Congress passed 1 ,023 private laws as com
pared with 594 public laws. The 88th Con
gress passed 360 private laws compared with 
666 public laws. 

Under rule XXIV, clause 6, the Private Cal
endar is called the first and third Tuesday of 
each month. The consideration of the Private 
Calendar bills on the first Tuesday is manda
tory unless dispensed with by a two-thirds 
vote. On the third Tuesday, however, recogni
tion for consideration of the Private Calendar 
is within the discretion of the Speaker and 
does not take precedence over other privi
leged business in the House. 

On the first Tuesday of each month, 
after disposition of business on the 
Speaker's table for reference only, the 
Speaker directs the call of the Private 
Calendar. If a bill called is objected to 
by two or more Members, it is auto
matically recommitted to the commit
tee. No reservation of objection is en
tertained. Bills not objected to are con
sidered in the House in th·e Committee 
of the Whole. On the third Tuesday of 
each month, the same procedure is fol
lowed with the exception that omnibus 
bills embodying bills previously re
jected have preference and are in order 
regardless of objection. · 

Such omnibus bills are read by para
graph, and no amendments are enter
tained except to strike out for reduce 
amounts of provide limitations. Mat
ters so stricken out shall not be again 
included in an omnibus bill during that 
session. Debate is limited to motions 
allowable under the rule and does not 
admit motions to strike out the last 
word or reservation of objections. 

The rules prohibit the Speaker from 
recognizing Members for statements or 
for requests for unanimous consent for 
debate. Omnibus bills so passed are 
thereupon resolved in their component 
bills, which are engrossed separately 
and disposed of as if passed separately. 
Private Calendar bills unfinished on 
one Tuesday go over to the next Tues
day on which such bills are in order 
and are considered before the call of 
bills subsequently on the calendar. Om
nibus bills follow the same procedure, 
and go over to the next Tuesday on 
which that class of business is again in 
order. When the previous question is 
ordered on a Private Calendar bill, the 
bill comes up for disposition on the 
next legislative day. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to de
scribe the official objectors system in 
the House , which has been established 
to deal with the great volume of pri
vate bills. The majority leader and the 
minority leader each appointed three 
Members to serve as Private Calendar 
objectors during a Congress. The objec-

tors are on the floor ready to object to 
any bill which does not adhere to the 
guidelines established for consider
ation on the Private Calendar. Seated 
near the objectors are the majority and 
minority legislative clerks, to provide 
technical assistance. Should any Mem
ber have a doubt or question about a 
particular private bill, assistance can 
be provided by the objectors, the 
clerks, or from the Member who intro
duced the bill. 

The great volume of private bills and 
the desire to have an opportunity to 
study them carefully before they are 
called in the Private Calendar have 
caused the six objectors to agree upon 
certain rules. The rules limit consider
ation of bills placed on the calendar 
only shortly before it is called. The 
agreement adopted on June 3, 1958, pro
vides for the consideration of bills only 
if they have been on the Private Cal
endar for a period of 7 days, excluding 
the day the bill is reported and the day 
the calendar is called. Also, reports 
must be available to the objectors for 3 
calendar days. 

It is agreed to that the majority and 
minority clerks will not submit to the 
objectors any bills which do not meet 
this agreement. This policy will be 
strictly enforced except during the 
closing days of a session when House 
rules are suspended. 

This agreement is entered into by the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Bou
CHER], the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. MFUME], the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO], the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER], the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. GOODLATTE], and the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. COBLE]. 

THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN KEEPS 
FAITH WITH THE AMERICAN 
PEOPLE 
(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, it is 
the ninth inning, the score is tied, and 
gridlock is getting ready to score. The 
question is, Will the Congress choke, or 
will we step up to the plate and do 
what we have to do? 

The budget agreement is a good deal, 
the best we are going to get. It pre
serves the President 's five main goals: 

First, the largest deficit reduction in 
history; 

Second, the wealthiest Americans in 
this country pay their fair share; 

Third, keeping taxes on the middle 
class as low as possible, $2.50 per 
month; 

Fourth, providing incentives for busi
ness to create jobs and investment in 
the skills of our people; and 

Fifth, protecting seniors from steep 
cuts in benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, what are the alter
natives? 

If we stick with the status quo, the 
deficits will continue to rise. The Re
publican plan falls short on deficit re
duction and not one cent is paid by 
wealthier Americans. 

The Perot plan: $50 billion more in 
taxes and a 50-cent gas tax. 

Mr. Speaker, the President's plan is a 
good plan, and we should pass it. 

Mr. Speaker, we are entering the ninth in
ning and the American people want to know, 
will we step up to the plate and swing for the 
fences-passing the President's plan to cut 
the deficit, bring back tax fairness, and create 
jobs-or will we sit back and take a called 
third strike-dooming the country to the Re
publican alternative of doing nothing. 

Starting last February, President Clinton an
nunciated three basic concepts upon which his 
economic plan would be based. Now that the 
dust settled, it is clear to all who are willing to 
give the plan a fair hearing that the President 
has kept faith with the American people. 

This plan commits the Government to the 
largest deficit reduction in history-$496 billion 
over 5 years. The reduction is reached 
through specific and real cuts that enable us 
to do what we should be doing-creating new 
jobs-8 million over 4 years. 

Mr. Speaker, this plan is solid, honest, and 
fair. The President deserves our support. If we 
fail, the American people will be the losers. 

GOING BACK IN HISTORY 
(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
last night, Jay Leno had a great com
ment about the President's tax plan. If 
you didn't know, it contains a provi
sion making the small business taxes 
retroactive to January 1. 

Leno suggested that as long as we are 
going back in time, maybe we should 
go back to the November election. 
That is not a bad idea. 

But if we cannot go back to the elec
tion, I suggest that my Democratic col
leagues at least think back in history 
when you raised taxes last. Think back 
to the 1990 budget agreement. 

What was the result of that agree
ment? Higher taxes , higher deficits, 
and slower economic growth. 

How is this package different from 
the 1990 agreement? It is worse. It will 
hit small business harder, increase the 
deficit more, and grind our slow eco
nomic growth to a halt. 

Mr. Speaker, the case is clear. Higher 
taxes will not shrink the deficit. Let 's 
go back to the drawing board instead of 
going back in time. 

CITIZENSHIP FOR OLGA 
DETSKA Y A-A DREAM 
TRUE 

ZHON
COME 

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

er, today the House of Representatives 
is helping to make a dream come true. 

For Olga Zhondetskaya it has been a 
lifelong dream to become a citizen of 
the United States. A dream that has 
lived despite the hardship and persecu
tion that she suffered in the former So
viet Union and at the hands of the 
Nazis in Germany. 

Olga was able to come to America in 
1988 and has waited patiently to be
come eligible for American citizenship 
in Westbrook, ME. Now, with only 
months to go, Olga has been hospital
ized with terminal lung cancer. And 
her doctors fear that without this act 
of Congress, her disease will rob her of 
the opportunity to realize her dream. 

Olga Zhondetskaya and her love of 
America has captured the hearts and 
minds of the people of Maine. 

She reminds us of how fortunate we 
are to be Americans. Of why our coun
try, our ideals, and our beliefs are the 
stuff that fills the dreams of so many 
people around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, through our action on 
this very special private legislation, 
the U.S. Congress has said: 

Olga, today we open the door of 
American citizenship to you. 

We welcome you as a citizen of our 
great country with open arms. 

And we thank you for reminding each 
and every one of us, through your per
severance and the power of your dream, 
how much it means to be free, and how 
truly wonderful it is to be a citizen of 
the United States of America. 

0 1310 

REGARDING THE PRESIDENT'S 
TAX AND SPEND PACKAGE 

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

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, as the 
House prepares to vote on the largest 
tax increase in this country 's history, I 
want to share with my colleagues a 
story about one State 's efforts to brace 
itself against the anticipated impact of 
the Clinton plan. 

While the President and the Demo
crat leaders in Congress are patting 
each other on the back, confidently 
predicting the passage of their tax 
plan, in my State of Massachusetts, 
Gov. Bill Weld has begun to plan a 
protaxpayer counteroffensive. 

This weekend, it was reported that if 
the Congress passes the Clinton plan, 
the Governor will submit to the State 
legislature an emergency response 
plan. He has instructed his staff to 
begin analyzing the impact of the final 
Federal budget package, so that he can 
try to soften the blow on the people 
and economy of Massachusetts. He will 
do this by proposing offsetting spend
ing reductions and tax cuts. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a tragic situa
tion. 

In the last 2 years, the Weld adminis
tration has worked hard to erase the 
deficit inherited from our former Gov
ernor, and balance the State's budget 
without raising taxes. This goal has 
been accomplished through tough 
choices and spending cuts. Yes, the ef
fects of a long and painful recession 
still linger in the Bay State, but the 
economic future looks brighter as a re
sult of this commonsense strategy. 
Sadly, all of this hard work could be 
nullified if the Clinton plan passes. 

I urge my colleagues to take a lesson 
from the Weld model. Reject the old, 
failed tax and spend plan that will soon 
come before you. Cut spending, hold 
the line on taxes and our Nation's 
economy will follow Massachusetts'
forward. 

DEMJANJUK CASE MUST BE RE
VISITED IN AN APPROPRIATE 
COURT OF LAW 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Justice Department says John 
Demjanjuk should not return to his 
family in America. This is the same 
Justice Department that withheld crit
ical evidence that could have exoner
ated Demjanjuk. They say he lied on 
his immigration papers, and they have 
a Nazi ID card from a training camp. 
But the problem now is German au
thorities say it is a farce. There was no 
signature, there was no date, and the 
photograph was retouched. 

Mr. Speaker, what is the truth? What 
is the Justice Department afraid of? 

My resolution says, revisit the case 
in an appropriate court of law. If he 
lied and he was a Nazi, not only throw 
him out, but keep him out and pros
ecute him for those crimes. But, Mr. 
Speaker, if he was not, what does 
America stand for and what does the 
oath that we have taken stand for? 

Let us get this into an appropriate 
court of law. Let us get through all of 
these " supposeds" and "maybes" and 
let us look at the facts and get back to 
the Constitution. 

DEJA VOODOO 
(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, as this 
Congress nears yet another vote for yet 
another tax increase, does anybody get 
the sense we 've been this way before? 
This Clinton tax increase isn't just 
deja vu. 

It's deja voodoo economics, a replay 
of the disastrous 1990 budget deal. Big 
taxes today and in the case of the Clin-

ton plan, big taxes yesterday, with ret
roactive taxation. And as we tax today, 
we promise to cut tomorrow, and to
morrow, and tomorrow. And surprise, 
the cuts never come. 

We have been this way before, Mr. 
Speaker. This path leads to economic 
decline, higher unemployment, and 
fails to cut the deficit. Before it's too 
late, we must stop deja voodoo 
Cliritonomics. 

THE JOURNEY OF CHANGE 
(Mrs. KENNELLY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, to
day's Washington Post calls the budget 
compromise "solid legislation" and 
concludes by calling on us to ''pass this 
step one. " This past Sunday, my home
town paper, the Hartford Courant, 
ended its editorial by calling the budg
et "a step toward fiscal sanity." 

Both papers are right. There is an old 
proverb that says that a journey of a 
thousand miles begins with a single 
step. And as both editorials suggest, 
this budget agreement is an all impor
tant first step on the road back to eco
nomic growth. It is the first step on 
our journey of change. 

The 1992 elections presented voters 
with clear choices. And no choice was 
more clear than that between action 
and the status quo, between change 
and more of the same. When the voters 
spoke, they said no to gridlock. They 
asked instead for a Government that 
would grapple with the most difficult 
problems facing us as a society. 

That process begins with adopting 
this budget agreement. This bill con
tains measures to cut the deficit by un
precedented amounts-the single larg
est deficit reduction in history. It con
tains real incentives for the working 
poor to work, with a significant expan
sion of the earned income tax credit. 
And beyond the rhetoric, its a much
needed restoration of progressivity. 

Mr. Speaker, these are not cosmetic 
changes. They are real and they are se
rious. This budget agreement is our 
first step on the journey of a thousand 
miles-the journey of change. 

TAX NOW, CUT NEVER 
(Mr. LINDER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, tax now, 
cut never. That 's the Clinton plan in a 
nutshell. 

Take away the President's defense 
cuts, and you have no real deficit cut
ting in this package. 

Oh sure, you have a reduction in the 
growth of spending, but, Mr. Speaker, 
in the real world, that is not cutting 
spending. 
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Indeed, the President's plan will in

crease the national debt by over 1 tril
lion dollars over the next 5 years. 

While the spending cuts are illusion
ary, the administration's taxes are 
very real. And they will come quicker 
than you think. In fact, they have al
ready been with us this whole year. 

The marginal tax rates on small busi
ness are retroactive to January 1. 

And now with the gas tax, the Presi
dent plans on socking it to the rest of 
America. 

Tax now, cut never. The Clinton tax 
plan in a nutshell. We need to kill the 
plan before it kills our economy. 

SUBLIMINAL MAN 
(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, when I saw 
that secret White House memo on how 
to sell President Clinton's budget plan 
to the media and the American people, 
I couldn' t help but think of Saturday 
Night Live's Mr. Subliminal Man .. 

Let's see how Mr. Subliminal Man 
would read this extraordinary memo. 

Hallelujah, Change is here. (taxes) 
This is good and this is "change" (taxes) 
While you will doubtless be pressed by the 

media for details beyond these principles
(taxes)-there is nothing wrong with demur
ring for the moment on the technicalities
(taxes)-and educating-(lying)-the Amer
ican people and the media on the historic 
change we need.-(taxes)-Never forget that 
the optimism-(taxes)-, energy-(taxes)
and enthusiasm-(taxes)-you project is 
vital. 

Mr. Speaker, behind every Clinton 
proposal, every White House utterance, 
every administration press release, 
there lurks one reality: More taxes, 
more spending, and more Government. 

HANDGUN VIOLENCE EXACTS UN
ACCEPT ABLE TOLL IN LIVES 
AND MONEY 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, this Na
tion cannot afford the cost of handgun 
violence. We cannot afford the cost in 
lives, the cost in futures unfulfilled, 
the costs of billions of dollars of medi
cal care. 

More than 12,000 people died in this 
country from handguns in 1991. In my 
hometown of New Haven, handguns 
were used in 82 percent of the homi
cides that year. 

But those numbers alone don't tell 
the whole story. The real story is that 
guns are robbing us of a precious re
source-our children. Gunshot wounds 
are the leading cause of death for both 
black and white teenage boys. Nearly 
3,000 children and teenagers were mur
dered with handguns in 1990, and an-

other 1,400 committed suicide with 
guns. Our failure to protect our young 
people by enacting responsible gun con
trol legislation in the form of the 
Brady bill is unacceptable. 

That is the human cost. There is also 
a financial price. Firearm injuries are 
the third most costly type of injury to 
treat-costing at least $16 billion to 
treat in 1988 alone, and an average of 
$373,000 for each fatal injury. 

Mr. Speaker, I join in commending 
those who will participate in taking 
back the streets tonight in the "Na
tional Night Out." And I urge the 
Members of this House to show similar 
commitment and courage by passing 
the Brady bill soon. 
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THE ONLY CERTAINTY IS HIGHER 

TAXES 
(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, there is this 
bit of old cracker wisdom down my 
way-saying "something's so doesn't 
make it so." No matter how many 
times President Clinton says his tax 
bill is a deficit reduction package; no 
matter how many times the Clinton 
media report it that way-it doesn't 
change the fact that the only certain 
component-the only sure thing-of 
this budget package is $250 billion in 
new taxes. Everything else-the sup
posed spending cuts, the oft-repeated 
claim of future deficit reduction-that 
is nothing more than a promise. Amer
ica knows that candidate Clinton made 
a lot of promises-promises that Presi
dent Clinton hasn ' t been able to de
liver. Tonight I am told the President 
will declare 98 percent victory for his 
budget package. Tomorrow and the day 
after I expect American voters will as
sign him and his party 100 percent of 
the blame when this giant, retroactive 
tax burden short-circuits our economy 
with a devastating overload. 

THE PARTY THAT SAID NO 
(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, there 
once was a party that said no to every 
pitch Bill Clinton would throw. 

The Republicans are unanimous, Bill 
Clinton is their animus. 

To defeat Clinton, there is no length 
to which they would not go. 

When President Clinton sent a plan 
to cut the deficit, the Republicans 
could not have thought less of it. 

On cutting the debt, they said no, no, 
no, not yet. Just wait, prolong the de
bate, make a Congressional mess of it. 

The Republicans have become the 
party of gridlock. 

They would not say yes in a head
lock. 

The party that says no has nowhere 
to go but to spend their days praying 
for deadlock. 

INCREASING ACCESS TO HEALTH 
BENEFITS 

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

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, today 
about 10 million Americans below the 
poverty level fall into a gap in which 
they cannot qualify for Medicaid and 
cannot afford health benefits. Provid
ing insurance, cost-effectively, for peo
ple in the gap is one of the biggest 
problems facing health care reform 
today. 

The Medicaid Health Allowance Act, 
H.R. 2789, solves that problem. 

Our plan allows States to redirect 
Medicaid funds into existing health 
systems that are proven to hold down 
medical inflation. 

For States that participate, this pro
posal would offer health coverage to 
people up to 100 percent of the poverty 
level, defined as a family of four with 
annual earnings up to $14,000. It also 
would allow people up to 200 percent of 
poverty to buy in to the program. 

This plan is paid for with existing 
money in the Medicaid Program and 
that used for uncompensated hospital 
care of the poor. 

No new taxes or spending is required, 
we take an important step toward in
suring the working poor, and we help 
solve one of the biggest problems fac
ing health care reform. 

GOP HOT AIR BURNING UP 
WASHINGTON 

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, the American people are thirsting 
for an end to the last 12 years of status 
quo, business as usual in our Nation's 
Government and its fiscal policy. 

President Clinton's budget plan will 
help to alleviate this state of affairs 
with a strong deficit reduction pro
gram. Actually, Americans tend to be a 
rather fair-minded people, and there is 
greater tax fairness in his package 
which receives 80 percent of the new 
revenues from those wealthy individ
uals making over $200,000 a year. 

President Clinton recognizes that 
many workers do not earn a living 
wage and so, to a large extent, the 
working poor will be pulled out of des
peration with the earned income tax 
credit that is currently in the rec
onciliation conference package. 

Now, I believe that all Americans 
tend to want to invest in America's fu
ture, and we do that through our chil
dren. Therefore, targeted investments 
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such as Head Start, Family Preserva
tion, Childhood Immunizations, and 
Student Loan Reforms are certainly a 
way to go. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to move our 
country in the new economic and social 
direction necessary to finally relieve 
the burden on our hardworking Amer
ican families. 

HOLLYWOOD'S REMAKE OF 
DEFICIT REDUCTION PACKAGE 

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

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, our Demo
cratic colleagues have certainly pulled 
off some amazing feats in order to 
stick the American taxpayer with the 
largest tax increase in American his
tory. 

They have defied the polls, histo
rians, economists, and even their own 
constituents in their tireless quest to 
raise taxes. 

Now, they have done it again. This 
time, they are actually going back in 
time to raise taxes. 

That's right, not only are the Demo
crats giving us the largest tax increase 
in history, they want to make it retro
active to January 1st of this year, even 
before President Clinton took office. 

To honor this quantum leap, I under
stand President Clinton's Hollywood 
friends are kicking around some movie 
ideas. 

How about "Time Bandits II", "Pay 
Back to the Future", "Peggy Sue 
Voted for Clinton", "The Land of the 
Lost Middle Class Tax Cut", or, "Bill & 
Al's Excellent Tax Adventure. " 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, it certainly is a 
forward looking administration that 
can go back in time to raise taxes. 

Let us hope that like Bill Murray in 
"Groundhog Day", we don't see this 
over and over again. 

THE INTELLIGENCE BUDGET 
(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to ask support for the Sandet·s
Owens amendment, which we will con
sider this afternoon, which will cut the 
intelligence budget by 10 percent or, 
according to many newspapers, by 
about $2.8 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, at a time when this 
country is wrestling with a 4 trillion
dollar national debt, with the disgrace 
of having 5 million children go hungry, 
with 37 million Americans unable to af
ford health insurance-it is wrong for 
us to say that the CIA, the NSA, the 
DIA, and the other intelligence agen
cies should be level funded as compared 
to last year, and that they should not 
have to accept cutbacks in the same 
way that many other agencies have. 

Mr. Speaker, the cold war is over and 
the Soviet Union and their former sat
ellites now want entry into NATO. No 
one is saying that this is a non-dan
gerous world, or that we should dis
band our intelligence agencies. 

What we are saying is that it makes 
no sense to continue to fund the intel
ligence community at the same level 
as they were funded during the height 
of the cold war. Like the Defense budg
et, like the space station, like the 
super collider-the intelligence agen
cies should be asked to take a cut in 
order to help deal with the budget defi
cit, and to free up money for other na
tional priorities. 

WHAT HAPPENED TO THE WAR ON 
DRUGS? 

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, as we ap
proach the August recess, when many 
of us will have the opportunity to trav
el back to our districts and catch up on 
our work, I am concerned that the 
Clinton administration has not been 
doing its homework and has not been 
giving priority attention to the prob
lem of illicit drugs in America. 

It is hoped that his administration 
will get serious about this crucial prob
lem, and take advantage of the August 
congressional break to finish its home
work on drug policy and be prepared to 
present its national drug control strat
egy to the Congress in September. 

Mr. Speaker, when the President 
asked the Congress for time to allow 
his new administration to review our 
Nation's drug policy, it was appro
priate that we gave him that time. 
However, little did we know that our 
Nation would be without a coherent ap
proach to our drug problem in August. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the President 
heeds our wakeup call, and doesn't hit 
the snooze button on our Nation's drug 
policy. 

IN SUPPORT OF BUDGET 
RECONCILIATION 

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, we will 
hear much apocalyptic rhetoric in the 
next few days concerning the budget 
reconciliation which will come before 
the House on Thursday and the Senate 
on Friday. It will be framed as a sort of 
end-of-the-line opportunity for us to 
"fess up" on national indebtedness and 
deficit reduction. 

In my judgment, the document is cer
tainly not perfect, but it is worth sup
porting. And I intend to support it. 
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However, when the rhetoric comes 

about the courage we might show in 

voting for reconciliation or about the 
terribly high stakes involved in not 
adopting it, my mind's eye will not be 
focused on this Chamber but will be on 
States like Missouri and Kansas and 
Nebraska and Iowa, places that have 
really been leveled and decimated by 
the great floods along the Mississippi 
and the Missouri. Some of the damage, 
I might say, even affected my State of 
Kentucky. Those are the people who 
are showing fortitude and courage 
every single day. We should not forget 
it. 

When all is said and done, Mr. Speak
er, it is these small stories that are 
really the stuff of heroism. 

CONGRESS TAKES A VACATION; 
AMERICA TAKES THE BILL 

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
Congress is going on vacation and it is 
going to send America the bill. When 
this so-called deficit reduction bill is 
passed, taxes will go up, spending will 
go up, the deficit will go up, and Con
gress will take off. 

To the White House, increasing taxes 
and spending means a job well done. It 
may come as a shock to Congress that 
the Nation does not see Government 's 
job in the same way. 

The National Association of Manu
facturers analyzed the Clinton plan and 
projected it would cost 1.2 million jobs 
over 6 years. It doesn't just cost jobs. It 
costs seniors more social security taxes 
and costs all taxpayers a gas tax. Fi
nally, it also costs this administration 
credibility because candidate Clinton 
said he would not tax either seniors or 
gas when he was running for President. 

Members of Congress are on a head
long rush to beat the Washington heat, 
but they are not going to do it by rais
ing hundreds of billions of dollars in 
new taxes and then turning around and 
spending it. They are going to find it 
even hotter at home when their con
stituents find out what Congress has 
done. 

THE NEW BUDGET PLAN: A DIF
FICULT LABOR, AND WHOSE 
BABY IS IT? 
(Ms. NORTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, the budg
et just being born taxes the rich, tips 
its hat to the poor and to small busi
ness, and barely nibbles the middle 
class with a gas tax that is so modest 
it gets blushes rather than protests. 
Republicans have dropped out of Con
gress on the most important issue of 
the year and thus have already failed 
the course. Their latest complaint is 
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that the taxes on the rich are retro
active 7 months. The middle class, the 
big losers in the 1980's wishes these 
taxes were retroactive 7 years. 

We tried to give birth to this baby by 
natural childbirth but the labor was so 
hard that a kind of caesarean section 
was required. At least this baby has all 
it fingers and toes-a better than one
third reduction in deficit growth and 
important investments, especially the 
earned-income tax credit. 

When the President and Congress 
began preparing for this birth, I hoped 
for better prenatal care. All and all, I 
wish the baby that came out of con
ference yesterday looked more like its 
father. 

OUR MATHEMATICALLY 
CHALLENGED PRESIDENT 

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
there is an often overlooked group of 
disadvantaged Americans known as the 
mathematically challenged. The suffer
ers of this ailment deserve our compas
sion. Not only is basic arithmetic im
possible for them, but this ailment has 
claimed our President as one of its vic
tims. 

Just about every independent eco
nomic analysis, from the National As
sociation of Manufacturers, to even the 
Democrats own Budget Office, points 
out that if we just do nothing to our 
economy, 9 million new jobs will be 
created over the next 6 years. But our 
poor mathematically challenged Presi
dent takes pride in saying that after he 
pushes through the largest tax increase 
in the history of humanity, 8 million 
new jobs will be created. Of course, any 
person who can handle simple arith
metic sees these taxes will kill 1 mil
lion new jobs. But this is the tragedy of 
this ailment. Taxing the American peo
ple and killing a million jobs is seen as 
economic stimulus and job growth to 
our President. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
President's tax increase-your no vote 
will keep a million new jobs. Perhaps 
one of these new employees will be the 
one to find a treatment to help the 
mathematically challenged. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
BANKING 

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

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to urge my colleagues to support the 
Community Development Banking and 
Financial Institutions Act. As an origi
nal cosponsor of this innovative legis
lation, I truly believe that it will prime 
the investment and job growth pump. 

The legislation is designed to encour
age private investors to put money in 
urban areas, where there has been a 
longstanding credit shortage. City resi- · 
dents would be given the capital. to act 
on their own initiative and open their 
own businesses. 

The Community Development Bank
ing and Financial Institutions Act 
would establish a national fund to pro
vide financial and technical assistance 
to a wide variety of nontraditional 
lenders that have community develop
ment as their primary mission. 

This is not a handout. The eligible fi
nancial institutions must match assist
ance on a dollar for dollar basis. This is 
a private-public partnership at its best. 
It will create jobs and revitalize com
munities through self-help initiatives. 

The financial institutions will be 
able to use the assistance for a wide va
riety of activities such as commercial 
facilities, business creation and expan
sion efforts, and community services 
for low- and middle-income people. 

This legislation kindles the entre
preneurial spirit. It brings many one 
step closer to fulfilling the American 
dream. I urge my colleagues to support 
it. 

THE PRESIDENT'S TAX PLAN 
BASED ON FLAWED ASSUMPTIONS 

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, the 
President and his allies here on the 
Hill are out touting their new tax plan 
and what it is going to do for America. 
But in touting this plan, they are mak
ing two great assumptions. One is that 
the tax revenues they estimate are 
really going to happen, and second, 
that there will be some control over 
the numbers, the dollars that we spend 
on this plan. 

On the first point, are the new tax 
rates really going to bring in the reve
nue we estimate, I do not think so. All 
we have to do is look at 1990 and realize 
that the expected, and their tax reve
nue actually decreased. 

The second point that I would make 
is that when this plan goes into effect 
and people lose their jobs, they are not 
working, they are not earning money, 
and they are not paying taxes. On the 
second point, we are going to control 
spending, there are no controls in this 
plan on entitlement spending, none 
whatsoever. Eighty percent of the cuts 
are in years four and five. 

If putting those cuts out in years 
four and five were such a good deal, 
why did the 1990 deal not work? Be
cause now we are debating year four of 
the 1990 deal. The fact is, it did not 
work and those spending cuts will 
never happen. 

Mr. Speaker, this plan is nothing 
more than Christmas in August for lib-

eral Democrats: more taxes, more 
spending, and bigger government. 

HIDDEN BENEFITS OF THE 
BUDGET BILL 

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

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, there are 
some provisions of this bill that have 
not been mentioned but are terribly 
important, that will in fact not in
crease people's taxes but will improve 
their standard of living. Sometimes it 
is hard for us to recognize here at the 
Federal level that the services, the 
Government services that our constitu
ents care most about, the education of 
their children, their police and fire pro
tection, their sanitation collection, 
these services are not funded primarily 
by the Federal Government but rather 
by local government, primarily 
through real estate property taxes. 
That is why this bill includes the res
toration of the passive loss provision, 
elimination of tax penalties on debt re
structuring, low income housing tax 
credits, reform of restrictions on pen
sion fund investment in real estate, 
mortgage revenue bonds, all provisions 
which are designed to reduce local 
property taxes and to improve the 
standard of living for all of our con
stituents, one more very good reason 
to support this bill. 

CONGRESSIONAL DRIVE TO HELP 
MIDWEST FLOOD VICTIMS 

(Mr. McKEON asked was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, over the 
past several weeks our friends and 
neighbors in the Midwest have been 
courageously battling the flood waters 
of the swollen rivers running through 
their cities and towns, their farms and 
homes. As their cleanup efforts begin, 
the freshman class of the 103d Con
gress, in a bipartisan effort, invites all 
Members and staffs to participate in a 
much needed drive for cleaning sup
plies and toiletries. We believe this is a 
good opportunity to demonstrate that 
Members of Congress and their staffs 
do see and feel beyond the beltway. 
Trucking services have been made 
available through "Gifts in Kind" of 
Alexandria, and warehouse space at a 
Salvation Army distribution center in 
the flood zone has been secured. We 
have an opportunity to do a good deed, 
in the American spirit of community 
and I encourage all my colleagues to 
join in their effort. A "dear colleague" 
regarding this project has been sent to 
every office. 

I include for the RECORD a notice re
garding this effort: 
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Donated items may be dropped off in room 

No. B- 341 Rayburn , or you may call the Su
perintendent 's office at X54141 to have sup
plies picked up for storage. Please do not do
nate food or clothing. 

Suggested items for donation are as fol 
lows: 

Cleaning supplies : gallon jugs of household 
bleach, mops, brooms, nonaerosol disinfect
ants such as liquid Lysol and Pinesol, 
sponges, and laundry detergent. 

Toiletries: Disposable diapers for the old 
and the young, toilet tissue, feminine sup
plies, rubbing alcohol/Peroxide, soap/sham
poo, and toothpaste/toothbrushes. 

These items will be accepted through Au
gust 27. We hope you will join the freshman 
class in this worthy cause. 
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MILLIONS OF AMERICANS IN lOTH 
OBSERVANCE OF VICTIMS OF 
CRIME NATIONAL NIGHT OUT 
(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
sad commentary about our society that 
we need to designate one special night 
each year to take the streets back from 
criminals. But that is what 26 million 
Americans in 8,600 communities are 
doing this evening-reclaiming their 
neighborhoods from the gun-toting 
criminals that ruin their lives. 

Tonight is the tenth annual victims 
of crime national night out-the one 
night out of the year in which crime 
victims will step outside and say " This 
street does not belong to gangs, gun 
runners and drug dealers, it belongs to 
me and my children. '' 

Every day nearly 100,000 Americans 
are victims of crimes-many of them 
are victims of senseless gun violence. 
And these victims have had it up to 
here. 

They have had enough of fear, 
enough of being a prisoner in their 
homes, and enough of gun laws that are 
so pathetic that gangs and felons can 
arm themselves at will. 

Mr. Speaker, we are kidding our
selves if we believe that we can control 
crime without controlling gun&-and 
the first step is passing the Brady bill. 

Let us make every night take back 
the streets night. Let us give these 
law-abiding families a chance to re
claim their neighborhoods. No more ex
cuses, we must pass the Brady bill and 
begin the disarming of criminals. 

BIPARTISAN OPPOSITION TO 
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, as a 
new Member of the House, I am ap
palled at the bipartisanship of the 
budget debate, and I am disappointed 
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that while there is opposition in a bi
partisan manner, that the majority 
party is trying to make it appear that 
only the Republicans are opposing this 
massive tax increase. Yet, here we are 
in August. We have a President who 
has the majority parties in the Senate 
and the House, has an 83-vote margin 
in the House and a 6-vote margin in the 
Senate, yet his own budget, supported 
by his own party, only passed the 
House by a 6-vote margin. Where were 
the other 83 Democrats? They were all 
gone. And in the Senate his own Vice 
President had to be the tie breaker. 
One difference I think that is interest
ing to point out is that the Senator 
from Texas was there at the time, and 
he is no longer there. Maybe there is a 
lesson in that. 

So, Mr. President, I would just sug
gest to the House that this is not a par
tisan battle. There are a lot of folks on 
both sides of the aisle who have grave 
concerns about this huge tax increase. 
And I hope that the majority party will 
recognize that one reason we are here 
in August without the budget being 
passed is because of Members of their 
own party's opposition. · 

DISASTER CREDIT RELIEF ACT OF 
1993 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 1273) 
to enhance the availability of credit in 
disaster areas by reducing the regu
latory burden imposed upon insured de
pository institutions to the extent 
such action is consistent with the safe
ty and soundness of the institutions, 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TUCKER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so to ask the 
distinguished chairman, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] to explain 
the measure. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas for that purpose. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for. yielding. 

The gentleman from Iowa certainly 
recalls that yesterday we passed under 
suspension of the rules H.R. 2808, the 
House version of the Depository Insti
tutions Disaster Relief Act of 1993, be
cause the gentleman from Iowa had as 
much to do with that as we did in get
ting its approval yesterday. 

The Senate had previously passed S. 
1273, the Disaster Credit Relief Act of 
1993. What we have before us today is 
an amendment I will offer to the Sen
ate bill. This amendment contains 
minor changes to H.R. 2808; extending 
the time period during which the bank
ing regulators may grant exceptions 
from specified laws and regulations 
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from 6 to 8 months and reqmrmg a 
study by the Secretary of the Treasury 
instead of the GAO on the utility of 
disaster relief legislation to borrowers 
and lenders. 

This amendment has been worked 
out between the House and Senate in a 
bipartisan fashion. It is a timely and 
prudent response to the unique prob
lems faced by borrowers and lenders af
fected by the Midwestern floods. I urge 
its adoption. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the comments of the distin
guished committee chairman, and also 
appreciate profoundly his work and 
commitment to the people in the flood
affected areas. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
s. 1273 

·Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Disaster 
Credit Relief Act of 1993" . 
SEC. 2. DISASTER CREDIT RELIEF. 

(a) REGULATORY EXCEPTION AUTHORITY.
(1) EXCEPTION AUTHORITY.-ln any area in 

which the President has determined, on or 
after April 1, 1993, that a major disaster ex
ists pursuant to section 401 of the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Re1ief and Emergency As
sistance Act or within an area determined t o 
be eligible for disaster relief under other 
Federal law by reason of damage related to 
the. 1993 flooding of the Mississippi River and 
its tributaries, the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System may make excep
tions to-

(A) the requirements of the Truth in Lend
ing Act, for credit transactions made within 
such area; or 

(B) the requirements of the Expedited 
Funds Availability Act for offices of deposi
tory institutions (as defined in section 602 of 
that Act) located within such area; 
if the Board determines that the exception 
can reasonably be expected to produce bene
fits to the public that outweigh possible ad
verse effects of the exception. 

(2) EXPIRATION.-Any exception granted 
under paragraph (1) shall expire not later 
than October 1, 1994. 

(3) PUBLICATION REQUIRED.-The Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
shall publish in the Federal Register a state
ment that-

(A) describes any exception made under 
this subsection; and 

(B) explains how the exception can reason
ably be expected to produce benefits to the 
public that outweigh possible adverse ef
fects. 

(b) LEVERAGE LIMIT COMPLIANCE.-
(1) EXCEPTION AUTHORITY.-The appropriate 

Federal banking agency may, by order, per
mit an insured depository institution located 
in any area in which the President has deter
mined, on or after April 1, 1993, that a major 
disaster exists pursuant to section 401 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer
gency Assistance Act or within an area de
termined to be eligible for disaster relief 
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under other Federal law by reason of damage 
related to the 1993 flooding of the Mississippi 
River and its tributaries, to subtract from 
the institution's total assets, in calculating 
compliance with the leverage limit pre
scribed under section 38 of the Federal De
posit Insurance Act, an amount not to ex
ceed the qualifying amount attributable to 
insurance proceeds, if the agency determines 
that-

(A) the institution-
(!) had its principal place of business with

in the major disaster area on the day before 
the date of the President's determination; 

(li) derives more than 60 percent of its 
total deposits from persons who normally re
side within, or whose principal place of busi
ness is normally within, areas of intense dev
astation caused by the major disaster (such 
as the flooded areas of the Mississippi, Mis
souri, Kansas, Illinois, and Des Moines riv
ers, and the tributaries of such rivers); 

(iii) was adequately capitalized (as defined 
in section 38 of the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Act) before the President's determina
tion; and 

(iv) has an acceptable plan for managing 
the increase in its total assets and total de
posits; and 

(B) the subtraction is consistent with the 
purpose of section 38 of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Act. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sub
section-

(A) the term "appropriate Federal banking 
agency" has the same meaning as in section 
3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act; 

(B) the term "insured depository institu
tion" has the same meaning as in section 3 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act; 

(C) the term "leverage limit" has the same 
meaning as in section 38 of the Federal De
posit Insurance Act; and 

(D) the term "qualifying amount attrib
utable to insurance proceeds" means the 
amount by which the insured depository in
stitution's total assets exceed the institu
tion's average total assets during the cal
endar quarter ending before the date of the 
Presidential determination referred to in 
paragraph (1), because of the deposit of in
surance payments or governmental assist
ance made with respect to damage caused by, 
or other costs resulting from, the major dis
aster. 

(3) EXPIRATION.-Any exception granted 
under this subsection shall expire not later 
than April 1, 1995. 

(c) BANKING AGENCY PUBLICATION REQUIRE
MENTS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-A qualifying regulatory 
agency may take any of the following ac
tions with respect to depository institutions 
or other regulated entities whose principal 
place of business is within, or with respect to 
transactions or activities within, any area in 
which the President has determined, on or 
after April 1, 1993, that a major disaster ex
ists pursuant to section 401 of the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As
sistance Act or any area determined to be el
igible for disaster relief under other Federal 
law by reason of damage related to the 1993 
flooding of the Mississippi River and its trib
utaries, if the agency determines that the 
action would facilitate recovery from the 
major disaster: 

(A) PROCEDURE.-The agency may exercise 
its authority under provisions of law other 
than this subsection without regard to-

(i) any requirement of section 553 of title 5, 
United States Code; or 

(ii) any provision of law that requires no
tice or opportunity for hearing or sets maxi-

mum or minimum time limits with respect 
to agency action. 

(B) PUBLICATION REQUIREMENTS.-The agen
cy may make exceptions, with respect to in
stitutions or other entities for which the 
agency is the primary Federal regulator, 
to-

(i) any publication requirement with re
spect to establishing branches or other de
posit-taking facilities; or 

(ii) any other similar publication require
ment. 

(2) P UBLICATION REQUIRED.-A qualifying 
regulatory agency shall publish in the Fed
eral Register a statement that-

(A) describes any action taken under this 
subsection; and 

(B) explains the need for the action. 
(3) QUALIFYING REGULATORY AGENCY DE

FINED.-For purposes of this subsection, the 
term " qualifying regulatory agency" 
means-

( A) the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System; 

(B) the Comptroller of the Currency; 
(C) the Director of the Office of Thrift Su

pervision ; 
(D) the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora

tion; 
(E) the Federal Financial Institutions Ex

amination Council; 
(F) the National Credit Union Administra

tion; and 
(G) with respect to chapter 53 of title 31, 

United States Code, the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

(4) EXPIRATION.-The authority of a quali
fying regulatory agency to take any action 
in accordance with this subsection shall ex
pire not later than April 1, 1994. 
SEC. 3. STUDY AND REPORT REQUIRED. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary of the Treasury, 
after consultation with the appropriate Fed
eral banking agencies (as defined in section 
3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act), shall 
conduct a study to assess the impact of Fed
eral banking laws and regulations on the 
provision of credit and banking services in 
major disaster areas, as declared by the 
President. The study shall-

(1) examine how the agencies and entities 
granted authority by the Depository Institu
tions Disaster Relief Act of 1992 and by this 
Act have exercised such authority; 

(2) evaluate the utility of such Acts in fa
cilitating recovery from disasters consistent 
with the safety and soundness of depository 
institutions; and 

(3) contain recommendations with respect 
to whether the authority granted by this Act 
should be made permanent. 

(b) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.-Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
submit a report to the Congress containing 
the results of the study conducted under sub
section (a), together with any recommenda
tions for legislative or administrative ac
tions that should be taken. 
SEC. 4. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

THE FLOODS OF 1993. 
It is the sense of the Congress that the 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, the Comptroller of the Currency, 
the Director of the Office of Thrift Super
vision, the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration, and the National Credit Union Ad
ministration should encourage depository in
stitutions in areas affected by such major 
disasters as the flooding of the Mississippi, 
Missouri , Kansas, Illinois, and Des Moines 
rivers, and the tributaries of such rivers, to 
meet the financial services needs of their 
communities. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. GONZALEZ 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment in the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. GONZALEZ: Strike all after the 
enacting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Depository 
Institutions Disaster Relief Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. TRUTH IN LENDING ACT; EXPEDITED 

FUNDS AVAILABILITY ACT. 
(a) TRUTH IN LENDING ACT.-During the 240-

day period beginning on the date of enact
ment of this Act, the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System may make ex
ceptions to the Truth in Lending Act for 
transactions within an area in which the 
President, pursuant to section 401 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer
gency Assistance Act, has determined, on or 
after April 1, 1993, that a major disaster re
lief under other Federal law by reason of 
damage related to the 1993 flooding of the 
Mississippi River and its tributaries, if the 
Board determines that the exception can rea
sonably be expected to alleviate hardships to 
the public resulting from such disaster that 
outweigh possible adverse effects. 

(b) EXPEDITED FUNDS AVAILABILITY ACT.
During the 240-day period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
may make exceptions to the Expedited 
Funds Availability Act for depository insti
tution offices located within any area re
ferred to in subsection (a) of this section if 
the Board determines that the exception can 
reasonably be expected to alleviate hard
ships to the public resulting from such disas
ter that outweigh possible adverse effects. 

(C) TIME LIMIT ON EXCEPTIONS.-Any excep
tion made under this section shall expire not 
later than October 1, 1994. 

(d) PUBLICATION REQUIRED.-The Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
shall publish in the Federal Register a state
ment that-

(1) describes any exception made under this 
section; and 

(2) explains how the exception can reason
ably be expected to produce benefits to the 
public that outweigh possible adverse ef
fects. 
SEC. 3. DEPOSIT OF INSURANCE PROCEEDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The appropriate Federal 
banking agency may, by order, permit an in
sured depository institution to subtract from 
the institution's total assets, in calculating 
compliance with the leverage limit pre
scribed under section 38 of the Federal De
posit Insurance Act, an amount not exceed
ing the qualifying amount attributable to in
surance proceeds, if the agency determines 
that-

(1) the institution-
(A) had its principal place of business with

in an area in which the President, pursuant 
to section 401 of the Robert T. Stafford Dis
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 
has determined, on or after April 1, 1993, that 
a major disaster exists, or with an area de
termined to be eligible for disaster relief 
under other Federal law by reason of damage 
related to the 1993 flooding of the Mississippi 
River and its tributaries, on the day before 
the date of any such determination; 

(B) derives more than 60 percent of its 
total deposits from persons who normally re
side within, or whose principal place of busi
ness is normally within, areas of intense dev
astation caused by ·the major disaster; 
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(C) was adequately capitalized (as defined 

in section 38 of the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Act) before the major disaster; and 

(D) has an acceptable plan for managing 
the increase in its total assets and total de
posits; and 

(2) the subtraction is consistent with the 
purpose of section 38 of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Act. 

(b) TIME LIMIT ON EXCEPTIONS.-Any excep
tion made under this section shall expire not 
later than April 1, 1995. 

(c) Definitions.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) APPROPRIATE FEDERAL BANKING AGEN
CY.-The term "appropriate Federal banking 
agency'' has the same meaning as in section 
3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act. 

(2) INSURED DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION.-The 
term "insured depository institution" has 
the same meaning as in section 3 of the Fed
eral Deposit Insurance Act. 

(3) LEVERAGE LIMIT.-The term "leverage 
limit" has the same meaning as in section 38 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act. 

(4) QUALIFYING AMOUNT ATTRIBUTABLE TO 
INSURANCE PROCEEDS.-The term "qualifying 
amount attributable to insurance proceeds" 
means the amount (if any) by which the in
stitution's total assets exceed the institu
tion's average total assets during the cal
endar quarter ending before the date of any 
determination referred to in subsection 
(a)(1)(A), because of the deposit of insurance 
payments or governmental assistance made 
with respect to damage caused by, or other 
costs resulting from, the major disaster. 
SEC. 4. BANKING AGENCY PUBLICATION RE· 

QUIREMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-A qualifying regulatory 

agency may take any of the following ac
tions with respect to depository institutions 
or other regulated entities whose principal 
place of business is within, or with respect to 
transactions or activities within, an area in 
which the President, pursuant to section 401 
of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act, has determined, 
on or after April 1, 1993, that a major disas~ 
ter exists, or within an area determined to 
be eligible for disaster relief under other 
Federal law by reason of damage related to 
the 1993 flooding of the Mississippi River and 
its tributaries, if the agency d~termines that 
the action would facilitate recovery from the 
major disaster: 

(1) PROCEDURE.-Exercising the agency's 
authority under provisions of law other than 
this section without complying with-

(A) any requirement of section 553 of title 
5, United States Code; or 

(B) any provision of law that requires no
tice or opportunity for hearing or sets maxi
mum or minimum time limits with respect 
to agency action. 

(2) PUBLICATION REQUIREMENTS.-Making 
exceptions, with respect to institutions or 
other entities for which the agency is the 
primary Federal regulator, to-

(A) any publication requirement with re
spect to establishing branches or other de
posit-taking facilities; or 

(B) any similar publication requirement. 
(b) PUBLICATION REQUIRED.-A qualifying 

regulatory agency shall publish in the Fed
eral Register a statement that-

(1) describes any action taken under this 
section; and 

(2) explains the need for the action. 
(C) QUALIFYING REGULATORY AGENCY DE

FINED.-For purposes of this section, the 
term "qualifying regulatory agency" 
means-

(1) the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System; 

(2) the Comptroller of the Currency; 
(3) the Director of the Office of Thrift Su

pervision: 
(4) the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-

tion; · 
(5) the Financial Institutions Examination 

Council; 
(6) the National Credit Union Administra

tion; and 
(7) with respect to chapter 53 of title 31, 

United States Code, the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

(d) EXPIRATION.-Any exception made 
under this section shall expire not later than 
April 1, 1994. 
SEC. 5. STUDY; REPORT TO THE CONGRESS. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary of the Treasury, 
after consultation with the appropriate Fed
eral banking agencies (as defined in section 
3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act), shall 
conduct a study that-

(1) examines how the agencies and entities 
granted authority by the Depository Institu
tions Disaster Relief Act of 1992 and by this 
Act have exercised such authority; 

(2) evaluates the utility of such Acts in fa
cilitating recovery from disasters consistent 
with the safety and soundness of depository 
institutions; and 

(3) contains recommendations with respect 
to whether the authority granted by this Act 
should be made permanent. 

(b) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.-Not later 
than 18 months after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the Secretary of the Treas
ury shall submit to the Congress a report on 
the results of the study required by sub
section (a). 
SEC. 6. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, the Comptroller of the Currency, 
the Director of the Office of Thrift Super
vision, the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration, and the National Credit Union Ad
ministration should encourage depository in
stitutions to meet the financial services 
needs of their communities and customers 
located in areas affected by the 1993 flooding 
of the Mississippi River and its tributaries. 
SEC. 7. OTHER AUTHORITY NOT AFFECTED. 

Nothing in this Act limits the authority of 
any department or agency under any other 
proyision of law. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ]. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title of the Senate bill was 
amended so as to read: "A bill to facili
tate recovery from the recent flooding 
of the Mississippi River and its tribu
taries by providing greater flexibility 
for depository institutions and their 
regulators, and for other purposes.". 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 229 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 229 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2330) to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 1994 for 
intelligence and intelligence-related activi
ties of the United States Government and 
the Central Intelligence Agency Retirement 
and Disability System, and for other pur
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. Points of order against con
sideration of the bill for failure to comply 
with section 302(f) or 303(a) of the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974 are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Permanent Select Com
mittee on Intelligence. After general debate 
the bill shall be considered for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in 
order to consider as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment under the five-minute 
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute recommended by the Permanent Se
lect Committee on Intelligence now printed 
in the bill. The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute shall be considered by 
title rather than by section. Each title shall 
be considered as read. Points of order against 
the committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute for failure to comply with clause 
7 of rule XVI or section 302(f) or 303(a) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are waived. 
No amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute shall be in 
order unless printed in the portion of the 
Congressional Record designated for that 
purpose in clause 6 of rule XXIII prior to its 
consideration. At the conclusion of consider
ation of the bill for amendment the commit
tee shall rise and report the bill to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted. Any Member may demand a sepa
rate vote in the House on any amendment 
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to 
the bill or to the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in
structions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN
SON] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss], pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. During consideration of this 
resolution, all time yielded is for the 
purposes of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 299 is 
the rule providing for the consideration 
of H.R. 2330, the Intelligence Author
ization Act for fiscal year 1994. 

The rule provides 1 hour of general 
debate time to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank
ing minority member of the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Mr. Speaker, included in the rule are 
waivers of sections 302(f) and 303(a) of 
the Congressional Budget Act . against 
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consideration of the bill. These sec
tions of the Budget Act prohibit con
sideration respectively of measures 
that would cause the appropriate sub
committee level or program level ceil
ings to be exceeded, and of budgetary 
legislation prior to the adoption of the 
budget resolution. 

0 1350 
These waivers are necessary to con

sider one provision of H.R. 2330 that ex
tends pension benefits to certain 
former spouses of retired Central Intel
ligence Agency employees. These same 
waivers are provided for the Intel
ligence Committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute which will be 
considered for the purposes of amend
ment. 

In addition, the substitute will be 
considered by title with each title con
sidered as having been read. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule also waives 
clause 7 of the rule XVI which pro
hibits nongermane amendments 
against the Intelligence Committee 
substitute. The rule also requires that 
amendments to H.R. 2330 be printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD prior to 
their consideration. There were no ob
jections to the request which was made 
by the chairman and also by the rank
ing minority member of the Intel
ligence Committee. 

And finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule 
provides for one motion to recommit 
with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 229 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
2330, legislation authorizing fiscal year 
1994 appropriations for the intel
ligence-related activities of the U.S. 
Government including those of the 
Central Intelligence Agency, the De
fense Intelligence Agency, the National 
Security Agency, and the intelligence 
arms of a number of executive branch 
departments. 

Classified portions of the bill con
taining amounts and personnel ceilings 
for each intelligence program are 
available for Members of Congress to 
review. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com
pliment and commend the chairman of 
the Intelligence Committee, our good 
friend, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
GLICKMAN]. He has done an outstanding 
job along with our friend , the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST], the 
ranking minority member of the com
mittee, in bringing to the House a bill 
that addresses the changing nature of 
intelligence operations in this post
cold war period. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 229 is 
a well-written rule for the consider
ation of legislation that contains, as 
H.R. 2330 does, classified information. I 
urge my colleagues to support the bill, 
the rule, so that we may proceed with 
consideration of this important bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield for purposes of 
debate only to the gentleman from 

Florida [Mr. Goss], himself a former 
CIA gentleman who has brought con
siderable knowledge from his experi
ence to our committee , which we ap
preciate greatly. 

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend , the 
distinguished gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BEILENSON] for the kind re
marks and certainly congratulate him 
as well for his years of service on the 
House Permanent Select Intelligence 
Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, the future of our Na
tion's intelligence programs is now. It 
is today. It is what this debate is going 
to be about. 

We can, and do, debate whether the 
world is a safer place absent the 
U.S.S.R. monolith and that hated sym
bol of national enslavement-the Ber
lin wall. But very few people buy the 
proposition that the world is a more 
certain place. If anything, we have left 
behind the Warsaw pact and cold war 
we knew so well and have entered into 
a promising but decidedly uncertain fu
ture. When you do not know what is 
out there, that is the time to expand 
your vision and that is the time to turn 
up your hearing. And that is precisely 
why it is unwise and illogical, if not 
absurd, to cut back our information 
gathering and active intelligence ac
tivities at this time. What captain runs 
to the bridge to turn off the radar in an 
effort to economize as his ship enters 
foggy and uncharted waters? The fund
ing levels in this bill are approxi
mately $1 billion below the administra
tion's request. And I congratulate the 
administration for going into this and 
seeing our true need and asking for it. 

In the Rules Committee, we had rea
sonable debate and lots of discussion 
about the changing dynamics of the 
world around us and about the cor
responding need to adapt, update and 
streamline our national intelligence 
programs. Of course, the decline of the 
Soviet Union has changed the nature of 
the security threat we face. 

There is still a difference in the 
threat, to be sure. But has it lessened 
the overall threat? In fact, recent evi
dence seems to show that we are enter
ing an era of increased volatility and 
instability, an era when we have fewer 
easily defined enemies but more, many 
more, potential sources of life-threat
ening mischief. 

Who is seriously postulating that ter
rorist groups are folding up, that ruth
less dictators are all safely confined in 
some Jurassic Park? How could a gi
gantic munitions, arms, and false docu
ments supermarket suddenly turn up 
right under our noses in a neighboring 
friendly country with a democratically 
elected President, a place called Mana
gua, Nicaragua? Who could testify that 
other nations have cut back their own 

intelligence organizations and no 
longer target the United States either 
politically or militarily or commer
cially? 

Our intelligence program has served 
us extremely well in the past, and it 
must serve us just as well in the fu
ture. Good intelligence is literally 
priceless. What better investment can 
we make than to improve our capabil
ity for knowledge so we do not have to 
employ our capability of muscle? 

Are there really any short-term sav
ings when you consider the long-term 
costs of global terrorism, involving 
bombings within our own borders or 
aimed at American citizens and inter
ests overseas? 

We all fervently wish to avoid send
ing U.S. troops into battle. How can 
the President and the Congress weigh 
that decision without the best possible 
information to make a judgment? 
Those of us here for the Desert Shield
Desert Storm debate remember the 
depth of the soul-searching that went 
on before we cast our votes that night. 
We owe our troops nothing less. 

Today we have a rule to allow the fis
cal year 1994 Intelligence Authoriza
tion Act to come to the floor for de
bate. I wish to commend Chairman 
GLICKMAN and our ranking member 
from Texas, LARRY COMBEST, for really 
great diligence in crafting this bill and 
especially for their willingness to allow 
it to come forward under an essentially 
open rule. I applaud the Committee for 
providing all Members with the oppor
tunity to review the legislation in full 
and be party to detailed briefings re
garding our intelligence programs, in
cluding briefings of classified matters. 
That is an inspired initiative which I 
hope yields a good harvest of under
standing. True, amendments were re
quired to be preprinted in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD this year. But that 
minor constraint seems to me to be en
tirely appropriate, given the complex
ity and sensitivity of the materials be
fore us and especially in view of the 
guarantee we received from the Com
mittee that there would be no effort to 
limit or cut off amendments and, to my 
knowledge, there was none. 

I do not believe any Members seeking 
to improve this bill or further the de
bate were inconvenienced by this re
quirement for preprinting. 

At first glance, this rule did give me 
some pause, especially because it in
cludes budget act waivers that I am 
generally very reluctant to support. 
The purpose of the budget act is to .pro
vide consistency and constraint in con
gressional budgeting, as we know. But 
judging by our ever-growing national 
debt, those good intentions have not 
realized really positive results. 

The Rules Committee was asked to 
provide the necessary waivers to allow 
for relatively minor changes in current 
law. Upon examination, it turns out 
the Intelligence Committee seeks to 



August 3, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18293 
alter the eligibility requirements for 
retirement and disability benefits pro
vided to former spouses of participants 
in the CIA's retirement and disability 
system. This is more a matter of fair
ness than cost. 

And I have to point out that I am in 
no way involved, after the gentleman's 
opening remarks. There is no benefit or 
connection between me personally with 
this provision. 

In addition, the bill slightly exceeds 
the committee's allocation of new enti
tlement authority. 

Finally, the bill increases direct 
spending under paygo by a minor per
centage figure, which technically must 
be offset by comparable spending cuts 
or tax increases. The ranking member 
of the Budget Committee, Mr. KASICH, 
has made a strong case against waiving 
the Budget Act to allow for these ad
mittedly minor and generally non-

Rule number date reported Rule type 

controversial provisions. In principle, I 
agree. That is the job of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. and he does it 
well. In practice, though, because of 
the bona fide effort of the committee 
to allow this important bill to proceed 
through an open-amendment process, I 
will not object to the rule. 

In fact, I endorse it. 
Mr. Speaker, I am including at this 

point in the RECORD the statistics on 
open versus restrictive rules, as fol
lows: 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES: 95TH-103D CONG. 

Open rulesz Restrictive 

Total rules 
rulesJ 

Congress (years) granted I Num- Percent Num-ber ber Percent 

95th (1977- 78) .... 211 179 85 32 
96th (1979-80) "" 214 161 75 53 
97th (1981-82) . 120 90 75 30 
98th (1983- 84) . ISS !OS 68 50 
99th (1985- 86) !IS 65 57 50 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES: 103D CONG. 

Bill number and subject Amendments submit
ted 

IS 
25 
25 
32 
43 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES: 95TH-103D CONG.
Continued 

Open rules 2 Restrictive 

Total rules rules 3 

Congress (years) granted 1 Num- Percent Num-ber ber Percent 

IOOth (1987- 88) 123 66 54 57 46 
JOist (1989- 90) !04 47 45 57 55 
102d (1991- 92) 109 37 34 72 66 
103d (1993-94) ...... 31 9 29 22 71 

I Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from 
the Rules Committee which provide for the in itial consideration of legisla
tion , except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order. 
Original jurisdiction measures reported as privileged are also not counted. 

2 Open rules are those which permit any Member to offer any germane 
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with the 
rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages are open rules as a per
cent of total rules granted. 

3 Restrictive rules are those wh ich limit the number of amendments wh ich 
can be offered , and include so-called modified open and modified closed 
rules, as well as completely closed rule, and rules providing for consider
ation in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. The par
enthetical percentages are restrictive rules as a percent of total rules 
granted. 

Source: "Rules Committee Calendars & Surveys of Activities," 95th-102d 
Gong.; "Notices of Action Taken," Committee on Rules, 103d Gong., through 
July 30, 1993. 

Amendments allowed Disposition of rule and date 

H. Res. 58, Feb, 2, 1993 MC H.R. 1: Family and med ical leave .... 30 {0- 5; R- 25) .. .. 3 {0-0; R-3) ........................ .. PO: 246-176. A: 259- 164. Feb. (Feb. 3, 

H. Res. 59, Feb. 3, 1993 MC H.R. 2: National Voter Registration Act ...................................... 19 (0-1; R- 18) ......... I (D-0: R-1) . 
H. Res. 103, Feb. 23, 1993 C H.R. 920: Unemployment compensation 7 (D- 2: R- 5) ............. 0 (0-0; R-0) ...... .. .... .... ............... . 
H. Res. 106, Mar. 2, 1993 MC H.R. 20: Hatch Act amendments ....... 9 (D- 1: R-8) .......... .. 3 (D-0: R-3) ..... .. .................... .. 
H. Res. 119, Mar. 9, 1993 ... .... .. ......... .... MC H.R. 4: NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 ........................ ...... 13 {0- 4: R- 9) ..... 8 (D-3: R-5) . 
H. Res. 132, Mar. 17, 1993 MC H.R. 1335: Emergency supplemental appropriations ......... 37 (D- 8; R- 29) ....... I (not submitted) (D- 1; R- 0) ...... 
H. Res. 133, Mar. 17, !993 . MC H. Con . Res. 64: Budget resolution ................ 14 {0- 2: R- 12) ......... 4 (1-D not submitted) (D- 2: R- 2) . 
H. Res. 138, Mar. 23, 1993 ...... .. MC H.R. 670: Family planning amendments .. ...... 20 (D- 8: R- 12) ...... .. .. 9 (D-4: R-5) ........ 
H. Res. 147, Mar. 31, 1993 C H.R. 1430: Increase Public debt limit .. .. .... 6 (D- 1: R- 5) .... 0 (D-0: R-0) ... 
H. Res. 149, Apr. l, 1993 . MC H.R. 1578: Expedited Resc ission Act of 1993 8 (D- 1: R- 7) .... 3 (D-1; R-2) . 
H. Res. 164. May 4, 1993 . 0 H.R. 820: National Competitiveness Act NA ... .. ...... NA ........ .... .. .. ...... . 
H. Res. 171, May 18, 1993 0 H.R. 873: Gallatin Range Act of 1993 NA .... NA ........ .. .. 
H. Res. 172, May 18, 1993 . 0 H.R. 1159: Passenger Vessel Safety Act . NA ........... NA ........ .. .. 
H. Res. 173, May 18, 1993 ...... .. .. .. ... MC S.J . Res. 45: U.S. Forces in Somalia . .... ....... ............................ 6 (D- 1: R- 5) ...... 6 (D-1 ; R-5) . 
H. Res. 183, May 5. !993 ........ ..... 0 H.R. 2244: 2d supplemental appropriat ions NA .... .. ..... .. ......... .. .. NA .... .. .. .. . 
H. Res . 186, May 27, 1993 .. .. ... MC H.R. 2264: Omnibus budget reconc iliation .... .. .............................. 51 (D- 19; R- 32) 8 (D-7: R-1) 
H. Res. 192. June 9, 1993 .. . MC H.R. 2348: Legislative branch appropriations .. ..... .......................... 50 (D- 6: R- 44) .... .... .. 6 (D-3: R-3) .. .. .. . 
H. Res. 193, June 10, 1993 . 0 H.R. 2200: NASA authorization .................... ............. ....... .. .. NA ............ .. .......... .. . NA .... ... .. . 
H. Res. 195, June 14, 1993 .. ... MC H.R. 5: Striker replacement ........................................ 7 (D- 4: R- 3) ........ 2 (D-1 ; R-1) ................. .. .... . 
H. Res. 197. June 15, 1993 .... MO H.R. 2333: State Department. H.R. 2404: Foreign aid 53 (D- 20; R- 33) . 27 (0-12: R-15) . 
H. Res. 199, June 16, 1993 C H.R. 1876: Ext. of "Fast Track" . NA ......... .............. NA .... .......... .. .... . 
H. Res . 200, June 16, 1993 MC H.R. 2295: Foreign operations appropriations 33 (D- 11; R- 22) .. 5 (0-1; R- 4) .. 
H. Res. 201. June 17, 1993 .... 0 H.R. 2403: Treasury postal appropriations .... ... NA ..... ................... NA 
H. Res. 203, June 22, 1993 MO H.R. 2445: Energy and water appropriations . NA ........... .. ........... NA ...... . 
H. Res. 206, July 23. 1993 0 H.R. 2150: Coast Guard authorization ........... NA ....................... NA .. .. . 
H. Res. 217, July 14, 1993 .. MO H.R. 2010: National Service Trust Act ........ .. .......... NA ..................... NA 
H. Res. 218, July 20, 1993 ... 0 H.R. 2530: BLM authorization, fiscal year 1994-95 NA ........................... NA. 
H. Res. 220, July 21, 1993 ..... MC H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental 14 (D-8: R- 6) ........... 2 (D- 2; R-0) 
H. Res . 226, July 23, 1993 . MC H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental 15 (D-8: R- 7) ... ... 2 (D- 2: R- 0) 
H. Res. 229, July 28, 1993 .. MO H.R. 2330: Intelligence Authorization Act, fiscal year 1994 NA ........... .................... NA .. .. . 
H. Res. 230, July 28, 1993 . 0 H.R. 1964: Maritime Administration Authorization NA .................... NA 

Note.-Code: C-Ciosed: MC- Modified closed; MD-Modified open: D-Open; D-Democrat; R- Republican; PO: Previous question; A-Adopted: F- lailed. 

!993). 
PO: 248-271. A: 249- 170. (Feb. 4, 1993). 
PO: 243-172. A: 237- 178. (Feb. 24, 1993). 
PO: 248-166. A: 249- 163. (Mar. 3, 1993). 
PO: 247-170. A: 248-170. (Mar. 10. 1993). 
A: 240-185. (Mar. 18, 1993). 
PO: 250- 172. A: 251 - 172. (Mar. 18, 1993). 
PO: 252- 164. A: 247- 169. (Mar. 4, 1993). 
PO: 244-168. A: 242- 170. (Apr. I. 1993). 
A: 212- 208. (Apr. 28, 1993). 
A: Voice vote. (May 5, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (May 20. 1993). 
A: 308-0. (May 24, 1993). 
A: Voice vote. (May 20. 1993). 
A: 251- 174. (May 26, 1993). 
PO: 252- 178. A: 236-194. (May 27 , 1993). 
PO: 240- 177. A: 226- 185. (June 10, 1993). 
A: Voice vote. (June 14, 1993). 
A: 244- 176. (June 15, 1993). 
A: 294- 129. (June 16, 1993). 
A: Voice vote. (June 22. 1993). 
A: 263- 160. (June 17, 1993). 
A: Voice vote. (June 17, 1993). 
A: Voice vote. (June 23, 1993). 
A: 401- 0. (July 30 , 1993). 
A: 261 - 164. (July 21 , 1993). 

PO: 245- 178. F: 205- 216. (July 22, 1993). 
A: 224- 205. (July 27, 1993). 

A: Voice vote. (July 29, 1993). 

0 1400 Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to our 
ranking member, the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST]. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

mi ttee could help in the assistance of 
crafting those amendments to make 
certain that we did not by any stretch 
of the imagination jeopardize any in
formation which might be otherwise 
classified. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, we have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing that I 
could add that has not been said by the 
gentleman from California or the gen
tleman from Florida. I appreciate the 
kind remarks from both of them. 

I want to reiterate particularly for 
the Members on this side that we have 
a tendency, as a general opposition to 
closed rules. Of course, this one did not 
have a closed rule. It did allow amend
ments which were printed previously to 
be allowed. 

There was no effort whatsoever by 
the committee to cut off any of those 
amendments, none was done, so in 
many instances, and in fact, basically 
tried to do that so that the Members of 
the committee or the staff of the com-

I would also indicate that, as the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] 
mentioned, the budget waivers that 
this rule does contain are minor in 
terms of numbers, and I support 
strongly the rule and would urge my 
colleagues to support the rule and that 
any portions of the bill which did in
clude budget waivers that might nor
mally be of concern to Members did 
have the option to be stricken by 
amendment if a Member so desired. 

Mr. Speaker, I would stand in strong 
support of the rule, and I appreciate 
the cooperation and the work of the 
Committee on Rules in granting the 
rule which was requested by the chair
man of the committee and myself. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, we 
have no requests for time, and I move 
the previous question on the resolu
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 229 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill, H.R. 2330. 

The Chair designates the gentle
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH
TER] as Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole, and requests the gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER] to assume the chair temporarily. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2330) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1994 for intelligence and intelligence
related activities of the United States 
Government and the Central Intel
ligence Agency retirement and disabil
ity system, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the rule, the bill is considered as 
having been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] . 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, this bill author
izes all of the funds for the coming fis
cal year for the national and tactical 
intelligence and intelligence-related 
activities of the U.S. Government. Na
tional intelligence activities, known 
collectively as the National Foreign 
Intelligence Program [NFIP], provide 
intelligence to policymakers such as 
the President, members of the Cabinet, 
the National Security Council , and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Among the pro
grams and activities authorized within 
the NFIP are those undertaken by the 
Central Intelligence Agency, the De
fense Intelligence Agency, and the Na
tional Security Agency, as well as by 
the intelligence components of the De
partment of State and the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation. Other executive 
branch agencies and departments hav
ing intelligence elements, such as the 
Treasury and Energy Departments and 
the Drug Enforcement Administration, 
are also presented within the NFIP. 

By contrast, tactical intelligence 
programs are wholly the responsibility 
of the Department of Defense. While 
tactical programs primarily focus on 
the provision of intelligence to mili
tary commandets, like Desert Storm, 
there are instances in which they are 
used for national intelligence purposes. 

It is sometimes difficult to distin
guish between the functions of national 
and tactical programs, and the Intel
ligence Committee , therefore , is re
sponsible for reviewing the budgets of 
both. We work closely with the Com
mittee on Armed Services on those pro
grams which are of particular concern 
to the military, and I want to thank 
Chairman DELLUMS and members of his 
committee for the assistance provided 
by the members and staff of his com
mittee. 

The requirement that classified in
formation be protected against disclo
sure makes it hard to discuss intel-

ligence activities publicly, even in the 
most general terms. All of the pro
grams and activities authorized by 
H.R. 2330 are , however , set forth i.n a 
classified schedule of authorizations 
which is incorporated into the bill by 
reference , and discussed in detail in a 
classified annex to the committee 's re
port. 

Since June 30, these materials have 
been available in the committee 's of
fices, and I urge Members who have not 
done so to go upstairs to H. 405 andre
view these documents . 

The committee has promoted efforts 
to increase understanding on the part 
of the public and the Members of this 
House about the importance of an ef
fective intelligence capability in the 
post-cold war world. This year, for the 
first time , the Director of Central In
telligence appeared before the commit
tee in open session to offer his vision of 
the future roles of our intelligence 
community. Other open sessions of the 
committee have occurred, and recently 
Director Woolsey briefed the Demo
cratic caucus and the Republican con
ference on intelligence capabilities and 
challenges. 

And I would say that dozens and doz
ens of Members for the first time were 
exposed to many of the intricacies of 
what our intelligence community does. 

I hope these sessions have provided 
Members with some understanding of 
the fact that timely and reliable intel
ligence is essential in providing the 
warning of political , military, and eco
nomic threats which policymakers 
need to enable them to decide among 
possible responses . 

As the size of the U.S. military de
clines and our Pentagon budget is 
going to do down to reflect this , the 
importance of an early-warning sys
tem, the importance of what I call an 
insurance policy, that is intelligence, 
grows. As we witnessed during the Per
sian Gulf war, effective intelligence 
can save American lives. In fact , it 
saved thousands of lives in the gulf 
war. It may also make the use of force 
unnecessary, a fact of special signifi
cance as the U.S. military presence 
overseas diminishes. 

The cold war has ended, but the need 
for a capability to collect, produce, and 
disseminate intelligence has not. It is 
true intelligence activities no longer 
need to be focused on the military 
threat once posed by the Soviet Union 
and that the resources devoted to intel
ligence should decrease as a result. The 
committee has been a leader in encour
aging the intelligence community to 
redirect its efforts and to reduce its 
budgets. 

For example, this year's bill is 3.7 
percent below President Clinton 's re
quest. I might add that the defense bill 
was about even or very slightly under, 
the President 's request. This bill is 
nearly 4 percent under what President 
Clinton requested and 3.8 percent below 

the amount authorized by last year's 
bill. 

Enactment of this measure would 
provide an authorization for intel
ligence at about the same level appro
priated for the current fiscal year, an 
amount significantly below that which 
has been available in the preceding fis
cal year. 

Current law mandates a 5-year, 17.5-
percent reduction in civilian personnel 
in the intelligence community. The bill 
keeps the community on course toward 
meeting that requirement , which is in
tended to be accomplished without the 
use of involuntary separation. 

It may be, however, that additional 
personnel reductions are necessary, 
and the committee has not ruled out 
the possibility that they would have to 
be accomplished in that manner. 

As resource levels decline, it becomes 
imperative that intelligence be focused 
on requirements of the highest prior
ity. Significant threats to the security 
of the United States remain. Many na
tions have the means and the desire to 
acquire nuclear, chemical, and biologi
cal weapons. Recently, the Director of 
the CIA said that more than 25 coun
tries have that capability right now. 
The proliferation of these weapons 
poses a problem of catastrophic propor
tions for the world. Imagine in the old 
days, all we had to worry about was the 
Russians , maybe the Chinese; but now 
we have to worry about up to 25 dif
ferent countries having either the real 
power or the capability to develop nu
clear weapons, which could pose dan
gers to people in this country. 

Efforts to address this threat-that 
is, the nuclear, biological, and chemi
cal threat-as well as the threats posed 
by terrorism, trafficking in illegal nar
cotics, and the economic espionage ac
tivities of other nations, cannot be suc
cessful without dependable intel
ligence. You have to have your eyes 
and ears open to what is happening in 
the world. That is what we are talking 
about today, having good hearing and 
good vision to try to become aware of 
the insidious elements in the world and 
giving that information to policy
makers so they will know what kind of 
action is needed. 

The technologies associated with the 
more diverse threats in biological, 
chemical, and nuclear terrorism, par
ticularly as they relate to all these 
other countries that we never worried 
about before, are sophisticated and re
quire a similarly sophisticated and ex
pensive intelligence attack. The com
mittee has attempted to achieve what 
President Clinton, in a recent letter 
vigorously opposing further cuts in his 
budget request termed a " delicate bal
ance" between intelligence capabilities 
and budget constraints. The bill sup
ports the investment in new tech
nologies which will be needed to ad
dress the challenges policymakers will 
confront in the years to come and pro
motes the consolidation of collection 
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platforms to maximize effectiveness 
while reducing costs. These actions, 
since they involve the development and 
acquisition of new, complex systems, 
require significant initial costs. Once 
these systems become operational , 
however, very significant savings will 
result. H.R. 2330 puts the intelligence 
community on the path toward realiz
ing those savings. 

0 1410 

The post-cold-war intelligence com
munity will be leaner, both in terms of 
numbers of personnel and budgets, 
than its predecessor. We do not differ 
with the administration on that result, 
but we do differ on the question of how 
much smaller the community should 
be, and on the pace by which reduc
tions should be made. Although the bill 
does not provide the level of funding 
sought by the administration, a major
ity of the committee believed that the 
cuts will not degrade essential intel
ligence capabilities, and that they are 
appropriate in light of changes in the 
world and the intense competition for 
increasingly scarce Federal resources. 

Some may argue that the pace of 
change favored by the committee is too 
slow, that we should cut more, that 
more money should be taken from the 
intelligence budget because our tradi
tional adversary is gone. Those amend
ments will be offered today. I urge that 
these amendments be rejected. Further 
reductions will, in my judgment, in
crease the risk that unacceptable gaps 
in intelligence coverage will result. We 
live in a world in which more coun
tries, some of which are not friendly to 
the United States, are aggressively 
pursuing nuclear weapons and the 
means to deliver them, in which the ex
pertise and equipment needed to de
velop those weapons and their deli very 
systems are readily available on the 
open market, a world in which regional 
conflicts requiring some commitment 
of U.S. forces are becoming increas
ingly frequent, and in which terrorists 
are less reluctant to bring their deadly 
activities to our shores. 

The World Trade Center, the Lincoln 
Tunnel, the Washington Monument, 
the Golden Gate Bridge, it can and it is 
happening here in our country. 

The capability to provide adequate 
intelligence about these activities 
serves as insurance to those who must 
fashion policies to respond to them, 
and to military commanders who must 
minimize the risk to American lives if 
military force must be employed to 
counter them. That capability will be 
available at the funding levels set forth 
in H.R. 2330, but it becomes more 
doubtful, more questionable, more gaps 
remain open, the more we reduce the 
bill. 

In addition to authorizing intel
ligence programs and activities, the 
bill contains a number of legislative 
provisions which will be explained in 

detail by the chairman of our Sub
committee on Legislation, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN]. 
Some of these provisions are within the 
jurisdiction of other committees. As an 
example , section 303, which repeals the 
National Security Education Act of 
1991, is within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Education and Labor. At 
the appropriate time, I will seek per
mission to include, at this point in the 
RECORD, an exchange of correspondence 
between myself and Chairman FORD on 
section 303, an exchange which typifies 
the degree of cooperation extended by 
us by other committees as we sought 
to bring legislation to the floor. 

I want to draw particular attention 
to section 304 because it illustrates the 
efforts the committee is making to 
bring a greater degree of openness to 
the work of the intelligence agencies. 
Section 304 requires the Director of 
Central Intelligence, for the first time, 
to submit an annual unclassified report 
to Congress on the activities of the in
telligence community during the pre
ceding year, and those issues which 
will require particular attention in the 
year ahead. This report will help make 
intelligence a little less mysterious 
and a little more understandable to the 
average American, a process which in 
my judgment is essential if support for 
adequate funding is to be assured. 

Madam Chairman, in conclusion I 
want to compliment the staff of my 
committee, both the majority and the 
minority staff, for their particular 
help. My special thanks go to my rank
ing member, the gentleman fro.m Texas 
[Mr. COMBEST], for his cooperation. It 
has been a pleasure to deal with him on 
this bill. We have not always agreed, 
but we have been pretty cooperative, 
even when we have not agreed, and I 
appreciate this support. 

Let me say one mor.e thing in conclu
sion. There are a lot of dangers in this 
world. Americans are actually more 
threatened today from a diverse num
ber of sources than they have ever been 
before, by a number of very exotic 
international powers who want to do 
great damage to the United States. 
Many of these people, foreign powers, 
terrorists and the like, have the capa
bility to obtain sophisticated weaponry 
with mass destructive power. We need 
effective eyes and ears to make sure 
that American citizens are protected. 
That is the main function of the intel
ligence budget, and I urge my col
leagues to adopt it. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I might use. 

Madam Chairman, as the ranking Re
publican member of the Intelligence 
Committee, let me start by expressing 
my great appreciation to my colleague 
from Kansas, Chairman GLICKMAN, for 
his leadership of the Intelligence Com
mittee through some very tough delib
erations. The business of this commit
tee is of critical importance to the se-

curity of the United States and its in
terests worldwide and-as recent ter
rorist activities in New York have 
shown-at home. Mr. GLICKMAN has 
carefully worked with all members of 
the committee to make sure that im
portant arguments have been heard 
and important issues considered. To 
this end, the outstanding support of 
the Intelligence Committee 's staff 
must be recognized. It has been said 
many times before by members of this 
committee, but I would be remiss not 
to add my own observation that the 
staff of the Intelligence Committee is 
second to none in dedication, hard 
work, and expertise. We are fortunate 
to have them. 

Madam Chairman, the Republican 
members of the Intelligence Commit
tee strongly support the passage of 
H.R. 2330 without further reductions in 
the funding levels ·authorized. While we 
believe the bill makes several unwise
indeed the future may show them to be 
extremely unwise-cuts to the Presi
dent's proposed intelligence budget, we 
have had to accept these pragmati
cally. For a fuller discussion of our 
concerns, I would urge Members to 
read our minority views. 

I will only comment here that in a 
strange sort of bipartisan partisanship 
we Republicans supported President 
Clinton's budget. That budget was in 
keeping with President Clinton's plan 
to reduce the fiscal year 1993-97 intel
ligence budgets as projected by the 
Bush administration by $7 billion. The 
President's budget made some very dif
ficult major reductions to reach a level 
below last year's authorized budget, 
and yet put needed money into pro
gram initiatives which will trigger 
major savings in coming years. The bill 
before us took that very lean adminis
tration budget and made numerous sig
nificant additional cuts. That said, you 
can understand why we stand firmly 
behind every cent remaining in this au
thorization bill. 

We are walking a fine line. We are 
trying to maintain the flexible intel
ligence capabilities we need while si
multaneously reducing funding. This 
can be appreciated when we look at 
this budget in the context of last year's 
major cuts. As the House debated an 
intelligence budget which the Intel
ligence Committee had cut by 5 per
cent, then Chairman McCURDY said: 

This is a significant cut * * * It rep
resents, for a bipartisan majority on the 
committee, the outer limit on which the in
telligence community can reasonably be ex
pected to reduce spending next year. To re
quire further cuts would be to risk severe 
damage to the ability of the community to 
provide intelligence necessary to policy
makers. 

Despite our warning, those cuts were 
effectively doubled in the appropria
tions process. The net result was that 
last year 's intelligence budget was cut 
in a manner which, I think, a majority 
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of our committee members-Repub
lican and Democrat-believe was dra
conian and haphazard. We must notre
peat or compound those errors. 

We are asking the intelligence com
munity to maintain vigorous, respon
sive capabilities while suffering cuts to 
muscle and sinew. The intelligence 
budget before you funds everything 
from the antennas on satellite systems 
to the rent on safehouses for meeting 
penetrations of radical terrorist orga
nizations; from the technical means of 
tracking chemical weapons transfers to 
putting an "X" on a map for an Army 
sergeant trying to locate enemy artil
lery; from the FBI's tracking of foreign 
terrorists to paying an agent to tell us 
of a foreign government's theft of our 
industrial secrets; from learning the 
frequencies of enemy radars so our air 
crews can counter them or knock them 
out to tracking the massive illegal 
transfer and laundering of money by 
the international narcotics cartels. 

Obviously, considered as a whole, 
these things 1 umped under the term 
"intelligence" are not cheap. But nei
ther are the benefits of intelligence: 

From my 41/2 years on the Intel
ligence Committee, I can say plainly 
and without hesitation - that intel
ligence funding buys the lives of Amer
ican soldiers who would otherwise be 
parachuting blindly onto strange for
eign battlegrounds and the lives of in
nocent, ordinary tourists, shoppers, 
and workers who would die victims of 
undetected terrorists. 

The intelligence budget buys the jobs 
of American workers whose companies 
and industries would fall prey to un
hampered foreign industrial espionage 
and unchallenged unfair trade prac
tices. 

Intelligence buys the capability of 
working with our allies to slow and, 
possibly, halt the acquisition of criti
cal technology and equipment with 
which the world's despots and radical 
regimes would build nuclear, chemical, 
and biological weapons-at, God 
knows, what final cost in human lives. 
It is no accident that the most despotic 
and despicable-in North Korea, Iran, 
Iraq, and Libya, to name but a few-are 
those who are most intent on building 
up such capabilities. 

Protecting American economic com
petitiveness, countering terrorism, 
supporting our military, and retarding 
the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction: Though it is largely hid
den from the public, these are but four 
of the ways in which our intelligence 
agencies work relentlessly and with ex
treme dedication every day protecting 
American interests. We must not fool
ishly think that this is a safe world and 
that we can now shut our eyes, close 
our ears, and ignore the dangers 
around us. We cannot thoughtlessly 
continue to cut and pare and chop and 
slice and yet expect that the intel
ligence community will be able to do 

what is needed. There are lives, there 
are jobs, there are principles for which 
we must still be vigilant and capable of 
fighting. It is our duty here today to 
ensure that we provide U.S. intel
ligence with the wherewithal to do just 
that. 

I urge my colleagues to pass this au
thorization without additional reduc
tions which will further imperil cru
cially important intelligence capabili
ties. 

0 1420 
Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal

ance of my time. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 4 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICH
ARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Chair
man, I rise in strong support of H.R. 
2330, the Intelligence Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 1994. Mr. Chairman, 
I would first like to recognize the lead
ership of our distinguished chairman, 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK
MAN] for his efforts in bringing this im
portant legislation to the floor. His 
tireless efforts in working to establish 
a consensus on this bill have been ales
son in diligence, patience, and atten
tion to detail and I am proud to have 
had the opj;lOrtuni ty to serve with him 
on the Intelligence Committee. 

Madam Chairman, when I was first 
appointed to the Intelligence Commit
tee in 1988, cold war considerations 
were the driving force behind intel
ligence budgets. In the face of the mili
tary threat posed by the former Soviet 
Union and Warsaw Pact, ever increas
ing amounts of resources were dedi
cated to the intelligence community 
during the 1980's. The end of the cold 
war, the budget deficit and dom~stic 
priorities demand a reduction in the 
level of intelligence community fund
ing today. 

The funding levels recommended in 
H.R. 2330 represent a 3.7-percent reduc
tion from the administration's initial 
request and a 3.8-percent reduction 
from last year 's intelligence authoriza
tion bill. Madam Chairman, this rec
ommended reduction in no way com
promises the national security inter
ests of our country. The funding levels 
we are recommending today are lean 
but prudent. The Director of Central 
Intelligence, James Woolsey, has been 
in contact with many Members of this 
House concerning the continuing im
portance of intelligence. The adminis
tration has indicated that it can accept 
this funding level, although it would 
oppose additional reductions. 

Madam Chairman, as we venture into 
the next century, our intelligence com
munity must possess the ability to 
confront new and unorthodox intel
ligence challenges. The trade center 
bombing and the failed New York con
spiracy offer two examples of the de
mand terrorism will have on tomor-

row's intelligence community. Like
wise, the intelligence community will 
be called upon to prevent the prolifera
tion of weapons of mass destruction, 
whether they be chemical, biological or 
nuclear. Finally, it will be up to the in
telligence community to conduct eco
nomic intelligence in support of U.S. 
industrial policy abroad to ensure that 
the playing field is level between our 
trading partners and competitors. 

Madam Chairman, the funding levels 
recommended in this bill offer ade
quate resources to our intelligence 
agencies and entities to undertake 
these new and future challenges. 

Madam Chairman, H.R. 2330 also au
thorizes the Director of Central Intel
ligence to establish a program in which 
small cash prizes may be awarded to 
students who demonstrate excellence 
in high school science fairs within the 
United States. We are all aware of the 
important role science plays in the 
continuing technological advancement 
of our country. Scientific excellence is 
in fact critical to many of the impor
tant successes of the U.S. intelligence 
community and this high school 
science fair program will help make 
our Nation's youth aware of that fact. 

Madam Chairman, providing for our 
national security is a fundamental ob
ligation of this body. The American 
public rightly expects to live in a free 
society without fear of attack from for
eign forces. A strong and dedicated in
telligence community is one reason 
this expectation can be justified. H.R. 
2330 ensures the necessary resources to 
the intelligence community to con
tinue its excellent work and I encour
age my colleagues to support this im
portant bill. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Chairman, 
this Member rises in strong support for 
H.R. 2330, the Intelligence Authoriza
tion Act of fiscal year 1994. In a mo
ment, this Member will address a prin
cipal concern regarding the size of the 
overall cuts in this Nation's intel
ligence programs. 

Before doing so, however, this Mem
ber would first take a moment to com
pliment the chairman of the Intel
ligence Committee, the distinguished 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK
MAN], for the very capable and equi
table manner in which he led the com
mittee during this session. It is a dif
ficult fiscal year, as everyone in this 
body knows, and budget submissions 
from every Federal agency came very 
late indeed. Despite this handicap, the 
chairman held a full series of hearings 
in which all intelligence issues of in
terest both to the majority and minor
ity were fully aired and discussed. 
Every Member was afforded an oppor
tunity to explore, in sufficient detail, 
questions and issues of importance. 
The chairman demonstrated bipartisan 
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leadership and worked closely with the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Select Committee, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. COMBEST], who has himself 
performed with special distinction in 
that position. Together, they have 
built a consensus on most matters 
coming before the committee and 
found that consensus whenever pos
sible. 

Turning to the legislation, this bill, 
of course, is the annual authorization 
legislation for the national and tac
tical intelligence programs. The Direc
tor of Central Intelligence, the Honor
able R. James Woolsey, made a cogent 
and persuasive case for the President's 
budget. Nonetheless, despite his re
peated efforts to provide whatever sup
porting, information the committee re
quired, there seemed to be a dominant 
mindset to reach a much lower funding 
level than President Clinton proposed. 
The Committee has cut dramatically 
the President's request. But that goal 
has been met at a very steep price. And 
every Member of this body must be 
mindful of the price of this cut as we 
cast our votes today. 

Madam Chairman, acting to defend 
this country's national security 
through its defense and civilian compo
nents of Government begins with its 
intelligence agencies-the CIA, NSA, 
the National Reconnaissance Office, 
the Defense Intelligence Agency, the 
FBI's Counterterrorism Division, and 
others. They are our eyes and ears in a 
world that is more dangerous than ever 
before. 

Yes, the cold war is over and we have 
emerged victorious. Yet, like a slain 
hydra, the end of the cold war has 
spawned a series of policy issues that 
have vexed first the Bush, and now the 
Clinton administrations. None of them 
can be resolved easily. What are we 
going to do in Bosnia? How will the 
Muslims react to the latest Serb offen
sive in Sarajevo? What do we do about 
the allegations that China is engaged 
in proliferation of weapons of mass de
struction? How do we deal with the as
sertions that Saddam Hussein may 
have retained a significant amount of 
his missile forces despite the U.N. sanc
tions? What do we do about the mass 
starvation in Africa, not only in Soma
lia but in the Sudan and elsewhere? 
And what is the African drought's 
long-term effect on stability and the 
growth of democracy in that troubled 
region? 

How do we continue the major, posi
tive trends in the reduction of casual 
drug use in this country and reduce the 
supply of cocaine being produced by 
the South America drug lords? Will our 
trade negotiators who are engaged in 
critical talks with our trading partners 
have the information they need to han
dle delicate negotiations as they try to 
close the Uruguay round of the GATT? 
The questions go on and on, with new 
questions appearing daily as answers 
and actions are provided to others. 

These are all issues that our intel
ligence agencies address. They must 
continue to report on these matters, 
but also be mindful that Russia contin
ues to maintain a significant strategic 
weapons capability that can threaten 
the United States. That capability ex
ists, not only in Russia, but also to a 
much lesser extent in three other 
states which are part of the former So
viet Union. 

Indeed, Director Woolsey has testi
fied that the types of issues that the 
United States faces today are, in many 
ways, considerably more complex and 
more difficult to deal with than the old 
mission of tracking the works of Mos
cow. According to Mr. Woolsey, the old 
Soviet Union usually operated in rel
atively predictable ways. It tested new 
weapons systems in the same manner. 
It even sought to infiltrate groups in 
the Third World in the same way. But 
there is far less certainty or predict
ability with respect to such countries 
as North Korea, Libya, Iran, Iraq, and 
others. The behavior of these rogue re
gimes is difficult to predict, and even 
harder to deter. 

Director Woolsey provided sensible 
arguments for maintaining funding at 
the requested levels. Acceptance of 
those arguments would allow him to 
gradually lower the amount of spend
ing in the U.S. intelligence commu
nity, but also to consolidate and ra
tionalize technical collection capabili
ties in order to make them more effi
cient and less costly. Unfortunately, 
the authorized level in this bill does 
not provide the Director with the re
sources that we will require to make a 
smooth transition to new technologies. 

Madam Chairman, this Member was 
disappointed that the White House did 
not come to the aid of the intelligence 
community and actively support the 
President's own request for funds for 
fiscal year 1994. I emphasize that their 
bill authorizes 3.7 percent less than the 
President requested. However, this 
Member does appreciate the Presi
dent's energetic opposition to any fur
ther reductions in the fiscal year 1994 
intelligence authorization. Indeed, in a 
July 27, 1993, letter to the distinguished 
chairman of the Intelligence Commit
tee, the President stated, and I quote: 

The reductions already proposed by the 
House Intelligence Committee will, in them
selves, test our ability to manage prudently 
the reduction of the intelligence budget 
while we simultaneously seek to meet the 
new security challenges which confront the 
country. Therefore, I will oppose an amend
ment on the House floor which seeks to re
duce intelligence spending beyond the reduc
tion already proposed by the Committee. 

Thus, the President has made it abso
lutely clear that he cannot support a 
further diminution of our intelligence 
capability. 

Madam Chairman, we are all looking 
for savings in ongoing programs to pay 
for worthy programs and essential ex
penditures and to reduce the deficit. 

But the cuts the committee has made 
in this legislation will not go to fi
nance such other worthy expenditures 
or toward deficit reduction. Rather, 
the reductions will simply be swal
lowed up by the Defense authorization 
bill. Colleagues, I ask you to think 
about that fact. It is an interesting and 
generally unrecognized fact that what 
we cut here will only increase Defense 
authorizations, for that it is widely 
recognized, is where the intelligence 
authorizations are widely hidden. 

As with any capital investment, one 
must maintain an acceptable level of 
such capital assets so they can operate 
at peak efficiency during times of cri
sis. Indeed, this Member is not con
vinced that the authorized funding we 
are considering will do so; I did not 
support the level of cuts approved by 
the House Permanent Select Commit
tee on Intelligence. 

Finally, this Member would say that 
when we are finished with the author
ization and appropriations bills, the 
Congress inevitably will have cut even 
more funding than the cut made in the 
House Select Committee on Intel
ligence. Any further cut clearly would 
be devastating. Additional cuts could 
lead to unintended consequences such 
as involuntary separations of intel
ligence community employees, a less 
reliable capability to respond to crises 
around the world, a tendency to hold 
back on intelligence operations for fear 
that there would not be long-term 
funding to support them, and the 
dampening of the vital "esprit de 
corps" within the intelligence commu
nity that is so essential to the type of 
brilliant intelligence operations which 
have so successfully helped our country 
throughout the cold war. 

Let this Member assure his col
leagues that those successes are many, 
but a great many of those successes 
necessarily had to go unmentioned or 
have been concealed either to protect 
the national interest or to conceal in
telligence assets or methods. 

For these reasons, Madam Chairman, 
this Member urges his colleagues to 
tread very carefully and reject further 
cuts in our intelligence agencies, 
America's first line of defense. 

0 1430 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. COLEMAN], chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Legislation. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 2330, the Intel
ligence Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 1994. As the chairman of the Sub
committee on Legislation, I feel we 
have produced a good bill that has 
made substantial but careful reduc
tions in the administration's budget re
quest to levels that will maintain our 
Nation's essential intelligence capa
bilities. 

As a new member of the committee, 
I have been very concerned that the 
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American people get their money's 
worth from our spending on intel
ligence activities. I have pushed to see 
that overlap and redundancy are elimi
nated and interagency coordination is 
improved. More can be done in these 
areas, but we should not take a meat
ax approach. I am glad the President, 
in his recent letter to Chairman GLICK
MAN, has committed his administration 
to these goals, as well as to making 
further reductions in intelligence 
spending in the future, according to 
sensible and appropriate consolidation 
and reorientation plans. I will thus be 
supporting the committee's bill 
against amendments on the floor tore
duce spending below the levels rec
ommended by the committee. 

The Subcommittee on Legislation, 
which I am honored to chair, held a 
number of hearings and briefings on 
legislative proposals either suggested 
by the administration or arising out of 
other committee inqmnes. Among 
these were the proposals to authorize 
separation pay incentives and early out 
retirement for certain CIA employees, 
which became Public Law 103-36. The 
bill before us today contains several 
other substantive measures, which I 
would like to outline just briefly: 

Section 203 authorizes retirement an
nuities, survivor annuities, and access 
to health insurance for certain ex
spouses of participants in the Central 
Intelligence Agency retirement and 
disability system [CIARDS]. The provi
sion is essentially the same as H.R. 981 
introduced by Representative BARBARA 
KENNELLY, which passed the House last 
year with bipartisan support. It allows 
certain ex-spouses of participants in 
CIARDS who, on or before December 4, 
1991, did not qualify as a former spouse 
because they failed to spend 5 years 
outside of the United States with the 
participant, to qualify for retirement, 
survivor, and other benefits available 
to a qualified former spouse starting on 
October 1, 1994. 

Section 303 repeals the National Se
curity Education Act of 1991 and re
quires that all amounts in the national 
security education trust fund that are 
not obligated on enactment of the sec
tion are to be transferred to the Treas
ury of the United States as miscellane
ous receipts. This program would pro
vide undergraduate scholarships for 
study abroad, graduate fellowships in 
international, area and foreign lan
guage studies, and grants to colleges 
and universities to improve programs 
in these disciplines. The NSEA has 
very worthwhile goals, but despite the 
claims of some supporters, repeal does 
represent savings to the Treasury in 
reduced anticipated outlays of approxi
mately $83 million over the next 5 
years. At a time when the clamor for 
deficit reduction is strong, this pro
gram is a luxury we cannot afford. 

Section 304 requires the Director of 
Central Intelligence to submit to Con-

gress annually an unclassified report 
on the activities of the intelligence 
community. The report is to be unclas
sified and is to describe the successes 
and failures of the past fiscal year as 
well as the areas of the world and the 
issues that will be of particular con
cern in the year to come. This section, 
the work of Chairman GLICKMAN, will 
help inform the American people of the 
role of the intelligence community, in
cluding the variety of it:::; missions in 
the post-cold war era. 

Section 305 expresses the support of 
the committee for two efforts under
way in the executive branch to assess 
and reduce secrecy and security prac
tices and procedures. The committee is 
concerned that the two efforts could be 
duplicative or even contradictory. 
Thus, section 305 expresses the sense of 
Congress that the reviews be conducted 
with maximum consultation between 
them and consolidated recommenda
tions be made to the President. The 
costs of classification and excessive se
curity procedures is an issue about 
which the committee will continue to 
be active and concerned. 

Section 401 authorizes the Central In
telligence Agency to carry out a pro
gram to award cash prizes to students 
who participate in high school science 
fairs within the United States. The sec
tion will give the CIA authority al
ready available to other Federal agen
cies such as NASA and DOD. The com
mittee does not anticipate the program 
to involve expenditures greater than 
$5,000 in total annually. 

Section 501 increases the statutory 
ceiling on the amount of foreign lan
guage proficiency pay [FLPP] that 
may be awarded to active duty andre
serve component linguists. Foreign 
language proficiency continues to be a 
serious problem for our military par
ticularly in intelligence activities. It is 
a problem of continuing concern to the 
Intelligence Committee, one that will 
require action by the Department of 
Defense on management, training, and 
pay issues. Our committee and the 
House Armed Services Committee have 
worked cooperatively on the FLPP 
issue and I will support Chairman 
GLICKMAN's amendment to delete sec
tion 501 so that the provision on for
eign language proficiency in the de
fense authorization bill may go for
ward. 

Section 502 amends the National Se
curity Act of 1947 to make clear that 
any deployment of military intel
ligence collection units is an intel
ligence activity about which the con
gressional intelligence committees 
must be kept fully and currently in
formed. This clarification should not 
be necessary, but the record of the De
partment of Defense in this area has 
been uneven at best. It should be noted 
that the committee is united on the 
importance of this measure. 

In the Subcommittee on Legislation, 
we have repeatedly asked what is the 

proper role of the intelligence commu
nity-where is the bright line between 
areas in which the community should 
be involved and those in which it 
should not. I believe we have struck an 
appropriate balance, both legislatively 
and fiscally, and urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 2330. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLEMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. COLEMAN]. Literally thousands 
and thousands of hours have been spent 
by the members of the Select Commit
tee on Intelligence and our very com
petent staff in reviewing this budget, 
and we have made very significant re
ductions over the last 2 years on this 
budget. So for our colleagues, I would 
urge caution in considering across-the
board approaches to further reducing 
this budget. 

I think we have got it in good shape. 
It is coming down, personnel is coming 
down. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
COLEMAN] has been a leader in trying 
to get rid of duplication, but we also 
have to remember how important this 
intelligence budget is. 

So I think the gentleman is on target 
here, and I would urge the House to 
stay with the committee recommenda
tions on this budget. 

0 1440 
Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS]. 

Mr. GEKAS. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

I concur in the sentiments that have 
been expressed by the gentleman from 
Texas, the chairman of our Sub
committee on Legislation, and am very 
highly satisfied that we have contrib
uted to the deliberations that have led 
us to this moment where we hope that 
the approval of this bill will be the 
next order of business of the House. 

Members, even as we begin the delib
erations on this legislation, our young 
fellow Americans are poised for a pos
sible airstrike or series of airstrikes in 
the boiling pot of Bosnia. This action, 
if taken, is going to require not only 
the admitted and recognized and ac
knowledged skill of our pilots and 
those who maintain our aircraft and 
those who supply the logistical backup 
for such a military action, but, equally 
as important, the intelligence capacity 
of our Armed Forces will be the guid
ing beam, as it were, for these young 
Americans to do the job that they will 
be asked to do. 

It brings to mind forcibly what has 
already been stated in various ways on 
the floor thus far by the members of 
the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, that no matter how were
structure, no matter how we downsize, 
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no matter how we try to make the 
Armed Forces and the national secu
rity apparatus of our country leaner 
and meaner, no matter how we reduce 
it, we will always need logistics and we 
will always need, and more so than 
ever before, intelligence capability. 

That is the core of what we argue 
here today. The proposed reductions, 
further reductions in the outlays for 
intelligence will be depriving in a sym
bolic way, will be depriving our young 
pilots, if they engage in this Bosnian 
action, that extra element of intel
ligence and know-how and scientific 
background to be able to accomplish 
their mission with a minimum loss of 
life on the ground to innocent citizens 
and with safety and purpose to them
selves. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 2330, the Intel
ligence Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 1994. I am a new member on this 
committee. The amount of information 
that we must digest and consider, in a 
short period of time , is a challenge to 
any Member. Chairman GLICKMAN and 
the ranking Republican member, Mr. 
COMBEST, shepherded the budget 
through a difficult period when pres
sures were increasing constantly for 
deeper and deeper cuts. It is my feel
ing, shared I think by my Republican 
colleagues, that the committee went 
deeper than is prudent, and that we 
may pay a steep price for this in the fu
ture. Our action comes after last year's 
cuts, when the Congress, both the au
thorizers and the appropriators , cut far 
deeper than anyone anticipated, send
ing shock waves through the intel
ligence community. That has a nega
tive impact on important intelligence 
operations that are vital to our na
tional security. 

I would like to discuss briefly the 
issue of international economic intel
ligence. Innumerable Americans are se
cure in their jobs in a variety of indus
tries throughout the United States be
cause of good economic intelligence. 
No doubt, the average American is un
aware of the fact that there is signifi
cantly more energy expended by our in
telligence agencies collecting economic 
intelligence than for following strate
gic weapons developments. 

While there is unanimity of opinion 
that our intelligence agencies will not 
engage in industrial espionage, many 
of our international competitors do not 
have these qualms much less share our 
basic belief in free trade. Accordingly, 
our intelligence agencies are the Amer
ican people 's first line of defense to en
sure the playing field of international 
commerce is level and the officiating 
honest. 

We are in the midst of some very dif
ficult times now in dealing with a glob
al economic turndown and in trying to 

counter the tendency of many of our 
economic competitors to protect them
selves through a variety of unfair 
means. Intelligence is absolutely cru
cial in such an environment. Just as 
much as in supporting our troops and 
fighting terrorism, intelligence is our 
first line of defense in maintaining our 
economic competitiveness. In this case, 
though, instead of saving lives, it saves 
jobs. 

Finally, I want to comment on sec
tion 501 of this bill, which Chairman 
GLICKMAN will offer an amendment to 
delete at the appropriate point. In 
adopting this section, the committee 
took action to address a longstanding 
inequity between active and Reserve 
component forces. This addressed the 
vital issue of providing well-trained 
linguists for our military commanders 
in the field. Section 501 , initially, pro
vided that members of the National 
Guard and Reserve components who 
maintain a language proficiency at the 
same level as their active duty coun
terparts, would receive the same pay, 
$100 per month, to maintain this pro
ficiency. At the present rate for the 
Reserve components, $13 a month, 
there is simply no incentive for theRe
serves to spend the long hours nec
essary to keep their language pro
ficiency. The provision was amended at 
the full committee markup to increase 
monthly pay to a maximum $450 per 
month for active duty and reservists 
who maintain fluency in two foreign 
languages. As we downside our mili
tary forces, we need to maintain these 
capabilities within the Reserve compo
nents as more and more missions are 
being shifted to them. The only way 
that one can do this is by insuring that 
there is an incentive for the Reserves 
and National Guard personnel who 
have language skills to maintain them 
and improve them. Section 501, as 
amended, would have addressed long
standing pay inequities and provided a 
strong financial reward for proficiency. 
My colleague, Mr. SKELTON, on the 
Armed Services Committee felt we 
needed to study the proposal further 
and test it through a pilot program. I 
agreed with him, but I will continue to 
focus on language programs and work 
to ensure there is parity in language 
proficiency pay between active and Re
serve components. 

It is noteworthy that Judge Louis 
Freeh the candidate for Director of the 
FBI, said at his confirmation hearing 
that , " We need more agents who speak 
foreign languages and understand other 
countries and cultures. " Our commit
tee has been a strong proponent of 
strong language programs, not only in 
the military but the entire intelligence 
community. I agree with Judge Freeh 
that we need better language pro
grams. I will continue to work on com
prehensive programs to address this 
problem. There will be progress soon 
because it is essential to better 

counterterrorism programs at the FBI. 
If we want to stop terrorists, we must 
understand them and their organiza
tions. This is where language is nec
essary. We will work with Judge Freeh 
to help him rectify this problem. 

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues 
to support the bill and oppose further 
reductions in the authorization levels. 

0 1450 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Baltimore , and sur
rounding areas, Mr. BEN CARDIN. 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me, and congratulate the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] and the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] 
for bringing to the House a bipartisan 
bill , a bill that is extremely important 
for the security of this country. 

Madam Chairman, I do not serve on 
the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, but as a Member of Con
gress I took the opportunity to visit 
NSA and to see firsthand the work that 
is being done by that agency. I would 
encourage my colleagues to take ad
vantage of that opportunity as a Mem
ber of Congress. I saw firsthand the 
dedicated work that is being done by 
very, very talented people for the de
fense of this country. They are working 
under extremely difficult cir
cumstances with the problems that we 
are having with our budget. The reality 

·is they are going to get less resources. 
We know that. That is the fiscal re
ality. However, we expect our intel
ligence community to be able to obtain 
the brightest minds to work for our in
telligence needs, the best mathemati
cians and linguists in the Nation. It is 
very difficult with less funds . 

I would urge my colleagues to sup
port this authorization and not to 
make any further cuts. The needs of 
the intelligence community are chang
ing. Yes, our defense needs might be 
less as far as our military is concerned, 
but the need for intelligence actually 
increases. As we have less military 
tools, how we use those tools becomes 
even more important, and intelligence 
can help us use our tools more effi
ciently, in t-he best interests of our 
times. 

These are changing times. The eco
nomic competition among nations re
quires intelligence information for our 
Nation to remain strong. We need to 
protect our research and development 
capacities in this country, and the role 
of the intelligence community in stop
ping international terrorism is abso
lutely essential. 

The nature of intelligence work has 
become critically important to our 
country. I urge my colleagues to sup
port the committee's recommendation. 

Mr. COMBEST, Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DORNAN]. 
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Mr. DORNAN. Madam Chairman, I 

rise today on behalf of my committee 's 
bill, H.R. 2330, the Intelligence Author
ization Act. Ulysses S. Grant , one our 
our great Civil War generals, who at 
age 46 become our 18th President, once 
said that, " The art of war is simple 
enough: Find out where your enemy is, 
get at him as soon as you can, strike at 
him as hard and as often as you can, 
and then keep on moving." 

The key there is finding your enemy. 
At the 130th anniversary of the Battle 
of Gettysburg, one of the more tragic 
parts of the history there was Gen. 
Robert E . Lee losing his cavalry for al
most all 3 days of the conflict. Whoever 
came up to him on the battlefield, he 
would say, " Have you seen my cavalry? 
Where is my cavalry? Where are my 
eyes?" That probably contributed 
greatly to his loss. 

Without intelligence we are blinded. 
Madam Chairman, we may have seen 
the end of the evil police state empire, 
but the world remains a very, very dan
gerous place. Finding out where our 
enemy is will be just as difficult and 
maybe even more complicated than in 
other parts and times of the cold war. 
Spotting an individual foot soldier in 
the hills of Bosnia with an SA-14 shoul
der-held weapon, one of the best of its 
type in the world, that is not easy. Lo
cating a ballistic missile site in Iraq, 
pinpointing a nuclear weapons facility 
in North Korea, or uncovering a terror
ist plot in the Middle East to strike the 
United States or our assets anywhere 
in this world, all of this is dependent 
upon the capability of our Govern
ment 's intelligence forces . 

If we further cut this already de
pleted budget, we will directly risk the 
lives of not only our brave military 
forces , who may be asked to tackle one 
of those problems, or destroy a poten
tial enemy threat, but also every citi
zen of our Nation, every citizen as
signed overseas, and every American 
who travels. At any given moment, 
500,000 to 600,000 or more Americans are 
traveling around this world. All of 
them are potential targets of terrorist 
attack. 

Enough is enough. I would ask my 
colleagues, do not tear down our intel
ligence services any more. What we are 
defending on this side of the aisle is 
Mr. Clinton 's intelligence request. One 
of the amazing things is, no matter 
who ends up as the Commander in 
Chief, the one thing they treasure is 
that 9 o'clock briefing every morning 
of their service, or when there is a cri
sis, those hourly briefings where we 
bring all of the forces of our intel
ligence to bear on helping the execu
tive branch make their decisions. 

Madam Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD specific answers to some of the 
damaging amendments we will have be
fore us today. 

Today, Madam Chairman, we will debate a 
number of amendments that will be offered to 

this bill, one or two of which, at least, will deal 
with the proposal to cut further into the intel
ligence budgets for fiscal year 1994. We are 
facing a world that is fraught with danger and 
that seems more unpredictable than ever. Ev
eryday, some new event breaks over us, 
which requires our intelligence agencies to 
provide vital information to the President and 
other decisionmakers. Intelligence is our first 
line of defense: From the wild proliferation of 
nuclear and other weapons, from terrorism, 
from international narcotics trafficking, and un
fair international economic and trade practices. 
Yet, some Members are about to tell us that 
this budget hasn't been cut enough. 

I fear that we have already cut far deeper 
than we should have, this isn't a Republican 
administration's budget. This is a Democratic 
administration's budget, sent up by Mr. Clin
ton. The minority members on the committee 
strongly supported his budget, the White 
House was slow to gear up in support of the 
President's budget, but I am pleased to see 
that the President has now written a letter to 
Chairman GLICKMAN unequivocally opposing 
further cuts . We remain concerned by the cuts 
made in committee. We believe we are at a 
borderline level where-barely-America's se
curity may not have been critically endan
gered. However, in some potential crises situ
ations, intelligence capabilities may prove to 
be stretched too thin to be as effective as we 
have come to expect. 

Any deeper cuts will have a devastating ef
fect on our Nation's intelligence and its capa
bilities, at the very time when we need them 
the most. 

Where would this money go that some 
would cut today? It would not go for flood re
lief in the Midwest; not to families with de
pendent children; not to permit a restoration of 
better earned income credits in the budget 
reconciliation. No, it would just fall back into 
the defense authorization bill and be used for 
some other program that does not have the 
same priority that this does. 

This budget funds major counterterrorism 
programs, the ones which helped apprehend 
the World Trade Center bombers. Terrorism is 
on the upswing again, including state
sponsored terrorism. Last March 9, Director of 
Central Intelligence Jim Woolsey testified be
fore our committee in open session, which is 
very rare. I asked him about the Nicaraguan 
passports that had been found in the posses
sion of the alleged perpetrators of the World 
Trade Center bombings. He did not have any 
information at that time. Since that time, how
ever, we have found that elements of the gov
ernment of Mrs. Chamorro and her son-in-law, 
Antonio Lacayo, have continued to support 
terrorism elsewhere abroad. A massive arms 
cache blew up in Managua on May 23. In that 
cache were found sophisticated surface-to-air 
missiles that had been owned by the FMLN 
Salvadoran guerrilla group. The same organi
zation had solemnly pledged that it had turned 
in all of its weapons to the United Nations. 
Shortly thereafter, another faction of the FMLN 
also admitted to having weapons caches. 
Now, we are all pleased that things are going 
well in El Salvador, and that the violence of 
the 1980's has changed to an age of hope, 
with expectations that democracy will flourish 
there, but the FMLN weapons found in Mana-

gua argue for us to keep a robust Intelligence 
watch on events there. 

The Nicaraguan Government is aiding other 
terrorist organizations, such as the Basque 
Separatist movement, the ETA. In fact, three 
members of that group were deported by Mrs. 
Chamorro shortly after the May explosion. 
How are we going to monitor developments 
such as these in Nicaragua? We are going to 
monitor them through American intelligence. 
American intelligence is our first line of de
fense. It was the FBI's Counterterrorism Divi
sion that quickly found the perpetrators of the 
World Trade Center bombing, and equally im
portantly, rounded up the ring that was plan
ning on blowing up several tunnels in New 
York City, as well as the U.S. headquarters, 
and the Federal building in Manhattan. 

I simply cannot understand why someone 
would be here, standing on this floor, saying 
"Let us cut the budget some more." Mr. Chair
man, let us act responsibly. I believe we have 
cut too deeply here, but I will vote for this bill. 
Every Member should vote for H.R. 2330. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
may I ask how much time I have re
maining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] has 5 min
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] has 6 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute and 30 seconds to the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
HARMAN]. 

Ms. HARMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
rise to support the fiscal year 1994 in
telligence authorization bill. As a 
member of the Armed Services Com
mittee, I appreciate the work of Chair
man GLICKMAN and the Intelligence 
Committee to shape a budget that 
adapts our intelligence community to 
changing threats. This bill funds pro
grams that are critical to our national 
security, and I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Intelligence spending is intelligent 
spending. I believe that intelligence is 
a crucial investment for much the 
same reason that I support aid to the 
former Soviet Republics: It is 
proactive. The money we spend for 
these programs helps us avoid spending 
much greater sums later, because we 
can identify threats early on and orga
nize our response. Our intelligence ca
pabilities were a major factor in the 
Persian Gulf war: They improve our 
battle management, increased our 
knowledge about Iraq's capabilities, 
and helped pave the way for the ground 
war and liberation of Kuwait. My dis
trict has made a major contribution to 
the tactical intelligence systems that 
are funded jointly by the Intelligence 
and Armed Services Committees, and I 
think these systems are more vital 
than ever in these times of rapid inter
national change. 

It is also intelligent for the Intel
ligence Committee to bring fresh air 
into its proceedings-by holding open 
hearings where possible , and requiring 
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an unclassified annual report to Con
gress on the intelligence community's 
priorities and performance. These are 
important departures from past prac
tice. I think this information will go a 
long way toward increasing public un
derstanding of the intelligence commu
nity, and of the important programs we 
are voting on here today. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I want 
to commend our new colleague, the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
HARMAN] on her interest not only in de
fense intelligence but in defense and 
national security issues. I would also 
point out that the technology, those 
sensors, that stealth capability, all 
those things came to bear, and it did 
one other thing in the Persian Gulf 
war. It saved thousands, and thou
sands, and thousands of American 
lives. 

Bill Perry probably did as good an ar
ticle as there has been in Foreign Af
fairs about how these sensors worked 
and how all that investment in tech
nology came to bear in the Gulf war. I 
can just tell the Members that it was 
because of technological superiority, 
because of those investments, that we 
did save those lives. 

I must tell the Members and I must 
warn them, we have cut this budget 
down to the point where if we do not 
stay with the committee mark, I am 
concerned, very concerned, that we will 
not have that technological superiority 
in the future. We will not be able to 
make the investments in new capabil
ity that are so crucial for the future. 

0 1500 
Ms. HARMAN. If the gentleman will 

yield, I thank him for his comments 
and I agree. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Intelligence Committee bill today 
and commend our chairman, the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN], 
and the ranking member, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST], for 
their leadership in bringing this legis
lation to the floor. I especially want to 
commend Chairman GLICKMAN for the 
spirit of openness that his leadership is 
bringing to the committee. As he men
tioned in his remarks. the open hearing 
was historic with the new and very ca
pable Director of Central Intelligence, 
Mr. Woolsey, and in addition, our 
meeting and briefing for Members was 
also. I also want to commend him for 
the efforts he is making toward mak
ing our intelligence gathering more 

open, less expensive, and therefore 
safer. 

Many of my colleagues with whom I 
serve on the committee have pointed 
out reasons why it is necessary for us 
to have a significant amount of money 
spent on intelligence. I support them in 
that. I believe that our committee has 
made the sharpest responsible cuts to 
the budget. Are we allowed to say we 
came in over Sl billion under the Presi
dent's request? I hope so. 

In any event, I believe that to cut 
any deeper at this point in the process 
would not be responsible. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield the balance of our time to the 
distinguished gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SCHUMER] who is, of course, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Crime and very involved in terrorism 
issues affecting this country. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Antiterrorism issues. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. The Chair was just 

testing the gentleman from New York, 
and he is as sharp as I thought he was. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time and I rise in support of the com
mittee bill, and commend Chairman 
GLICKMAN in his first year as head of 
the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence for bringing to the floor 
legislation that will take the CIA and 
the intelligence communities into the 
1990's. I want to also commend Chair
man GLICKMAN and ranking minority 
member COMBEST for making sensible 
reductions in the overall funding level 
for intelligence. 

It seems to me that at $1 billion 
under the President's request, the bill 
roughly funds Intelligence at last 
year's level, but more than adequately 
protects our interests overseas. 

It is certainly true, Madam Chair
man, that with the demise of the So
viet Union and the end of the cold war, 
the threat to America from a foreign 
power has significantly diminished. 
But we have to be realistic. We are in 
a brave new world. 

The bill is especially important, in 
my opinion, because it begins to make 
the transition from an intelligence 
community that was focused, and I 
would say obsessed with the cold war, 
to a modern, lean intelligence-gather
ing organization that is geared toward 
counter-terrorism, nuclear non
proliferation, and industrial espionage. 

I have been particularly concerned 
about the steady rise of State-spon
sored terrorism around the world, ter
rorism that has become more extreme, 
more deadly, more autonomous, and 
more heavily armed, and unfortu
nately, for the first time, more active 
on American soil. 

Our success or failure to fight State
sponsored terrorism will depend more 
than ever on intelligence activities 
than just about any other leg of na
tional security. If we cut the budget 
beyond the levels contained in this bill, 

the happiest people may well be terror
ists in Hamas and Hezbollah and their 
patrons in Libya, Syria, Iran, and Iraq. 

I would say one other sensitive area 
is nuclear nonproliferation. I know 
that that is an important issue, but 
from the perspective of letting the CIA 
transition from anti-cold war to fight
ing the new battles of terrorism and 
nuclear nonproliferation, it is a respon
sible bill, well put together, and I sup
port it. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Just to complete the debate, let me 
once again reiterate what was said on 
this floor last year during the consider
ation of the intelligence bill by the 
chairman at that time. This is a sig
nificant cut. It represents, for a bipar
tisan majority on the committee, the 
outer limits on which the intelligence 
community can reasonably be expected 
to reduce spending next year. To re
quire further cuts would be to risk se
vere damage to the ability of the com
munity to provide the intelligence nec
essary to policymakers. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 2330, the Intelligence Au
thorization Act for fiscal year 1994. 

I particularly want to thank Mr. GLICKMAN 
and Mr. COMBEST, the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the full Intelligence Com
mittee, and Mr. COLEMAN and Mr. GEKAS, the 
chairman and ranking minority member of the 
Subcommittee on Legislation, for their assist
ance on section 203, to provide survivor annu
ities, retirement annuities, and access to 
health insurance for certain ex-spouses of the 
Central Intelligence Agency retirement and 
disability system [GlAROS]. This addresses an 
issue on which I have worked for many years. 
Section 203 is essentially the same as H.R. 
981 which I introduced this year and which 
passed the House last year as a title of H.R. 
5651. 

In the main, section 203 recognizes the con
tributions made by certain former spouses of 
Central Intelligence Agency employees and 
provides them much needed retirement secu
rity. 

Throughout the 1980's Congress enacted 
legislation to provide greater retirement equity 
for the spouses of Federal Government em
ployees. The CIA Spouses' Retirement Equity 
Act of 1982 provided that qualified former 
spouses of CIA officers would presumptively 
receive upon divorce a pro rata share of the 
officer's retirement benefits, up to 50 percent, 
based on the length of the marriage during the 
period of Agency services prior to divorce. The 
qualified former spouses would also be award
ed a similar share of the officer's survivorship 
benefits. These presumptive amounts could be 
adjusted by court order or spousal agreement. 

This right, which is substantially the same 
as that provided to similarly situated former 
spouses of Foreign Service officers, has been 
extremely important for the financial security of 
older women facing divorce from clandestine 
officers of the CIA. We are all now well aware 
of how difficult it has been for women to se
cure .an equitable division of marital assets 
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upon divorce, and the financial deprivation that 
usually results. These difficulties · were 
compounded for CIA spouses who were un
able to reveal in open court basic details 
about their personal circumstances. 

Under the 1982 law, unfortunately, in order 
to qualify as a CIA former spouse, an individ
ual not only had to have been married to a 
CIA employee during at least 10 years of 
creditable service, but 5 years had to have 
been spent outside the United States by both 
marriage partners. 

The Subcommittee on Legislation of the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, 
which I chaired in the last Congress, became 
aware that the 5-year overseas rule for the 
spouse disqualified from retirement and survi
vorship benefits many former spouses whose 
sacrifices for family and country had been as 
great as those of the former spouses who met 
the requirement of the rule. These women 
also provided great support to their husbands 
and to the Agency by maintaining cover, ac
cepting frequent transfers, and participating in 
service-related activities. They bore all family 
responsibilities stateside alone while the offi
cer served overseas, and agreed to the extra 
demands on family income of maintaining two 
households. Like other CIA spouses, they 
found employment opportunities, when not 
precluded by the nature of the officer's work, 
to be very limited, and they too experienced 
the stress of living with secr~cy and the fear 
for the physical safety of their partners. The 
subcommittee found that these women were in 
some cases pr_evented from meeting the 5-
year overseas rule by days because they were 
not allowed by the Agency to accompany the 
officers to war zone assignments or because 
they needed to bring a sick child back to the 
United States for medical care. 

Congress in 1991 repealed the 5-year over
seas qualifying rule for former spouses di
vorced after December 4, 1991. Section 203 
addresses the plight of a relatively small num
ber of individuals divorced before the repeal. It 
enables them to receive on a prospective 
basis retirement and survivor benefits equiva
lent to the amount they would have been pre
sumptively been awarded, provided they meet 
the other former spouse requirements. In addi
tion, these individuals and those ex-spouses 
now receiving Federal insurance benefits will 
be allowed to Federal health insurance bene
fits in the future on the same terms available 
to other CIA former spouses. 

Madam. Chairman, the tales of some of the 
women who will benefit from this legislation 
have been shared with the Subcommittee on 
Legislation, and they are heartrending. We are 
talking about people who were-and are
every bit as dedicated to the highest ideals of 
the Central Intelligence Agency as anyone 
employed there, but who have paid great 
costs financially and emotionally for their serv
ice. 

Again, on behalf of the individuals who will 
benefit from this legislation, I thank the com
mittee for its efforts. 

Ms. FURSE. Madam Speaker, I am con
cerned about the issue of overclassification in 
our intelligence programs. The intelligence 
budget we are considering today that is 
cloaked in such secrecy is a microcosm of the 
larger problem of overclassification in the post
cold-war world. 

I hope that this body will seriously examine 
the issue of levels of classification in the intel
ligence world. I realize that much must remain 
classified. However, when overdone, classi
fication breeds disrespect for the system and 
makes proper congressional oversight difficult. 
We need to limit the number of programs that 
are classified to those that truly require it. 

I appreciate the opportunity to raise this 
issue briefly here today and I look forward to 
participating in continuing discussions. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Madam Chair
man, I am deeply concerned by the proposal 
to further reduce the intelligence budget. It is 
true that the Soviet Union no longer exists, but 
that does not mean the threats facing America 
have all disappeared. Good intelligence is 
even more vital now to identify the threats that 
may suddenly develop to menace American 
interests and lives. 

During the cold war, the primary enemy was 
another superpower, technically sophisticated, 
and militarily powerful. It require(ij an extensive 
intelligence collection effort to penetrate that 
closed society. But we knew who it was. We 
could concentrate the bulk of our intelligence 
assets on determining what the Soviet Union 
was up to, and what its capabilities were. 
Now, the number of potential threats has mul
tiplied. And the predictability of those threats 
has declined. Rogue nations like Iran and 
North Korea are promoting terrorism and de
veloping weapons of mass destruction. We 
must reorient our intelligence services to han
dle these new priorities. 

It is said that considerable amounts of 
money can be saved through consolidation 
and elimination of duplication. Please remem
ber that not all duplication is unnecessary re
dundancy. A lot of intelligence analysis is very 
much like an academic exercise, where dif
ferent interpretations of the same facts must 
be considered and debated. Also, the different 
departments of our Government have different 
intelligence needs. The Defense Department 
must analyze intelligence based on military 
needs, while the State Department must con
sider the same information with the political 
ramifications in mind. Having ·two groups of 
analysts is not redundant; it is vital. 

Madam Chairman, my colleagues, further 
unwise cuts in our intelligence capabilities will 
put American lives at risk. Not just in our mili
tary services, but American civilians will be 
more at risk from terrorism if funding for our 
intelligence services is further reduced. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the Sanders 
amendment. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute now printed in the bill shall be 
considered by titles as an original bill 
for the purpose of amendment, and 
each title is considered as read. 

No amendment to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is in order unless printed in the 
portion of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
designated for that purpose in clause 6 
of rule XXIII prior to its consideration. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the com
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute be printed in the RECORD 
and open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the committee amend

ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

H.R. 2330 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Intelligence Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994". 

TITLE I-INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1994 for the conduct of 
the intelligence and intelligence-related activi
ties of the following elements of the United 
States Government: 

(1) The Central Intelligence Agency. 
(2) The Department of Defense. 
(3) The Defense Intelligence Agency. 
(4) The National Security Agency. 
(5) The National Reconnaissance Office. 
(6) The Department of the Army, the Depart

ment of the Navy, and the Department of the 
Air Force. 

(7) The Department of State. 
(8) The Department of the Treasury. 
(9) The Department of Energy. 
(10) The Federal Bureau of Investigation . 
(11) The Drug Enforcement Administration. 

SEC. 102. CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF AUTHORIZA
TIONS. 

(a) SPECIFICATIONS OF AMOUNTS AND PERSON
NEL CEILINGS.-The amounts authorized to be 
appropriated under section 101, and the author
ized personnel ceilings as of September 30, 1994, 
for the conduct of the intelligence and intel
ligence-related activities of the elements listed in 
such section, are those specified in the classified 
Schedule of Authorizations prepared to accom
pany the bill H .R. 2330 of the One Hundred 
Third Congress. 

(b) A VA/LABILITY OF CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF 
AUTHORIZATIONS.-The Schedule of Authoriza
tions shall be made available to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives and to the President. The Presi
dent shall provide for suitable distribution of 
the Schedule, or of appropriate portions of the 
Schedule, within the executive branch. 
SEC. 103. PERSONNEL CEIUNG ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) AUTHORITY FOR ADJUSTMENTS.-The Di
rector of Central Intelligence may q.,uthorize em
ployment for civilian personnel in excess of the 
number authorized for fiscal year 1994 under 
section 102 of this Act when the Director deter
mines that such action is necessary to the per
formance of important intelligence functions, 
except that such number may not, for any ele
ment of the intelligence community, exceed 2 
percent of the number of civilian personnel au
thorized under such section for such element. 

(b) NOTICE TO I NTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES.
The Director of Central Intelligence shall 
promptly notify the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the House of Representatives 
and the Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
Senate whenever the Director exercises the au
thority granted by this section. 
SEC. 104. COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated for the 
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Community Management Account of the Direc
tor of Central Intelligence for fiscal year 1994 
the sum of $110,788,000. Within such amounts 
authorized, funds identified for the Advanced 
Research and Development Committee shall re
main available for two years. 

(b) AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL LEVELS.-The 
Community Management Account of the Direc
tor of Central Intelligence is authorized 222 full
time personnel as of September 30, 1994. Such 
personnel of the Community Management Ac
count may be permanent employees of the Com
munity Management Account or personnel de
tailed from other elements of the United States 
Government. 

(c) REIMBURSEMENT.-During fiscal year 1994, 
any officer or employee of the United States or 
a member of the Armed Forces who is detailed to 
the Community Management Staff from another 
element of the United States Government shall 
be detailed on a reimbursable basis, except that 
any such officer, employee or member may be 
detailed on a nonreimbursable basis tor a period 
of less than one year tor the performance of 
temporary Junctions as required by the Director 
of Central Intelligence. 
TITLE II-CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGEN

CY RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY SYS
TEM· 

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There is authorized to be appropriated for the 

Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis
ability Fund tor fiscal year 1994 the sum of 
$182,300,000. 
SEC. 202. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement Act is amended-

(]) in section 101(7) (50 U.S.C. 2001(7))-
( A) by striking the comma after "basic pay" 

and inserting in lieu thereof "and"; and 
(B) by striking ", and interest determined 

under section 281"; 
(2) in section 201(c) (50 U.S.C. 2011(c)), by 

striking "the proviso of section 102(d)(3) of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
403(d)(3))" and inserting in lieu thereof "section 
103(c)(5) of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 
U.S.C. 403-3(c)(5))"; 

(3) in section 211(c)(2)(B) (50 U.S.C. 
2021(c)(2)(B)). by striking "the requirement 
under section 241(b)(4)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "prior notification of a current spouse"; 

(4) in section 221 (50 U.S.C. 2031)-
(A) by striking "(or, in the case of an annuity 

computed under section 232 and based on less 
than 3 years, over the total service)" in sub
section (a)(4); 

(B) in subsection (f)(l)( A)-
(i) by inserting "after the participant's death" 

before the period in the first sentence; 
(ii) by striking "after the participant's death" 

in the second sentence; 
(iii) by striking "(or is remarried if" in sub

section (g)(l) and inserting in lieu thereof ''(or, 
if remarried,"; and 

(iv) by striking "(except as provided in para
graph (2))" in subsection (j); 

(5) in section 222 (50 U.S.C. 2032)-
( A) by striking "other" the first place it ap

pears in subsection (a)(7) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "survivor"; 

(B) by inserting "the participant" before "or 
does not qualify" in subsection (c)(3)(C); and 

(C) by inserting "spouse's death or the" after 
"month before the" in subsection (c)(4); 

(6) in section 224(c)(l)(B)(i) (50 U.S.C. 
2034(c)(l)(B)(i)). by striking "former partici
pant" and inserting in lieu thereof "retired par
ticipant"; 

(7) in section 225(c) (50 u.s.c. 2035(c))-
(A) by striking "other" the first place it ap

pears in paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "survivor"; and 

(B) by striking "1991" in paragraph (4)(A) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "1990"; 

(8) in section 231(d)(2) (50 U.S.C. 2051(d)(2)), 
by striking "241(b)" and inserting in lieu there
of "241(a)"; 

(9) in section 232(b)(4) (50 U.S.C. 2052(b)(4)), 
by striking "section 222" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 224 "; 

(10) in section 234(b) (50 U.S.C. 2054(b)). by 
striking "sections 241 and 281" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "section 241"; 

(1 1) in section 241 (50 U.S.C. 2071)-
( A) by striking "A lump-sum benefit that 

would have been payable to a participant, 
tanner participant, or annuitant. or to a survi
vor annuitant, authorized by subsection (d) or 
(e) of this section or by section 234(b) or 281(d)" 
in subsection (c) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Lump-sum payments authorized by subsections 
(d) through (f) of this section or by section 
281(d)"; and 

(B) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub
section (g) and inserting after subsection (e) the 
following new subsection: 

"(f) TERMINATION ON DEATH OF PARTICI
PANT.-![ a retired participant dies, any annu
ity accrued and unpaid shall be paid in accord
ance with subsection (c)."; 

(12) in section 264(b) (50 U.S.C. 2094)-
( A) by inserting "and" after the semicolon at 

the end of paragraph (2); 
(B) by striking "and to any payment of a re

turn of contributions under section 234(a); and" 
in paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof", 
and the amount of any such payment;"; and 

(C) by striking paragraph (4); 
(13) in section 265 (50 U.S.C. 2095), by striking 

"Act" in both places it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof "title"; 

(14) in section 291(b)(2) (50 U.S.C. 2131(b)(2)). 
by striking "or section 232(c)"; and 

(15) in section 304(i)(l) (50 U.S.C. 2154(i)(l)), 
by striking "section 102(a)(3)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "section 102(a)(4)". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect as of Feb
ruary 1, 1993. 
SEC. 203. SURVIVOR ANNUITY, RETIREMENT AN· 

NUlTY, AND HEALTH BENEFITS FOR 
CERTAIN EX-SPOUSES OF CENTRAL 
INTELUGENCE AGENCY EMPLOYEES. 

(a) SURVIVOR ANNUITY.
(]) IN GENERAL.-
( A) ENTITLEME!I"T OF FORMER WIFE OR HUS

BAND.-Any person who was divorced on or be
tore December 4, 1991, from a participant or re
tired participant in the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability System and 
who was married to such participant for not less 
than 10 years during such participant's cred
itable service, at least five years of which were 
spent by the participant during the partici
pant's service as an employee of the Central In
telligence Agency outside the United States, or 
otherwise in a position the duties of which 
qualified the participant tor designation by the 
Director of Central Intelligence as a participant 
under section 203 of the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement Act (50 U.S.C. 2013), shall be 
entitled, except to the extent such person is dis
qualified under paragraph (2), to a survivor an
nuity equal to 55 percent of the greater of-

(i) the unreduced amount of the participant's 
annuity, as computed under section 221(a) of 
such Act; or 

(ii) the unreduced amount of what such annu
ity as so computed would be if the participant 
had not elected payment of the lump-sum credit 
under section 294 of such Act. 

(B) REDUCTION IN SURVIVOR ANNUITY.-A sur
vivor annuity payable under this subsection 
shall be reduced by an amount equal to any sur
vivor annuity payments made to the former wife 
or husband under section 226 of such Act. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.-A former wife or husband is 
not entitled to a survivor annuity under this 
subsection if-

(A) the former wife or husband remarries be
fore age 55, except that the entitlement of the 
former wife or husband to such a survivor an
nuity shall be restored on the date such remar
riage is dissolved by death, annulment, or di
vorce; 

(B) the former wife or husband is less than 50 
years of age; or 

(C) the former wife or husband meets the defi
nition of "former spouse" that was in effect 
under section 204(b)(4) of the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement Act of 1964 for Cer
tain Employees before December 4, 1991. 

(3) COMMENCEMENT AND TERMINATION OF AN
NUITY.-

(A) COMMENCEMENT OF ANNUITY.-The entitle
ment of a former wife or husband to a survivor 
annuity under this subsection shall commence-

(i) in the case of a former wife or husband of 
a participant or retired participant who is de
ceased as of October 1, 1994, beginning on the 
later of-

( I) the 60th day after such date; or 
(ll) the date on which the former wife or hus

band reaches age 50; and 
(ii) in the case of any other former wife or 

husband, beginning on the latest of-
( I) the date on which the participant or re

tired participant to whom the former wife or 
husband was married dies; 

(I!) the 60th day after October 1, 1994; or 
(l/I) the date on which the former wife or hus

band attains age 50. 
(B) TERMINATION OF ANNUITY.-The entitle

ment of a former wife or husband to a survivor 
annuity under this subsection terminates on the 
last day of the month before the former wife's or 
husband's death or remarriage before attaining 
age 55. The entitlement of a former wife or hus
band to such a survivor annuity shall be re
stored on the date such remarriage is dissolved 
by death, annulment, or divorce. 

(4) ELECTION OF BENEFITS.-A former wife or 
husband of a participant or retired participant 
shall not become entitled under this subsection 
to a survivor annuity or to the restoration of the 
survivor annuity unless the former wife or hus
band elects to receive it instead of any other 
survivor annuity to which the former wife or 
husband may be entitled under the Central In
telligence Agency Retirement and Disability 
System or any other retirement system for Gov
ernment employees on the basis of a marriage to 
someone other than the participant. 

(5) APPLICATION.-
( A) TIME LIMIT; WAIVER.-A survivor annuity 

under this subsection shall not be payable un
less appropriate written application is provided 
to the Director, complete with any supporting 
documentation which the Director may by regu
lation require. Any such application shall be 
submitted not later than October 1, 1995. The 
Director may waive the application deadline 
under the preceding sentence in any case in 
which the Director determines that the cir
cumstances warrant such a waiver. 

(B) RETROACTIVE BENEFITS.-Upon approval 
of an application provided under subparagraph 
(A), the appropriate survivor annuity shall be 
payable to the former wife or husband with re
spect to all periods before such approval during 
which the former wife or husband was entitled 
to such annuity under this subsection, but in no 
event shall a survivor annuity be payable under 
this subsection with respect to any period before 
October 1, 1994. 

(6) RESTORATION OF ANNUITY.-Notwithstand
ing paragraph (5)(A), the deadline by which an 
application for a survivor annuity must be sub
mitted shall not apply in cases in which a 
former spouse's entitlement to such a survivor 
annuity is restored after October 1, 1994, under 
paragraph (2)(A) or (3)(B). 

(7) APPLICABILITY Ill' CASES OF PARTICIPANTS 
TRANSFERRED TO FERS.-
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(A) ENTITLEMENT.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), this subsection shall apply to a 
former wife or husband of a participant under 
the Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and 
Disability System who has elected to become 
subject to chapter 84 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(B) AMOUNT OF ANNUITY.-The survivor annu
ity of a person covered by subparagraph (A) 
shall be equal to 50 percent of the unreduced 
amount of the participant's annuity computed 
in accordance with section 302(a) of the Federal 
Employees' Retirement System Act of 1986 and 
shall be reduced by an amount equal to any sur
vivor annuity payments made to the former wife 
or husband under section 8445 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b) RETIREMENT ANNUITY.
(]) IN GENERAL.-
( A) ENTITLEMENT OF FORMER WIFE OR HUS

BAND.-A person described in subsection 
(a) (I)( A) shall be entitled, except to the extent 
such former spouse is disqualified under para
graph (2), to an annuity-

(i) if married to the participant throughout 
the creditable service of the participant, equal to 
50 percent of the annuity of the participant; or 

(ii) if not married to the participant through
out such creditable service, equal to that former 
wife's or husband's pro rata share of 50 percent 
of such annuity (determined in accordance with 
section 222(a)(1)(B) of the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement Act (50 U.S.C. 2032 
(a)(l)(B)). 

(B) REDUCTION IN RETIREMENT ANNUITIES.-
(i) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.-An annuity pay

able under this subsection shall be reduced by 
an amount equal to any apportionment pay
ments payable to the former wife or husband 
pursuant to the terms of a court order incident 
to the dissolution of the marriage of such former 
spouse and the participant, former participant, 
or retired participant. 

(ii) DEFINITION OF TERMS.-For purposes of 
clause (i): 

(I) APPORTIONMENT.-The term "apportion
ment" means a portion of a retired participant's 
annuity payable to a former wife or husband ei
ther by the retired participant or the Govern
ment in accordance with the terms of a court 
order. 

(II) COURT ORDER.-The term "court order" 
means any decree of divorce or annulment or 
any court order or court-approved property set
tlement agreement incident to such decree. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.-A former wife or husband is 
not entitled to an annuity under this subsection 
if-

( A) the former wife or husband remarries be
fore age 55, except that the entitlement of the 
former wife or husband to an annuity under 
this subsection shall be restored on the date 
such remarriage is dissolved by death, annul
ment, or divorce; 

(B) the former wife or husband is less than 50 
years of age; or 

(C) the former wife or husband meets the defi
nition of " former spouse" that was in effect 
under section 204(b)(4) of the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement Act of 1964 for Cer
tain Employees before December 4, I991. 

(3) COMMENCEMENT AND TERMINATION.-
( A) RETIREMENT ANNUITIES.-The entitlement 

of a former wife or husband to an annuity 
under this subsection-

(i) shall commence on the later of
( I) October 1,I994; 
(II) the day the participant upon whose serv

ice the right to the annuity is based becomes en
titled to an annuity under such Act; or 

(III) such former wife's or husband 's 50th 
birthday; and 

(ii) shal1 terminate on the earlier of-
(!) the last day of the month before the former 

wife or husband dies or remarries before 55 

years of age, except that the entitlement of the 
former wife or husband to an annuity under 
this subsection shall be restored on the date 
such remarriage is dissolved by death, annul
ment, or divorce; or 

(I I) the date on which the annuity of the par
ticipant terminates. 

(B) DISABILITY MiNUITIES.-Notwithstanding 
subparagraph ( A)(i)( If), in the case of a former 
wife or husband of a disability annuitant-

(i) the annuity of the former wife or husband 
shall commence on the date on which the partic
ipant would qualify on the basis of the partici
pant's creditable service tor an annuity under 
the Central Intelligence Agency Retirement Act 
(other than a disability annuity) or the date the 
disability annuity begins, whichever is later; 
and 

(ii) the amount of the annuity of the former 
wife or husband shall be calculated on the basis 
of the annuiiy for which the participant would 
otherwise so qualify. 

(C) ELECTION OF BENEFITS.-A former wife or 
husband of a participant or retired participant 
shall not become entitled under this subsection 
to an annuity or to the restoration of an annu
ity unless the former wife or husband elects to 
receive it instead of any survivor annuity to 
which the former wife or husband may be enti
tled under the Central Intelligence Agency Re
tirement and Disability System or any other re
tirement system for Government employees on 
the basis of a marriage to someone other than 
the participant. 

(D) APPLICATION.-
(i) TIME LIMIT; WAIVER.-An annuity under 

this subsection shall not be payable unless ap
propriate written application is provided to the 
Director of Central Intelligence, complete with 
any supporting documentation which the Direc
tor may by regulation require, not later than 
October I, I995. The Director may waive the ap
plication deadline under the preceding sentence 
in any case in which the Director determines 
that the circumstances warrant such a waiver. 

(ii) RETROACTIVE BENEFITS.-Upon approval 
of an application under clause (i), the appro
priate annuity shall be payable to the former 
wife or husband with respect to all periods be
fore such approval during which the former wife 
or husband was entitled to an annuity under 
this subsection, but in no event shall an annu
ity be payable under this subsection with · re
spect to any period before October I, I994. 

(4) RESTORATION OF ANNUITIES.-Notwith
standing paragraph (3)(D)(i), the deadline by 
which an application for a retirement annuity 
must be submitted shall not apply in cases in 
which a former spouse's entitlement to such an
nuity is restored after October I, I994, under 
paragraph (2)(A) or (3)( A)(ii). 

(5) APPLICABILITY IN CASES OF PARTICIPANTS 
TRANSFERRED TO FERS.-The provisions of this 
subsection shall apply to a former wife or hus
band of a participant under the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability Sys
tem who has elected to become subject to chap
ter 84 of title 5, United States Code. For pur
poses of this paragraph, any reference in this 
section to a participant's annuity under the 
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis
ability System shall be deemed to refer to the 
transferred participant's annuity computed in 
accordance with section 302(a) of the Federal 
Employees' Retirement System Act of I986. 

(6) SAVINGS PROVISION.-Nothing in this sub
section shall be construed to impair, reduce, or 
otherwise affect the annuity or the entitlement 
to an annuity of a participant or former partici
pant under title II or III of the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement Act. 

(c) HEALTH BENEFITS.-
(]) IN GENERAL.-Section 16 of the Central In

telligence Agency Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C. 403p) is 
amended-

(A) by redesignating subsections (c) through 
(e) as subsections (e) through (g), respectively; 
and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol
lowing: 

"(c) ELIGIBILITY OF FORMER WIVES OR HUS
BANDS.-(]) Notwithstanding subsections (a) 
and (b) and except as provided in subsections 
(d), (e), and (f), an individual-

"(A) who was divorced on or before December 
4, I991, from a participant or retired participant 
in the Central Intelligence Agency Retirement 
and Disability System or the Federal Employees 
Retirement System Special Category; 

"(B) who was married to such participant for 
not less than ten years during the participant's 
creditable service, at least Jive years of which 
were spent by the participant during the partici
pant's service as an employee of the Agency out
side the United States, or otherwise in a position 
the duties of which qualified the participant tor 
designation by the Director of Central Intel
ligence as a participant under section 203 of the 
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement Act (50 
U.S.C. 20I3); and 

"(C) who was enrolled in a health benefits 
plan as a family member at any time during the 
I8-month period before the date of dissolution of 
the marriage to such participant; 
is eligible for coverage under a health benefits 
plan. 

"(2) A former spouse eligible for coverage 
under paragraph (1) may enroll in a health ben
efits plan in accordance with subsection (b)(l), 
except that the election for such enrollment 
must be submitted within 60 days after the date 
on which the Director notifies the former spouse 
of such individual's eligibility for health insur
ance coverage under this subsection. 

"(d) CONTINUATION OF ELIGIBILITY.-Notwith
standing subsections (a), (b), and (c) and except 
as provided in subsections (e) and (f), an indi
vidual divorced on or before December 4, I991, 
from a participant or retired participant in the 
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis
ability System or Federal Employees' Retirement 
System Special Category who enrolled in a 
health benefits plan following the dissolution of 
the marriage to such participant may continue 
enrollment following the death of such partici
pant notwithstanding the termination of the re
tirement annuity of such individual.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-(A) Sub
section (a) of such section is amended by strik
ing "subsection (c)(I)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "subsection (e)". 

(B) Subsection (e)(2) of such section (as redes
ignated by paragraph (1) of this section) is 
amended by inserting "or to subsection (d)" 
after "subsection (b)(1) ". 

(d) SOURCE OF PAYMENT FOR ANNUITIES.-An
nuities provided under subsections (a) and (b) 
shall be payable from the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability Fund main
tained under section 202 of the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement Act (50 U.S.C. 2012). 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in para

graph (2), subsections (a) and (b) shall take ef
fect as of October 1, 1994, the amendments made 
by subsection (c) shall apply to individuals on 
and after October 1, 1994, and no benefits pro
vided pursuant to those subsections shall be 
payable with respect to any period before Octo
ber 1, 1994. 

(2) Section 16(d) of the Central Intelligence 
Agency Act of 1949 (as added by subsection (c) 
of this section) shall apply to individuals begin
ning on the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 204. CROSS-REFERENCE CORRECTIONS TO 

REVISED CIARDS STATUTE. 
(a) ANNUAL lt-.'TELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 

ACTS.-Section 306 of the Intelligence Author
ization Act, Fiscal Year 1990 (50 U.S.C. 403r-I) is 
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amended by striking " section 303 of the Central 
Intelligence Agency Retirement Act of 1964 for 
Certain Employees" and inserting in lieu there
of "section 303 of the Central Intelligence Agen
cy Retirement Act (50 U.S.C. 2153) " . 

(b) FOREIGN SERVICE ACT OF I980.-The For
eign Service Act of 1980 is amended-

(]) in section 853 (22 U.S.C. 407/b), by striking 
"title II of the Central Intelligence Agency Re
tirement Act of 1964 for Certain Employees" in 
subsection (c) and inserting in lieu thereof "title 
II of the Central Intelligence Agency Retirement 
Act (50 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.)"; 

(2) in section 854 (22 U.S.C. 407/c)-
( A) by striking " title II of the Central Intel

ligence Agency Retirement Act of 1964 for Cer
tain Employees" in subsection (a)(3) and insert
ing in lieu thereof "title II of the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement Act (50 U.S.C. 2011 et 
seq.)"; and 

(B) by striking "title III of the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement Act of 1964 for Cer
tain Employees" in subsection (d) and inserting 
in lieu thereof "title III of the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement Act (50 U.S.C. 2151 et 
seq.)"; and 

(3) in section 855 (22 U.S.C. 407/d), by striking 
"under title II of the Central Intelligence Agen
cy Retirement Act of 1964 for Certain Employees 
or under section 302(a) or 303(b) of that Act" in 
subsection (b)(2)( A)(ii) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "under title II of the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement Act (50 U.S.C. 2011 et 
seq.) or under section 302(a) or 303(b) of that Act 
(50 U.S.C. 2152(a), 2153(b))". 

(c) INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1986.-Section 
3121 (b)(5)(H)(i) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by striking "section 307 of the 
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement Act of 
1964 for Certain Employees" and inserting in 
lieu thereof " section 307 of the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement Act (50 U.S.C. 2157)". 

(d) SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.-8ection · 
210(a)(5)(H)(i) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 410(a)(5)(H)(i)) is amended by striking 
"section 307 of the Central Intelligence Agency 
Retirement Act of 1964 for Certain Employees" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "section 307 of the 
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement Act (50 
u.s.c. 2157)". 

TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. INCREASE IN EMPLOYEE COMPENSA

TION AND BENEFITS AUTHORIZED 
BYLAW. 

Appropriations authorized by this Act for sal
ary, pay, retirement, and other benefits for Fed
eral employees may be increased by such addi
tional or supplemental amounts as may be nec
essary for increases in such compensation or 
benefits authorized by law. 
SEC. 302. RESTRICTION ON CONDUCT OF INTEL

liGENCE ACTIVITIES. 
The authorization of appropriations by this 

Act shall not be deemed to constitute authority 
for the conduct of any intelligence activity 
which is not otherwise authorized by the Con
stitution or laws of the United States. 
SEC. 303. NATIONAL SECURITY SCHOLARSHIPS, 

FELLOWSffiPS, AND GRANTS. 

(a) REPEAL.-Title VIII of Public Law 102-183 
(50 U.S.C. 1901 et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) RETURN OF FUNDS TO TREASURY.-All 
amounts in the National Security Education 
Trust Fund established pursuant to section 804 
of such public law that are not obligated on the 
date of enactment of this Act are trans]erred to 
the Treasury of the United States as miscellane
ous receipts. 
SEC. 304. ANNUAL REPORT ON INTELLIGENCE 

COMMUNITY 
(a) ANNUAL DC/ REPORT.-Title 1 of the Na

tional Security Act of 1947 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

"ANNUAL REPORT ON INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY 
ACTIVITIES 

"SEC. 109. (a) IN GENERAL-The Director of 
Central Intelligence shall submit to Congress an 
annual report on the activities of the intel
ligence community. The annual report under 
this section shall be unclassified. 

"(b) MATTERS TO BE COVERED IN ANNUAL RE
PORT.-Each report under this section shall de
scribe-

"(1) the activities of the intelligence commu
nity during the preceding fiscal year, including 
significant successes and failures that can be 
described in an unclassified manner; and 

"(2) the areas of the world and the issues that 
the Director expects will require increased or 
unusual attention from the intelligence commu
nity during the next fiscal year. 

"(c) TIME FOR SUBMISSION.-The report under 
this section for any year shall be submitted at 
the same time that the President submits the 
budget for the next fiscal year pursuant to sec
tion 1105 of title 31, United States Code.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of con
tents in the first section of such Act is amended 
by inserting after the item relating to section 108 
the following new item: 
"Sec. 109. Annual report on intelligence commu

nity activities.". 
SEC. 305. SECURITY REVIEWS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(!) the President directed the Director of the 

Information Security Oversight Office to review 
Executive Order 12356 and other directives relat
ing to the protection of national security infor
mation and to report no later than November 30, 
1993; and 

(2) the Secretary of Defense and the Director 
of Central Intelligence have established a joint 
security commission to conduct a review of secu
rity practices and procedures at the Department 
of Defense and the Central Intelligence Agency 
and to report within 1 year of the establishment 
of the commission. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 
Congress that-

(]) the Director of Central Intelligence, the 
Secretary of Defense, and the Director of the In
formation Security Oversight Office should con
duct the reviews referred to in subsection (a) 
with maximum consultation with each other; 
and 

(2) the results of these reviews should be in
corporated into a consolidated recommendation 
for the President. 

TITLE IV-CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY 

SEC. 401. SUPPORT FOR SCIENCE, MATHEMATICS, 
AND ENGINEERING EDUCATION. 

Section 5 of the Central Intelligence Agency 
Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C. 403f) is amended-

(1) by striking out "and" at the end of para
graph (e); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph (f) and inserting in lieu thereof "; 
and"; and 

(3) by adding the following new paragraph at 
the end thereof: 

"(g) In recognition of the importance of 
science, mathematics, and engineering to the 
national security and in order to encourage stu
dents to pursue studies in science , mathematics, 
and engineering, the Director may carry out a 
program to award cash prizes and visits to the 
Agency (including the payment of costs associ
ated with such visits) for students who partici
pate in high school science fairs within the 
United States.". 

TITLE V-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
SEC. 501. FOREIGN LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY PAY. 

(a) RATES OF PROFICIENCY PAY.-Subsection 
(b) of section 316 of title 37, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(b)(l) The mon thly rate for special pay 
under subsection (a) shall be determined by the 
Secretary concerned. 

" (2) Special pay under subsection (a) may-
"( A) only be paid for the achievement of level 

2 or greater on the defense language proficiency 
test in each of the categories of listening and 
reading; and 

"(B) may not exceed the maximum monthly 
rates for the achievement of the levels des
ignated in this subparagraph, or greater, of for
eign language proficiency in the number of for
eign languages specified, as follows: 

Maximum amount of 
monthly pay 

$450 
$300 
$200 

Level of 
proficiency 

achieve-
ment in lis

tening / 
readin_q l 
speaking 

31313 
31313 
313/ 0 

Number of 
foreign lan
guages re

quired 

2 
1 
1. " . 

(b) RESERVE COMPONENT PAY.-Subsection 
(c)(l) of such section 316 is amended by striking 
"an increase in compensation equal to one-thir
tieth of the monthly special pay authorized 
under subsection (b) for a member who is enti
tled to basic pay under section 204 of this title" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "a language pro
ficiency maintenance bonus, after testing, that 
may not exceed the maximum annualized rates 
of proficiency pay established under subsection 
(b)". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on October 1, 
1993. 
SEC. 502. REPORTING ON INTELliGENCE ACTIVI

TIES OTHER THAN COVERT ACTIONS. 
Section 502 of the National Security Act of 

1947 (50 U.S.C. 413a) is amended-
(!) by inserting "(a)" after "SEC. 502. ";and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(b) For the purposes of this section, the term 

'intelligence activity' includes any deployment 
of military intelligence personnel serving in 
clandestine intelligence collection units.". 

TITLE VI-ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENTS. 

SEC. 601. CENTRAL INTELliGENCE AGENCY ACT 
OF 1949. 

The Central Intelligence Agency Act of 1949 is 
amended-

(!) in section 5(a) (50 U.S.C. 403f(a)), by strik
ing " sections 102 and 303 of the National Secu
rity Act of 1947 (Public Law 253, Eightieth Con
gress)" in the first sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof " sections 103 and 104 of the National Se
curity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403-3, 403-4)"; 

(2) in the first sentence of section 6 (50 U.S.C. 
403g), by striking "the proviso of section 
102(d)(3) of the National Security Act of 1947 
(Public Law 253, Eightieth Congress, first ses
sion)" and inserting in lieu thereof "section 
103(c)(5) of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 
U.S.C. 403-3(c)(5))"; and 

(3) in section 19(b) (50 U.S.C. 403s(b))-
( A) by striking "SECTION 231" in the heading 

after "(b)" and inserting in lieu thereof "SEC
TION 232"; and 

(B) by striking "section 231" in the matter fol
lowing paragraph (4) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 232". 
SEC. 602. NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947. 

Section 103(d)(3) of the National Security Act 
of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403-3(d)(3)) is amended by 
striking "providing" and inserting in lieu there
of "provide". 
SEC. 603. CODIFICATION IN TITLE 10, UNITED 

STATES CODE, OF CERTAIN PERMA
NENT PROVISIONS. 

(a) INTELLIGENCE-RELATED PROV/SION.-(1) 
Chapter 21 of title 10, United States Code, is 
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amended by inserting after section 424 the fol
lowing new section: 
"§425. Disclosure of personnel information: 

exemption for National Reconnaissance Of
fice 
"(a) EXEMPTION FROM DISCLOSURE.-Except 

as required by the President or as provided in 
subsection (b), no provision of law shall be con
strued to require the disclosure of the name, 
title, or salary. of any person employed by, or as
signed or detailed to, the National Reconnais
sance Office or the disclosure of the number of 
such persons. 

"(b) PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO CON
GRESS.-Subsection (a) does not apply with re
spect to the provision of information to Con
gress.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
subchapter I of such chapter is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 
"425. Disclosure of personnel information: ex

emption for National Reconnais
sance Office.". 

(b) CONFORMING REPEAL.-Section 406 of the 
Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1993 (Public Law 102-496; 10 U.S.C. 424 note) is 
repealed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GLICKMAN 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 

offer an amendment which was printed 
in the RECORD. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GLICKMAN: Page 

31, strike line 3 and all that follows through 
line 7 on page 32 (all of section 501). 

Page 32, line 8, strike "502" and insert 
"501". 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
my amendment deletes section 501 of 
the bill which would raise the statu
tory ceiling on the amount of monthly 
foreign language proficiency pay a 
qualified military linguist could re
ceive. 

The committee has long been con
cerned about the difficulties associated 
with attracting, training, and retain
ing qualified linguists throughout the 
intelligence community but particu
larly in the military. Current law lim
its the monetary incentive available to 
active duty linguists who preserve or 
increase their language skills to $100 
per month. For reservists, the incen
tive is only $13 per month before 
taxes-an amount insufficient to en
courage many people to devote the 
time and effort necessary to maintain 
their skills in difficult languages. 
Given the importance to the military 
of being able to quickly and accurately 
translate intercepted communications, 
particularly on the battlefield, this sit
uation clearly needs to be addressed. 

This issue is, however, also within 
the jurisdiction of the Armed Services 
Committee. The defense authorization 
bill for fiscal year 1994 contains a pro
vision, developed with the assistance of 
a member of the Intelligence Commit
tee, Mr. LAUGHLIN, requiring the Sec
retary of Defense to devise and imple
ment a test program to improve for
eign language proficiency. An increase 
in proficiency pay will be evaluated as 
part of this process. We have agreed to 
delete section 501 in light of this plan 

and our practice of working coopera
tively with the Armed Services Com
mittee on military intelligence mat
ters. I urge the adoption of the amend
ment. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman yielding. We 
concur with the gentleman from Kan
sas and would certainly accept the 
amendment on this side. 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield whatever 
time I have remaining to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of the chairman's 
amendment, and certainly thank him 
and the distinguished ranking member 
of our committee, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. COMBEST], for their efforts 
in trying to alleviate a very serious 
problem that our intelligence commu
nity, indeed our military forces face, 
and that is that in the ever-changing 
world we have more demands for the 
diverse languages of the world than we 
had just 2 or 3 years ago. And since the 
committee worked so well with me in 
getting this amendment in the intel
ligence bill, the House Armed Services 
Committee came along and has worked 
with us. And it is certainly in the in
terests of the military forces of Amer
ica to have the Armed Services Com
mittee of the House and the Senate be 
involved in this matter. 

It was said to me one time that it is 
more dangerous to jump out of an air
plane in a parachute than it is to speak 
a foreign language. I would readily 
agree with that and say it is true. But 
I would also say it takes far more years 
and commitment to learn one of these 
languages, and we need it, and all of 
our tactical commanders that testified 
before the committee said one of the 
greatest needs they have is for the lan
guage capacity and capability. That is 
why we need to reward those who are 
committed to studying languages and 
keep their proficiency at the highest 
level so that our military forces can be 
safe and secure when they get accurate 
information. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the gen
tleman and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
0 1510 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCCOLLUM 
Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 

offer an amendment that has been 
printed in the RECORD under my name 
on July 30 of this year. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McCOLLUM: 

Page 30, after line 3, add the following. 

SEC. 306. NATIONAL TASK FORCE ON 
COUNTERTERRORISM 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-It is the sense of the 
Congress that the President should establish 
a National Task Force on Counterterrorism 
comprised of the following nine members: 
the Deputy Attorney General of the United 
States, the Deputy Director of Central Intel
ligence, the Coordinator for Terrorism of the 
Department of State, an Assistant Secretary 
of Commerce as designated by the Secretary 
of Commerce, the National Security Advisor 
for Special Operations. Low Intensity Con
flict, the Assistant Secretary of Treasury for 
Enforcement, the Director of the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation, the Vice Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and an Assistant 
Secretary of Transportation appointed by 
the Secretary of Transportation. The Deputy 
Attorney General and the Deputy Director of 
Central Intelligence should serve as the Co
Chairs of the Task Force which will review 
all counterterrorism activities of the intel
ligence community of the United States 
Government. 

(b) DUTIES.-The National Task Force on 
Counterterrorism should prepare a report to 
the Congress which should: 

(1) define terrorism, both domestic and 
international; 

(2) identify federal government activities 
programs, and assets, which may be utilized 
to counter terrorism; 

(3) assess the processing, analysis, and dis
tribution of intelligence on terrorism and 
make recommendations for improvement; 

(4) make recommendations on appropriate 
national policies, both preventive and reac
tive, to counter terrorism; 

(5) assess the coordination among law en
forcement, intelligence and defense agencies 
involved in counter terrorism activities and 
make recommendations concerning how co
ordination can be improved; 

(6) assess whether there should be more 
centralized operational control over federal 
government activities, programs, and assets 
utilized to counter terrorism, and if so, make 
recommendations concerning how that 
should be achieved. 

(c) SUPPORT.-Sufficient full time staff to 
support and fulfill duties outlined in para
graph (b) should be provided. 

(d) REPORT.-The Task Force will report to 
Congress no later than six months aft;er the 
date of enactment of this Act as to the re
view and recommendations outlined in para
graph (b) and how those recommendations 
might be implemented. Each 120 days there
after for the remainder of the two year pe
riod beginning on the date of the initial Re
port, the Task Force will report to Congress 
on the progress of the implementation of any 
recommendations. 

Mr. McCOLLUM (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, 

this amendment is a very straight
forward amendment establishing a 
sense of the Congress in this bill that 
the President should set up an 
intergroup, if you want to call it that, 
National Task Force on 
Counterterrorism to assess the terror
ism threat to this country, to make 
recommendations to the President and 
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to the Congress on how we best address 
the problem of terrorism. 

It seems to me that there has been a 
missing link in our entire terrorist 
concern in this Government of ours for 
quite some time now with respect to 
the failure to have such a working 
group among those agencies of the 
Government that deal with this prob
lem. 

While this does not direct the Presi
dent to do it, it does express the sense 
of our Congress and our body that we 
ought to have such an interagency 
group, suggest perhaps who should 
comprise that group and suggest the 
type of thing that would be involved in 
our view with respect to the assess
ments that are involved in it, defining 
terrorism, identifying Government ac
tivities, programs, and assets which 
may be utilized to counter terrorism, 
to assess the processing, analysis, and 
distribution of intelligence on terror
ism, to make recommendations on the 
appropriate national policies, to pre
vent and be reactive to terrorism, to 
assess the coordination among law en
forcement, intelligence, and defense 
agencies involved in counterterrorist 
activities, and to assess whether there 
should be more centralized operation 
and control and so forth. · 

It is a very simple , straightforward 
amendment. It is my understanding 
that the committee has no objection to 
it. 

I would urge my colleagues to adopt 
it and to let us have this particular 
procedure in the bill to express the 
sense of Congress that we have such an 
interagency group. 

I do not have anything else to com
ment on it. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

This is an idea that Vice President 
Bush had a number of years ago , and 
one of these task forces was established 
and did some work, and made some rec
ommendations, and I do not see any 
need to repeat the effort. 

I think that we ought to realize, and 
let me point out that the FBI is very 
skillful in counterterrorism under the 
direction of the Attorney General. 
Anytime the Attorney General feels 
that this kind of a task force or inter
agency group should be forged , I am 
sure that the new Attorney General 
would act and I am sure that the Presi
dent would support it. However, let me 
review for a minute what has been 
going on and the work that the FBI has 
been doing in counterterrorism in this 
country. 

The subcommittee I chair has had ju
risdiction over the FBI on this issue for 
many, many years. Ten years ago or 
twelve years ago we had in this coun
try, and we count very carefully the in
cidence of terrorism in this country, 
over 100 incidents a year in this coun
try. The FBI is skillful in 

counterterrorism and has steadily re
duced the number of incidents to 
where, since 1985, we did not have one 
major international terrorism inci
dent. Since 1985, the only major inci
dent of international terrorism has 
been the World Trade Center. And let 
me point out to my colleagues that 
this was resolved and solved in a very 
few days. 

I do not have any strong objection to 
this idea of my friend and our col
league, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. McCOLLUM]. However, it is one 
more bureaucracy, one more group of 
people sitting around spending money 
where it is absolutely unnecessary. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Florida. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. I do not con
template any money necessarily really 
being spent here. I know that the gen
tleman is very thoughtful on this 
point. 

If you would look at what I am doing, 
I am not establishing a task force. I am 
merely expressing the sense of Con
gress that we think something like this 
would be a good idea, and it would sim
ply suggest that the Deputy Attorney 
General who already is doing this for 
our good Attorney General coordinate 
with the Deputy Director of the CIA, 
the Coordinator for Terrorism of the 
Department of State and Assistant 
Secretary of Commerce, the National 
Security Adviser, et cetera, the people 
who are already in place really just to 
assure that this coordination really 
takes place, not to try to super.sede or 
whatever it is. 

It is my understanding that is part of 
the problem, that we are not having 
the discussions that perhaps would be 
best in this situation. 

I do not want to create something for 
the sake of creating it. We just do not 
have these discussions taking place, 
from my conversations with those in
volved. And I think that they really 
are critical. 

I appreciate the gentleman's concern. 
But I am not creating somebody to cre
ate a lot more paperwork. That is not 
my intent. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I thank 
the gentleman for his response, but the 
communication and coordination are 
already taking place. I think we should 
remember that if Congress does pass 
this resolution, such a resolution, it 
sends a strong signal to the Attorney 
General and the White House that we 
want them to spend this extra money, 
set up this bureaucracy that , in my 
judgment and I believe in the judgment 
of the subcommittee with jurisdiction 
over the FBI, is entirely unnecessary. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Madam Chairman, I think this 
amendment is actually offered in good 
spirit and is a sensible amendment. 

While I understand the concerns of 
my colleague from California, I hon
estly do believe that there is no overall 
focus of counterterrorism within the 
law enforcement and intelligence com
munity. You can see that very dra
matically in all the issues raised with 
respect to the issuance of visas over
seas, the message that went to con
sular offices, the relationship between 
consular offices and the intelligence 
community and the relationship be
tween what happens overseas and what 
happens with domestic law enforce
ment. It is not very good. 

Now, that does not mean that the 
FBI does not do a splendid job. They 
have . Perhaps the gentleman's amend
ment does not include the FBI, and 
maybe as we work our way through 
this, we ought to make specific ref
erence to the FBI, because they have 
taken the lead domestically in terms of 
law enforcement. 

There has been an effort to try to 
separate what happens in the rest of 
th~ world from what happens here in 
the United States, and you cannot do 
that anymore. In fact , I believe the 
State Department has been notorious 
for wanting to segregate international 
terrorism from domestic terrorism. 
That is just not the way the world 
works anymore. That is not the way 
Americans are threatened anymore. 

I think the amendment in its goal to 
try to get some coordination, some, so 
to speak, interpersonal relationships 
between departments of Government 
about terrorism is actually a good idea. 

So on this side we have no objection 
to the amendment, and we support it. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise to commend 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] , for this 
amendment and the thoughtful and 
long work he has performed on the 
problem of terrorism. I commend him 
on his willingness to work through this 
amendment and everything that he has 
done to put into it. 

There is no one in the House, I think, 
who has focused more on the issue of 
terrorism than the gentleman from 
Florida. He heads a task force on ter
rorism, and it is a subject, Madam 
Chairman, that fortunately, because 
there has been some good work done, 
that is not the first issue on the minds 
of the American people. If it were not 
for the fact that there was some good 
work being done and much more that 
can be done, it might become one of 
the first things on the minds of the 
American people, and that would be a 
tragedy. 

I want to commend my friend, the 
gentleman from Florida, for the dili
gent work he has put in on this issue. 

We have only to examine our daily 
newspapers to see the toll that terror
ism, is taking around the world. We 
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have experienced it this year in the 
bombings of the World Trade Center 
and planned operations which we would 
still be speaking of against four major 
targets that fortunately were uncov
ered by the FBI. 

The U.S. intelligence community has 
long worked with other agencies and 
departments of the Government to co
ordinate intelligence support for law 
enforcement and policymakers. The 
intelligence community's counter
terrorism center is the focus of this 
multidisciplinary fight against terror
ism. 

This amendment expresses the sense 
of the Congress that a national level 
task force on counterterrism should 
take a broad look at how best to mar
shal our national efforts against ter
rorist targets. 

I support this amendment, Madam 
Chairman, and we on this side would be 
glad to accept the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. McCOLLUM]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. SKAGGS. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Madam Chairman, this is my first 

year serving on the Intelligence Com
mittee, and I want to commend the 
chairman, Mr. GLICKMAN, our ranking 
Republican member, Mr. COMBEST, and 
my committee colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle for their hard work on this 
challenging bill. We tried to strike a 
responsible balance between legitimate 
intelligence needs, tough fiscal reali
ties, and a rapidly changing inter
national security environment. 

This was by no means an easy task
some are already saying either that we 
cut too much or that we have not cut 
enough. I believe that this year's bill, 
which is over $1 billion less than re
quested, reflects a serious attempt to 
redirect the intelligence community's 
activities toward meeting the threats 
of the future. 

One key area where I have focused a 
lot of time and attention is the current 
problem of overclassification. Appro
priately deemed the "cement over
coat," our cold-war-era rules and pro
cedures on information security are 
outmoded and too cumbersome. Presi
dent Clinton has stated that the exist
ing classification system is "onerous 
and costly," and he has established a 
task force to conduct a bottom-up re
view of how and why information is la
beled "secret." 

The classification bureaucracy, in 
many respects still reflecting the cold 
war, stamps "top secret" on nearly 7 
million new documents each year. 
Ninety-five percent of these will be 
marked for indefinite restriction. 

Over the years, all this has led to the 
build-up of tens of millions of secret 
documents, some dating from before 
World War I. Remaining under lock and 
key, for instance, are memos on the 

movement of United States troops in 
Europe in 1917; and documents on some 
6,000 U.S. inventions, some dating from 
the 1940's, whose authors are forbidden 
to publish, patent, or even discuss their 
work. 

The tremendous Government cost for 
personnel, processing and storage need
ed for all these classified documents is 
daunting enough. But we also need to 
consider that private U.S. companies 
spend at least $14 billion a year to meet 
increasingly complex, overlapping, and 
sometimes contradictory controls on 
classified information. 

Above and beyond the dollars them
selves, is the cost to a democratic, free 
society. To the very real extent it is 
excessive, the current classification 
system undermines the ideals of open 
Government, individual liberty, and 
the maximum access to Government 
information requisite to an informed 
electorate. The Government's pre
occupation with secrecy also hampers 
competitiveness by impeding scientific 
and technological developments, and 
obstructs Congressional oversight of 
foreign and defense policy. 

The irony is that overclassification 
has not necessarily bought us better 
security. In fact, excessive-often arbi
trary-classification has led to an ossi
fied secrecy system that is often un
able to cope with the rapidly changing 
challenges of the post-cold war world. 
Overdoing classification ultimately 
does a poor job of protecting legitimate 
national security information. When 
classified information becomes com
monplace, it devalues the currency of 
the more important secrets; careless
ness sets in and accountability de
clines. 

This tendency toward excessive and 
unchecked secrecy is fostered by the 
lack of a credible cost accounting 
mechanism. I was amazed to find that 
agencies affected by classification reg
ulations could not even tell me roughly 
how much it costs them to comply 
with secrecy rules. I anticipate that 
the efforts of the President's Task 
Force on Secrecy Reform and another 
joint security commission established 
by the Secretary of Defense and the Di
rector of Central Intelligence will 
produce a comprehensive post-cold war 
plan to reform the current system, and 
I expect the new rules will be reflected 
as savings in future budget requests. 

However, to ensure that 
overclassification is no longer simply 
built-in to agency budgets, I have initi
ated a Government-wide cost account
ing and expenditure-reduction effort 
involving all the agencies that com
prise the intelligence community or 
are affected by classification rules and 
procedures. I have sought and obtained 
report language to the relevant appro
priations bills-Commerce-Justice
State; Energy and Water; Treasury
Postal; and Defense, pending-and in 
the Intelligence Authorization bill now 

before the House, which will require re
ports detailing the cost and number of 
personnel involved in classifying infor
mation and keeping information classi
fied. The agencies are also required to 
set specific expenditure-reduction 
goals for handling classified informa-
tion in fiscal year 1995. · 

The purpose of the reports, due on 
March 31, 1994, is to obtain real num
bers and real plans for cutting costs. I 
am hoping that when this bill is up be
fore the House next year. I will be here 
telling you about historic changes in 
the way information is handled by the 
intelligence community and about the 
savings the agencies plan to achieve. 

I believe this reassessment will add 
to, rather than detract from, the value 
of our information security system. It 
is true that the post-cold war era pre
sents· both new threats and new oppor
tunities. The information secrecy sys
tem is a key place to prove it. The Gov
ernment does not often have the 
chance to cut costs and improve oper
ations, but, by reigning in unnecessary 
classification, we can do both, all the 
while enhancing, not shorting, our real 
security objectives. 

To summarize, Madam Chairman, 
this is a good bill. It finances the nec
essary intelligence functions of Gov
ernment, and it takes into account the 
importance of greater flexibility in re
sponding to domestic budgetary pres
sures and the challenges of a changed 
international environment. I urge its 
passage. 

D 1520 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen

tleman from Kansas, the chairman of 
the committee. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

First of all, it is a pleasure to have 
the gentleman on the committee. He is 
a very talented member. He has raised 
a very important issue, the issue of 
classification. How many Members lis
tening and watching have addressed a 
situation, whether they have been in 
the Congress or on the outside, where 
something is classified and we may not 
be sure why it is classified but it re
main classified forever? There are no 
procedures to remove that classifica
tion. 

Some things need to be classified; 
most do not need to be classified for
ever. Some do not need to be classified 
in the first place. 

So, what the gentleman has done is 
to elevate the subject so that the intel
ligence community is under warning 
they had better get moving on working 
on a responsible declassification policy 
so that more records of Government 
can be open and so that we do not, 
without sense, classify matters in the 
first place. 

I just wanted to commend the gen
tleman. 
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Mr. SKAGGS. I thank the chairman 

for his comments on this. I think we 
are going to bring some better rigor 
and discipline to the process, doing a 
better job of keeping secret what needs 
to be secret and opening up to the 
country things they need to have ac
cess to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Chairman, 

I offer an amendment printed in the 
RECORD on July 28. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: At 

the end of the bill, add the following new sec
tions: 
SEC. . COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT. 

No funds authorized pursuant to this Act 
may be expended by an entity unless the en
tity agrees that in expending the assistance 
the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 ( 41 
U.S.C. 10a-10c, popularly known as the "Buy 
American Act"). 
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS: REQUIREMENT RE· 

GARDING NOTICE. 
(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP

MENT AND PRODUCTS.-In the case of any 
equipment or products that may be author
ized under this Act, it is the sense of the 
Congress that entities receiving such assist
ance should, in expending the assistance, 
purchase only American-made equipment 
and products. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
ln providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency shall provide to each recipient of the 
assistance a notice describing the statement 
made in subsection (a) by the Congress. 
SEC. . PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS. 

If it has been finally determined by a court 
or Federal agency that any person inten
tionally affixed a fraudulent label bearing a 
"Made in America" inscription, or any in
scription with the same meaning, to any 
product sold in or shipped to the United 
States, that was not made in the United 
States, such person shall be ineligible to re
ceive any contract or subcontract made with 
funds provided pursuant to this Act, pursu
ant to the debarment, suspension, and inel1-
gib111ty procedures described in section 9.400 
through 9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Reg
ulations. 

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read
ing). Madam Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Chairman, 

I would like to start out by saying, 
during my years here in the Congress, 
this is one of the better descriptions 
and analyses of this bill that I think 
we have ever had, as a Member, to un
derstand this issue. I want to commend 
the gentleman from Kansas, Chairman 
GLICKMAN, and the ranking member, 
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. COM
BEST, for that analysis. 

I would also like to say that this 
open rule and the open process, in my 
opinion, is probably going to lead to 
much more support for their efforts 

and I think this is a very refreshing 
change which I have seen. 

Madam Chairman, my amendment is 
a standard amendment, straight
forward. But there is one provision in 
it that I think is very important in the 
intelligence committee. That is the 
matter of these fraudulent labels. 

There was a company, Mazak, Inc., in 
Florence, KY, there was a sensitive 
issue dealing with parts for our defense 
industry and the parts would have been 
made in America, stamped "Made in 
America," but were imported parts 
coming from Japan. There was a young 
marine who finally could not tolerate 
changing the tags anymore. He made 
that adjustment. I think this provision 
in here gives us that possibility to have 
some of our keenest minds in intel
ligence looking at what may be some of 
the economic factors that have hurt 
America as well. 

I know the bill deals with much of 
that. It is not just the military appara
tus that this bill concerns itself with. 
But some of these economic and indus
trial problems have existed, and I com
mend the chairman. 

With that, I would like to yield to 
the chairman. I know the chairman has 
some concerns in this area, and I would 
like for him to address those. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, first of all, we do 
not have any objection to the amend
ment. We will accept it. 

I would like to make a couple of 
points and ask the gentleman a ques
tion. 

First of all, the intelligence commu
nity is already covered by Federal ac
quisition regulations embodying the 
Buy American Act. Second, in agencies 
like the CIA, the existing policy is to 
procure American products except in 
unusual circumstances, primarily re
lated to security. Even in those cir
cumstances, a waiver is required if the 
contract is required to procure prod
ucts owned, controlled, or influenced 
by foreign interests. 

Third, an example of the result of 
this policy is, I am told, that 96.4 per
cent of the procurement contracts exe
cuted by the CIA in 1991-the last fig
ures we have-were with firms with no 
foreign control, no foreign ownership, 
no foreign influence. That is a record 
which I doubt few agencies could 
match. 

The 3.6 percent of contracts executed 
with foreign firms were done so of ne
cessity, either because the goods or 
services had to be procured overseas for 
security reasons or because the product 
itself was not produced domestically. 

My point to the gentleman is, while 
we accept the amendment, I want to 
let the gentleman know that as we go 
through the process, we want to re
serve the right to make sure that we 
can protect the intelligible commu
nity's ability, in those very limited cir-

cumstances where contracts need to be 
executed with foreign firms because of 
necessity or for security reasons; to 
continue to do that. I hope the gen
tleman understands that. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Yes, without 
doubt. There is no intention to do any
thing other than that. 

Let me say on the matter, Mr. Chair
man, on the matter of these false la
bels, it might be a very good provision 
in the bill to give us an opportunity to 
help the entire country on that prob
lem; it might be an added bonus of this 
legislation, more than anything else. 

So, the intention parallels that of the 
chairman's, the legislative intent, and 
concern here parallels his. 

Madam Chairman, I yield to the 
ranking minority member, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST]. 

Mr. COMBEST. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding and for his kind 
comments. 

Madam Chairman, the concerns 
which the committee had were ade
quately expressed and resolved by the 
chairman of the committee. Madam 
Chairman, this side would be happy to 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. With that, Madam 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment, which was printed 
in the RECORD on July 27. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS:

Page 5, after line 11, insert the following: 
SEC. 105. LIMITATION ON AMOUNTS AUTHORIZED 

TO BE APPROPRIATED. 
(a) LIMITATION.-Except as provided in sub

section (b), notwithstanding the total 
amount of the individual authorizations of 
appropriations contained in this Act, includ
ing the amounts specified in the classified 
Schedule of Authorizations prepared to ac
company the bill H.R. 2330 of the One Hun
dred and Third Congress, there is authorized 
to be appropriated for fiscal year 1994 to 
carry out this Act not more than 90 percent 
of the total amount authorized to be appro
priated by the Intelligence Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1993. 

(b) EXCEPTION.-Subsection (a) does not 
apply to amounts authorized to be appro
priated for the Central Intelligence Agency 
Retirement and Disability Fund. 

Mr. SANDERS (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Vermont? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SANDERS. I thank the chair

man. 
Madam Chairman, we are here to 

speak out about an important amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. OWENS], and myself. Let 
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me begin by congratulating the chair
man, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
GLICKMAN], and the ranking member, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COM
BEST], for their excellent work on the 
intelligence bill. It is, in fact, a good 
bill. 

Today, however, we have an oppor
tunity to make a good bill a better bill. 
That is what we are here to discuss. 

First of all, nothing in our discussion 
suggests that we are not living in a 
dangerous world; nobody here thinks 
that the United States has no enemies; 
nobody here is suggesting that we dis
mantle the intelligence agencies; and 
nobody is suggesting that we do not 
need a vigorous intelligence capability. 

0 1530 
What we are in fact talking about 

pure and simple is a 10-percent cut. As 
everybody here knows, according to 
the New York Times and the mass 
media, the budget is approximately $28 
billion, so what we are talking about is 
a $2.8 billion cut in spending. 

Madam Chairman, the world has 
changed profoundly in the last 5 years. 
The fact of the matter is that the cold 
war is over. The Soviet Union does not 
exist. Russia and the satellite nations 
of the Soviet Union are now begging to 
get into NATO. In fact, on the floor of 
this Congress we debate how many bil
lions of dollars we should now give to 
Russia and other former Communist 
satellite nations. 

On March 14 the New York Times 
wrote: 

For decades spy agencies spent two-thirds 
of their budget dollars to track the Soviet 
threat. 

The New York Times tells us that 
two-thirds of our money went to track 
the Soviet threat. The Soviet threat is 
no longer there. 

Are there other threats? Are there 
other problems? Yes, there are, but the 
people we fought for 40 years, the So
viet Union, no longer exists. 

Senator METZENBAUM on the floor of 
the Senate on April 21, stated: 

The intelligence budget is more than dou
ble what it was in 1979. 

The New York Times, March 14, says: 
The spy agencies tripled in size in the 

1980's. 

The point here is that faced with a 
superpower, the taxpayers of the Unit
ed States spent substantial sums of 
money on intelligence to defend us 
from the Soviet Union. The Soviet 
Union no longer exists. Communism is 
dead in that part of the world. The 
world has changed profoundly. We 
should consider that reality as we de
bate the intelligence budget today. 

Madam Chairman, it seems to me 
that one problem we are having in this 
discussion today is that we are not 
looking at the intelligence budget in a 
broader context. What our friends are 
saying is that this money is needed 
very much for the intelligence commu-

nities. Maybe they are right, but what 
I am saying is that given the priorities 
of the United States of America, some 
of us think that massive unemploy
ment, that low wages, that homeless
ness, that hungry children, that the 
collapse of our educational system is 
perhaps an equally strong danger to 
this Nation, or maybe a stronger dan
ger for our national security than Iraq 
and Iran and North Korea, who are also 
enemies. 

So the question comes out, what are 
we talking about when we are talking 
about our national security? Is it only 
defending us from foreign enemies who 
wish us no good? We know they wish us 
no good, but must we not consider in 
that debate the problems that are de
stroying our country at the fiber, 
young people today who understand 
they are never going to have a job, mil
lions of working class kids who cannot 
afford to go to college because we have 
not adequately funded education, envi
ronmental problems that are causing 
ill-health to our people, children sleep
ing out in the streets. 

So Madam Chairman, I urge my 
friends on the Intelligence Committee, 
you have made your point. We under
stand it. My job is not to go through 
the intelligence budget. I have not even 
looked at it. 

What I am here to tell you is that 
you have to tell us that your spy sat
ellites are more important than feed
ing the hungry children, taking care of 
people sleeping out in the streets, not 
rebuilding our educational system, not 
rebuilding our infrastructure. That is 
what this debate is about . 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Madam Chairman, I cannot overstate 
my opposition to across-the-board cuts 
to this intelligence authorization bill. 
To make such cuts by a percentage or 
a number grabbed out of the air totally 
undercuts the duty of Congress to 
make responsible, informed decisions 
based on a close scrutiny of the costs 
and benefits of specific programs. 

To my colleagues who favor this 
amendment I ask, what would you like 
to see cut? Which programs should be 
scaled back or terminated? Which in
telligence targets should be dropped? 

Should the FBI and CIA cut back on 
their work against international ter
rorists? Should we cut back on mon
itoring the unfair trade and economic 
policies of our competitors, not to 
mention their efforts to steal us blind 
of our technology and commercial se
crets? Should we maybe slow down our 
efforts to stay one step ahead of the. 
radical regimes who are feverishly 
working to develop nuclear, chemical, 
and biological weapons and the missile 
systems to deliver them to us? Perhaps 
it would be better to tell our men and 
women in uniform that the intelligence 
community will not support them in 
certain parts of the world? Or should 

we just tell them that they will have to 
accept higher casualties wherever they 
are put in harm's way because we must 
stretch out our intelligence resources 
and settle for less accurate and less 
timely intelligence on the dispositions, 
capabilities, and intentions of our foes? 

Let me digress a second on that last 
point. Yes, there are new global strate
gic realities. Yes, the cold war is over 
and communism as an ideology is dead. 
But have you happened to notice that 
our military has been pretty active the 
last few years, indeed, more active 
than they have been for quite some 
time? Think of the huge military oper
ation against Iraq. Think of the hu
manitarian mission in Somalia. It may 
interest some to know that 2 years ago, 
in keeping with congressional direc
tion, the intelligence community was 
asked to prioritize its missions and di
rect its · resources accordingly. After 
consulting with policymakers through
out the Government, Somalia was 
placed at the very bottom of the list. 
One intelligence agency-stretched 
very tightly-decided to drop totally 
its efforts to collect against the region. 
At the time I think we all would have 
applauded this decision to cut the 
"nice to have." Within 6 months we 
had troops on the ground there. Fortu
nately, that intelligence agency was 
able to revise its capabilities and our 
troops had tremendous support. Our in
telligence community preceded our 
troops into contested areas, identified 
landing zones, neutralized some armed 
factions, and, as a result, we suffered 
minimal casualties. 

This point illustrates the fact that in 
the current world we must have an in
telligence community more flexible, 
resilient, and agile than ever before. 
We in the House Intelligence Commit
tee have gone over this budget with the 
proverbial fine-toothed comb and have 
demanded that the intelligence com
munity justify every penny spent. We 
are satisfied that the authorization bill 
before us is as lean as can possibly be, 
without acutely endangering American 
interests. To propose an across-the
board cut with the thought that some 
fat must remain is to play with the life 
of the patient. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
President Clinton, the man who is 
most dependent on our intelligence 
agencies to tell him what is really 
going on in the world, firmly opposes 
further cuts. 

Anyone who is familiar with last 
year's cuts knows that the intelligence 
community suffered a tremendous 
shock last year. As I mentioned in my 
opening statement, the cumulative 
cuts were haphazard and at a level 
which appalled Intelligence Committee 
members from both sides of the aisle. 

What were the results of those cuts? 
Without discussing specific programs I 
can tell you that operations and main
tenance of some of our most critical 
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programs were stretched tighter than 
the breaking point. Supercomputers 
were idled for want of maintenance, of
fice spaces were left vacant for lack of 
funds to bring them up to standards, 
and we no longer have redundancies 
built into systems which are critical to 
our national security. These cuts have 
sent those working on the technical 
side of the intelligence community 
scrambling for ingenious ways to sat
isfy the demands placed on it by field
ing less expensive systems. One of the 
great innovations of the President's 
budget was a proposed overhaul of our 
intelligence satellite architecture by 
which a modest current expenditure 
will yield huge savings in the future. 
That innovation has barely survived 
this bill. In this case a further cut will 
most definitely be penny-wise and 
pound-foolish. 

Any additional cuts to the commu
nity will force some very hard choices 
on the intelligence community
choices which we in the Intelligence 
Committee do not want to see made. 
As the Director of Central Intelligence, 
Jim Woolsey, has said, additional cuts 
will perhaps result in his having to 
turn down bona fide important require
ments from the policymakers and mili
tary for intelligence support. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COMBEST 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, it 
could also require his having to invol
untarily release employees so as to go 
beyond the 17.5-percent decrease in per
sonnel we have already legislated. In 
addition to this impacting on the em
ployment of individuals with critical 
skills, this could obviously result in 
significant counterintelligence pro b
lems. I am convinced from my 41/2 years 
on the Intelligence Committee that 
Mr. Woolsey is not overstating the 
case-indeed, I am surprised he and the 
community have so far avoided these 
desperate circumstances. 

In closing, although some may be 
well intentioned in supporting this 
amendment, its passage would be disas
trous. Its first casualty would be the 
flexibility which is now the most im
portant quality of our intelligence 
community in these uncertain and 
changing times. 

0 1540 
Mr. SANDERS. Madam Chairman, if 

the gentleman will yield, all that I 
wanted to say is the following: The 
gentleman asked me where we would 
cut. When I was mayor of my 'city for 
8 years, what I did is what I think the 
Congress should do. We should not be 
running every agency. We do not know 
enough. The gentleman knows a lot 
more than I do. What the gentleman 
and I should say is, " Agency, here is 
the money that the American people 

can afford. With that money, you give 
us the best that you can." 

I do not think it is incumbent upon 
every Member of Congress to tell every 
agency how they should spend every 
nickel. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, re
claiming my time, I do not disagree 
with the gentleman. That is what I 
think we have done. The American peo
ple cannot afford to have less spent on 
intelligence. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. I would say 
though that the gentleman from Ver
mont [Mr. SANDERS] has raised a sig
nificant question, and that is the ques
tion of our priorities here in this coun
try. 

Madam Chairman, I must say as one 
who has served on defense appropria
tions now in my 15th year, I have wit
nessed the biggest buildup in defense 
spending in U.S. history, and I am now 
witnessing the sharpest decline in de
fense spending in U.S. history. And I 
want to say this to the House: Some
times we forget, if you remember, in 
1985 it was the end of the Reagan build
up. When you look to 1997, we will have 
cut defense spending in this House, 
using 1993 dollars, from a high of about 
$360 billion in 1985 down to $233 billion 
in fiscal year 1997. 

That is a significant reduction. There 
is no other area of government in the 
discretionary area where we have cut 
anything like what we have cut in de
fense. 

We have also made significant cuts in 
the intelligence budget, cuts that I 
know the Director, Mr. Woolsey, feels 
takes us to the very edge of thwarting 
some things that he wants to do to 
simplify our intelligence gathering ar
chitecture, both in terms of imagery 
and signal intelligence. 

One of the things that we have to try 
to explain in terms that will not give 
away any of our secrets, is that in 
order to do that, in order to simplify 
and reduce the number of ground col
lection stations and the number of sat
ellites that we have, we have got to in
vest in some new equipment. 

It is in this year, and that is why I 
wish the gentleman had the oppor
tunity to come to the Intelligence 
Committee and be briefed by our very 
capable staff and the chairman and 
other members, because then he would 
have realized there are some very sig
nificant investments that are going to 
be made in this particular year, started 
in this particular year, that in the out
years will allow us to reduce spending 
on intelligence over a 5-year period by 
somewhere between $7 and $15 billion. 

Without those investments, one, we 
will degrade greatly the intelligence 
gathering capabilities of this country, 
and we will miss the opportunity to 

make further significant savings as we 
bring this defense budget down further. 

On the question of personnel, when I 
first came on the Committee on Intel
ligence I was a little bit stunned by 
just how many people we had out there 
gathering intelligence when you look 
at all of these agencies. We are on a 
downward slope of about 17.5 percent 
over the next 5 years. 

Now, we have looked at this very 
carefully. We think that is a reason
able way to bring down this intel
ligence community staffing. 

So, I would say to my colleague, I un
derstand his priorities. I am just as 
concerned about trying to take care of 
the homeless people of this country 
and to deal with the problems of unem
ployment. But I must remind Members 
that when we cut this defense budget 
by 43.5 percent since 1985, we are throw
ing out of work thousands and thou
sands of people all over this country 
who have made their careers helping to 
defend this country, helping to make 
sure that we had the weapons systems 
to prevail over Iraq after the invasion 
into Kuwait. It is that modernization. 
Those people feel badly treated as well. 
They are part of the unemployed out 
there. 

Madam Chairman, we are running a 
risk if we go much further and do this 
cut more rapidly of really weakening 
the industrial base of this country and 
our capability at any time in the fu
ture to be able to take a force like we 
did just a couple of years ago and go 
and do something that was important 
to the national security interests of 
this country. We are coming close, per
ilously close, to not being able to re
spond to those kinds of contingencies 
because of the downward escalation in 
overall defense spending. 

I must say to the gentleman, too, any 
savings that would be achieved here in 
the intelligence part of the Defense 
budget would be quickly utilized in 
other areas of Defense spending. This 
notion of being able to transfer the 
money to some other account simply 
does not exist in this context. We are 
going to be short in Defense appropria
tions in outlays anyway. Any savings 
here would· be immediately utilized in 
other areas of the Defense budget. 

When we enact the budget resolution 
we set our priori ties between defense 
and social spending. 

Mr. OWENS. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the amendment. Let us 
apply common sense and old-fashioned 
logic to this argument. We do not have 
the details because of the secrecy fac
tor. Even those who are allowed to go 
into the room and look at the budget 
will not really know as much as the 
members of the Committee on Intel
ligence know. 

But just old-fashioned logic would 
tell us that if the estimate of the New 
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York Times is that about 75 percent of 
the activity of our intelligence is di
rected toward the Soviet Union, and 
the most conservative estimate is that 
about 50 percent of our intelligence ac
tivity was directed toward the Soviet 
Union, then now that the Soviet Union 
is no longer the threat that it was be
fore, why do we hesitate to cut the 
overall budget by 10 percent? 

This is a very reasonable amend
ment. Senator MOYNIHAN of my State 
of New York said, after tragically wit
nessing the fact that the CIA had not 
predicted the collapse of the Soviet 
Union's economy, he said perhaps we 
should eradicate and abolish the whole 
agency. That is a radical proposal. 

We are not here to offer a radical pro
posal to abolish the agency. We would 
like to have less secrecy so that the 
American people can see fully what is 
going on and we can discuss it in a 
more open manner. 

But we are not here to abolish. Just 
10 percent. The slogan was "No pain, no 
gain" earlier in the year. Everybody 
had to take some pain in order for us 
to move forward and make some gains 
in terms of reduction of the deficit, in 
terms of having the money necessary 
to create programs which do provide 
jobs for people. 

I heard people mourn about the possi
bility of unemployed CIA agents. Well, 
there are areas in the FBI, the Border 
Patrol, Drug Enforcement Agency, and 
local police departm.ents that can reab
sorb some of these people that want to 
stay in law enforcement. It is too ex
pensive to keep people at CIA salaries 
merely to keep them employed. 

Congress is asleep. Congress is delin
quent in rapidly moving forward to ap
prove this intelligence budget. The 
American people are angry. They do 
not really know why they are angry, 
but this is one of the reasons they 
ought to be angry. Obsolete, very ex
pensive, big-ticket items like this are 
not touched. This is a sacred cow. This 
is smoked pork, salted pork. Nobody 
wants to deal with it. 

The cut required by the Sanders
Owens amendment is half of what was 
recommended by the Congressional 
Budget Office. The Congressional Budg
et Office suggested in its February 
booklet entitled "Reducing the Deficit: 
A Report to Congress" that there 
should be a 20 percent cut. 

The Congressional Budget Office said 
nothing would suffer. We would not be 
at any disadvantage at all if we cut the 
CIA by 20 percent. 

Quoting the Congressional Budget Of
fice, "Cuts of this magnitude would not 
prevent the United States from main
taining traditional activities that re
main critically important in the post
cold war world, such as tracking arms 
shipments between countries, monitor
ing proliferation activities, and sup
porting United States and Allied forces 
engaged in regional conflicts. 
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" Even after these reductions, U.S. in

telligence spending would remain, in 
real terms, comparable to its cold war 
average," from the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

Why, if the KGB is not only cutting 
its budget, the KGB has opened its 
files, they have declared themselves 
basically out of business for the next 20 
to 30 years. Maybe they will come 
back. We are not talking about abolish
ing the intelligence office totally. 

They say China is the great danger 
now. Terrorism is a great danger. 

Five years ago, 10 years ago, we con
sidered China a hostile country, a dan
ger to the United States. Terrorism, we 
considered 5 years ago. 

We have been prepared for that all 
the time. That is in the budget already. 
It has always been in the budget. 

We are not talking about cutting out 
the antiterrorism measures. We are not 
talking about cutting out any intel
ligence activity directed toward China, 
or Iran, or Iraq. We are talking about 
cutting the portion that is directed to
ward the Soviet Union. 

We have plenty of leeway, if we cut 10 
percent and that is 10 percent of the 
apparatus that was designed to spy on 
the Soviet Union, what have we lost? 
What have we lost? No pain, no gain; to 
continue with this CIA budget is in
sane, to foist upon the American peo
ple. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
the gentleman says he did not intend 
to cut anything about Iran or Iraq. He 
is obviously saying there is terrorism 
that is important and we should pursue 
this. The amendment does not say that 
we are not to cut Iran or Iraq. 

Mr. OWENS. Madam Chairman, cut 
10 percent. We are not going to tell the 
gentleman where to cut. We do not 
know. We do not have the budget. But 
we say, logic and common sense dic
tates that we cut 10 percent. Because, 
after all, 50 to 75 percent of the budget 
was devoted toward intelligence from 
the Soviet Union, directed toward the 
Soviet Union. It does not exist any 
more. 

We have the leeway. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 

Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Madam Chairman, the previous 
speaker mentioned that members of 
the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence have a greater knowledge 
of some of these international affairs 
than the Members who are not mem
bers of that committee. I would like to 
advise the gentleman and also the 
Members of the House that there is a 
procedure whereby any Member of this 
House may have access to that type of 
information, which they might find of 
tremendous interest. 
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As a member of that committee, I 

would encourage Members to do just 
that, because a little bit of knowledge 
on this subject will go a long way in 
determining what the needs of the in
telligence community really are. 

I would like to say further that last 
year this committee brought to the 
floor authorizing legislation that was 
reduced severely beyond what many of 
us thought should be the figure set for 
operating our intelligence community. 
That bill passed basically the way that 
we reported it out. The Committee on 
Appropriations then came back, as a 
follow-on, and made drastic, and I re
peat, made drastic cuts below the au
thorized level that this committee had 
recommended. 

So this year, for fiscal year 1994, we 
started with a baseline that was far 
below where we should have been in the 
first place. And now, a 10-percent cut 
on top of that, would take us to the 
point of being very dangerous to our 
national security. 

Mentioning the breakdown of the So
viet Union, that certainly was one tar
get of our intelligence operations. As 
other Members have said, that was a 
pretty predictable target. While we had 
a very active intelligence operation 
relative to the Soviet Union, they were 
predictable. 

Today that one target is gone, basi
cally, as the Soviet Union, but I would 
remind my colleagues that the Rus
sians are still there. And what used to 
be the Soviet KGB, now being operated 
by the Russians, is just as aggressive as 
the KGB was in the past. 

But besides that, there are many, 
many other targets today that we have 
to be concerned about because, Madam 
Chairman, the world is arming itself at 
an alarming rate. I am not talking 
about superpowers or major nations. I 
am talking about nations that we 
never heard of before the breakup of 
the Soviet Union. But they are arming 
themselves. The technology is being 
made available to them. The arms are 
being made available to them by coun
tries like North Korea. 

Iran is a big purchaser. Iran is a big 
financer. Iran is no friend of the United 
States. 

The world is a dangerous place today, 
and we had better realize that. 

I remember, for years there were slo
gans all over this country that said, 
"Remember Pearl Harbor." There were 
songs written about Pearl Harbor, "Re
member Pearl Harbor." Adequate intel
ligence could have prevented Pearl 
Harbor. 

Mr. OWENS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. OWENS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman's g-reater 
knowledge of the facts with respect to 
intelligence operations. Is the gen
tleman saying that the Russians now 
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have an intelligence apparatus just as 
dangerous as the KGB under the old 
Soviet Union? That is news to me. Is 
that a fact the gentleman is stating? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, let me repeat what I said, 
the Soviet KGB is nonexistent as the 
KGB. But the Russians have the same 
intelligence capability, and they are 
extremely active. 

Mr. OWENS. Madam Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, do we 
feel as threatened by this Russian ca
pability as we were threatened by the 
old KGB? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, from an intelligence stand
point , I would say no , because the So
viet nuclear threat to the United 
States, we believe , has pretty much 
gone away. Except we do know this: 
There are still nuclear weapons aimed 
at the United States. And the control 
of those weapons is a little question
able now. 

We know that the Russians and 
former members of the Soviet Union 
still have control of those weapons. 

It is essential for us to know who has 
the control, for example, who has the 
ability to launch those weapons. That 
is an intelligence factor. 

It is a big question mark right now, 
exactly where we stand on that. 

Mr. OWENS. If it is a big question 
mark, I wish the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence would level 
with the American people. We are ap
propriating money to help the Soviet 
Union. We are about to enter into joint 
space exploration agreements, all 
kinds of things happening with respect 
to the Soviet Union, which ought to be 
reconsidered and reexamined, if the 
Committee on Intelligence has infor
mation -that they are as aggressive as 
ever. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I think the gentleman is 
mixing up what I am trying to say and 
what he is trying to say. 

I think it is essential that we have 
cooperative arrangements with the 
former Soviets, the Russians and any
one else who would like to cooperate 
with us on peaceful missions. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
think it is worthwhile noting, notwith
standing all the pleasantries we ex
change with the Soviet Union, there 
are 10,000 warheads, imagine that, 
10,000 nuclear weapons, nuclear-tipped 
missiles in the old Soviet Union. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] 
has expired. . 

(On request of Mr. GLICKMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. YOUNG of Flor
ida was allowed to proceed for 1 addi
tional minute.) 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, 

they have not been dismantled. Most 
are probably still pointed at us . There 
is enormous instability in that region 
of the world. 

I am not telling Members that the 
Soviet Union is the same as it was be
fore. It is not . I understand that. But I 
am telling my colleagues that the po
litical power base in those countries is 
not very stable at all. 

For us to believe that the threat of 
nuclear annihilation is gone is just be
lieving in a fairy tale that does not 
exist. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, let me make one further 
statement on this. 

Russia, the former Soviet Union, in 
addition to what the gentleman from 
Kansas, Chairman GLICKMAN, has just 
said, has just now signed a new agree
ment with Cuba. The former Soviet in
telligence station in Cuba is now going 
to be operated by Cuba for the Rus
sians. 

Now, is that a good sign? I do not 
think that is a good sign. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, the 
only thing I would say to the gen
tleman, with the breakup of the Soviet 
Union, we now have 16 separate Repub
lics. So where we used to be able to 
deal with one superpower, now we have 
16 Republics that we have to deal with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the· 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] 
has again expired. . 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. YOUNG 
of Florida was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, for 
the intelligence community, whether 
we are talking about human intel
ligence in setting up operations inside 
each of these Republics , we are talking 
about a whole expansion of activities. 
Instability in the world , where within 
the Soviet Warsaw bloc, there was 
great stability. Now we have seen what 
has happened in Bosnia. We have seen 
what has happened in Azerbaijan, other 
areas, in Georgia. 

We have tremendous problems of in
stability. So the challenge out there 
for the people who have to gather intel
ligence and keep our country informed, 
we now have probably more trouble 
spots in the world than when we had 
during the iron grip of the Soviet 
Union and the Warsaw Pact. We also 
are faced with four separate Republics 
possessing nuclear weapons. 

So I am just saying, there are new 
challenges, and we have to adapt to 
that. We are trying to bring this budg
et down, I guarantee the gentleman, as 
quickly as we can. 

But to go in with an across-the-board 
approach, with draconian cuts up front 
on the thesis that because the Soviet 

Union does not exist we still do not 
have problems, is just misguided. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Vermont. 

0 1600 
I am a little bit confused. My mem

ory is that on the floor of this House 
we debated, and, in fact, passed a sig
nificant appropriation, billions of dol
lars to Russia. I happened not to have 
voted for it, but a majority of the 
Members did, I am a little bit confused. 
What we are told is that we have to 
spend billions more of taxpayers' 
money to defend us from a country for 
which we have now appropriated bil
lions of dollars more. Some of us may 
not fully understand the logic. 

Let me say another word about the 
claim of the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. DICKS]. I am also a little bit 
confused about that. I read the news
papers. I understood we won the cold 
war. We won the cold war. Now that we 
are being told is that because we won 
the cold war, we have to spend money 
for intelligence than if we had lost the 
cold war. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the gentleman's amendment. I 
do, in fact, rise in strong opposition to 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]. 
Last year, I believe, the gentleman ad
dressed the House during the consider
ation of the fiscal year 1993 intel
ligence authorization bill , and he 
raised many of the same concerns that 
he raised today to justify his 10-percent 
cut. 

I also want to reiterate what Presi
dent Clinton has to say about this sub
ject. According to a July 27, 1993, letter 
from President Clinton to the chair
man of the committee, he said, " The 
reductions already proposed by the 
House Committee on Intelligence will 
in themselves test our ability to man
age prudently reductions of the intel
ligence budget while we simulta
neously seek to meet the new security 
challenges which confront the country. 
Therefore, I will oppose an amendment 
on the House floor which seeks to re
duce intelligence spending beyond the 
reductions already proposed by the 
committee." 

In fact, there is in the legislation be
fore the House a substantial reduction 
to what the President proposed. It is 3.7 
percent. The gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. DICKS] pointed out that in the 
next 5 years we will be reducing the ci
vilian component of the intelligence 
community by 17112 percent. That is a 
personnel cut. If we take a look at the 
people in the defense component of the 
intelligence community, the reduc
tions there in the next 5 years will be 
about 25 percent. 
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We did win the cold war, and we are 

reducing deferral and intelligence ex
penditures dramatically because of 
that fact, but it does not mean that all 
of the problems will have disappeared 
in the process. 

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. · DICKS. Madam Chairman, we 
won the cold war because we had the 
courage on a bipartisan basis to remain 
militarily strong in the face of those 
people who wanted to see America 
withdraw from its international re
sponsibility. I think it is a point we are 
considering as we debate this amend
ment. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Chairman, I 
do not yield at this point. 

Madam Chairman, I know and admire 
the gentleman's concern about how he 
would spend the money elsewhere if he 
could. I understand, and that is my mo
tivation, too. Actually, however, in a 
strange situation, if we reduce the au
thorization for the intelligence com
munity ·below what the President 
wants and below the 3.7-percent cut we, 
the committee, have already made, 
those authorizations continue to exist 
in the Defense Department's authoriza
tion bill, because most of what we 
spend for the intelligence community 
is buried there. So we are really not 
cutting the authorization of dollars by 
any cuts that are offered out here. The 
authorization levels would in effect be 
automatically shifted to Defense De
partment authorization levels. That is 
one of the few places in the budget 
where such an automatic shift is made. 

I want to suggest that indeed, there 
are a lot more complicated things that 
we now need to consider in the post
cold war situation we face. Much of the 
infrastructure that we need for intel
ligence gathering must be there never
theless to meet our intelligence re
quirements throughout the globe. We 
could have the Soviet Union and its 
new component parts disappear and we 
still must have most of the required ex
penditures for an adequate personnel 
and capital asset requirement for the 
intelligence community. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
this is a very important point. I would 
like to ask the gentleman from Ver
mont [Mr. SANDERS] and my colleagues 
to listen to what the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER] just said. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I am just saying to 
my colleagues that even if the Soviet 
Union not only disappeared but the 
surviving component Republics of the 
Soviet Union disappeared, we still need 
the kind of personnel and capital assets 
for all of the intelligence requirements 
elsewhere in the globe. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, he did not let 
me extoll his virtues long enough, if I 
may be permitted just another minute 
of yielding. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I am pleased to 
yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
to watch the world, to listen to the 
world, we need a certain amount of col
lectors up there, whether it is the So
viet Union or whether it is Iran, wheth
er it is Pakistan, Korea, China, Central 
America, Somalia, Angola, you name 
it , we have to have a certain number of 
satellites to cover the sky so we can 
see, so we can listen. It is just a fact of 
life. 

It is true that we do not devote as 
many of our resources, mostly human 
resources, to the Soviet Union. How
ever, if we want to listen to terrorists 
and watch military actions in Iran and 
in other countries that are causing us 
trouble, we need basically the same 
amount of infrastructure we needed be
fore. If we cut a third of the satellite 
capability, for example, it means we 
are going to see a third less. It means 
we will not be able to focus on certain 
parts of the world. 

Geographically I wish all of our trou
ble spots were in one part of the world 
alone. Then we would not need to do 
that. The fact of the matter remains 
that even with the reduced threat in 
the Soviet Union, we still have to 
watch the entire globe. That is where 
so many of the dollars fall into, enough 
satellites to watch and listen and col
lection capabilities to watch and lis
ten. 

While I would like to think that the 
gentleman's gut feeling is right, that 
the cold war is over and we can cut 10, 
20, 30 percent across the board, the fact 
of the matter is that to watch the 
world, we need a certain basic amount 
of infrastructure. 

Mr. OWENS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I am pleased to 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

(On request of Mr. OWENS and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BEREUTER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. OWENS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. OWENS. Madam Chairman, let us 
assume we need to keep satellites in 
place. They are very expensive, I know, 
because we have an article from the 
Los Angeles Times which said one ex
ploded recently, and it was a $2 billion 
loss. The space agency spokesman for 
some space group here in Washington 
said it was a $2 billion loss, but our ca
pability has not really been affected 
that much by it. 

Nevertheless, let us concede that 
point. Are there no places to cut in 

terms of the money we pay to inform
ers throughout the world, in terms of 
the number of agents provocateur we 
have on the payroll , in terms of the 
number of femme fatales we have on 
the payroll? And there are a number of 
aspects of the operation, frogmen who 
are diving in the waters to look at Rus
sian submarines; there are a number of 
aspects of the operation which have 
nothing to do with satellites in the sky 
which look at the whole world. 

Let us assume that we are not devot
ing the entire budget but only about 
one-fourth of it to the satellite oper
ation, and leave that in place. There 
are numerous other places that we 
could make reductions, because despite 
the fact that there is a lot of unrest in 
the world, there are no threats. That 
unrest does not threaten the . United 
States of America the way the Soviet 
Union threatened the United States of 
America. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his points. 
There are a couple of things that I 
would respond. 

First of all, we are cutting dramati
cally the expenditures elsewhere. If the 
gentleman had gone to the Democratic 
caucus, perhaps he did, or the Repub
lican Conference, he would have under
stood about the restructuring that Di
rector Woolsey will be bringing to the 
satellite capacity of the United States, 
in an effort to reduce costs but still to 
maintain an adequate level of surveil
lance and protection for this country. 

We do not have femmes fatales. We 
do not have agents provocateur, but we 
are cutting dramatically expenditures 
on a whole range of programs. I would 
say also to the gentleman, since he 
asked to be recognized, that if he took 
a careful look at the CBO report that 
he referenced a few minutes ago, if he 
would take a look at the end of it, they 
give a disclaimer that basically says, 
Forget about everything else that we 
have said previously because we really 
do not have full information on which 
to base our conclusions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

(On request of Mr. DICKS and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BEREUTER was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Chairman, I 
would say to my colleagues, look at 
the tremendous proliferation of weap
ons of mass destruction today. Look at 
all the countries that are seeking to 
gain those capacities, and look at the 
extraordinary proliferation of missile 
technology, and the Members will un
derstand we have to know what is hap
pening around the world. 

We do hope to move to a multilateral 
approach to many things, but where in 
the world do we think the intelligence 
for the U.N. forces and the other multi
lateral forces comes from? It comes 
predominantly- 95 percent-from our 
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capacity, the United States of Amer
ica. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I am pleased to 
yield to the gentleman from Washing
ton. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I 
would just point out to my friend, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
OwENS], he mentioned some of the 
areas where there have been real cuts 
made. I go out and spend some Satur
day mornings with the people who are 
involved in human intelligence and do 
these operations. They are complaining 
bitterly about how much we have al
ready cut them. 
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I would also point out the gentleman 
mentioned the 25-percent reduction in 
military personnel. Part of this budget 
goes to the military for all of its intel
ligence operations as well. So it helps 
to explain why you cannot bring it 
down much more dramatically than we 
already are doing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREU
TER] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BEREU
TER was allowed to proceed for 30 addi
tional seconds.) 

Mr. BE REUTER. To conclude my re
marks, Madam Chairman, I thank my 
colleagues for their indulgence and for 
this dialog. I want to suggest to my 
colleagues to remember these facts. We 
already have reduced the President's 
intelligence budget recommendations 
by 3.7 percent. The President has asked 
us not to cut further below this level. 
He says it creates difficulties. 

So I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Vermont. 

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, the gentleman 
from Vermont and the gentleman from 
New York know the esteem in which I 
hold both of them for their relentless 
advocacy on behalf of working people 
and those who need help in our coun
try. I appreciate the spirit in which the 
Sanders-Owens amendment is offered, 
and I agree with them. We should cut 
the intelligence budget as quickly as 
we can responsibility do so. In fact, I 
think that we are well on our way to 
reducing our national security budget 
by the 10 percent they suggest. How
ever, this must be done by making the 
kinds of specific cuts that we started 
to do with in this year's authorization 
bill. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] 
that I share their values. The gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] 
went on before very eloquently about 
the values debate that we always have 

in this Congress, and about what we 
are neglecting in our country. And I 
agree with him. I believe that we 
should measure the strength of our 
country in its health, education, and 
the well-being of its people. For that 
reason I have voted every year for the 
values budget put forth by the Congres
sional Black Caucus, and I will con
tinue to do so to make those budget 
priorities the priorities of this Con
gress. I know they are the priori ties of 
this country. 

However, the gentleman from Ver
mont in his remarks set forth some 
choices which are indeed not the 
choices that are before us today. The 
choice we have today is between the in
telligence community spending this 
money on the intelligence budget or on 
defense. By the way, the funding which 
this legislation authorized goes into 
the Defense Appropriations Sub
committee. Last year the Defense Ap
propriations Subcommittee made deep 
cuts in the intelligence budget, thereby 
spending more money on defense. 
Therefore, every dollar we cut from in
telligence will be spent on defense 
under the circumstances as they are 
before us now. Next year we could ad
dress this issue at an earlier stage in 
the process and come in with a new set 
of budget numbers from the Budget 
Committee. We would be starting at a 
different place. But as the facts are and 
the process is before us, money saved 
in the Defense Appropriations Sub
committee on the intelligence budget 
is spent on defense. Of the two, while I 
would rather cut both, of the two I pre
fer spending the money on intelligence 
and cutting it on defense. I would rath
er spend on intelligence so that we 
could have better intelligence about 
the Saddam Husseins of the world. 

Think of the money we could have 
saved in defense dollars if we knew 
more about Iraq's intentions rather 
than having to spend money and risk
ing the lives of our young people. 

I wanted to go on the Intelligence 
Committee to focus on the prolifera
tion issues and terrorism issues. Yes, 
the cold war is over, but there are 
many hot spots left in the world. And 
there is mobilization going on without 
the deterrence that the cold war of
fered as some form of defense. And 
there is mobilization going on without 
even the kind of detente we had with 
the Soviet Union that we do not have 
with the leading terrorists like the 
Saddam Husseins and the Qadhafis of 
the world. 

As a member of the Intelligence 
Committee, I worked with my col
leagues for the highest possible cuts. 
That was one of my missions as a pro
gressive going to that committee. My 
vote today on the committee bill is my 
expression of gratitude to my chair
man, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
GLICKMAN] for making these cuts pos
sible. 

We have cut over $1 billion from the 
Clinton budget recommendation. I defy 
any other committee chair in this Con
gress to make that claim. 

Therefore, I reluctantly oppose the 
Sanders-Owens amendment. My reluc
tance springs, however, from the re
spect that I have to these two gentle
men, and not for the amendment which 
they offer. And I urge my colleagues to 
vote "no." 

Mr. BROWN of California. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Madam Chairman, first of all I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Vermont and the 
gentleman from New York. Let me say, 
however, that I have a great deal of 
confidence in the work of the Intel
ligence Committee as currently con
stituted under the chairmanship of Mr. 
GLICKMAN with Mr. COMBEST as the 
ranking member. I think they are mov
ing the committee in the right direc
tion. I recognize that they have cut 
below the President's request by 3 per
cent. 

I would point out that this House, in 
its wisdom, has cut the civilian space 
program by about twice that much, 
and there was no question as to wheth
er the civilian space program would 
survive. We know it will survive. The 
Administrator says, as with any large 
bureaucracy, you can probably cut it 5 
percent a year for several years and 
still get more production. The same is 
true of the intelligence agencies, and I 
urge that we consider sending them a 
message by asking them to become 
more efficient. 

I spent several years on the Intel
ligence Committee. I was very frus
trated. One of the reasons I was frus
trated is the information that all of 
the Members are hinting at, that is 
available up in the committee rooms, I 
knew full well, but I could not tell, be
cause that would have been a breach of 
secrecy. All Members can go up there 
and get this information, but they can
not bring it down here and use it in the 
debates. What good does it do then in 
terms of building a case for or against 
any particular way of spending that 
money? 

As a matter of fact, I was threatened 
with legal action because I revealed 
the fact that there was an organization 
known as the NRO. We have finally a 
year ago admitted that we have an or
ganization called the NRO. You can 
find the date and the type of satellite 
that was just launched, disastrously, in 
the Pacific. The preceding satellite 
that it was to replace, you can find the 
name and the date of launch in official 
Government publications, but you can
not reveal it here on this floor. 

The Los Angeles Times, a reputable 
newspaper, said it was a Lacrosse im
aging satellite. There is one reason for 
a Lacrosse imaging satellite. That is to 
peer below the cloud cover in the So
viet Union. Most of the rest of the 
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world you do not need a Lacrosse imag
ing satellite. You can use the other im
aging satellite which do a very good 
job of pinpointing the exact location of 
every tank, or even individual soldiers 
if you want to get down to that level. 

So my suggestion is if you want to 
save money, do not replace that La
crosse imaging satellite . It is no longer 
needed to penetrate the cloud cover of 
the Soviet Union. I would take that $2 
billion, and that is again reported in 
the L.A. Times, and use it for some 
other purpose. 

Several of the very knowledgeable 
members of the committee have sug
gested that those who offer this amend
ment ought to make specific sugges
tions as to how that money should be 
spent. Well let me tell you this: When 
I went on the Intelligence Committee I 
was tremendously reassured of the 
safety of the United States from the 
technological capabilities that we 
have. The CIA, the NSA, the National 
Reconnaissance Office and these oth
ers, they have the best hardware in the 
world. You can see any tank movement 
or anything else , any airplane move
ment, any ship movement that takes 
place in the Soviet Union. I felt com
forted knowing that they could not 
move a single item of hardware with
out or knowing about it almost instan
taneously. That was not the problem. 

There is a tremendous gap in our in
telligence. We know nothing about 
what is going on in the Moslem world, 
for example. There is a hiatus in terms 
of human intelligence about the great 
revolutionary movement shaking the 
world. 

I would suggest that instead of build
ing another satellite, we try to train 
more human sources who can get into 
these other cultures and understand 
them, analyze the results, and tell us 
what are the areas of the world which 
face imminent revolution, and what is 
going to happen in those areas. 
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That would help our intelligence, and 
it would not take all the billions that 
we are spending on these satellites. 

Now, I have another suggestion. 
Lockheed is currently seeking to do an 
unclassified satellite that has essen
tially the same resolution as the NRO's 
classified satellites. Why do we not ask 
Lockheed to go ahead and do that, and 
then we buy the imagery from them? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BROWN] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BROWN 
of California was allowed to proceed for · 
5 additional minutes.) 

Mr. BROWN of California. I have 
asked for the additional 5 minutes be
cause I am enjoying this so much. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. The gentleman is 
such an extraordinarily brilliant per
son. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Thank 
you. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I was amused to 
think that the gentleman does not 
think there are clouds anywhere else in 
the world except over the Soviet 
Union, and I was a little worried. You 
are chairman of the Committee on 
Science, Space , and Technology. 

Mr. BROWN of California. There are 
clouds even in Washington; even in 
Washington there are clouds. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. But the gentleman 
does acknowledge that there are clouds 
in other parts of the world? 

Mr. BROWN of California. Yes. As a 
matter of fact , one of my suggestions 
is, and I am just getting into this mat
ter, I think that we should spend some 
of this money for technical resources 
to do dual-purpose investments, that 
we, as I started to say, ought to use a 
civilian satellite which Lockheed, 
which builds the classified satellite, is 
perfectly willing to put up for us, and 
make a huge amount of money and get 
all the data that we need. If we need a 
radar satellite, and there is a lot of 
value in them, for civilian purposes, I 
might say, we used this kind of imag
ing, for example, to find out what lay 
below the surface of the desert of North 
Africa. It is marvelous. You cannot get 
that kind of information any other 
way. We found new archeological infor
mation using those radar satellites. 

I would suggest that we put up a 
dual-purpose radar satellite and let the 
intelligence agencies use it, sell the 
products on the commercial market, 
and use the rest of the product for sci
entific research which I am very much 
interested in. I think we can do that. 

But my main suggestion at this point 
is that we recognize that the great gap 
in our intelligence-gathering is human 
intelligence and in analysis of the data 
that we collect. I would suggest less 
focus on hardware and more on sophis
ticated human intelligence-gathering 
which is far less expensive, inciden
tally, and a better job of understanding 
these other cultures where the terror
ism originates that we are so afraid of. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Wash
ington. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I have 
a great respect for the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Science, 
Space , and Technology who is an ex
pert on these matters. 

I would raise one question, since you 
have a grea.t grasp of the space pro
gram, et cetera, and being from Cali
fornia: Are you not concerned, as many 
other experts are, about the declining 
industrial base in the United States 
and our capability to reconstitute the 
defense industrial base. No one wants 

to think that there could ever be an 
overthrow in the Soviet Union, that 
the hard-liners would take over again. 
But there are stilllO,OOO weapons there. 
If we had to reconstitute our defense 
base and build these space systems or 
other defense systems, I mean, the in
dustrial-base argument-we could be in 
trouble. We only have a handful of 
companies involved and you waxed elo
quently here on a number of subjects, 
give me your views on the industrial 
base issue. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I agree 
with the gentleman that this country 
should be doing a more diligent effort 
to understand the technological and 
scientific developments in other coun
tries and that we could use intelligence 
gathering for that purpose. The CIA 
has approached me and discussed that 
with me , and I encouraged them, just 
as I am encouraging other defense in
stallations to look for civilian mis
sions. I think that is legitimate. I 
would be happy to fund them if I knew 
what they would do. 

Unfortunately, many other countries 
such as the Soviet Union devoted a 
great deal of their time to industrial 
intelligence collection, and they found 
that they could not transfer the tech
nology to their own industrial base be
cause there was a lack of understand
ing of how you transfer technology. 

Now, we may have some of those 
same problems, even if we have a ro
bust collection program. I hope that we 
will not. 

But let me make one or two other 
points. I do not want to take up all the 
time. But one of the former speakers 
said that the world was arming itself 
at an alarming rate, and they are cor
rect , the world is still very insecure. 
The insecurity, however, is not solved 
by the technology. It is solved by the 
other kinds of collection that I am 
talking about, understanding other 
cultures, revolutionary movements, 
the kind of thing that is happening, 
and a better analysis of the data. 

I might point out that the reason the 
rest of the world is armed so well is 
that the United States provided those 
arms over many, many years. We are 
currently, the CIA is, currently buying 
back Stingers that we gave to the Af
ghan rebels in past years, because now 
those Stingers are getting into the 
hands of other kinds of terrorists, and 
they are being used to shoot down air
planes. We are spending many millions 
of dollars buying back those Stingers 
that we originally gave away. 

Now, we cannot engage in those 
kinds of tactics and then lament the 
fact that other nations are also supply
ing arms to other parts of the world. 
We have a number of important intel
ligence problems. We need to discuss 
them. We need to make intelligent pol
icy. 

We are not able to do it because we 
still overclassify the data. I still resent 
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this overclassification, and I feel very 
bitter about it sometimes. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, 
recognizing that I would not change 
the gentleman's mind on the amend
ment, but I would want to go in saying, 
and I will be very careful how I proceed 
with this , I think every member of the 
committee is concerned, and I want to 
agree with the gentleman on the need 
and the importance and the signifi
cance for human intelligence. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BROWN] 
has again expired. 

(At the request of Mr. COMBEST and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. BROWN of 
California was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. COMBEST. If the gentleman will 
yield further, it is an area that I would 
say that every member of the commit
tee, I think, probably has as much of 
an interest in, and it is not something, 
I assure the gentleman, that we have 
overlooked or forgotten about. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I am sure 
that is the case. 

As I said earlier, I think this com
mittee is in the best hands that I have 
seen it in many years. I think you un
derestimate the amount of reductions 
that you could make. 

The 3 percent below the President's 
request that you are lauding is a very 
trivial amount. I would like to suggest, 
that even with the 10 percent that is 
stated here , we would still have a very 
comfortable budget. 

I urge support for the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, the gentleman 
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], as usual, 
has presented this amendment cor
rectly. It is a question of choices, a 
question of level of effort, and I think 
I want to get some facts out again so 
that we understand where we are going. 

This bill is 3.8 percent below last 
year's authorization bill. This bill is 
about 3. 7 percent below what President 
Clinton has requested. He has written 
me a letter which I have shared with 
all of you which indicates that he will 
oppose any amendment on the House 
floor which seeks to reduce intel
ligence spending beyond the reductions 
already proposed by the committee. 

I did not always support Presidents 
Bush and Reagan in their defense pro
posals, but we have a new President, 
and I say this particularly for my 
party, we have a new President who is 
working his way through a variety of 
foreign-policy and international crises. 
I would think that from the standpoint 
of giving him some sure footing to deal 
with the situation in Bosnia and the 

Balkans, to deal with Iran, to deal with 
Egypt, to deal with other problems in 
the world that it would be an unneces
sary affront to dramatically reduce the 
budget that he says is his bottom line. 

I say that because I think it is impor
tant to give him that support right 
now. 

Now, let me , for a moment, also de
scribe what is in this intelligence budg
et so people know. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. OWENS] talked about 
the satellites. 

Yes, there are satellites. But let me 
describe the other parts of the budget 
so you have some idea of what the in
telligence community does. Part of it 
is imagery. Satellites take pictures. A 
big part of it is something called sig
nals intelligence. Satellites and other 
collectors listen to what people are 
saying. Some of these are in the sky. 
Some of these are not in the sky. Some 
of this is done by human beings. Some 
of this is done by machines all over the 
world. 

Another big part is human intel
ligence, people on the ground listening, 
analyzing, making decisions. That is 
what the budget is all about, it is not 
just technology. 

It takes all of these people to look, to 
listen, to analyze in order to do the ap
propriate job. 

I think it is important again to un
derstand the threats to the United 
States, because, this whole thing has 
to be based on a legitimate threat. If 
there is no threat, we do not need this. 
Let us just junk it all. 

The fact of the matter is that we still 
have very serious threats facing this 
country. 

What are they? First and foremost is 
nuclear proliferation. The old Soviet 
Union still has 10,000 warheads. Many 
of those may be on the marketplace 
right now, both the actual warheads 
and the technology to countries like 
Iran and North Korea who do not want 
to use it to provide aid to the homeless 
and unemployed in their countries. 
They want a nuclear capability to de
stabilize America and other parts of 
the world. That nuclear threat is very 
serious. 

When you combine that nuclear 
threat with the terrorist threat, the 
ability to transport· nuclear devices 
around the world, we have a problem in 
this country, in your hometowns. 
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It takes an international intelligence 

effort to analyze that. Does that mean 
every dollar in this budget is abso
lutely well spent? Probably not. There 
are probably more places where you 
can cut. But the fact of the matter is, 
that when you are dealing with these 
very serious threats, you do not know 
which cut will result in which con
versation not being heard, or which 
picture not being taken, or which ter
rorist not being watched. 

The FBI's investigation in the t error
ist incidents in New York could not 
have been done without a very effective 
international intelligence effort to find 
out about that terrorist organization 
and what it was going to do. They were 
going to blow up the second tallest 
building in the United States which 
could have killed 50,000 people. The FBI 
did a great job with the help of the 
international intelligence community 
both here and overseas. But do we want 
to risk the possibility of major loss of 
life to people in America because of the 
international terrorist threat, and the 
threat of nuclear proliferation? I do 
not think so. I do not think this coun
try, the American people, want to do 
that. I agree with the gentleman from 
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]. The fact is we 
have other problems in this country. 
We have problems of economic neces
sity in America. 

But if you ask the priorities of the 
American people, they will say public 
safety is probably the first priority. I 
view the intelligence budget as a public 
safety budget. It is an eyes-and-ears 
budget to see what is happening in the 
world. As the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. PELOSI] said, as your actual 
defense dollars go down radically , 
which they are, it would be foolish for 
us to get rid of our eyes and ears in 
terms of this intelligence budget. 

So , while I understand this amend
ment, I think it is inconsistent with 
what the priorities of the American 
people are, and I urge you not to sup
port it. 

There will be more terrorist acts in 
this country. I do not want it on my 
shoulders, that I could have done some
thing and did not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK
MAN] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GLICK
MAN was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
do not want it on my shoulders that I 
could have done something and I got 
rid of the potential for that additional 
information collection when we re
duced this budget rather radically. 

So, I would urge Members not to sup
port the amendment. 

One final point: The gentleman from 
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] said that the 
level of effort should be reduced. He is 
pretty honest about it. He said to cut 
10 percent. How does he know? I think 
it is a gut feeling because he did not go 
upstairs and examine the budget. Nei
ther did Mr. OWENS. 

You have a committee that did exam
ine the budget. We are no geniuses , but 
let me tell you something: This com
mittee is not composed of people who 
are on here permanently, like most 
committees of Congress. We are on for 
6 years, and then we are off. We are not 
doing this to promote our district or to 
promote particular defense contracts. 
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We are really trying to do this in the 
best interest of the country, and, hope
fully, we provide that kind of review 
that can only come from an independ
ent group of people. 

We are not brilliant, but we have 
looked at this, and we decided we can 
make some cuts, but it would not be 
prudent to make additional large cuts. 
Maybe you can make it without any 
damage, Mr. OWENS or Mr. SANDERS, al
though as Ms. PELOSI says, the money 
will not go to the homeless, it will go 
back into the defense budget. But I just 
think at this stage it is not a respon
sible thing to do. 

I understand where the amendment is 
coming from. I urge my colleagues to 
take the responsible approach today by 
not supporting the amendment. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST]. 

Mr. COMBEST. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, the gentleman 
mentioned the New York tower bomb
ing. I want to reiterate once again: The 
great intelligence work, literally with
in hours of the time that they were 
going to be set off, there were four ad
ditional bombs that were found set by 
terrorist groups in New York; one in 
the Federal Building, one in the United 
Nations Building, and two in major 
commuter tunnels during the height of 
rush hour. Those were stopped because 
of good intelligence. 

So, rather than talking today about 
how good it was that the FBI followed 
up on the leads after the fact, those 
were stopped beforehand. So we could 
be speaking of much more in the way 
of destruction in New York City had it 
not been for good intelligence. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Madam Chairman, to my colleagues, 
I wanted to share just a moment how I 
happened to become a member of the 
Committee on Intelligence. When I was 
appointed to this committee at the 
start of the 103d Congress, I was lit
erally a greenhorn in terms of the in
telligence business. 

I want to express my deep apprecia
tion to my chairman, the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] and my 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. COMBEST] for their patience 
with me as I worked my way through 
the complex issues at this committee. 
These two gentlemen have provided 
quality leadership in the difficult proc
ess of educating members new to the 
committee. 

Madam Chairman, I went on the com
mittee for a couple of fundamental rea
sons. First, I have the responsibility in 
the Subcommittee on Appropriations 
which funds the VA, HUD and inde
pendent agencies. This subcommittee 
has the oversight of the more advanced 

technological involvement of our coun
try under NASA, specifically our space 
programs, of which my colleague, the 
gentleman from California, [Mr. 
BROWN], spoke earlier. 

Second, I am member of the Sub
committee on Defense and I have 
served there during which we have 
gone about a rather significant reduc
tion in our defense appropriations. 
While we have drastically reduced our 
defense spending, people have sug
gested that the world has changed, and 
indeed there is a prospect of living in a 
very peaceful world. 

In that type of environment, there is 
great pressure to begin to commer
cialize the technology we have learned 
in our defense community as well as 
technical advancements of NASA. 
There is great pressure to push that 
commercial opportunity toward the 
private sector. 

If we begin to move toward that com
mercialization, an intelligence back
ground would be most helpful in my ca
pacity as a member of the VA, HUD, 
and independent agencies as well as a 
member of the Defense Appropriations 
subcommittees. 

As I have said, in those committees I 
have been one of those members who 
has been very concerned with the rel
atively radical reduction that we have 
made in our defense budget. The gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] 
earlier spoke about that reduction 
rather articulately. I have been con
cerned, but as a member of the sub
committee have gone along with that 
progressive shrinkage of our defense 
expenditure. Having said that, it is ab
solutely critical in that sort of cir
cumstances that not just the Congress 
but the President of the United States 
must have available to him the best 
possible information regarding threats 
that may be developing around the 
world. And that sort of critical infor
mation, as you are reducing defense 
spending, only comes from our in tel
ligence processes. 

I am absolutely astonished, as a new 
member of this committee, at the qual
ity of the work being done by our intel
ligence community. The President has 
asked that we not cut this budget any 
further . He has done so because he 
knows the world is changing radically, 
and you cannot begin to place assets in 
a position where you might need them, 
whether they be in the sky or other
wise, at any snap of the finger. We 
must continue our investment in the 
intelligence community. This Presi
dent recognizes that America, if it is 
going to lead, must be strong. And with 
shrinking defense budgets, our 
strengths often come through informa
tion. I understand, and I understand 
clearly, that the intention of this 
amendment is to cut the intelligence 
community in the hope that these 
funds will somehow move in the direc
tion of social programs. In the real 

world, that is not going to happen. Our 
defense authorization process has put 
our Appropriations Committee in a po
sition where we are short by several 
billions of dollars in outlay. Any 
money given up here in terms of intel
ligence authorization will quickly be 
swallowed by a defense network which 
feels they are under too great pressure. 

Indeed, my colleagues, carefully 
evaluate and listen to those people who 
are leading this committee. Mr. GLICK
MAN and Mr. COMBEST have done an 
outstanding job. Measuring very care
fully, they have attempted to be re
sponsive to our defense needs, and to 
the needs of the President for excellent 
information. 

Madam Chairman, this is the wrong 
cut at the wrong time, and I urge my 
colleagues to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COM
BEST]. 

Mr. COMBEST. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding to me. 

Madam Chairman, just as a point of 
reference, and the gentleman in the 
well and the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. DICKS] both know this, many 
people say that intelligence and de
fense should contain parallel reduc
tions. I argue, in fact, that if defense is 
going down, intelligence should go up. 
But that is obviously some other argu
ment for some other day. I would only 
wish we had had only the same reduc
tions in intelligence as we have had in 
defense, because in the last 2 years in
telligence has taken a significantly 
larger proportional cut than defense 
has. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, I want to com
mend the gentleman for his statement. 
Let me say one other thing: Our good 
friend from California [Mr. BROWN] the 
chairman of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, got up and 
kind of painted a picture that I am 
troubled about, in this sense, a picture 
where we have this enormous scientific 
capability, incredible satellites, and 
they do everything. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] 
has expired. 

(On request of Mr. DICKS and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. LEWIS of Cali
fornia was allowed to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute.) 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I want to make sure that 
our colleagues here understand some
thing: These satellites go around in 
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various orbits, they are only over var
ious parts of the Earth for a few min
utes each day. If during that time 
there is cloud cover or other problems, 
we may not get the pictures of the 
same quality that the gentleman dis
cussed. 
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I worry that if we do not continue to 

invest in the newer technologies and 
try to overcome some of the defi
ciencies in the current system as we 
downsize, we are not going to have that 
good quality out there in the future . 

There are significant deficiencies 
that have to be overcome with new in
vestment. That is why I think Mr. 
Woolsey is correct. As we look at sig
nals, as we look at imagery, we have 
got to continue to invest. That costs us 
some money in the near term, but it 
will simplify the architecture in the 
long term and help us save additional 
money. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEWIS of 
California was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Madam 
Chairman, I appreciate very much my 
colleagUie 's comments. 

If I may by way of closing indicate to 
my colleagues that as a new member of 
the committee, I have become some
what startled by the tendency of the 
House to suggest that the world has be
come so peaceful that we can afford to 
significantly continue to shrink our 
national defense budget. If that is log
ical , is it not just as logical that the 
information that is made available, not 
just to our defense network, but to the 
President, the Commander in Chief and 
the Appropriation Committees, should 
be better? 

The only way you can do that is if 
you have the assets in place, or develop 
the assets that allow us to improve 
that information. 

The world, in many ways, is better 
today than it was a decade ago in 
terms of our relation with the former 
Soviet Union, but in other regions such 
as Somalia, Bosnia, Sendero Luminoso 
in Peru, the challenges we face 
throughout this developing world are 
very real. It is incredibly important 
that America be able to continue to 
lead. To do that, we must be able to 
provide quality information to those 
decisionmakers who can make a dif
ference for a peaceful world. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, anyone listening 
to the debate knows America is not 
safe. The world is a perilous place. I 
think all the Members on both sides of 
this amendment would agree. We need 
a good cost-effective intelligence sys
tem. 

The question is really whether or not 
what we are doing today is cost-effec
tive. 

There is another question, which is 
put into perspective , not only is the 
world not safe, but America is not safe. 
It is not safe to walk the streets in 
many places in America. They could be 
made safer with more police, some
thing the President has promised and 
something that we have had difficulty 
reducing in our budget. 

With this classified amount of money 
that we are cutting out of this budget, 
my rough estimates are from my days 
as a county commissioner, we could 
put 56,000 deputy sheriffs in patrol cars 
on the road, fully armed and equipped, 
for the same amount of money, or 
urban police, would probably be close 
to that number. 

Now, of course, the Russians can take 
that number and they can quickly go 
back and check on my county budget 
and they can interpolate how much 
money we might be cutting out of the 
budget here and soon hey will know 
that we are cutting somewhere near $3 
billion and America will be less safe be
cause the Russians know that we cut $3 
billion out of this budget. 

How much are we spending? Well, I 
cannot tell you that. It is classified. 

What are we doing with the money? 
Are we fighting terrorism? Are we 
fighting the cold war? Are we fighting 
some other adversary? Well , I cannot 
tell you that. 

But we know that every single dollar 
in this classified budget is well-spent, 
better spent than any other part of the 
Government. This is not like any other 
Government undertaking or agency. 
Not a penny is wasted. That is what 
our colleagues would have us believe. I 
do not believe that. 

I am from the Government and I am 
here to protect you. That is what we 
are talking about here today. Believe 
us and spend this amount of money. Do 
not make them make the tough 
choices. 

I read one article that said we cannot 
possibly lay off the people in the Intel
ligence Agency. That article was such 
an insult to the people in those agen
cies, that they simply could not lay 
them off because they are also laden 
with secrets that one might become 
disgruntled upon losing his or her job 
and reveal some of those secrets. I do 
not believe anybody in our Intelligence 
Agency would do that if they knew 
that for the good of those agencies and 
for the good of America and to cut the 
deficit they had lost their jobs, just 
like my loggers are losing their jobs, 
just like people who work in military 
bases are losing their jobs, everybody 
across America has to give and give 
equally. 

What possible solace could the Rus
sians or Mu'ammar Qadhafi or Saddam 
Hussein take from knowing how much 
money we are spending? Why not re
veal the baseline number? What advan
tage could they gain? 

What they would know is that we are 
spending more than their gross domes-

tic product on our Intelligence Agen
cies. I think they would be pretty de
pressed if they saw how much money 
we are spending in this budget, because 
they would know they could never pos
sibly match it if they spent every 
penny available to them to have their 
own counter-intelligence services. 

There is a lot of talk about the ex
Soviet Union, or Russia. The gen
tleman from Vermont made the most 
telling point of the day. I did not vote 
for a single penny for our ex-adversary, 
Russia, or the Soviet Union, and now 
many of our colleagues have voted to 
send them billions of dollars in aid are 
going to tell us we cannot cut a few bil
lions of dollars out of this secret intel
ligence budget because of the threat 
presented to us by Russia or the ex-So
viet Union. 

Why are we sending them money if 
we still feel so threatened and if they 
are not so much of a threat, why do we 
still need to spend so much money? 

Terrorist acts? I think terrorism is 
the new threat to America and to 
world stability in many cases, particu
larly with nuclear terrorism. What per
centage of the budget is spent on that? 
How effectively is it spent? There is 
not being effective oversight of that. 
This is all being done in secret and se
crecy does not lie well with a full 
democratic republic. 

America could do better. Let us come 
level with the American people. Let us 
tell them how much money we have 
spent, how much money we spent to 
win the cold war in overtaking the 
threat of the Soviet Union. Let us com
pare that to how much money we are 
spending today. Let . us tell them how 
much money we are spending today. 

Let us at least lay out some of the 
categories of the budget and let people 
see some gross numbers and let our col
leagues here make some decisions on 
whether or not it is well spent, just 
like we do with every other budget in 
this body, every other budget in the 
U.S. Government. 

We can do better and we can cut from 
this, just like we can cut from any 
other part of this Government. There 
are places to cut in every agency of the 
Federal Government. 

Madam Chairman, I urge my col
leagues to send a message and vote for 
this budget. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

I wanted to follow the gentleman 
from Oregon, because I thought he 
made a lot of excellent points. 

First, let me thank the new chair
man from the Intelligence Committee, 
because I have been very impressed 
with his leadership; but I must say, it 
is a different world. None of us would 
say it is a different world. None of us 
would say it is a peaceful world , but we 
would say it is a different kind of envi
ronment we have to target. By not 
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being able to talk about this openly, 
we do not know if we are targeting it 
right or not. 

I was very pleased this year that the 
Committee on Armed Services did 
practically its entire markup in the 
open. I think that is a real change. We 
have never seen that happen before. 

I would hope that that would be a 
reason we could at least say how much 
we are spending on this whole area of 
Intelligence. 

Second, let me put a few things up. 
The gentleman from Oregon pointed 
out very well that why we have been so 
focused on the international arms race, 
one of the things we forgot to look at 
was our domestic arms race, and our 
domestic arms race is very out of con
trol. Cities such as mine are reeling 
from that. 

I think an awful lot of our constitu
ents are much more fearful about get
ting shot as they drive to the grocery 
store than they are about having some 
missile coming at them. 

I also thought the gentleman made 
an excellent point about the ridiculous 
statements that have been made in one 
of the prior newspaper stories, and that 
was that we cannot fire anybody here, 
that is why we have to keep the budget 
so high, because if we fire them they 
will tell. Well, I certain.ly hope that is 
not true. 

I certainly hope as we look at dif
ferent threats in the world, radical fun
damentalism and so on, that there is 
an ability to shift the kind of personnel 
needs to people who understand that, 
rather than hang on to people from the 
prior cold war at any cost for fear that 
they will say something. 

Finally, let me say, if we cut this 
money, there are so many uses for it 
domestically and every other way. 

Remember, we are still leaving 90 
percent intact, which is more money 
than most countries spend on abso
lutely everything in their national 
budget. 

One of the things that has worried 
me the most is that in Intelligence one 
of the things people talk about is 
maybe we ought to have Intelligence 
out there to watch our national tech
nology base, to make sure that there 
are not foreigners coming in and steal
ing secrets from America's corpora
tions. 

Now, at the very time we are seeing 
that, we just finished this incredible 
competition where we went out and we 
asked people to take the research we 
were doing in these high-technology 
classified areas and figure out a way to 
put it out in the civilian sector. 
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We had this terrific competition. 

CEO said, "We think this is silly. It's 
you liberals talking about defense di
versification. It won't work." 

We have $471 million, and guess 
what? If we funded all the things that 

came in in this competition, we would 
need $8.3 billion, and the people apply
ing have to put in half that money, so 
it would be almost $17 billion all to
gether that we would have out there to 
start new jobs right away. 

Now let me tell my colleagues that, 
if we do not pick up this resource, if we 
do not find some way to fund all those 
applications that came in, guess what? 
Foreign investors are going to fund 
them. They are drooling to fund them 
on a 50-50 match, and we will not need 
the intelligence community to tell us 
why they went offshore. They went off
shore because we had a competition, 
got people excited. They came forward 
and thought of all sorts of new market 
approaches for the things we have in
vested in as taxpayers, in defense that 
had been classified, and then we could 
not fund it. At this point we are going 
to be able to fund about one-seven
teenth of the proposals, and every one 
of the proposals is appearing to be 
jurored very, very high. This is eating 
our seed corn. 

So, Madam Chairman, this is not say
ing that all of the world is peaceful, we 
do not need it. It is saying the world is 
different, it is not peaceful, let us re
configure. It is not saying that the fu
ture is not looking at intelligence, but 
make sure the people there are looking 
at the proper things, and it is also say
ing we have new threats domestically 
in our cities and new threats to build a 
tech base in the civilian side where we 
do not rely totally on Government con
tracts coming from the Defense De
partment or the intelligence depart
ment, and everything else is offshore. 
That is a miserable future for this 
country. 

Defense diversification is our future, 
and we are sitting here looking at the 
most successful thing anyone could 
dream of, and it is going to go down 
the chute because we do not have any 
money to fund it. 

So, I think these are places where we 
could find the money, we could begin 
funding these things, and we can begin 
instant job creation in a very critical 
area that will help us retain some of 
that defense and technology base for
warding, and that is one of the ideas I 
would have, and I would hope people 
would vote for this very small 10-per
cent cut. 

Mr. LAZIO. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairwoman, I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment proposed by 
Representatives SANDERS and OWENS 
and urge my colleagues to defeat it. 

The demise of the Soviet Union and 
the end of the cold war has not less
ened America's need for timely and ac
curate intelligence. Indeed the opposite 
is the case. 

The restructuring of Europe has put 
increased demands on the intelligence 
community to provide information on 

the policies and economies of numer
ous newly Independent States-15 alone 
in the former Soviet Union. Global · 
threats still exist, and our contem
porary intelligence problems-ranging 
from terrorism to proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction to eco
nomic espionage-are complex. 

Moreover, we continue to face many 
regional disturbances worldwide. While 
the United States will not-and should 
not-respond militarily in all cases, 
the Intelligence Community must still 
be capable of providing timely informa
tion to policy makers and military 
leaders. This capability is all the more 
important in a time of steep military 
draw downs. Intelligence is a cheap de
fense. 

We must preserve a strong, capable, 
and flexible intelligence capability to 
help maintain America's strength and 
security. Further cuts in intelligence 
community funding and personnel at 
this time would be shortsighted. They 
would only damage the effectiveness of 
our intelligence programs and our abil
ity to respond quickly to emerging 
threats. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
it is my understanding that the leader
ship would like to have a quorum call 
now, and so, Madam Chairman, I would 
suggest the absence of a quorum. I 
would say that we intend to go back on 
this bill and will try to finish this 
amendment tonight. I do not think we 
are going to be able to finish the bill 
tonight. 

Madam Chairman, I make the point 
of order that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Members will record their presence 
by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic de
vice, and the following Members re
sponded to their names: 

[Roll No. 390] 
ANSWERED "PRESENT"-420 

Abercrombie Bishop Clayton 
Ackerman Blackwell Clement 
Allard Bllley Clinger 
Andrews (ME) Blute Clyburn 
Andrews (NJ) Boehlert Coble 
Andrews (TX) Boehner Coleman 
Applegate Bonllla Colllns (GA) 
Archer Bon lor Collins (IL) 
Armey Borski Colllns (MI) 
Bacchus (FL) Boucher Combest 
Bachus (AL) Brewster Condit 
Baesler Brooks Conyers 
Baker (CA) Browder Cooper 
Baker (LA) Brown (CA) Coppersmith 
Ballenger Brown (FL) Costello 
Barca Brown (OH) Cox 
Barela Bryant Coyne 
Barlow Bunning Cramer 
Barrett (NE) Burton Crane 
Barrett (WI) Buyer Crapo 
Bartlett Byrne Cunningham 
Barton Callahan Danner 
Bateman Calvert Darden 
Becerra Camp Deal 
Bellenson Canady DeFazio 
Bentley Cantwell De Lauro 
Bereuter Cardin DeLay 
Berman Carr Dell urns 
Bevlll Castle Derrick 
Bllbray Chapman Deutsch 
Blllrakls Clay Dlaz-Balart 
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Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dool!ttle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CAl 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
F!lner 
Fingerhut 
Foglletta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
G!lchrest 
Glllmor 
G!lman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert · 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hufflngton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CTl 
Johnson (GAl 
Johnson (SD) 

Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson. Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kaslch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
K!ldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetskl 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazlo 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CAl 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GAl 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolles-

Mezvtnsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoll 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMlllan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CAl 
M!ller (FL) 
Mlneta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MAl 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 

69-059 0-97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 13) 9 

Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Ros-Lehtlnen 
Rostenkowskl 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmelster 
Santorum 
Sarpallus 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Stslsky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (!A) 
Smith (Mil 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Sw1ft 
Synar 
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Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MSl 
Taylor (NC) 
TeJeda 
Thomas (CAl 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torklldsen 
Torres 
Torricelll 

Towns 
Traflcant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
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Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
W!lson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zel!ff 
Zimmer 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). Four hundred twenty Mem
bers have answered to their names, a 
quorum is present, and the Committee 
will resume its business. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. WISE) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. 
SERRANO, Chairman pro tempore of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that the 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill (H.R. 2330) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 1994 for 
intelligence and intelligence-related 
activities of the U.S. Government and 
the Central Intelligence Agency retire
ment and disability system, and for 
other purposes, has come to no resolu
tion thereon. 

0 1720 
PERMISSION TO FILE CON-

FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2264, 
OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILI
ATION ACT OF 1993 
Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the managers may 
have until midnight tonight, Tuesday, 
August 3, 1993, to file a conference re
port on the bill (H.R. 2264), to provide 
for reconciliation pursuant to section 7 
of the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 1994. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, and I probably 
will not object, because I do not want 
to interfere with anyone's schedule for 
this evening, but I would like to just 
ask the chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget about the proposed rule 
that will be bringing this reconcili
ation bill to the floor later this week. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been told that 
there could be a rule which is going to 
self-execute in some permanent rule 
changes at the time that that rule is 
adopted. I would ask the chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget to en
lighten the membership as to what 
that self-executing portion of the rule 
might be. 

Mr. SABO. If the gentleman will 
yield, I would be happy to respond. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, as the gen
tleman recalls, when the House passed 

the reconciliation bill, one of the pro
visions dealt with an entitlement re
view process for the future. We expect 
to enact that same provision through a 
combination of Executive orders and 
changes in the House rules. Those 
changes in the House rules will be an 
exact duplication of the change in the 
rules that was provided for the original 
reconciliation bill. 

Mr. SOLOMON. And I ask the gen
tleman, there is nothing in this self
execution that would deal with the so
called deficit trust fund that was pro
posed? 

Mr. SABO. If the gentleman will con
tinue to yield, not to my understand
ing. That will be dealt with by an Exec
utive order as it relates to entitlement 
review. That will be a combination of 
Executive order and change in House 
rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. And that also in
cludes some conversation about a so
called Entitlement Commission that 
might be set up that would be done by 
Executive order? It has nothing to do 
with this rule, with the self-execution 
of the rule? 

Mr. SABO. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I frankly am not aware 
of that discussion. The gentleman may 
know more about that than I do. That 
is not related to the rule. 

Mr. SOLOMON. However, the gen
tleman assures me that it is not in this 
rule? 

Mr. SABO. Not to my knowledge. My 
intent and our intent is simply to mir
ror the provisions of the reconciliation 
bill as it passed the House. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Continuing to re
serve my right to object, I would say 
that we were concerned about assur
ances that the Members will have 
ample opportunity to see what is being 
self-executed in that rule. We do not 
want to get into the same problem we 
had the last time where, on the spur of 
the moment, it was brought onto the 
floor and Members on the gentleman's 
side or this side had no idea what they 
were voting on. 

As long as we have that assurance 
that we will receive this information 
by, say, noontime tomorrow, I cer
tainly would have no objection. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WISE). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1532 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
withdrawn as a cosponsor of H.R. 1532. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from New York? 
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There was no objection. 

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 229 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2330. 

0 1724 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2330) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1994 for intelligence and in
telligence-related activities of the 
United States Government and the 
Central Intelligence Agency Retire
ment and Disability System, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. SERRANO 
(Chairman pro tempore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
pending was the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr. 
SANDERS]. 

Is there further debate on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Vermont? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my judgment 
that we are going to try to finish the 
so-called Sanders amendment tonight, 
but I am told that the leadership wants 
to rise no later than 6 o'clock, so we 
may or may not finish that, depending 
on the length of debate. If not, then we 
will, as I understand it, continue this 
bill tomorrow and finish it. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Sanders 
amendment, and I ask my colleagues to 
carefully consider what is before us 
today. 

Last year the intelligence commu
nity budget was cut by over 6 percent 
after actions of the House in both au
thorizations and appropriations. We 
also made a reduction, and we felt this 
was important, and it would be both 
prudent and wisely done after the de
mise of the Soviet Union and the end of 
the cold war, that we set the intel
ligence community on a course of re
duction of their personnel by over 171/2 
percent. That is a very serious and 
deep cut that establishes a trend which 
I believe has to be continued in the in
telligence community. 

However, to enact the provision of
fered by the gentleman from Vermont I 
believe would totally disrupt an or
derly drawdown of the intelligence 

community, would pose a very serious 
threat to the very eyes and ears that 
we need in a very tumultuous world, 
where there are, indeed, very serious 
risks to our national and international 
security. 

I implore my colleagues, I know it is 
difficult when we do not have all of the 
details before us, but this committee, 
and having served on this committee 
for over nine years, is one of the most 
serious committees, made up of Mem
bers who spend a great deal of time 
without the applause of their constitu
ents, behind closed doors, working to 
provide for our national security. 

When this committee unanimously 
supports a position, after very careful 
consideration, I would implore our col
leagues to support that position and 
urge a no vote on the Sanders amend
ment. 

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this amendment which will cut 
10 percent from fiscal year 1993 levels 
for the classified intelligence budget. 

The Fmd of the cold war is forcing us 
to reassess our priorities. I strongly be
lieve that where we once saw a Soviet 
threat, we now see an economic threat 
in the form of burgeoning deficits, 
underinvestment, and record poverty. 

The administration's justification for 
increasing funding levels in this year's 
budget is that we need new satellites to 
provide better coverage of potential 
hotspots around the world. 

Director of Central Intelligence 
James Woolsey testified on March 9th 
that "Yes, we have slain the dragon. 
But we live now in a jungle filled with 
a bewildering variety of poisonous 
snakes.'' 

The snakes provide the justification 
for a requested increase in this year's 
intelligence budget to fund new sat
ellites. 

I seriously question these needs. For 
example, today's edition of the Los An
geles Times has a front page story: 
"Spy Satellite Explodes; Is a '$2-Billion 
Accident,' " which I would like to in
sert into the RECORD. 

The story says that, 
* * * an unmanned Titan IV rocket carry

ing a top-secret spy satellite exploded Mon
day moments after launch from Vandenberg 
Air Force Base in what civilian space experts 
said may be the most expensive U.S. space 
accident since the Challenger disaster. 

Most interesting to me, however, 
were quotes attributed to Mr. John 
Pike, a national security analyst and 
director of the space policy project at 
the Federation of American Scientists 
here in Washington. Mr. Pike states: 

.In terms of overall intelligence abilities, it 
is not a crippling loss. We still have twice as 
many imaging satellites as we did when the 
Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, and the 
ones we have are much more effective. We 
are getting 10 times as many pictures today 
from orbit as we did during the Cold War. 

If this is the case, why on earth do we 
need to spend more money for sat
ellites in space? If we survived the cold 
war with half as many satellites as we 
have now, logic would dictate that a di
minished threat requires less spending, 
not more. 

Instead of spending money to spy on 
people in other countries, let us do 
more to help people in our country. Ac
cording to the New York Times, the 
current intelligence budget is $28 bil
lion. For a 10-percent cut, we could 
fully fund the Women, Infants and 
Children Programs; or we could provide 
immunizations for all children in 
America; or we could double funds for 
public housing programs; or we could 
assist communities affected by base 
closures. 

The primary threat to our national 
security will not be addressed through 
the next generation of spy satellites. It 
will be addressed through the next gen
erations of Americans who are fed, 
housed, educated, and employed. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD an article from the Los Ange
les Times: 

[From the Los Angeles Times, Aug. 3, 1993] 
SPY SATELLITE EXPLODES; IS A " $2-BILLION 

ACCIDENT" 

(By Robert Lee Hotz) 
An unmanned Titan IV rocket carrying a 

top-secret spy satellite exploded Monday mo
ments after launch from Vandenberg Air 
Force Base in what civilian space experts 
said may be the most expensive U.S. space 
accident since the Challenger disaster. 

"Between the cost of the spacecraft and 
the cost of the satellite, this was a $2 billion 
accident, " said John Pike, director of the 
space policy project at the Federation of 
American Scientists in Washington. "That is 
the equivalent of this year 's space station 
budget." 

" For the cost of this accident everybody in 
America could see 'Jurassic Park,'" he said. 

Air Force officials would not identify the 
satellite aboard the rocket. But Pike, a na
tional security analyst, said the Titan car
ried a Lacrosse radar imaging satellite-one 
of the most secret, sophisticated and expen
sive tools in the U.S. space reconnaissance 
network. 

Vandenberg officials estimated the cost of 
the rocket and its launch at about $200 mil
lion, but refused to discuss the cost of the 
satellite or any other details concerning the 
payload. Pentagon officials could not be 
reached for comment. 

The 200-foot-tall Titan IV is the most pow
erful U.S. rocket. The Air Force has used it 
for its heaviest payload almost exclusively 
since the Challenger accident in 1986 as a 
more reliable alternative to the manned 
space shuttle. Monday's Titan IV launch was 
the seventh since 1989. 

Air Force officials said the Titan was 
launched from Vandenberg at 12:59 p.m. and 
exploded two minutes later over the Pacific 
Ocean, about 60 miles offshore, before its 
first-stage booster rockets finished firing. 
Vandenberg is on the Santa Barbara County 
coast north of Lompoc. 

" We had a normal liftoff and what ap
peared to be a nominal fight for about 100 
seconds before the explosion," said Maj. 
Billy E. Birdwell, director of public affairs 
for the Air Force 30th Space Wing at Van
denberg. "The explosion occurred before 
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first-stage separation, before the solid rock
et motors separated. 

" Instants later, there was nothing left ex
cept debris falling toward the ocean, " he 
said. 

Air Force officials said they did not yet 
know why the rocket exploded, but the Asso
ciated Press reported that the rocket's two 
110-foot solid-fuel boosters appeared to sepa
rate prematurely just before the explosion. 

The loss of the satellite leaves an impor
tant gap in the U.S. space spy network at a 
time when the CIA and the National Recon
naissance Office-which manages the secret 
satelite network-have been attempting to 
stave off budget cuts to their space surveil
lance program, Pike said. 

The annual cost of the U.S. surveillance 
satellite network is classified, but experts 
estimate it at more than $6 billion. 

Civilian space experts said at least one La
crosse satellite was launched in 1988 from the 
space shuttle and is believed to be nearing 
the end of its operational life. The satellite 
destroyed Monday was its scheduled replace
ment. 

"In terms of overall intelligence abilities, 
it is not a crippling loss, " Pike said. "We 
still have twice as many imaging satellites 
as we did when the Soviet Union invaded Af
ghanistan, and the ones we have are much 
more effective. 

" We are getting 10 times as many pictures 
today from orbit as we did during the Cold 
War, " he said. 

The Lacrosse satellite, powered by enor
mous wings of solar panels, uses unusual im
aging radar instead of a camera to record 
hundreds of detailed images every day 
through the densest cloud cover, foliage or 
complete darkness. This technology, called 
synthetic aperture radar, is so sensitive that 
it can penetrate dirt or sand to reveal fea
tures buried just beneath the surface, such 
as missile silo doors or fortifications, experts 
said. 

The images it constructs from its giant 
phased-array antenna are detailed enough 
for analysts to identify aircraft on runways, 
vehicles in mil1tary convoys or mobile mis
sile carriers, experts said. 

Air Force officials said the accident would 
not delay the Sunday launch from Vanden
berg of an Atlas rocket carrying a civilian 
weather satellite. 

It was too soon to know if the scheduled 
launch of a Titan IV rocket from Cape Ca
naveral with a classified payload would have 
to be postponed until investigators have de
termined the cause of Monday's explosion. 

0 1730 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to talk in op
position to the Sanders-Owens amend
ment for a minute based on some of the 
things that I have heard said out here 
today that just do not sit quite right 
with me and do not square up. 

While the threat from the Soviet 
Union certainly is gone in the sense 
that we used to think about it, and the 
States are broken up, and they are in
dividually there and so on, from the 
standpoint of the intelligence commu
nity and the interests of the United 
States, the threat is just as great or 
greater than ever out there, and in 
many ways the threat of terrorism is 
something that is more difficult for the 

security interests of our country to as
sess and to be prepared for than the So
viet Union threat was when it existed. 

Up until very recently we had one 
monolithic power we were looking at. 
We knew what they were about more or 
less. They knew what we were about. 
We had a certain amount of concern 
over their great capability of nuclear 
armaments. We had a concern over the 
possibility they might move large 
masses of armed forces into Europe, 
into Western Europe and so on, and the 
world was pretty much in a dual con
figuration between two great powers. 
Today that is not so, and the intel
ligence community has an awfully 
tough obligation to fulfill to protect 
our interests here and abroad. 

We have a proliferation of States 
that have the ability to deliver poten
tial nuclear threats and chemical and 
biological threats, and we certainly 
have seen more recently what is hap
pening on the terrorist front coming 
even in here, in the United States, into 
our country with what happened at the 
World Trade Center and the possibility 
of what might have happened but for 
the intervention of an informant in the 
FBI case involving the United Nations 
and the Lincoln Tunnel. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not serve on the 
Intelligence Committee, but I am the 
chairm'l.n of a House Task Force on 
Terrorism, and I can speak without the 
benefit or privilege or whatever of 
looking at classified documents, be
cause I have not been looking at any of 
those, but I can tell Members that our 
task force has looked at things and 
found things that our intelligence com
munity did not know about at the 
time, simply because they did not have 
the resources that they really needed, 
and the human intelligence in the Mid
dle East and elsewhere. And we have 
been ahead of them, but we should not 
be. I mean, a task force in this House 
with a limited staff has no business 
being ahead of our intelligence commu
nity and discovering things where 
there are terrorist threats to our coun
try, but that indeed is the case and has 
been the case. The fact of the matter is 
what happened in New York, and what 
has happened in a couple of other 
places in this country are not isolated 
instances. They are direct involve
ments of a world terrorist concern that 
I think is coming out primarily of Iran, 
something that is state-directed, some
thing that is growing in its threat, 
something that is involving and is in
volved in concerns not only in this 
country, but in India and in Europe, 
and in other parts of the world with the 
very radical group of fundamental Mos
lem sect that are representative of 
only a small minority of those who be
lieve in Islam, but who radically be
lieve that they can accomplish state
oriented goals by creating terrorist 
acts. Those terrorist acts may be 
against our interests abroad, but they 

certainly are also against our interests 
right here. 

If we do not have the proper intel
ligence resources, and we will not have 
if this amendment is passed, there is no 
way that we can assess and capture 
those who are coming in here as a 
threat to us, who may be directing ter
rorist acts in this country. 

The FBI is no better than an inform
ant who happens to come forward vol
untarily out of the clear blue, as was 
the case of the United Nations situa
tion, unless it has the right intel
ligence information. If we have a CIA 
that is operating the right way, that 
anticipates somebody coming into this 
country, I think we can see in advance 
what is going to happen, and we have a 
much better chance of stopping those 
terrorist acts. If we do not, the world is 
going to get worse for us, because the 
terrorist concerns are spread too thin
ly, whether it is in Sudan, or Iran, or 
Pakistan, or wherever that source may 
come from. 

We should not be cutting the CIA 's 
budget now above all else. We need the 
satellite capability, but we also need 
the human intelligence resource capa
bility that the CIA has too long lacked 
in critical parts of the world, whether 
that be in Korea, or the Middle East, or 
South America, or wherever it is. This 
is not the time to cut the CIA budget. 

We reduced the military and defense 
side of this appropriately and commen
surately, but with the proliferation of 
the threat that is out there around the 
world , we have absolutely no business 
in the world of terrorism reducing the 
CIA's budget and reducing its capabil
ity at the very moment when ·we are 
dealing with this and it needs to be ex
panded for the purposes of making sure 
that our Nation's shores are secure, 
that we can identify these terrorist 
groups and what they are plotting and 
planning, and how they are being fund
ed, and who they may be sending to our 
shores or where the next explosion may 
be plotted and so forth. It is not the job 
of the FBI to go around the world and 
know all of this. It is the job of our in
telligence community. 

So I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
Sanders-Owens amendment. We should 
not be cutting those resources back to 
protect our own people at this time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words, and I hope, Mr. 
Chairman, the amendment is adopted. 

I admire the work that the Intel
ligence Committee is doing, but there 
is an inevitable process by which a 
committee earns its right to do some 
goods things by defending the agency. 
The committee has done a good job. 

0 1740 

They have made some cuts from what 
the agency wanted. But the committee 
cannot do it all by itself. 

Now, the question comes before us, 
and I should say, Mr. Chairman, that I 
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have read the intelligence budget. I 
would advise my colleagues not to wait 
for the movie. It is not nearly as excit
ing as it sounds. But I read it. I dis
cussed it with various people, and I 
came away convinced that we can cut 
it. 

We have the gentleman from Wash
ington-and I do not see him on the 
floor now-saying , well , you know, if 
you look at this in 1993 dollars, we 
have already cut national security de
fense from $360 billion, and it will be 
$243 billion as a result of the disappear
ance of the Soviet Union. He said that 
was a 43-percent cut to $230 billion. Of 
course, we cut defense by 43 percent. 

Is there anyone here who thinks that 
3 years ago or 4 years ago the Soviet 
Union was only 43 percent of the threat 
we faced? 

There has been a far more fundamen
tal change in the national security 
threat that we face than in any other 
area of public life. 

If cancer went the way of the Soviet 
Union, does anyone think we would 
only cut the National Cancer Institutes 
by 43 percent? If we were to abolish any 
other problem the way we have dealt 
with, success~ully, the threat to our 
national security of the Soviet Empire , 
we would not save 57 percent for old 
time 's sake. 

I have read the budget, and here is 
what the confusion, I think, is: Yes, the 
intelligence budget still performs some 
functions that are necessary for the na
tional security. They are in no way, 
shape, or form endangered by the Sand
ers amendment. But the intelligence 
budget, like other elements of the Fed
eral Government, also does some 
things that are beneficial, that are ad
vantageous, that are convenient. The 
confusion is between what is essential 
for the national security and what is 
convenient. 

We are talking about a cut that will 
be less convenient. Yes, they get infor
mation in the economic area. They get 
information in the area, and by the 
way, some of it, it seems to me, is a 
waste, because the intelligence com
munity participates, along with others, 
in one of the great wastes of time we 
have now, which is trying physically to 
keep drugs out of America, an impos
sible task in a free society. There are 
much better ways to deal with that. 

If we make this amendment and pass 
it, the Intelligence Committee and the 
intelligence community will be told, 
"Here is 90 percent. " None of what they 
spend on terrorism, none of what they 
spend on nuclear proliferation needs to 
be touched at all. We might know less 
about who is saying what to whom in 
various embassies around the world. 
We might know less about various eco
nomic forms of activity. We will be 
able to transfer those funds to other 
purposes. We will be able to use them 
elsewhere. 

We have been struggling with wheth
er or not we can feed hungry children. 

We are struggling with out ability to 
help the people in the floods. 

Let us talk about the people in the 
floods. We were told by many here that 
we could not afford to vote to help the 
people in the Midwest without making 
cuts elsewhere. The amendment we are 
dealing with now would have solved 
that problem. 

Those of you who are still grieving 
because we are helping the people of 
the Midwest without having made cuts 
elsewhere, here is your chance to get 
even. If you really cared about that, 
cut out some of the lower-order espio
nage. And people say, well , wait a 
minute, we have terrorism as a threat. 
Terrorism was not a threat 5 years 
ago? 

There are no new threats in the world 
today. Nuclear proliferation and ter
rorism have been threats for some 
time. The only change in the universe 
that they have faced is that the Soviet 
Union has disappeared. 

I heard one gentleman say that that 
makes it more dangerous. Now, I am a 
great believer in free speech, and the 
fact that we would let somebody get up 
here and say, without immediately 
summoning a doctor, that it is more 
dangerous now than before we had the 
Soviet Union shows how deep our com
mitment is to free speech. 

What threat exists today that did not 
exist 5 years ago? 

There were no terrorists? What was 
Iran, a theme park 5 years ago? There 
were no people who bore the United 
States ill will? There was no North Ko
rean nuclear program? It started yes
terday? 

The only thing that is changed is the 
Soviet Union. We are talking about a 
10-percent cut in intelligence. And if 
you think that the Soviet Union was 
only 10 percent of the problem, then I 
guess you do not want to vote for this. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). The time of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has 
expired. 

(At the request of Mr. DICKS and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of Mas
sachusetts was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, if you believe that the So
viet Union was such a small part of our 
problem, then you do not vote for this. 

I believe that the Soviet Union was 
costing about two-thirds of the intel
ligence . 

The gentleman wants to cut out 10 
percent. That leaves, by my calcula
tions, with the degree of imprecision 
that national security imposes upon 
us, somewhere between 50 and 60 per
cent. I think you can take the 10 per
cent that the gentleman from Vermcnt 
and the gentleman from New York 
want to give back, and then you still 
have got about 50 percent that can go 
for other purposes. 

If in fact the arguments were true 
and that if we only spent the amount 

August 3, 1993 
that was left, and let us just take this 
calculation, take the current amount 
in the budget, and we cannot say yet. I 
am going to offer my amendment to
morrow that will make public the num
ber; and by the way, for those of you 
who are so impressed with what the in
telligence community says that you do 
not want to question it , remember that 
these are the geniuses who tell you 
that if we make public the number, na
tional security would be endangered. 
That is barely a coherent statement. It 
certainly is not a rational argument. 

These are the people who say, " You 
cannot cut me one penny. " If you do 
what the gentleman suggests, you have 
reduced this, you leave the United 
States with 90 percent of what we had 
when there was a Soviet Union, and if 
the Soviet Union was about two-thirds 
of what we were spending this on, that 
means you have got billions of dollars 
left over that you did not have a few 
years ago to fight terrorism. 

And if we would be so unsafe now, 
then what were all the terrible things 
that happened before? 

There simply is no basis on which 
you can deny that the collapse of the 
Soviet Union frees up the money, and 
people who vote against the amend
ment ought to understand in the zero
sum situation in which we now live 
that there is money being denied for 
everything else. 

And finally, my friend from Washing
ton said that if you make this cut, you 
will not help anything else, because we 
will spend it in the Committee on Ap
propriations for defense. I know that is 
the inclination of the gentleman from 
Washington. I appreciate that. But it 
has not yet become a rule of the House 
that every penny that comes under his 
nose he has got to spend. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the Sanders-Owen amendment to cut 
the intelligence budget by 10 percent. 

As this Congress struggles with ways 
to cut spending and reduce the deficit 
to get our Nation back on the road to 
economic recovery, I believe that the 
intelligence budget is one place where 
cuts can-and must-be made. While 
the intelligence budget is not public in
formation, the end of the cold war is 
surely public information, and we all 
know that the primary enemy which 
the CIA was created to fight is now 
gone. Yet, we are told that this intel
ligence bill contains a mere 3.8 percent 
cut from last year's bill. 

I understand that the world may still 
be a dangerous place, and I agree that 
the intelligence community must be 
given sufficient funds to combat inter
national crimes such as terrorism and 
drug trafficking. But we have a deficit 
to reduce, and we have Americans who 
need help. 

As a member of the House Budget 
Committee, I have been fighting for 
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months to ensure that we preserve a 
budget which protects families and 
children while still making the largest 
deficit reduction in history. Now, dur
ing the same week that Congress will 
consider the budget reconciliation bill, 
we are being asked to pass a bill which 
spends billions of dollars on an intel
ligence community which no longer 
has a rival superpower to spy on. 

Mr. Chairman, now that the cold war 
is over, we must not waste taxpayer 
money to keep the CIA at its cold war 
funding level. Today we have an oppor
tunity to cut Federal spending, and I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
Sanders-Owen amendment. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, today I rise in strong 
support of the Sanders-Owens amend
ment to cut the intelligence budget by 
10 percent. 

Now that the cold war is over, now 
that the Soviet Union no longer exists 
and now that our old adversaries are 
receiving financial aid from the United 
States, it is inconceivable that we are 
considering a bill to fund the CIA and 
other intelligence agencies at nearly 
the same levels as last year. The world 
is changing and our priorities as a Na
tion must change too. 

Mr. Chairman, I have come to the 
well of this House time and time again 
to fight for more funding for our dev
astated urban communities. I have ar
gued time and time again of the need 
to provide more money for housing, for 
roads, for worker training, and for a 
host of other social services. But time 
and time again, I have heard that budg
etary constraints cripple our ability to 
provide these needed funds. I ask my 
self, Why should the intelligence budg
et be exempt? There is no reasonable 
answer to this question: Given the new 
world order, the intelligence budget 
should be subject to significantly 
greater reductions than our domestic 
programs. 

A cut of the scale that is proposed by 
this amendment will only do justice to 
the taxpayers. We can not waste their 
money to support an outdated and ex
tremely costly intelligence organiza
tion at cold war levels. This is a re
sponsible cut that will not jeopardize 
our national security in anyway. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the 10 percent cut in intel
ligence funding. 

0 1750 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). Without objection, the gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, let me 

reveal something that is not a national 

secret, something that is appearing in 
today's Los Angeles Times. I think it is 
important we listen to this when we 
talk about priorities. Ms. VELAZQUEZ 
just talked about the fact that in her 
community and all over this country 
there are people struggling just to stay 
alive. Let me quote from the Los Ange
les Times today: 

'~Spy Satellite Explodes: Is a $2 Bil
lion Accident. An unmanned Titan IV 
rocket carrying a top-secret spy sat
ellite exploded Monday moments after 
launch from Vandenberg Air Force 
Base in what civilian space experts said 
may be the most expensive U.S. space 
accident since the Challenger disaster." 

In other words, today there was an 
explosion. How much did it cost us? 
Was it $50,000? Maybe $100,000? Maybe 
$20 million? Guess again. And here I 
quote: "Between the cost of the space
craft and the cost of the satellite, this 
was a $2 billion accident, said John 
Pike, director of the Space Policy 
Project at the Federation of American 
Scientists in Washington. This is the 
equivalent of this year's space station 
budget." 

Further on in the article Mr. Pike 
says: "In terms of overall intelligence 
abilities, it is not a crippling loss." 

Now, what we are talking about here 
today is a total reduction of $2.8 bil
lion. I go on to continue to quote Mr. 
Pike: "We still have twice as many im
aging satellites as we did when the So
viet Union invaded Afghanistan, and 
the ones we have are much more effec
tive. We are getting 10 times as many 
pictures today from orbit a~ we did 
during the cold war." 

The point that I am making, ladies 
and gentlemen, is we lost today, in a 
terrible explosion, a real tragedy, vir
tually all of what some of us are asking 
to cut from the intelligence budget. 

How many are going to stay up to
night? Are we going to stay up tonight, 
saying, "Boy, we are much, much less 
secure, terribly less secure as a result 
of that one accident"? I think not. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANDERS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I have noticed several 
times this $2 billion loss figure, and I 
know that the gentleman is depending 
on the paper, but there is no spacecraft 
here, first of all. It is a missle, and a 
satellite. Both together would have 
cost less than $1 billion, not $2 billion. 
Where that figure comes from I have no 
idea, but it is entirely inaccurate. 

Mr. SANDERS. I cannot comment on 
that. I am reading from the Los Ange
les Times today, and I have quoted di
rectly from John Pike, director of the 
Space Policy Project at the Federation 
of American Scientists. I would assume 
he knows something about the issue. 
That is where I am quoting from. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, the main 
point we are trying to make is not sim
ply that today 's explosion cost us ev
erything we are asking to cut from 
here, but to understand what $2.8 bil
lion is in terms of priorities in this Na
tion. The House had a very vigorous de
bate about the National Service Pro
gram. There are hundreds of thousands 
of young people in America who cannot 
afford to go to college. Do you know 
what $2.8 billion means? It means, for 
those families who are watching this 
debate, that you should know that the 
equivalent of a 10 percent reduction in 
the intelligence budget, some $2.8 bil
lion, would allow 178,000 young people 
to participate in the National Service 
Program. That means to go out and get 
a job and to get a grant to help you go 
to college. 

For those people who are concerned 
about homelessness in America, please 
know that $2.8 billion would provide 
83,000 additional section 8 housing as
sisted contracts. That is what we are 
talking about. 

For those people who are concerned 
about unemployment and the lack of 
job training, please note $2.8 billion 
would mean 580,000 additional training 
slots for the adult job training pro
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, for those people who 
are concerned that millions of young 
people and women who are unable to 
afford health care, $2.8 billion would 
assist. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With
out objection, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. I think we can get 

to a vote on this amendment and con
clude today. This has been a good de
bate. I applaud the gentleman from 
Vermont for raising the issue. 

Let me make one final point: The 
President of the United States, who 
just took office in January, has asked 
us not to support this amendment. 

This is a President who has said that 
the reductions already proposed in our 
bill, nearly 3.5 percent under what he 
asked for, tests our ability to manage 
prudently the budget. 

"I will oppose any ame!¥lment on the 
House floor which seeks to reduce in
telligence spending beyond the reduc
tions already proposed by the commit
tee." This was signed by Bill Clinton. 

In my judgment, while the President 
of the United States, obviously, is not 
perfect, the fact of the matter is that 
he has, dealing with crises from the 
Balkans to Iran to proliferation in 
North Korea, to problems all over the 
world, and in my judgment it would be 
a gratituous slap at him at this stage 
of· the game to adopt an amendment 
which cuts the budget. 
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I implore my colleagues on my side 
of the aisle to give this President the 
chance he needs to look at what is hap
pening in the international arena and 
perhaps next year bigger cuts would be 
made. But he has asked, in light of the 
current conditions in the world, not to 
make further cuts. I would ask in that 
context that you not support the 
amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I hope I can say without fear of con
tradiction that I appreciate his support 
for our President, but if you are going 
to give the President one vote this 
week, I do not think this is the one to 
give him. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I might give him on 
both votes, but I want to tell you 
something, this may be the vote long 
term that is more important for the 
physical security of most of our Na
tion. 

I urge a "no" vote on the amendment 
and move the previous question. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Vermont [Mr. 
SANDERS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 104, noes 323, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Barca 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Cantwell 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Coyne 
DeFazio 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dooley 
Duncan 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Evans 
Farr 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 

[Roll No. 391] 

AYE8-104 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (SD) 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Klink 
Lambert 
Lehman 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Maloney 
Markey 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Mfume 
Minge 
Mink 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Norton (DC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 

Petri 
Poshard 
Quillen 
Rangel 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanders 
Schroeder 
Serrano 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Torres 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Williams 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus CAL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 

NOE8-323 

Foglietta 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 

Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Ma.zzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Min eta 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensen brenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (MI} 
Smith(NJ) 

Smith(OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 

Conyers 
de la Garza. 
Flake 
Gephardt 

August 3, 1993 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Underwood (GU) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 

Walker 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-11 
Houghton 
Packard 
Porter 
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Romero-Barcelo 
(PR) 

Sabo 
Talent 
Young (FL) 

Mr. SWIFT changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. COYNE, McDERMOTT, DER
RICK, and RUSH changed their vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
VOLKMER] having assumed the chair, 
Mr. SERRANO, Chairman pro tempore of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that; 
that Committee, having had under con
sideration the bill (H.R. 2330) to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1994 for intelligence and intelligence
related activities of the United States 
Government and the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis
ability System, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr·. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I did not -hear 

the bells in my office and I missed the vote on 
rollcall No. 391, the Sanders amendment to 
the intelligence authorization bill. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "no" on the Sand
ers amendment. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2401, DEPARTMENT OF DE
FENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-211) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 233) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 2401) to authorize appro
priations for fiscal year 1994 for mili
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, to prescribe military 
strengths for fiscal year 1994, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 
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THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending 
business is the question of the Chair's 
approval of the Journal. 

The Journal was approved. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed 
with an amendment in which the con
currence of the House is requested a 
bill of the House of the following title: 

H.R. 2010. An act to amend the National 
and Community Service Act of 1990 to estab
lish a Corporation for National Service, en
hance opportunities for national service, and 
provide national service educational awards 
to persons participating in such service, and 
for other purposes. 

The message, also announced, that 
the Senate insist upon its amendment 
to the bill (H.R. 2010) "An act to amend 
the National and Community Service 
Act of 1990 to establish a Corporation 
for National Service, enhance opportu
nities for national service, and provide 
national service educational awards to 
persons participating in such service, 
and for other purposes" requests a con
ference with the House on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and appoints Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
WOFFORD, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. COATS, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. DUREN
BERGER; from the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs for those provisions 
within their jurisdiction: Mr. GLENN, 
Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. ROTH; to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

THE ECONOMIC CONVERSION 
CLEARINGHOUSE ACT 

(Ms. SCHENK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Ms. SCHENK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to tell my colleagues about a 
piece of legislation I have introduced, 
the Economic Conversion Clearing
house Act, H.R. 2831. This bill is de
signed to help individuals, businesses, 
and communities impacted by the 
downsizing of our military establish
ment. 

H.R. 2831 is companion legislation to 
a bill sponsored in the other body by 
Senator BARBARA BOXER, and I want to 
commend the Senator from my home 
State of California for her hard work 
and leadership in helping to formulate 
this bill. I also want to commend and 
thank the California delegation and its 
bipartisan working group on base clo
sures which I cochair with Congress
man RANDY CUNNINGHAM. This legisla
tion stems from the work of this group. 

The first thing a community asks 
when faced with a military base clo
sure or the loss of jobs resulting from 
defense cutbacks is, "Where can we 
find help?" Up until now, the answer 
has been "everywhere and nowhere," 
because of the programs scattered 
throughout numerous agencies and de
partments. 

This act seeks to solve that problem 
by establishing a one-stop shopping 
center where those needing help as a 
result of Defense Department contrac
tions can get the answers they need. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2831 is not a big, 
new idea. It is a simple, rational one 
which is greatly needed. I ask my col
leagues to support the Economic Con
version Clearinghouse Act. 

H.R. 2831 provides for an Office of 
Economic Conversion Information in 
the Department of Commerce. The Of
fice will be under the guidance of an 
interagency committee composed of 
representatives from departments and 
agencies which provide assistance. The 
Office will develop several data bases 
to be made easily accessible to the pub
lic to allow for quick research into 
available programs. These data bases 
will include information on technology 
transfer, worker adjustment programs, 
community adjustment programs, 
small business assistance, environ
mental restoration, previous experi
ence in economic adjustment, and 
much other information relevant to a 
community reaching out for help. 

I offer for the RECORD a section-by
section analysis of H.R. 2831. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 

The bill Is called the "Economic Conver
sion Clearinghouse Act." It is a companion 
bill to S. 850, sponsored by Senator BARBARA 
BOXER. 

SECTION 2. OFFICE 

(a) The legislation establishes the "Office 
of Economic Conversion Information" in the 
Department of Commerce. 

(b) The purpose of the Office of Economic 
Conversion Information is to serve as a 
central information clearing house on mat
ters relating to economic adjustment and de
fense conversion. Additionally, the Office 
will help potential and actual applicants for 
economic conversion and defense adjustment 
assistance In locating and applying for as
sistance. 

(c) The Office will be headed by a Director 
appointed by the Secretary of Commerce. 

SECTION 3. FUNCTIONS 

(a) The Office shall develop databases to 
assist those in the process of applying for as
sistance. The databases shall include a com
prehensive compilation of relevant informa
tion on economic adjustment and defense 
conversion, including worker adjustment, 
community adjustment assistance, tech
nology development and deployment pro
grams, small business assistance, defense fa
cility environmental restoration, and any 
other similar Information. 

In developing the database, the Office shall 
survey all Federal departments and agencies. 
It shall also include all major state and local 
programs and keep its data current. The 
database shall also include up-to-date infor-

mation on defense contracts, military base 
closures, and communities and Industries 
likely to be adversely affected. In addition, 
databases shall be developed on current and 
past defense conversion efforts, a bibliog
raphy, and suggestions of alternative prod
ucts for defense intensive industries. 

(b) The Office shall establish several mech
anisms to assure easy access by the public to 
Its databases, including an "800" toll-free 
number, online electronic access, printed 
materials, orientation workshops, and infor
mation specialists. 

SECTION 4. INTERAGENCY COORDINATING 
COMMITTEE 

An Interagency Coordinating Committee 
shall be established to advise and make rec
ommendations to the Office. The Committee 
shall coordinate and facilitate information 
gathering among Federal departments and 
agencies. It will help prepare and present in
formation in a manner that is publicly acces
sible, and it will assist the Office in making 
technical assistance personnel available. 

The members of the Committee shall be: 
The Director of the Office; a member ap
pointed by the Secretary of HUD; a member 
appointed by the Secretary of Transpor
tation; a member appointed by the Secretary 
of Labor; the Director of the Economic De
velopment Administration; the Director of 
the Office of Economic Adjustment in the 
Department of Defense; the Director of the 
Advanced Research Projects Agency in the 
Department of Defense; the Director of the 
National Institute for Standards and Tech
nology; and one member appointed by the 
Director of the National Economic Council. 
SECTION 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

The bill authorizes such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of the 
Act. 

D 1820 
TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 

TIME 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Madam Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
special order time of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] be ex
changed with the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. KNOLLENBERG) this 
evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
ESHOO). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 5-
minute special order for the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON) on 
August 3, 1993, be allocated to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KLINK]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

N AFTA AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak

er, today, in testimony before a joint 
hearing of the Subcommittee on Com
merce, Consumer Protection and Com
petitiveness which I chair, and the 
Telecommunications and Finance Sub
committee, U.S. Trade Representative 
Michael Kantor discussed the current 
status of the negotiations on the side 
agreements for the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement [NAFTA]. 

He agreed with me on two important 
issues: First, that unless Government 
restrictions on wages of Mexican work
ers are removed so that wages rise · in 
the same way that the productivity 
level of Mexican workers has risen, 
Mexican workers are not going to be 
able to afford to buy products Amer
ican workers make here in the United 
States and export to Mexico; and sec
ond, that those industries that have 
caused environmental damage in the 
border area should have to participate 
in the funding of projects to clean up 
the border area. 

Mr. Speaker, United States workers 
cannot compete with Mexican workers 
whose productivity has reached world 
class levels, if the wages of Mexican 
workers continue to be held down arti
ficially by the Government. I also 
strongly agree with Ambassador 
Kantor that the polluter must pay for 
cleanup in the border area, not the tax
payer. 

These issues must be resolved in a 
way that protects American workers 
and the environment before NAFTA 
can be considered. The environmental 
impact of NAFTA has also been raised 
as an issue before the cour.ts. 

On June 30, U.S. District Court Judge 
Charles Richey ruled that the Clinton 
administration must prepare an envi
ronmental impact statement before 
submitting the North American Free
Trade Agreement, or NAFTA, to the 
Congress. 

Initially, many observers both inside 
and outside the administration panned 
the decision, and contended that it 
would quickly be overturned by the cir
cuit court. That may well be possible, 
particularly in a court dominated by 
Reagan and Bush appointed judges, 
who generally look unfavorably upon 
limitations on Presidential power. 
However, a review of the decision of 
Judge Richey, who was appointed by 
Richard Nixon, suggests that there is 
sound legal reasoning. 

In summary, what the case is about 
is whether the National Environmental 
Policy Act, of NEPA, requires that the 
administration prepare an environ
mental impact statement prior to sub
mitting NAFTA to the Congress for its 
approval of implementing legislation. 

NEPA requires an environmental im
pact statement for "every rec
ommendation or report on proposals 
for legislation and other major Federal 
actions significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment." 

All parties agree that no environ
mental impact statement has been pre
pared. 

Under NEPA, the Council on Envi
ronmental Quality, or CEQ, must issue 
regulations to interpret NEPA. The 
CEQ is within the executive branch. 
Under CEQ regulations, NEP A would 
apply to any legislative proposal to 
Congress developed by or with the sig
nificant cooperation of a Federal agen
cy. Since the administration's Office of 
Trade Representative clearly had sig
nificant involvement in the develop
ment of NAFTA and the implementing 
legislation, NEPA would appear to 
apply on its face. 

The opponents of the opinion have 
made the biggest issue of the fact that 
to apply NEP A to the trade agreement 
would be an infringement on the pow
ers of the President to conduct foreign 
policy. However, as Judge Richey accu
rately points out in his opinion, this 
argument, "conveniently ignores the 
fact that the power to regulate com
merce with foreign nations is given to 
the Congress under the Constitution" 
in article I, section 8, clause 3." 

In fact, NAFTA and its implementing 
legislation, is a trade agreement within 
congressional, not Presidential powers. 
The President's authority to negotiate 
the agreement was a delegated author
ity under the fast-track legislation. 
The implementing legislation must be 
enacted by both Houses of Congress, 
unlike a treaty, which requires the ap
proval only of the Senate. 

Also, even accepting the argument 
that foreign policy considerations are 
involved in NAFTA, the requirement 
for an environmental impact statement 
is solely a domestic matter. The Presi
dent's ability to negotiate with a for
eign government is not constrained by 
the fact that in the President's dealing 
with the Congress, not with the foreign 
government, he is required to provide 
the Congress with a submission analyz
ing the environmental consequences of 
his proposed legislation. 

Certainly no one doubts that NAFTA 
will have major environmental con
sequences, although there is dispute 
over whether these consequences will 
be positive or negative. Both the past 
and current administrations have con
tended that NAFTA will have a posi
tive effect upon the environment. 
They, therefore, should welcome the 
opportunity to demonstrate this 
through an environmental impact 
statement. 

Congress is interested in knowing 
more about the environmental con
sequences of NAFTA. Judge Richey 
correctly pointed to the unanimous 
passage in the House of H. Res. 246 last 
year. That resolution, which I brought 
to the floor, stated tnat "Congress will 
not approve legislation to implement 
any trade agreement if such agreement 
jeopardizes United States health, safe
ty, or environmental laws." 

One reason that the administration 
is concerned about the decision is that 
it will affect its timetable for submit
ting NAFTA to the Congress. The Clin
ton administration is once again being 
forced to clean up for the mistakes of 
the Bush administration. Judge Richey 
noted in his opinion that "this agree
ment was negotiated by President Bush 
and his Trade Representative Carla A. 
Hills, and thus this lawsuit should not 
be construed as a failure of the present 
administration." 

The administration would be wise to 
heed the ruling of Judge Richey. The 
environmental impact statement 
would likely cause some delay in the 
submission of NAFTA, but there is 
nothing magical about the current 
timetable. If anything, the timetable is 
very ambitious. Compare NAFTA to 
the European Community, and their 
decade long effort to harmonize their 
economies. We need no rush to judg
ment. 

I have seen first hand many of the 
environmental problems along the 
United States-Mexico border that have 
been caused by United States factories 
that have moved to Mexico under the 
maquiladora program. Making NAFTA 
work to improve the environment is a 
stated goal of both governments. They 
should, therefore, welcome an oppor
tunity to analyze the issue and make 
their case with careful analysis, in
stead of self-serving statements. 

Like many of my colleagues, J have a 
great many concerns about NAFTA, 
but I am keeping an open mind. I 
would, however, like to see all of the 
facts on the table. When the pro
ponents of NAFTA get worried about 
preparing an environmental impact 
statement, it creates the impression 
among the American people that they 
have something to hide. 

The administration and other sup
porters of NAFTA would be wise to 
drop their challenge to Judge Richey's 
decision, and devote their efforts to 
preparing an environmental impact 
statement. If they are correct that it 
will show that NAFTA will be a posi
tive contribution to the environment, 
then the impact statement may be 
their most important selling tool. 

0 1830 

IN SUPPORT OF ADOPTED CHIL
DREN AND ADOPTIVE PARENTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

ESHOO). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KLINK] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. KLINK. Madam Speaker, I take 
the well reluctantly-but I must. I 
must speak for every child who has 
been adopted or others who hope to be. 
I must speak for parents who have 
given their lives-their love, their 
hearts, and their homes to children 
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who were not blood of their blood but 
who are loved the same and for every 
childless couple who hopes to adopt a 
child into their lives. For a country 
where too many children are unloved 
and uncared for, adoption represents 
the alternative. For a country which is 
divided by pro-life and pro-choice , 
adoption is both pro-life and pro
choice. Yesterday, in the case of a 21/ 2-

year-old child from Michigan, adoption 
and all the positive things that it 
stands for suffered a setback of im
mense proportions. 

How can any adopted child feel safe 
after seeing the tears and hearing the 
cries and screams of young Jessica as 
she was torn away from the only fam
ily she had ever known. Not only was 
her life shattered but her name was 
changed. At 21/ 2 years of age-how can 
you begin to understand that. I'm 41, 
Jessica, and I don 't understand either. 

I'm also an adoptive parent and I can 
only begin to feel what the DeBoergs 
have gone through. I can begin to feel 
that because my wife and I went 
through a similar custody battle. We 
were fortunate enough to win. I know 
other adoptive families who have 
fought that battle . Some have won and 
others have lost. Something needs to 
be done. A semblance of common sense 
and caring needs to be brought to the 
adoption courts of this land, so that 
the judicial gutlessness that we saw in 
Jessica's case can be eliminated. 

It must be determined that children 
. are not property. Children have rights. 
If two people have sex and conception 
occurs-that alone does not give them 
the right to ruin a child's life. If the 
judges who are given the duty of inter
preting the law can' t see this, then it is 
we in the Congress who must act. We 
must take the best interest of the child 
into consideration. So if a child will be 
psychologically damaged or if there is 
a defined physical threat to the child
that must be given the ultimate weight 
in deciding where the child lives. 

Let me make one point clear. This is 
not about the adoptive parents' rights 
versus the birth parents' rights. It is 
the rights of the child-period. To 
allow a child who has bonded with any 
set of parents for months or years to be 
torn from that love and plunged head
long into an unsure life is among the 
most cruel punishments the most devi
ous minds could concoct-and it is 
being applied to the most innocent 
members of society. 

My two children were placed with my 
wife and I through the help of a little 
Irish lady from Glassport, PA, with 
dancing eyes. To the more than 3,000 
children that she placed and to the 
adoptive parents and birthparents she 
was known as Grandma Duncan. I 
asked Grandma Duncan-after we had 
our custody battle-how do I explain 
this if my children ever have questions. 
She paused for a moment and she said, 
"Wait until they are old enough to un-

derstand. Then plant a garden. Make 
sure the children help. Go to the nurs
ery and get tomato plants, and pepper 
plants, watermelon, and cantalope. 
Water them regularly, make sure the 
children help keep the weeds cleared 
away. And then when they are ready 
let them harvest the crops. Let them 
help to prepare it for the table. They 
will be so proud. And when they say 
look what I did. These are my toma
toes or watermelon or cantaloupe * * * 
you must tell them-no-those plants 
belong to the man at the nursery. Re
member where we bought the plants. 
He is the one who is responsible for 
this fruit. After all he plan ted the 
seeds. By now I know you're all ahead 
of me. The child will become angry and 
insist that he or she put the plant into 
the ground-gave it root-fed and wa
tered it and protected it from the 
weeds and insects. That's the time that 
you talk about what it means to be a 
parent . That is the context that par
enthood is born from. Jessica 
DeBoers-Kimberly Mays-in their 
name and in the name of the thousands 
of others that have been wronged by a 
system that believes the nurseryman 
has the right to take the fruit off the 
table we must work for changes to the 
adoption laws of this great Nation. 

There can be no doubt in the minds 
of those who have followed Jessica's 
case that her best interest was not 
taken into consideration. I am a law
maker-like the other 434 Members of 
this House, I know these matters turn 
on points of law. Let me again assure 
you that I think that was not done in 
Jessica 's case. There was plenty of lati
tude for the court to rule that Michi
gan not Iowa was her home State. They 
chose not to-they chose to victimize a 
child who is helpless to fight them and 
turned their backs on a set of loving 
parents who had given their all but in 
the end found their efforts had fallen 
short. Let the battle be joined. I am 
working on legislation and will wel
come help and advise from all quarters. 
I will invite all Members of this House 
to join me. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE SPECIAL 
ORDER OF THE HONORABLE EVA 
CLAYTON ON THE CHILDREN 
AND FAMILY INITIATIVES IN 
H.R. 2264 
The SPEAKER pro tempore . Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STOKES. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
in support of the children and family initiatives 
contained in the House-passed version of H.R. 
2264, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1993. These provisions address the mani
fold needs of children and families across this 
Nation and are absolutely critical to protecting 
these vulnerable populations. Ignoring the im
portance of these measures will have a crip
pling effect on the future of our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, today's youth 
are growing up in the midst of a very troubled 
America. Too many children live in poverty, 
die needlessly, drop out of school, are abused 
and neglected, and become parents far too 
soon. These distressing truths are even more 
of a reality among African-Americans, who 
suffer disproportionately from unemployment, 
inadequate education, ill health, and other so
cial and economic handicaps. The four chil
dren and family initiatives included in the 
House-passed version of H.R. 2264 are spe
cifically designed to combat these alarming 
trends. Undoubtedly, our country would be 
better served through Congress' endorsement 
of these provisions. 

Mr. Speaker, child abuse and neglect has 
become a national emergency-a tragic con
sequence of unemployment, poverty, home
lessness, substance abuse, and despair. Last 
year alone, 2.9 million children were reported 
abused and neglected, an average of 8,000 a 
day, a number that has almost tripled since 
1980. As more and more families dissolve 
under these pressures, an increasing number 
of children are entering foster care or awaiting 
adoption. The family pr.eservation and support 
initiative offers a significant investment of Fed
eral support for programs to combat this 
abuse and neglect. By strengthening families 
as well as providing improvement in the qual
ity of foster care and adoption assistance for 
children who cannot be protected at home, 
such comprehensive programs will help pro
mote the health and well-being of the dis
advantaged and underserved. With the num
ber of families in crisis, Federal assistance to 
help keep families together and to protect our 
children is more important than ever. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, today, in this coun
try, 11 million children under the age of 12 are 
at risk of hunger. The Mickey Leland Child
hood Hunger Reform Program responds to 
this devastating statistic by attacking the 
cause of hunger plaguing these vulnerable 
members of our society. It is a measure which 
prevents families from having to choose be
tween eating and shelter or other basic needs; 
needs which should be inalienable rights to all 
Americans. According to the campaign to end 
childhood hunger, undernourished children ex
perience many more health problems, includ
ing low weight, stunted growth, anemia, atten
tion deficit disorder, four times the rate of fa
tigue and twice as many colds and ear infec
tions as well-nourished children. The modest 
investment call.ed for in the Leland Program 
would save countless taxpayer dollars down 
the road. It is an investment in children who 
grow into more productive and better educated 
adults in the future and would be one of the 
most cost-effective contributions Congress 
could make. 

Mr. Speaker, families would also be better 
served through the expansion of the earned 
income tax credit as provided in the House
passed version of H.R. 2264. This provision is 
advantageous in a myriad of ways. It would 
help to lift families in which one parent works 
full-time out of poverty and prevent individuals 
who work in low-wage, full-time jobs from slip
ping further into poverty by allowing for adjust
ment in benefits according to family size. Fur
thermore, this provision is an important eco
nomic development effort as it is pro-work, 
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only those who work can qualify, and because 
most benefits are spent locally, billions o1 dol
lars would be infused into State and local 
economies. Most importantly, however, this 
measure would be a significant Federal leap 
toward alleviating the misery of the more than 
one in five children in this country who now 
live in poverty. 

Mr. Speaker, regardless of their family situa
tion, children in America deserve a healthy 
start in life. Nothing is more devastating than 
to witness a sick child, unprotected by pre
ventable diseases. The childhood immuniza
tion portion of the House reconciliation bill 
would provide vaccines to 11.1 million chil
dren. Moreover, this provision would allow 
States to purchase vaccines in bulk and edu
cates parents about immunizing their children. 
The Senate version of H.R. 2264 provides not 
1 cent for this important children's program 
which, in the long run, will save the Nation mil
lions of dollars and children and their families 
much suffering. Supporting this provision is 
the best way to significantly raise the Nation's 
shockingly low immunization rates for children. 
By providing vaccines for children in their 
usual place of medical care, improving out
reach to parents and establishing a tracking 
system, the House bill would minimize admin
istrative barriers to immunizing all children on 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, the four children and family ini
tiatives contained in the House-passed version 
of H.R. 2264 represent an effort to reverse the 
growing trends of abuse, neglect, and despair. 
I urge my colleagues on the conference com
mittee to support these critical programs and 
vote to maintain the children and family meas
ures as provided in the House-passed version 
of H.R. 2264. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE PRESIDENT'S 
ECONOMIC PLAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. HINCHEY] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Madam Speaker, my 
constituents are getting pretty fed up 
with the self-serving displays of ob
structionist politics that have become 
a staple of this Congress. I've been get
ting phone call after phone call, letter 
after letter from ordinary people who 
seem to understand more clearly than 
some of us here in Washington that 
this is a turning point in our history. 

The last time I was in my district, a 
woman stopped me on the street and 
said, "Don't you people remember what 
happened last November? We voted for 
Bill Clinton because this country des
perately needed change-not the same 
old politicians and same old pat an
swers.'' 

It wasn't the exasperation in her 
voice that made me stop in my tracks. 
It was the clear, controlled undercur
rent of rage-and anger that is deep 
and wide ranging. 

If we do not move quickly and deci
sively to enact President Clinton's eco
nomic plan, that anger will justifiably 
boil over. 

For the first time in too many years 
we have an administration that is ask
ing the hard questions and trying to 
face up to the difficult decisions that 
will reduce our staggering deficit and 
prepare our economy for growth in a 
rapidly changing world. 

We can't afford to let good-old-boy 
politicians create gridlock by threaten
ing to filibuster, obstruct, confuse, and 
generally kick and scream bloody mur
der at the prospect of real change. 

It seems that the Republican minor
ity has labored long enough and might
ily to recycle one of their tested battle 
cries-just say no. 

Come up with a budget plan that will 
reduce the deficit by $500 billion and 
protect middle- and low-income tax
payers? Just say no. 

Come up with tough, specific spend
ing cuts that take on well-funded spe
cial interests? Just say no. 

Create a fair and progressive tax
ation scheme that asks for the richest 
Americans-those who profited from 
the trickle-down give-aways of the 
eighties-to shoulder more of the bur
den of righting our economy? By no 
means, say the Republicans, just say 
no. 

Well, this country cannot afford that 
attitude. This is a critical time. 

The world we live in is changing at a 
breathtaking pace. A fiercely competi
tive global economy is forming and the 
cold war battlegrounds of the last 50 
years have become irrelevant. 

The integration of incredibly power
ful computing and communications 
technology into the daily lives of peo
ple at work and at home is reshaping 
scores of American industries. Business 
as usual has become a sure prescription 
for failure. 

And there aren't enough golden para
chutes to go around for ordinary Amer
icans who see their jobs and hopes for 
better futures for their children threat
ened-by a crippling deficit and Rep
resentatives who can't stomach the 
prospect of change. 

President Clinton's economic plan 
has the courage to make specific 
spending cuts, call for fair and progres
sive taxation and to guarantee that 
deficit reduction becomes more than 
an election year gimmick. 

We 've had more than enough 
gridlock, more than enough slogans, 
more than enough political posturing. 

Let's get about the business of serv
ing our constituents, the American 
people. I urge my colleagues to enact 
President Clinton's economic package. 

The Nation can' t wait any longer for 
the process of economic renewal to 
begin. 
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TRIBUTE TO FLORETTE ANGEL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

ESHOO). Under a previous order of the 

House, the gentleman from West Vir
ginia [Mr. WISE] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, I have 
learned today of the death of someone 
who was important to all West Vir
ginians, and actually, people in this 
Chamber as well as across the country, 
that of Florette Angel. Florette died 
after a battle against cancer. She was 
tireless and never complained, never 
asked for assistance, and in fact, kept 
lobbying and fighting for that which 
she believed in. 

In our State she was a well-known 
figure throughout the State and cer
tainly in our legislature for her efforts 
for those who are not able to speak for 
themselves. She, for instance, was ac
tive in reproductive freedom issues, 
abortion rights, the pro-choice move
ment, health care, food and hunger is
sues, and most importantly, and under
scoring everything, children's issues, 
kids. 

I do not know that there was ever a 
more eloquent voice on their behalf, 
and certainly a more tireless one, and 
certainly not a more aggressive one 
than Florette was. She would have 
been happy, I think, to know that this 
House will take up this week, I hope, in 
the budget reconciliation package pro
visions, for instance, to expand the 
earned income tax credit so working 
families with children will not have to 
fall into poverty. She would have ap
proved measures in the Family Preser
vation Act, but to be honest with you, 
she would say to us. " It is not enough," 
because that was something else that 
Florette could always do, was to urge 
you on to even more than you had 
done, and pointing out that she was 
speaking for those who could not be in 
that Chamber, whether it was a State 
legislative chamber or the national 
legislative Chamber, the Halls of Con
gress. 

During the years, the past 12 years, 
she was one who, in a period of great 
budget cuts and when domestic pro
grams were under attack, when money 
was being cut off at every State level, 
whether is was Medicare or food 
stamps or education, whatever it was, 
Florette was one who kept the flame 
alive and kept reminding us, when I 
was in the State legislature, but those 
of us in any legislative body, of our ob
ligation once again to work for those 
who could not speak as well for them
selves. 

Even though she knew she was termi
nally ill, she battled that with great 
bravery and dignity. She never com
plained, and most importantly, she 
kept advocating, she kept lobbying. 
She was in the legislative session dur
ing the West Virginia legislature. She 
never stopped. It was only just last 
week that her friends gathered in 
Charleston and raised money, and she 
attended that, raised money for a fund 
to continue that work. 
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She leaves memories everywhere. 

She leaves, importantly, legislative 
accomlishments in place, and a lot of 
people in our State and I think in this 
country are better off because Florette 
Angel lived. 

The most important thing is that we 
continue that which she would have us 
do, and as she would keep reminding 
us, we can do more, we must do more. 
To Philip and her family, I just want to 
say how sorry I am, but at the same 
time, she has left a lot for us to pick up 
and carry on. It is important for all of 
us to carry Florette's battles forward. 

I want to also simply say to Florette, 
wherever she is, thank you "for what 
you have done. 

THE BUDGET RECONCILIATION 
PLAN WILL PRODUCE CHANGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Connecticut [Ms. 
DELAURO] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, the 
budget conferees have completed their 
work. Now we must finish ours. It is 
time for Congress to step up to the 
plate and vote to pass the budget rec
onciliation conference report. 

This conference report responds to 
what the American people told us they 
wanted last November-change. It is a 
bold plan of action that ends gridlock 
and reverses the trickle down econom
ics of the past decade which brought us 
record deficits, crippled job creation, 
and saddled our children with an unac
ceptable national debt. 

The conference agreement achieves 
the President's goals for renewed eco
nomic growth. It is a responsible pack
age that will make a real difference. It 
will reduce deficits by nearly one-half 
trillion dollars over the next 5 years by 
cutting more in spending than it raises 
in revenues. More than three-quarters 
of the increased taxes would affect only 
those who earn more than $200,000 per 
year. And it will create jobs by offering 
real assistance to small businesses. 

This is a sweeping plan. But in all it 
does, nothing can be valued more than 
the incentives it provides to create 
jobs-8 million new jobs in 5 years. For 
a nation 4 years in recession it reflects 
a serious change. 

This is a bold initiative. It encom
passes tough choices. It makes some 
very painful budget cuts and asks those 
who have benefited most in recent 
years to contribute the most to deficit 
reduction. Today the New York Times 
called the Clinton plan "* * *a serious, 
credible, mostly gimmick-free bill that 
should make the deficit significantly 
lower over the next 5 years than it oth
erwise would be, saving the country 
billions of dollars in interest payments 
on the national debt." Passing this 
plan will reassure the financial mar
kets that we are serious about putting 
our Nation's fiscal house back in order. 

That means we are on our way to cre
ating new jobs. 

JOBS 
Hundreds of thousands of jobs dis

appeared during the last 4 years of the 
Bush administration; here we can see 
the employment growth under every 
administration, Democratic and Re
publican since World War II. And de
spite the facts, given the Bush adminis
tration's dismal record, the Republican 
Party has repeatedly refused to sup
port President Clinton's plans to create 
new jobs. But the economy, spurred by 
the President's economic plan, will cre
ate more than 8 million new jobs over 
the next 4 years. 

That is 8 million real jobs. Nearly 
40,000 of those jobs will be created in 
my State of Connecticut-not a mo
ment too soon. In Connecticut, where 
we have lost nearly 180,000 jobs in the 
past 4 years, jobs are the No. 1 issue. 
They are the No. 1 issue for the in
creasing numbers of unemployed who 
are used to working, who have always 
worked hard and played by the rules 
but now have lost their jobs because 
my State and this country were racked 
by a recession from which Connecticut 
has not yet recovered. 

We cannot afford to sit idle. We have 
to act. To back this plan that creates 
growth and creates jobs. That is what 
this economic plan is all about. For the 
first time in more than a decade we 
have a President who offered a serious 
plan to cut Government spending, cut 
the deficit, restore faith in this coun
try's economy, and, as a result, spur 
the investment that will create mil
lions of new jobs. His plan is real. The 
market believed in it and we have seen 
a sharp drop in long-term interest 
rates. 

For 4 long years we suffered under 
the worst private sector job growth at 
any time since Herbert Hoover's ad
ministration. And despite the fact that 
the Republican Party continues to sell 
the do nothing approach to job cre
ation-fighting at every turn legiti
mate attempts to spur job creation-we 
owe it to the working men and women 
of this country to restore their faith, 
and push for economic growth and that 
will create new jobs. 

DEFICITS 

The final budget plan is the largest 
deficit reduction package in our coun
try's history. If we fail to adopt this 
plan, Federal budget deficits would 
soar beyond $350 billion per year by 
1998, once again approaching 5 percent 
of gross domestic product. The plan is 
based on realistic economic assump
tions-not smoke and mirrors. It con
tains real spending cuts-not rhetoric 
about Government waste and unspec
ified cuts. And contrary to the criti
cisms of those who would do nothing or 
offer placebos instead of serious plans, 
this plan offers help for small busi
nesses so they can create jobs. 

We watch in utter disbelief those who 
call for budget summits and those who 

tell us that balancing the budget is 
easy. Certainly putting off the day of 
reckoning is easy but that ultimately 
will not make our task any less tough. 
We were sent here as public servants, 
honored by men and women in our dis
tricts who chose us to represent them 
in this House. They did not place their 
trust in us so that we can take cheap 
shots and hold out false promises on 
national television news programs. 
No-they sent us here to make a 
change, to act to make our country a 
better place for our children, and to 
help put people back to work. 

BUSINESS 

Recently, Federal Reserve Chairman 
Alan Greenspan urged Congress to pass 
a $500 bHlion deficit reduction package. 
He told Members that, "financial mar
kets and the economy would suffer if 
the legislators fail to act on cutting 
the deficit. If we do not come to grips 
with this issue now, we will always find 
the means not to do it." 

·Back home in Connecticut, the head 
of the Connecticut Business and Indus
try Association, Mike Serpe, told me: 
"Passing this budget plan is a positive 
and strong action that will send the 
r_ight signal to business and banking 
* * * to give them the confidence they 
need to invest in creating jobs again." 
According to John O'Connor, State di
rector of the Connecticut Small Busi
ness Development Centers, passing this 
budget will help small businesses in
crease their cash flow, which as he 
said, "is the life blood of small compa
nies." Mr. O'Connor's conclusion about 
the budget is as clear as it is simple
" the budget would not only be good for 
Connecticut's economy but for the en
tire Northeast region." 

In addition, the Connecticut Realtors 
Association believes that lower inter
est rates will translate directly into 
new home building and new jobs be
cause these rates make homes afford
able to more families. That means con
struction jobs, jobs for building mate
rials manufacturers, jobs for building 
home appliances and furniture. The 
lower interest rates also make new 
cars more affordable which means 
more jobs for automakers and auto 
parts manufacturers. 

Keeping interest rates low is what we 
will get by passing this plan. We will 
reduce the deficit by nearly $500 bil
lion, freeing that capital for private in
vestment. That money, which would 
otherwise be borrowed by the Govern
ment, can now be used by the private 
sector to create jobs. 

The reconciliation conference report 
also contains incentives for small busi
ness that encourage them to expand, 
invest, and create jobs. They are the 
main engine of job growth in our econ
omy. That is a key element to bringing 
about economic growth. 

Now we can offer small businessmen 
and businesswomen all across this 
country renewed hope. The conference 
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report would cut in half the long-term 
capital gains rates for investment in 
small, startup companies. It would ex
pand the amount of investment that 
small businesses can immediately ex
pense to $17,500, and provides health de
ductions for the self-employed. And it 
fosters economic growth, technological 
development, and international com
petitiveness by extending the research 
and experimentation tax credit. Also , 
90 percent of small businesses will be 
eligible for a tax cut. 

Not only does this reconciliation 
package offer small businesses impor
tant new growth incentives, but it will 
help them maintain access to capital 
at lower costs while it exempts 96 per
cent of small businesses which file in
dividual returns from the increase in 
individual income tax rates. When all 
these factors are taken into consider
ation there can be no question that 
this plan will be an important factor in 
the ability of small business to expand 
and to help create new jobs. 

We cannot back away from the oath 
we each took to be the leaders of our 
Nation. We cannot let this country be 
controlled by fear of change and 
gridlock any longer. Mr. Speaker, we 
owe it to those who have sent us here 
to pass this vital economic plan into 
law. 

The Washington Post said of the 
Democratic plan today, "Republican 
and other critics who helped to create 
the problems it seeks to solve now say 
the bill is too weak, but weakness is 
not the reason they are voting no. This 
is solid legislation that the Democrats 
can easily defend and should be proud 
to pass. " Those who oppose the plan 
bear the burden of explaining their op
position to the failing small business, 
the unemployed worker, the would-be 
homeowner. Let them argue for contin
ued high deficits. And, above all , let 
them offer evidence that they have had 
the courage in the past to provide the 
same leadership for the economy as the 
President has now. 

We are acting not only to govern, but 
to govern responsibly. The reconcili
ation conference report is responsible. 
It is fair. It is good for the economy. 

The plan assures that 80 percent of 
the revenue increases will be borne by 
the wealthiest top 6 percent of Ameri
cans. And middle class families are 
protected. No working family making 
less than $180,000 a year will see a raise 
in income taxes. 

While we want to govern responsibly 
and get job creation going again, our 
opponents want to play politics as 
usual. In fact, when the House consid
ered its version of a budget reconcili
ation bill, the Republicans offered an 
alternative that came up short. Short 
on deficit reduction , short on fairness, 
and short on details. It would have pro
vided nearly $100 billion less in deficit 
reduction and would have shifted the 
burden of deficit reduction onto the 

middle and lower classes and away 
from the wealthy. And it would have 
cut Medicare by an additional $10 bil
lion. Now some of the very same people 
who offered us that retread so-called 
alternative are asking us to reject the 
conferees ' work and engage in yet an
other round of budget talks. 

Well, we have talked enough, Mr. 
Speaker. Now we must act. Now we 
must choose to continue a policy of 
gridlock that has resulted in economic 
stagnation or choose a bold plan of ac
tion that will lead to economic growth. 
Now we must move beyond the rhetoric 
and partisan bickering and focus on the 
reality. Those who preach gridlock 
today are standing on 4 years of near 
zero job growth. They will have to an
swer to the American people if the 
economcy continues to stagnate be
cause the best they could say was, 
" Let's do nothing." 

Mr. Speaker, we have a plan. A plan 
that represents a radical departure 
from gridlock. We have a plan that 
moves us forward. It cuts our deficit 
$500 billion. It creates new jobs. It asks 
the wealthy to pay their fair share and 
it protects middle class working fami
lies. 

This is the kind of change that will 
launch our Nation on a new course as 
we enter a new century. Where the 
next generation of Americans will be
lieve that their children will be better 
off than they have been. I urge Mem
bers to rise to the challenges, to shoul
der their responsibility; to answer the 
call. Pass the plan. Make a difference. 

0 1850 
Madam Speaker, that concludes my 

remarks, and I am happy that with us 
in the Chamber tonight, are other 
Members who want to talk on the eco
nomic recovery program, some who 
have been with us over the last 2 
weeks, and I welcome back this 
evening, and those who have not, I wel
come also and look forward to our dis
cussion here this evening. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to my col
league, the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. PELOSI], and thank her for 
being here for the third time in 3 
weeks. 

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Connecti
cut for yielding and thank her for her 
leadership in helping to pass the Presi
dent 's reconciliation plan and his eco
nomic plan for growth and reducing the 
deficit , and also for her very magnifi
cent presentation, and very clear pres
entation, of the new direction that this 
deficit reduction plan will take our 
country. I thank her very much for giv
ing me this opportunity to participate 
in her special order tonight. 

I am very pleased that the Presi
dent's plan, as amended by the House 
and Senate conferees, turns out to be a 
very profamily plan. It does this by its 
investments that it makes in people, 

that helps at the very same time to re
duce the deficit, to give our people 
work, not welfare, and to give them 
hope, not despair. 

How does it do this? Well, it is 
profamily in many respects. One is its 
children's initiatives that are con
tained in this package, childhood im
munization, the family preservation 
and support act, the Mickey Leland 
Hunger Relief Act and the earned in
come tax credit, in addition to the en
terprise zones which will help create 
jobs in some of the areas of our coun
try which need them the most. 

I would just like to take a few min
utes to elaborate on some of these 
points and then move on to some of the 
economic arguments that spring from 
these. I believe that while these are 
profamily and they are investments in 
people, they will help get this country 
moving as well as reduce the deficit. 

As far as the immunization initiative 
is concerned, President Clinton said on 
February 12, 1993: 

Our Nation is the only industrialized Na
tion in the entire world that does not guar
antee childhood vaccination for all children. 
It ought to be like clean water and clear air. 
It ought to be part of the fabric of our life. 

So spoke our President. And he said 
that in the context of only 55 percent 
of our Nation's 2-year-olds fully immu
nized against vaccine-preventable dis
eases in 1991. Because of these low im
munization rates, a measles epidemic 
swept across the country with 55,000 
victims, 166 people were killed in the 
epidemic and 11,000 Americans were 
hospitalized. 

0 1900 
This could have been prevented. 
Next in the package, I want to com

mend our President and conferees for 
putting funds in for family preserva
tion, $1 billion. Madam Speaker, child 
abuse and neglect is an escalating na
tional crisis of devastating propor
tions. Nearly 3 million children were 
reported physically, sexually, or emo
tionally ·abused or neglected last year, 
3 million children in our country, and 
at least 3 children a day die from 
abuse, most before their first birthday. 
That is hard to imagine. 

While the number of children re
ported abused, in fact, more than dou
bled between 1981 and 1991, Federal 
funding has been cut in half. I am very 
pleased that the President and con
ferees included, as I mentioned, $1 bil
lion in this package. 

Next, the Mickey Leland Childhood 
Hunger Relief Act is a very important 
domestic antihunger initiative, the 
most important introduced in the last 
16 years. I am very pleased that the 
President has, and, well , we would like 
more money always, but I think at this 
moment it is $2.5 billion for the Mickey 
Leland Hunger Relief Act. It would 
allow families, in addition to the funds, 
it also will allow families to deduct 
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high shelter costs in the same way that 
elderly and disabled households do so 
at present. This is very, very impor
tant for our families who exceed 50 per
cent of their income for shelter. 

It would also encourage payment and 
collection of child support and assist 
working families and children. 

Then in that package I conclude my 
focus there on the earned income tax 
credit. This proposal substantially 
raises the level of credit for working 
families with children, to lift working 
families out of poverty and provide the 
modest credit to very poor workers 
without children to help ensure that 
the doors of opportunity are open for 
all. 

You would expect, I say to my col
league, the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Ms. DELAURa], that I would 
be supportive of a program that con
tained these initiatives, being on the 
progressive side of the spectrum in this 
body, and I am pleased that they are in 
the package. 

Again, I think they not only help 
people, they help reduce the deficit. 

But I do want to turn now to some 
business voices which favor the pack
age. Let me say, first, that the Amer
ican people, according to the Wall 
Street Journal last week, they re
ported that Americans are expressing 
more support for President Clinton's 
economic plan as it nears its crucial 
final vote. By a comfortable margin of 
54 to 32 percent, people say that the 
Clinton plan would represent a step in 
the right direction, and the survey in
dicates that many Americans are sour 
on the conduct of Mr. Clinton's Repub
lican critics. The American people sup
port this plan. 

I now want to address some of the 
business leaders. Last week, 58 business 
leaders, many of them Republicans 
from across the country, endorsed 
President Clinton's economic plan. I 
would like to call to the attention of 
my colleagues and our listeners the 
comments of some of those business 
leaders. Chairman August Busch of An
heuser-Busch said: 

We applaud the fundamental fairness of 
your initial plan as well as the diligence 
with which you have worked to keep equity 
a cornerstone of the final product. 

Jerry Pearlman, chairman of Zenith 
Electronics, said: 

I strongly support your $500 billion deficit 
reduction plan and the selective spending 
cuts and appropriate investments. I have no 
doubt that your plan will meet the major 
challenge of reducing the deficit while stim
ulating economic growth, job creation, and 
investment. 

Further to this, Xerox CEO Paul 
Allaire said: 

Successful passage of the budget reconcili
ation bill is a critical step in restoring long
term economic growth and job creation. The 
President 's economic program is a balanced 
approach that shifts national policy away 
from deficit spending and toward job-creat
ing investment. 

The chairman of Time Warner, Ger
ald Levin, said: 

This legislation is our only opportunity to 
move forward on the economic front. To fail 
at this moment would have grave con
sequences for Americans and American busi
ness around the globe. I am proud to join you 
in encouraging swift and positive congres
sional action. 

The CEO of Tenneco, Mike Walsh, 
said: 

The United States cannot continue to live 
on borrowed time and borrowed money. We 
elected a new President because we wanted 
change. Now it is time to act, not blink or 
quit. The President is taking on one of the 
most critical issues we face as a country, and 
it is time for us to stand up, support him, 
and start attacking the deficit. 

And then, finally, the president of 
H&R Block, Harry Buckley, said: 

The majority of H&R Block's clients are 
middle- and lower-income taxpayers, many 
of whom would benefit from the President's 
plan to expand and simplify the EITC and 
distribute the tax burden more fairly 
throughout all income brackets. 

The New York Times said in its edi
torial last month: 

Antitax rhetoric poses a threat to the com
mon sense when the American congressional 
conferees meet this week to begin the ardu
ous task of reconciling the House and Senate 
budget bill. We want common sense to pre
vail over political rhetoric. 

We want this House to pass this 
budget very strongly. 

You, I say to my colleague, presented 
very convincing arguments and com
pelling evidence of why this plan will 
work and why it must be done. 

I think that it is clear that from left 
to right, from people to business, it is 
clearly viewed that we must reduce the 
deficit, we must create jobs, we must 
invest in people, we must pass this 
package. 

Again, I commend the gentlewoman 
for calling this special order and look 
forward to meeting here the next time 
we urge our colleagues to support the 
reconciliation package. 

Ms. DELAURO. I want to thank my 
colleague, the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia, and applaud her for particularly 
highlighting the pieces of the plan that 
focus on families and on jobs. 

If you take a look at the entire pack
age, the focus is jobs and creating jobs. 

Looking at an earned income tax 
credit, which is so critical for so many 
families, in my own district, 15 percent 
of the families are eligible for an 
earned income tax credit, and it keeps 
people working; the emphasis on small 
business that allows them to expand 
and keep working; and then, finally, 
the focus on our most precious re
source, our children, and what their op
portunities are about, and I want to 
thank the gentlewoman for highlight
ing those things. 

Ms. PELOSI. I would just like to fol
low up on what the gentlewoman said. 

The earned income tax credit is being 
called the greatest antipoverty meas-

ure that we have seen in a long time. It 
helps hardworking families who work 
full time but still are below the pov
erty level, and I know that you know 
that many of these people are working 
at the minimum wage. Right now it 
does not seem to be an appropriate 
time for us to push for a higher mini
mum wage as much as I would like to 
see that happen. 

I bring that point up because the 
earned income tax credit is a bonus for 
small businesses which pay the mini
mum wage, because it enabled them to 
continue paying that wage to their em
ployees even though they still, those 
employees, are still below the poverty 
level, and with this EITC, the Federal 
Government is subsidizing those em-
ployees. · 

So not only does it help families liv
ing below the poverty line, it really 
also is an assist to small businesses as 
we get through this very difficult time. 

I thank the gentlewoman again. 
Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gentle

woman. 
I now yield to my colleague, the gen

tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS], 
and my colleague on the Committee on 
Appropriations. I thank him for being 
with us tonight. 

Mr. SKAGGS. I thank the gentle
woman very much for taking the time 
for all of us to participate tonight. 

I was not sure whether my ear was 
playing a trick on me when either the 
gentlewoman from California or the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut sug
gested that we would be back discuss
ing reconciliation again. I think that 
this is our last shot at this. We are 
going to vote this out of the House and 
on to the Senate and then on to the 
President's desk later this week. 

Ms. DELAURO. Hear; hear. 
Mr. SKAGGS. I am very proud of the 

fact that we are going to be doing the 
right thing for America. 

This bill represents fundamentally a 
good dea.l for the average middle-in
come family in this country, and we 
should make no bones about that. 

We should be pleased to be able to do 
the right thing for our country. 

We have all lived through the terrible 
consequences of 12 years of really hid
ing our heads in the sand .about eco
nomic and fiscal reality in this coun
try. This bill faces up to what has to be 
done. It does so based upon the most 
conservative economic and planning 
assumptions that have ever been incor
porated into the development of a 
budget since I have had the privilege of 
serving in this House. 

Even based upon those most conserv
ative assumptions, it gets within a 
whisker of the original $500 billion defi
cit reduction objective over the next 5 
years, $496 billion. As we are, I know, 
fond of saying, if you get a 99 on the 
test, and this is about a 99, that is darn 
good, and we should be pleased to see it 
there. 
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But let us take a look at the com

position of that $496 billion. There has 
been a lot of easy rhetoric around this 
town and around the country the last 
several months about taxes and spend
ing cuts. What is going on in this pack
age is $255 billion in spending reduc
tions over the next 5 years compared to 
about $240 billion in tax increases. 

Nobody I know of enjoys raising 
taxes. I do not; the President does not; 
you do not. But no one has been able to 
propose a credible way of really getting 
serious about deficit reduction that 
does not include some taxes. 

0 1910 
So the question is not taxes or no 

taxes, but what kind of taxes? What is 
a fair way of dealing with a tax compo
nent to deficit reduction? 

We can either go back to doing 
things the way we did for the last 12 
years, which is to give a break to ev
erybody on the top and saddle middle
income people with greater and greater 
burdens through payroll taxes and the 
like, or doing something which is in 
this plan, which is to again introduce 
fundamental tax fairness into the pol
icy of the United States. 

As the gentlewoman has pointed out, 
the average American family of four 
that earns less than $180,000 a year in 
adjusted gross income, which is prob
ably $200,000 in gross income, is not 
going to pay any higher income taxes. 
There will be a modest gas tax, but 
again let us get real about what we are 
talking about there. 

The average American is going to be 
asked to pay $28 a year more in gas 
taxes. What is that, 50 cents a week, 
roughly? At least where I come from in 
Colorado, I have town meetings where 
people stand up and say, "Look, as 
long as we know this is real deficit re
duction, we are willing, even in Colo
rado," which is a Western State and we 
are supposed to hate gas taxes, "we are 
willing to pay an increment more in 
Federal gasoline tax." 

But there are a lot of States not in 
the West that are going to be involved 
in this at a somewhat greater rate, and 
as a Westerner I just want to point out 
that Kentucky, Alabama, Vermont, 
and several other States, even though 
not in the great wide-open spaces of 
the West, are going to be paying a lit
tle bit more in gas tax than my con
stituents in Colorado. 

Nonetheless, three-quarters of all the 
taxes in this bill are going to be paid 
for by the top 20 percent, 15 percent, of 
the people in this country. And I think 
that they recognize, as difficult as this 
may be for them, that they are in a 
better position to afford it than the 
middle-class Americans who have 
borne the burden for the last several 
years. 

One of the things that has been par
ticularly perplexing to me is the very 
easy rhetoric that has come out of the 

loyal opposition about the impact of 
this plan on small business, and I just 
want to take a minute to right the 
record on that. 

The vast majority of small businesses 
where, as the gentlewoman has pointed 
out, job creation really occurs in this 
economy, are going to be benefited sub
stantially by the provisions of this bill. 

Their ability to expense out in the 
first year of the purchase of plant, 
equipment, equipment for their busi
nesses, will be increased from $10,000 to 
$17,500, a major shot in the arm for new 
investment for small business; reduced 
interest rates that we are enjoying 
again, making all the difference in the 
world for a lot of small-business people 
being able to handle cash flow prob
lems and all the rest; they are going to 
be further advantaged by the provision 
dealing with the capital gains tax rate 
for companies under $50 million in cap
italization, and several other provi
sions. 

The only small-business people that 
are going to be affected by the changes 
in this bill are those that are making 
on the average more than a half mil
lion dollars a year-less than 4 percent 
of all small businesses in this country. 
So, it is simply a real disservice to the 
American people and to the respon
sibility we all have to speak straight 
with the public, to try to suggest that 
this is going to be harmful to most 
small businesses. 

Quite to the contrary, it is going to 
be extremely helpful to them. 

We are also presented day after day 
after day with easy talk about the 
spending cuts in this legislation. We 
could go on for page after page after 
page of specific reductions in spending 
that are included in this bill, both on 
the appropriated spending that we 
make year by year and on the entitle
ment programs, such as Medicare and 
Medicaid, and agriculture programs 
that have a life of their own. 

But make no mistake, this is very, 
very serious and specific on spending 
cuts, again notwithstanding the very 
easy talk that unfortunately we hear 
from the other side about this. 

And finally, as the gentlewoman 
from California pointed out, this bill 
makes a substantial step forward on 
the President's program of welfare re
form in that it greatly increases the 
earned income tax credit, one of the 
most effective ways we have of getting 
working people on their feet. 

This bill will provide a substantial 
increase for those working families 
with kids; it is a very major building 
block in the President's program of 
welfare reform. And any of us, and I 
hope all of us who are serious about 
seeing that objective accomplished 
ought to keep that in mind as well. 

What is the alternative? Voting 
"no"? 

And by the way, it is my impression 
that there was no Republican in either 

the House or the Senate who voted for · 
this plan, in either body, is that recol
lection correct? 

Ms. DELAURO. That is accurate. 
Mr. SKAGGS. All the predictions are 

that we are going to be faced with the 
same behavior this time around. 

I just find that very, very difficult to 
understand. These are folks who have 
pounded their chests so vigorously so 
long about deficit reduction. Here we 
have a chance to make good on that for 
the counter, and they are taking a 
walk. This is a "no" vote for deficit re
duction, evidently, a "no" vote for tax 
fairness, a "no" vote for family fair
ness, a "no" vote for immunizations, a 
"no" vote for entitlement reform, a 
"no" vote for reduced interest rates. It 
is really a "no" vote for America for 
anyone to vote against this bill. 

I thank the gentlewoman for her 
leadership and for organizing our re
marks this evening. 

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gen
tleman from Colorado, and his final re
marks are accurate: The American peo
ple did not elect us to sit here and do 
nothing, to collect a paycheck and do 
nothing. 

There are tough choices to be made. 
I said this last week: People make 
tough choices in their lives every day. 
We have some tough choices to make, 
and now is the time to do it. 

The criticism, especially those criti
cisms from those who over the past 4 
years have-not shown on this chart, 
but the one previous-during the Bush 
administration we saw the lowest 
growth we have seen since the Second 
World War. So there has to be some
thing in here that is appealing to some 
of our Republican colleagues, and yet 
they refuse to move an inch in terms of 
helping to move this country forward 
and to help to turn our economy 
around. I think it is not going unno
ticed with the American public. 

I think they see very clearly what is 
happening here. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER], our colleague. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut for 
taking this time so that we can explain 
the plan now that it has been accom
plished. 

First and foremost, we ought to rec
ognize the kind of courage that Presi
dent Clinton displayed when he came 
to this Chamber and asked us to en
gage in this effort to reduce the deficit 
by $500 billion over 5 years. And he told 
us it would not be easy. He told us, in 
fact, it would be very difficult, that we 
would be beseigned by the special in
terests, we would be beseiged by those 
who did not want change. But he still 
asked us to do it. 

He asked us to meet our obligations 
as an institution. Tonight we are talk
ing about a plan that meets those goals 
and meets the obligations of this insti
tution to govern. 
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And he is quite right, it was not easy 

and we did not get any help from our 
friends on the other side of the aisle. 
The Republican Party in this instance 
reminds me of so many other people 
during the 1980's who lived in an irre
sponsible fashion, lived beyond their 
means, used other people's money, ran 
up the deficits in their families and in 
their corporations and in this Govern
ment, and then, as the 1990's came in 
and reality came around, they simply 
chose default. 

The Republicans will be here this 
week in a mode of default. They will 
not have a plan, they will not have a 
proposal, they will not have an alter
native to this deficit reduction plan. 

D 1920 
We will go forward and we will vote. 

We will pass and the President will 
sign the largest deficit reduction in the 
history of this country. 

Unfortunately, that is necessary be
cause of the incredible deficit that was 
run up in this country throughout the 
eighties as this country lived beyond 
its means. 

BoB DOLE will not offer a plan in the 
Senate. He will grumble and he will 
gripe, but he will offer no plan. 

The Republicans in the House of Rep
resentatives will offer no plan. We will 
get conversation. We will get criticism, 
but we will get no plan to reduce the 
deficit by $500 billion They did not 
have one in January, February, March, 
April, May, June, or July, and now in 
August. They do not have a plan to re
duce the deficit by $500 billion. 

Of course, as we found out this week
end, neither does Ross Perot, because 
Mr. Perot who has been barnstorming 
the country saying, "Follow me, I have 
a plan," started out on Friday saying 
that if he had a couple weeks he could 
come up with a plan, because the plan 
he had before he did not want to be 
credited with because the taxes were so 
high, but in a couple weeks he could 
come up with a plan. Then things only 
got worse over the weekend. The more 
he appeared on TV, the more people re
alized that again what we were getting 
was conversation and criticism, but no 
plan with hard cuts, hard choices, 
nothing from Ross Perot, the House 
Republicans or BoB DOLE. 

So now where do they stand? They 
realize that America is catching on to 
them, that America is realizing that 
this President in fact delivered on his 
effort with the courage and the dif
ficulty. 

When Senator MOYNIHAN and Chair
man ROSTENKOWSKI delivered the con
ference committee with $500 bj.llion 
worth of deficit reduction, they want 
time out. They want to start the game 
over. They say if we just give them the 
summer, if we just give them the fall, 
they can come up with a better plan. 

They had access to all the numbers. 
They had access to the Government for 

12 years in the administration. They 
had access to the Budget Committee. 
They could not come up with a plan be
cause they never ever wanted to take 
the kind of political heat or dem
onstrate the courage to make the dif
ficult choices that we had to do to 
come up with a package. 

They said in the first few months 
they could come up with $500 billion in 
deficit reduction with no taxes. 

Wrong. They fell short. 
Then when it got to the Senate, they 

said they could come up with $500 bil
lion of deficit reduction with no taxes. 

Wrong. They fell short. 
And Mr. Perot fell short, like the rest 

of them. 
So they have chosen bankruptcy. 

They have chosen default. They have 
chosen not to show up for the debate 
with a real plan. 

Now, they will criticize this plan, but 
fortunately in this plan the numbers 
will stick, unlike the phony numbers 
that were presented to us in years past. 

The plan will stick with this positive 
impact on small business. The plan will 
stick with help for families, with the 
family preservation and earned income 
tax credit provision. The plan will 
stick because it has no income tax in
crease for middle Americans in this 
plan. The plan will stick because it 
raises a dramatic amount of revenue 
from the wealthiest people in this 
country who saw their incomes sky
rocket during the 1980's while their tax 
rates went down, and yet working fam
ilies saw their incomes go down and 
their tax rates go up. 

What does the President present to 
us in his speech tonight? What is he 
going to tell this Nation? He is going 
to tell the Nation that the Democratic 
Congress, the Democratic Senate met 
its obligation. Sorry, the Republicans 
did not show up. 

As a result of the leadership dem
onstrated by this President and the 
tough fight for the change that is rep
resented in this budget to make our 
tax system fair, to recognize that all 
segments of America need help, as a re
sult of that this President will in fact 
achieve his goal, and that is the largest 
deficit reduction in the history of this 
country. 

As the gentlewoman from Connecti
cut has pointed out, that makes it easi
er for families to educate their chil
dren, because the cost of a student loan 
goes down. It makes it easier for the 
first-time homebuyer to realize the 
dream of a house. It makes it easier for 
people who currently have mortgages 
at the high rate of the eighties to refi
nance those mortgages at the lowest 
rates in 20 years, because the markets 
understand that this deficit reduction 
is serious and real and can make a dif
ference in terms of long-term interest 
rates. It means that people can start 
small businesses, because the bank 
loans are cheaper than they were be
fore. 

The corporations already to the tune 
of in excess of a hundred billion dollars 
have refinanced the high debts of the 
eighties to try to give them a better 
cash flow so they can invest in the jobs 
and the expansion of the nineties. That 
is what President Clinton asks us to do 
and that is what we will do on Friday, 
and we will do it without a single Re
publican vote in the House or the Sen
ate. 

Those who voted for those people in 
the last election ought to feel terrible. 
How wasted their vote was, because 
these people were never part of the de
bate that they chose to default. 

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
California for his extraordinary re
marks, and also for pointing out, I was 
really in some amazement this week
end watching some of the television 
shows to see Ross Perot, and people 
have put their faith in Ross Perot, a 
number of people voted for him, but he 
sat there on Sunday in a television 
talk show, and his plan which he could 
not speak about because he did not 
have his charts and papers with hirr.., 
he did not know what the particulars 
are of the plan, of his own plan; but it 
does fall short about $800 billion in def
icit reduction. It would put a 50-cent 
gas tax on people in this Nation and it 
would increase cuts on people who are 
on Medicare. 

Finally, he could not be very specific 
about the cuts that he wanted to make 
or where they are. 

In fact, within this plan there are 
some hard decisions that have been 
made, but again that is what people 
send us here for, not just to take up the 
space and the air in this Chamber. We 
are here on their behalf. 

I thank the gentleman from Califor
nia so much for his comments tonight. 

Now I yield to the gentlewoman from 
Utah [Ms. SHEPHERD] and thank the 
gentlewoman for coming this evening 
and participating in this discussion. 

Ms. SHEPHERD. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] again this 
final time for arranging this special 
order so that we can all participate. 

I am sure my district, like that of 
the gentlewoman's, and the whole 
country really, has had the same expe
rience, and that is that there has been 
an extraordinary amount of misin
formation, and dare I say outright lies 
that have been told to people in order 
to confuse them, in order to frighten 
them, in order for them to believe that 
this is a terrible thing that is going to 
happen to them. 

I am very distressed that that has 
happened and really welcome the op
portunity for us to come here and set 
the record straight, and I think we 
have done that. 

I want to concentrate, if I can for a 
minute, on the two alternatives that 
we have before us. The first alternative 
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that we always have is to do nothing. 
We can do nothing, and if we do that, 
we know precisely what will happen. 
We will hit a deficit of $400 billion by 
the end of the decade. Very shortiy 
after that, it will be $600 billion. Inter
est rates will spike up. Jobs will be 
lost. Businesses will falter, and the 
public disillusionment with this body's 
ability to govern this country will take 
a dramatic turn for the worse. 

The second alternative we offer and 
the people who want to pass this bill 
and the third alternative is an alter
native that dissolved long ago. It was 
the plan that opponents of this bill 
once offered, but no longer offer. This 
was a plan that offered $100 billion less 
in deficit reduction. This was a plan 
that did not call for one single specific 
cut beyond those offered by President 
Clinton, but a whole host of unspecified 
cuts. 

Now, I want to know where these 
mythical cuts are going to be made. 
Does anybody but me remember what 
happens when Congress tries to cut 
things in an unspecified way? 

The answer is that unspecified cuts 
are a trick. They are a lower. They are 
a promise as old as promises get that 
we can have our cake and eat it, too. It 
is exactly the same promise that gave 
us the borrow-and-squandor psychology 
that has existed in the past 10 years 
that brought us this budget deficit in 
the first place. 

When it comes to situations like this, 
there is a cliche for. that as well. It 
says, "If you can't stand the heat, get 
out the kitchen." That charge more 
than any other describes what I want 
to say to this body, and I want the 
American people to say to this body. If 
we cannot stand the heat, we should 
not be here. 

Opponents of this plan have had 5 
months to put together an alternative 
that equals th.e deficit reduction in this 
bill without raising taxes. If it could 
have been done, where is it? They have 
had 5 months to put together a pack
age of specified spending cuts beyond 
those offered by President Clinton. 
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If they could have passed such cuts, 

why have they not done it? We have 
been voting on appropriations for the 
past 4 weeks. They have had 5 months 
to campaign on substantive alter
natives of their own. If they had one, 
where is it? 

On all of these counts, Madam Presi
dent, there has been nothing but fail
ure. 

Harry Truman once said, and he was 
a man of an earlier generation, so his 
quote reads, "A man who is influenced 
by the polls or who is afraid to make 
decisions which will make him unpopu
lar is not a man to represent the wel
fare of our country." 

I want to update here a bit and say 
that I urge the men and women of this 

body to remember that quote as they 
vote on Thursday. We have a unique 
opportunity this week to set a clear 
course towards fiscal responsibility. 
This is our time. This is our only 
chance. We must do it. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to vote "yes" when the time 
comes, and I thank the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] so 
much for giving me this opportunity. 

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Utah [Ms. 
SHEPHERD] very much, and I would like 
to yield now to my colleague, the gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Ms. DELAURO] for yielding to me and 
taking this special order, and I just say 
that I think it has really come down to 
where-the-rubber-meets-the-road time 
in that in the next few days, and par
ticularly on Thursday when presum
ably this House votes on this package, 
that will really test the character of 
all of us and what we stand for. 

There are some times to go into poli
tics for glory, and sometimes there is 
no glory, but there is a lot of heavy 
lifting. This is one of those years be
cause the heavy lifting is coming, and 
it is whether or not we have the cour
age to take the first step. 

Now, Madam Speaker, I have been 
fascinated in the past months, but par
ticularly in the past weeks, by the cho
rus of voices from the other side of the 
aisle particularly saying they are op
posed to this package. They are 
against. They are against deficits. That 
is a courageous stand. They are against 
taxes. They are against cuts that hurt. 
They are against everything that is as
sociated in the package. 

The only thing is we cannot figure 
out when they are against ending the 
gridlock, when it is that they are 
against ending the economic doldrums 
that this country is in. 

They say, "Don't raise taxes even if 
it is 80 percent of it that is on those 
making over $140,000 a year. Don't raise 
taxes. It's a bad time, bad time in a 
slow recovery." 

When is a good time? In a recession? 
Is a good time in prosperity? No, do not 
get tax fairness then, they say, because 
you will cut off the prosperity. Do not 
do it, obviously, in a recession for a 
whole lot of reasons. 

My concern is this: 
"You ought to pass this package for 

tax fairness if only on its face. When 
those whose incomes in the top 10, the 
top 6, percent of this country, indeed 
the top 1 percent, have seen their in
comes more than double in the past 12 
years, while middle-income people have 
stayed the same or fallen behind, I 
think that that cries out for tax fair
ness alone.'' 

Let me just quickly tick off a few of 
the items though that I believe people 
are finally waking up to, what is and 
what is not in this package. 

Our friends on the other side say that 
there are not cuts in here. Two hundred 
fifty billion dollars' worth of cuts, real 
cuts, over 5 years; 100 cuts alone in pro
grams over $100 million, Madam Speak
er. They are listed; they are real. 

We challenged them in both this 
House and the other to come up with 
their package. They came up with a 
package, and, lo and behold, $66 billion 
of unspecified cuts. 

In caps on entitlements in future 
years, Madam Speaker, where are they 
going to cap it? Going to cap Social Se
curity? Going to cap Medicare? How 
are you going to do it? Oh, no. So, we 
do not know where that is. 

So, this budget has real cuts in it and 
over a dollar of cuts for every dollar of 
tax increases. 

Now, the tax increases; where do 
they come? First of all, 80 percent of 
the tax increases come on the wealthi
est 6 percent, those families making 
over $140,000 a year after deductions. 
Indeed the only tax on the middle-in
come person will be the gasoline tax: 
4.3 cents a gallon, which works out to 
10 cents a day on the average, and even 
the Social Security threshold has been 
raised significantly to around $44,000 
before that triggers in, that anyone 
would see any tax implications there. 

One of the things that is not talked 
about by the either side in this package 
is helping working families, the earned 
income tax credit where people making 
between-working families with chil
dren making between-$25,000 and 
$30,000 a year will actually see a tax 
cut because their work will be re
warded, and they will be encouraged so 
that no family needs to fall into pov
erty. I think that may be one of the 
single greatest reforms that is in here. 

Businesses, poor business, or small 
business has been whipsawed by rhet
oric, and yet, when they look at it, 
they find that 95 percent of small busi
nesses in this country will not see any 
tax increase. The only corporate in
crease is for those corporations making 
over $10 million a year, not gross in
come, in profits, and so certainly busi
ness knows, and also with the research 
and development incentives, with the 
targeted capital gains, with the 
expensing initiatives, small business 
knows that it actually gains under this 
package, and particularly with lower 
interest rates. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, I would say 
that the importance of this package, in 
passing it for the American people, is, 
first, to get change, to change the way 
things are done here, to change the di
rection our economy is going, to 
change, to reverse, the direction of the 
past 12 years. 

Second is to start u·s on a track of 
building momentum for that change 
economically so that we can than take 
on a jobs package. 

This is a first step. If is a down pay
ment. It is not the final step. But you 
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have to start somewhere, and a jobs 
package is essential in the upcoming 
months, and, finally, toward health 
care essential for deficit reduction. 
Yes, essential for providing the health 
that is so necessary in containing 
health care costs. It plays a vital role. 

But it all starts here, and so I would 
ask those who say they are opposed to 
this package, "What are you for, and 
when do you come forward with it, and 
when do you get in step and realize 
that the American people understand 
that we are all going to have to-that 
the American people understand this is 
not easy, but the American people 
what the job done, and they want 
change, and this package offers that." 

Madam Speaker, I thank the gentle
woman from Connecticut [Ms. 
DELAURO] very much for yielding this 
time to me. 

Ms . DELAURO. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from West Vir
ginia [Mr. WISE] very much in particu
lar for his comments about small busi
ness. Some of the things, and I will re
peat one of these statistics, and that is 
90 percent of small businesses in this 
country will be eligible for some sort of 
a tax cut, whether it is on reductions 
in health care costs for the self-em
ployed, or expensing of equipment, or a 
capital gains tax cut, and that is cru
cial and critical to expanding our econ
omy. 

I know my colleague is interested in 
investment and what that means for 
this Nation, and I know how critically 
important that is, that whole area is to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman would yield, the invest
ment package, of course, is critical and 
that ability of small business to invest. 
But the gentlewoman also points up 
something else with small business. I 
think that unfortunately the mom and 
pop business, the truly small business, 
one that is creating jobs, has been vic
timized unfairly by the rhetoric from 
the other side. Indeed even the Wall 
Street Journal pointed out in a recent 
article that vast percentage, 95 per
cent, I believe, of small businesses, sub
chapter S corporations, will not be af
fected by this. 

Ms. DELAURO. That is right. 
Mr. WISE. And indeed they may only 

gain, as the gentlewoman has said, 
that in the case of the subchapter S 
that the average person who will pay 
more taxes as a small businessperson is 
not actually the person running the car 
wash or the grocery store, but it is the 
physician, the lawyer, the investment 
broker, and their increases tend to av
erage in the subchapter S corporations 
around $560,000 a year. That is not what 
most of the small businesspeople I 
know are making. As I say, most of the 
small businesspeople in West Virginia 
that are along each of the main streets 
and towns that I represent will never 
see an increase in their taxes whatso-

ever as a result of this, but only gains 
from lower interest rates, ability to se
cure financing and the other provisions 
that the gentlewoman has mentioned. 

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman · from West Vir
ginia [Mr. WISE]. 

Madam Speaker, I want to just con
clude by thanking all of my colleagues 
who have participated in this special 
order in these last several weeks, and 
we will listen to President Clinton a 
little bit later this evening talk to the 
American public about the economic 
recovery plan. 
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I think he will be able to lay out for 

the public what it means and what it 
means to our future, and will do that 
clearly. I know that the American pub
lic will respond. But we have an obliga
tion and we have an opportunity in this 
body this week to take our step for
ward in turning this economy around. 
The vote will occur here in the House 
of Representatives. We have that op
portunity to make change in this coun
try and to make some history, in his
toric deficit reduction and new job cre
ation. Millions of jobs will be created 
in the next several years. This is a plan 
that asks the weal thy to pay their fair 
share, and a plan that protects working 
middle-class families. 

Madam Speaker, we cannot abandon 
those who have put us here, who voted 
and asked us to serve their interests. 
There was a woman in West Haven, CT, 
who said to me at one of the office 
hours that I have every Saturday, "I 
wish for once that the people in Wash
ington would put their feet in our 
shoes and understand what our lives 
are about." That is what we are 
charged with doing in this body, is to 
understand the lives of the people that 
we represent. 

Madam Speaker, this budget pack
age, this economic recovery package, 
tries to understand what people's lives 
are about, and tries to help make 
changes that will give them a better 
quality of life. 

CLINTON TAX INCREASE: AN 
EXTRAORDINARY MISTAKE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG] is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise tonight, along with a number of 
my colleagues, in an attempt to con
vince this Congress that enactment of 
the largest tax increase in history will 
be an extraordinary mistake. 

When we vote on this tax bill, I hope 
that my colleagues will recall the 
words of Abraham Lincoln-spoken 
many years ago, but still relevant 
today: 

You cannot bring about prosperity by dis
couraging thrift. 

You cannot strengthen the weak by weak
ening the strong. 

You cannot help the wage earner by pull
ing down the wage payer. 

You cannot further brotherhood by encour
aging class hatred. 

You cannot establish sound security by 
spending more than you earn. 

You cannot build character by taking 
away man's initiative and independence. 

My constituents in Michigan are 
overwhelmingly opposed to the tax 
plan. They understand, as Lincoln did, 
that no nation can tax its way to pros
perity. 

If there is one message that comes 
through loud and clear, it is "cut 
spending first.'' 

The final vote on this package is only 
2 days away; the next 48 hours are crit
ical. Tonight we are speaking to the 
American people and asking you to 
make your voices heard in these criti
cal hours. The largest tax hike in his
tory can still be defeated. When it is 
defeated, Congress can sit down with 
the President and negotiate a program 
of real and enforceable spending reduc
tion. 

This budget plan will be an economic 
disaster for five reasons: 

First, it contains the largest retro
active tax increase in history-in ef
fect, the tax increases have been in ef
fect since January 1, 20 days before Bill 
Clinton even became President. 

Second, it will increase the .tax bur
den on America's most dynamic small 
businesses by one-third. 

Third, it will increase Federal spend
ing dramatically. 

Fourth, it will add $1 trillion to the 
Federal debt. 

Fifth, and most important, it will de
stroy hundreds of thousands of middle
class jobs. 

All of these points will be elaborated 
on by my colleagues, but let me say a 
few words on each. 

THIS PLAN IS THE LARGEST TAX INCREASE IN 
U.S. HISTORY 

Remember when we were told that 
the President's plan would be $2 in 
spending cuts for every $1 in taxes? 
Well, the actual plan will be precisely 
the opposite. 

When we cut through all the smoke 
and mirrors, this plan is $2 in taxes for 
every $1 in spending cuts. And vir
tually all of the spending cuts are put 
off to 1995, 1996, and beyond-this 
means they will never occur. 

THE PLAN WILL SEVERELY HARM SMALL 
BUSINESS 

In recent weeks the Clinton adminis
tration has attempted to convince the 
public that the tax hikes will not real
ly affect small business. In fact, SBA 
Director Erskine Bowles has gone so 
far as to dismiss the damage to small 
business as a bogus issue. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. The impact will be severe-hun
dreds of thousands of small business 
jobs will be destroyed. 

The claim is that there will be little 
impact on small business because only 
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300,000 small businesses will pay higher 
taxes. 

Yet these 300,000 small businesses are 
precisely the businesses which are cre
ating nearly all of the new jobs in our 
economy. According to business de
mographer David Birch the fastest 
growing 4 percent of all firms created 
70 percent of all new jobs over the last 
5 years. This 4 percent is precisely the 
same 300,000 small businesses that will 
be slammed by Mr. Clinton's tax hike. 

Because these small businesses are 
unincorporated and pay taxes as indi
viduals, their top tax rate will jump 
from 31 percent under current law to 
over 40 percent when the new 36 per
cent rate, the 10 percent surtax, and 
the 2.9 percent Medicare wage tax are 
accounted for. 

All of this adds up to an increase of 
over one-third in the tax rates paid by 
the most dynamic job creating sector 
of our economy. 

For those still doubtful that a large 
chunk of the Clinton tax hike will 
come out of the hide of small business, 
consider the following: I recently intro
duced legislation that would exclude 
all small businesses from the higher in
come tax rates in the Clinton plan. The 
Congressional Joint Committee on 
Taxation estimated that this legisla
tion would have reduced the amount of 
tax revenue from the Clinton plan by 
$37 billion. 

This means that over one-fourth of 
all the revenue projected to come from 
the income tax hikes on the so-called 
rich will actually come from small 
business. 

THE PLAN INCREASES FEDERAL SPENDING 

When I talk to my constituents at 
town hall meetings, they are often 
most surprised to learn that Federal 
spending under the Clinton plan jumps 
dramatically. Despite all of the rhet
oric about spending cuts, total spend
ing rises from $1,468 billion this year to 
$1,781 billion by 1998. This is a jump of 
over $300 billion, or 20 percent. Some 
spending cuts. 

You see, when Washington insiders 
say budget cut they don' t mean it the 
same way the American people do. A 
budget cut in Washington is not a cut 
at all, it is just a slight reduction in 
the extraordinary rate of growth. 

THE PLAN ADDS Sl TRILLION TO THE NATIONAL 
DEBT 

Even after all of the pain of higher 
gas taxes on everyone, higher taxes on 
seniors, and higher taxes on small busi
ness, the Clinton plan still adds $1 tril
lion to our national debt. In fact, we 
will continue to run $200 billion deficits 
out into the future as far as the eye 
can see. 

THE PLAN WILL DESTROY JOBS 

Business cannot continue to create 
jobs when Government piles on more 
taxation and more regulation. Re
spected economic firms such as DRII 
McGraw Hill are now predicting the 
loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs as 

a result of the fiscal drag of these tax 
increases. The Wharton Econometrics 
model predicts the Clinton plan will 
destroy 200,000 to 300,000 jobs in 1995 
and 1996. 

Economist Allen Sinai at the Boston 
Company predicts a 700,000 job loss 
under the Clinton plan. The Joint Eco
nomic Committee 's GOP staff puts the 
loss at 785,000 jobs. The National Cen
ter for Policy Analysis in Dallas finds 
1.4 million fewer jobs by 1998 under the 
Clinton plan. 

Any way you slice it, this plan is bad 
for America. It is time to take this 
plan back to the drawing board. We 
should take tax increases off the table 
and cut spending first. 

Now I would like to begin yielding to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
EWING]. 

D 1950 
Mr. EWING. Madam Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman, and I want to thank 
him for setting up this special order on 
this evening. We need to get our points 
across, I am sure, very quickly, be
cause we will soon be competing with 
the President and his address to the 
Nation. 

I think it is extremely important, 
after having sat here tonight and lis
tened to the rhetoric from the other 
side of the aisle, that we take some 
time to explain to our listeners and to 
the American people just what this 
program is and how we view it. Cer
tainly, all of us would agree that we 
have maybe three choices, as said by 
the other side: to do nothing, that is 
not our choice on this side of the aisle; 
to do the Clinton plan is not our 
choice; and certainly, we have a third 
choice, and we have given a third 
choice to this House, but we all know, 
those who serve in this House, that it 
takes a majority to govern. And that is 
the choice we do not have on our side, 
the choice of passing our legislation. In 
fact, the plan presented to this House, 
much more specific than the Demo
cratic plan, was given just the most 
casual consideration. And then a vote 
was taken which, of course, caused its 
defeat. 

But let us talk about the Clinton 
plan, because that is what we are going 
to have to vote on very soon. When I go 
back to Illinois, it is very plain to me 
that the American people in Illinois 
are not very convinced about the mer
its of this plan. I do not think the rhet
oric tonight will convince the people in 
central Illinois that raising their taxes 
is a good idea. 

What the American people want and 
what people in Illinois want and in my 
district, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, is for us to 
cut the size of Government first . I do 
not even like to put the word " first " on 
it. They want us to cut Government, 
period. 

" First" gives the connotation we are 
going to come back and spend it later. 

The American people believe we are 
spending too much for Government. 
Some of us sit in this House and labor 
in this House to cut day after day after 
day, and those cuts are not approved 
for the most part. 

This body goes on, under its current 
leadership, spending. And now we are 
going to increase that spending, and we 
are going to increase taxes. 

Eighty percent of the spending cuts 
that are proposed in the Clinton plan 
come into effect after 1996. I would 
think we should take a little time to 
consider what history has taught us 
about the 5-year plans. The Clinton 
plan is a 5-year plan. But we had a 5-
year plan in 1990, and we had a 5-year 
plan in 1989 or 1988 and 1987 and 1985. 
We have had a series of 5-year plans ap
proved under Republican adri1inistra
tions with the Democrat majority in 
this House. None of them have ever 
been carried out. None of them ever got 
to the cuts. 

We get the taxes up front; we never 
get to the cuts. And I have some fig
ures here that would show that even in 
the current plan, while taxes may go 
up 36 percent in 1994, we have an 8 per
cent cut or a reduction. Actually, the 
gas tax, which will raise about $23 bil
lion, all of that will go to fund the in
creases in the earned income credit. 

The working men and women in this 
country are going to be putting their 
money into a program that has been 
increased over the last 5 years several
fold, and I do not think it solved the 
welfare program in America. 

Let us talk a little bit about what 
the Clinton plan will do to the agricul
tural segment of our country. Under 
the Clinton proposal, we were to take a 
$3 billion cut in agricultural programs. 
And that was approved. 

We are going to take, of that $3 bil
lion, and we are going to increase food 
stamps under the Agriculture budget 
$2.5 billion. So we are going to cut .from 
the programs that help keep them com
petitive in the world markets, and we 
are going to put the Food Stamp Pro
gram, which is rife with fraud and with 
problems. That is another spending in
crease in this budget . . 

In addition, the American farmer , 
the rural people who live in America, 
are going to feel the gas tax more than 
anyone else. We use gas for everything: 
to get to town, to get to school, to get 
to work. We use gas to haul our grain 
to market. 

We are going to pay an inordinate 
amount of that, and we are going to 
take a $3 billion cut in farm programs. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. You are talk
ing about a matter of, in fact, we heard 
it just a little bit ago from the folks on 
the other side , about 10 cents a day is 
all that the cost will be borne by the 
average household for this gas tax. You 
mentioned, of course , farming. Farm
ing is, obviously, in another league, 
but it does not take, I do not believe, 
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anybody with any stellar knowledge to 
know that 10 cents a day cannot pos
sibly do it. 

And in the case of farmers, there will 
be hundreds of dollars, thousands of 
dollars per year. What does that do to 
the product that they are producing? 

Mr. EWING. Well, if we could raise 
the price, maybe we could pass that on. 
But the price that farmers get for their 
grain cannot be passed on. That is set 
by the markets. But their costs are 
going to go up. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Who is going to 
pay that cost? 

Mr. EWING. They are going to have 
to eat those costs, the farmer. They 
cannot pass it on. 

Farmers are small business people, 
too. And we talked about what is hap
pening to small business. Farmers are 
small business. 

Agriculture is still the biggest indus
try in America. 

Another point that probably has not 
been brought up, we are going to 
change some of our inheritance tax 
laws. We are going to raise the upper 
limit, the upper rate for taxation from 
50 to 55 percent. I cannot think of any
thing more unfair for Americans to 
earn, to save, and then to have the 
Federal Government come along and 
say, "You have got to pay more when 
you are dead. You cannot pass that on 
to your children. We are going to raise 
the rate 5 percent." 

I wonder, too, about the provisions in 
this bill. The income tax is retroactive. 
It is August, but you are going to owe 
taxes on everything you have made 
since January 1. 

That is going to be a major impact 
on rural communities, on the business, 
on farmers, who pay their tax in esti
mates. Nobody withholds that from 
their salary. They have to pay it quar
terly. 

They are going to have to make up 
almost three-quarters of a year with 
their estimates in September, if this 
bill passes. It is going to be a major 
drain. It will be a great sucking sound 
out of the economy, as the Clinton 
package pulls in all that tax money 
from 1 month to be spent and not for 
deficit reduction. 

In closing, I would say that, to sum 
up, the problem with the Clinton pack
age is that it is long on taxes. It is long 
on new spending, and it is very, very 
short in the near future on any kind of 
reductions. 

And probably, if history is any teach
er, we will never get to those reduc
tions. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle, who pound their chest for the 
Clinton plan today, I hope they will 
pound their chest for the cuts, when we 
have to vote on them in this very 
House. 

Madam Speaker, I thank the gen
tleman. 

0 2000 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Madam Speak

er, I thank the gentleman very kindly. 
I appreciate those comments. I think 
they are on target in terms of just 
what the impact of this Clinton tax 
hike will be. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from California, ED ROYCE, who 
will give us some perspective, quickly, 
on a matter that is very important to 
us all and a big part of this problem we 
are faced with. 

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Madam Speaker, on the subject of 
the budget reconciliation, let me ex
plain the unfairness of the retroactive 
taxation. Even criminals are protected 
against ex post facto laws, but not tax
payers. Under this bill we are declaring 
open season on taxpayers. It is coun
terproductive. Many taxpayers, many 
small businesses, corporations, will 
have to break into their savings to pay 
for 9 months of new taxes in one quar
ter. That is going to take money out of 
the economy and hurt job growth. It 
will cause higher unmemployment in 
the private sector. It is not going to 
hurt big Government, but it is going to 
hurt the private sector. 

I have introduced a constitutional 
amendment to prohibit retroactive 
taxation, but now we need to stop this 
bill. Say no. It is not fair to taxpayers 
and it will stall the economy in the 
fourth quarter. 

If Congress can tax people retro
actively, then there is no limit to what 
else it can do to the American people. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Madam Speak
er, I have just one question for the gen
tleman, before he gets away. This ret
roactive matter, which is a bothersome 
thing to a lot of us, because, in essence, 
it even goes back to 20 days prior to 
President Clinton being brought into 
office, why can we not just take it back 
to, say, 1990 or 1988, or 1985? 

Mr. ROYCE. Clearly, there is no pre
venting the President and Congress in 
the law from taking a retroactive tax 
back to any point in time. The fact 
that the President is imposing this tax 
prior to the period of time in which he 
was President of the United States 
speaks to the fact that there is no pro
tection for the taxpayer under the law. 
That is the importance of the constitu
tional amendment which I have put 
forward, which would cause all bills to 
go into effect at the point in time when 
they were passed by this body, so we 
would not have a situation where we 
were reaching back 9 months in the 
past and dunning people, and because 
they had not withheld over that period 
of time, forcing them to pay all in one 
quarter for 9 months of time where 
they had no idea they were going to be 
taxed. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I very much ap
preciate the gentleman's commentary 
and his thoughts on a problem I think 

most people really have not had a 
chance to look at and analyze, because 
it is a surprise to retroactively impact 
people with a tax that goes back in 
time, and here we are in the middle of 
the first part of August. They have to 
go back to the first part of January, 
January 1. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to dis
cuss another matter that is on a gen
eral basis, but also has to do with this 
retroactive tax matter. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCH
INSON]. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding 
to me. 

Madam Speaker, I appreciate the dis
tinguished gentleman from California 
bringing up the issue of retroactivity, 
because I believe one of the most out
rageous parts, one of the most out
rageous components of this plan is the 
fact that it goes back to the first of the 
year and taxes the average taxpayer in 
this country. I think the American 
people are reacting with outrage, and I 
hope that my good friend, the former 
Governor of Arkansas, the President, 
President Clinton, as he addresses the 
Nation right now, I hope that he will 
give us the rationale for going back 
retroactively and taxing the American 
people in a plan that he has suggested 
he has presented to us to bring tax fair
ness. 

What is fair, and what can possibly 
be the rationale, other than increasing 
revenues, to going back to the begin
ning of this year to tax the American 
people? 

I have in front of me an article from 
Fortune magazine last week entitled 
"Deficit Cutting: The Great Fraud." It 
is subtitled "The Bizarre Way Washing
ton Builds Budgets, Encourages Out
rageous Accounting Scams, Leaves En
titlement Spending Uncontrolled, and 
Fails To Kill Off Bad Old Programs." 

In the first paragraph of this very 
fine article in Fortune magazine, dated 
July 26, 1993, they ask this: "Do you re
member David Stockman's famous 
warning that America was in danger of 
having $200 billion deficits as far as the 
eye can see? That prediction was sup
posed to shock us when, as Ronald Rea
gan's budget director, he made it back 
in 1983, a decade ago. Today it is the of
ficial forecast of the Clinton Adminis
tration," and that is assuming that all 
goes according to plan; that is right, 
$200 billion deficits, as far as the eye 
can see. 

Doublespeak and accounting tricks, 
that is what we are being given. Eighty 
percent of the spending cuts that have 
been so touted are scheduled to happen 
in 1997, in 199£1, after the next Presi
dential election, incidentally; after 
congressional elections, after we have a 
new Congress, a new Congress which 
will either have to ratify or nullify 
these supposed spending cuts, meaning 
future Congresses must approve these 
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cuts. Since World War II Congress has 
increased spending by $1.59 for every $1 
it has increased in taxes, and that is 
not exactly a record that inspires con
fidence. 

I believe that whatever support there 
is in the American public right now for 
this tax plan will evaporate like snow 
in an August sun when they realize 
that 80 percent of the spending cuts are 
after the next Presidential election. 

I had a businessman in my office 
today, and he said, "Do something. Do 
something. Vote for this bill, if nec
essary. It may not be perfect, but let us 
do something." 

I said, "Sir, do you realize that 80 
percent of the spending cuts in this 
package do not occur until after the 
next presidential election, 1997 to 
1998?" 

He said, "Say that again." He took 
out a pencil and paper and wrote it 
down, absolutely unaware, and yet 
many of the American people are un
aware of that reality. 

Items that the Clinton plan calls 
spending cuts include such things as 
$16 billion in user fees. That amazes 
me, that increases in user fees can be 
called spending cuts, and yet that is 
the way these numbers are played with 
and massaged; $44 billion spending re
ductions mandated in the 1990 budget 
agreement, so we go back to the Bush 
budget agreement in 1990, take the 
spending cuts they agreed to back in 
1990, and we now have leveraged them 
for a new tax increase in 1993. 

Then $55 billion in expected reduced 
interest payments, an item, inciden
tally, that does not reduce a single 
Government program. Then we have 
other categories, such as simply "un
specified cuts." That is what has been 
sold to us as the great budget reduc
tions in this package. 

Even if all those cuts take place, and 
history says they will not, but even if 
all those cuts take place, the ratio of 
tax hikes to spending cuts is still more 
than 2 to 1, so we get corporate income 
tax increases, we get individual income 
tax increases, we get social security in
come tax increases, we get gasoline tax 
increases. That is what the American 
people are facing. That is what the 
Members on the other side of the aisle 
just a few moments ago asked us to 
vote for. 

They speak of gridlock. The last time 
I checked the numbers, the numbers 
are overwhelmingly on their side of the 
aisle. They have the numbers to pass 
anything they want to pass. That is 
where the gridlock is. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Speaker, 
one of the things that has really dis
turbed me is the fact, the use of this 
term "gridlock." Whenever a body does 
not agree within itself, it means that 

the Constitution is working. If some
thing gets bogged down in either the 
other body or this body, somebody gets 
to the podium and screams "gridlock, " 
literally questioning the patriotism of 
those people who want to stand in the 
gap between the electorate and the ex
cesses of big Government. 

I am really offended by the continued 
use of that term, which, in a sense, 
questions my patriotism. A lady had 

· called my office a couple of days ago, 
and she said, " Congressman Manzullo, 
I am opposed to gridlock.'' I said, 
" Gridlock means the effective use of 
the separation of powers in the Con
stitution. " 

D 2010 
It is a checks and balances, because 

would anybody want to see everything 
the President has rubber stamped by 
the U.S. Congress? And if you want a 
rubber stamp, then you do not want 
gridlock. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. If I may say, I 
agree with the gentleman entirely and 
appreciate his comments. We sat here 
for an hour and heard our patriotism 
questioned, we heard our compassion 
questioned, we heard our sincerity 
questioned, we heard our motivations 
questioned. And I entirely agree, what 
we are a part of is the Democratic 
process. And nothing makes a liberal 
more illiberal than somebody daring to 
disagree with them. And we sincerely 
disagree with that plan, that it is good 
for America, that it is good for Amer
ican taxpayers, that it is going to sig
nificantly reduce the tremendous defi
cit we face. 

I have in front of me one of the finest 
speeches that a Democratic President 
ever made, John F. Kennedy 30 years 
ago on December 14, 1962, speaking to 
the Economic Club of New York. I will 
include that in its entirety for the 
RECORD. 

The speech referred to is as follows: 
SPEECH OF JOHN F. KENNEDY, 1962 

Less than a month ago this Nation re
minded the world that is possessed both the 
will and the weapons to meet any threat to 
the security of free men. The gains we have 
made will not be given up, and the course 
that we have pursued will not be abandoned. 
But in the long run, that security will not be 
determined by military or diplomatic moves 
alone. It will be affected by the decisions of 
finance ministers as well as by the decisions 
of Secretaries of States and Secretaries of 
Defense; by the deployment of fiscal and 
monetary weapons as well as by mill tary 
weapons; and above all by the strength of 
this Nation's economy as well as by the 
strength of our defenses. 

You will recall that Chairman Khrushchev 
has said that he believed that the hinge of 
world history would begin to move when the 
Soviet Union outproduced the United States. 
Therefore, the subject to which we address 
ourselves tonight concerns not merely our 
own well-being, but also very vitally the de
fense of the free world. America's rise to 
world leadership in the century since the 
Civil War has reflected more than anything 
else our unprecedented economic growth. In-

terrupted during the decade of the thirties, 
the vigorous expansion of our economy was 
resumed in 1940 and continued for more than 
15 years thereafter. It demonstrated for all 
to see the power of freedom and the effi
ciency of free institutions. The economic 
health of this Nation has been and is now 
fundamentally sound. 

But a leading nation, a nation upon which 
all depend not only in this country but 
around the world, cannot afford to be satis
fied, to look back or to pause. On our 
strength and growth depend the strength of 
other, the spread of free world trade and 
unity, and continued confidence in our lead
ership and our currency. The underdeveloped 
countries are dependent upon us for the sale 
of their primary commodities and for aid to 
their struggling economies. In short, a pros
perous and growing America is important 
not only to Americans-it is, as the spokes
man for 20 Western nations in the Organiza
tion for Economic Cooperation and Develop
ment, as he stressed this week, of vital im
portance to the entire Western World. 

In the last 2 years we have made signifi
cant strides. Our gross national produce has 
risen 11 percent while inflation has been ar
rested. Employment has been increased by 
1.3 million jobs. Profits, personal income, 
living standards-all are setting new records. 
Most of the economic indicators for this 
quarter are up and the prospects are for fur
ther expansion in the next quarter. But we 
must look beyond the next quarter, of the 
last quarter, or even th,e last 2 years. For we 
can and mt.lst do better, much better than we 
have been doing for the last 51/2 years. 

This economy is capable of producing with
out strain $30 to $40 billion more than we are 
producing today. Business earnings could be 
$7 to $8 billion higher than they are today. 
Utilization of existing plant and equipment 
could be much higher; and if it were, invest
ment would rise. We need not accept an un
employment rate of 5 percent or more, such 
as we have had for 60 out of the last 61 
months. There is no need for us to be satis
fied with a rate of growth that keeps good 
men out of work and good capacity out of 
use . . 

The Economic Club of New York is of 
course familiar with these problems. For in 
this State the rate of insured unemployment 
has been persistently higher than the na
tional average, and the increases in personal 
income and employment have been slower 
here than in the Nation as a whole . You have 
seen the tragedy of chronically depressed 
areas upstate, of unemployed young people, 
and I think this might be one of our most se
rious national problems, unemployed young 
people, those under 20, one out of four is un
employed, particularly those in the minority 
groups, roaming the streets of New York and 
our other great cities, and others on relief at 
an early age, with the prospect that in this 
decade we will have between 7 and 8 million 
school dropouts , unskilled, coming into the 
labor market, at a time when the need for 
unskilled labor is steadily diminishing. And 
I know you share my conviction that, proud 
as we are of its progress, this Nation's econ
omy can and must do even better than it has 
done in the last 5 years . Our choice, there
fore, boils down to one of doing nothing and 
thereby risking a widening gap between our 
actual and potential growth in output, prof
its, and employment-or taking action, at 
the Federal level, to raise our entire econ
omy to a new and higher level of business ac
tivity. 

If we do not take action, those who have 
the most reason to be dissatisfied with our 
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present rate of growth will be tempted to 
seek shortsighted and narrow solutions-to 
resist automation, to reduce the work week 
to 35 hours or even lower, to shut out im
ports, or to raise prices in a vain effort to ob
tain full capacity profits on undercapaci ty 
operations. But these are all self-defeating 
expedients which can only restrict the econ
omy, not expand it. 

There are a number of ways by which the 
Federal Government can meet its respon
sibilities to aid economic growth. We can 
and must improve American education and 
technical training. We can and must expand 
civilian research and technology. One of the 
great bottlenecks for this country's eco
nomic growth in this decade will be the 
shortage of doctorates in mathematics, engi
neering, and physics; a serious shortage with 
a great demand and an undersupply of highly 
trained manpower. We can and must step up 
the development of our natural resources. 

But the most direct and significant kind of 
Federal action aiding economic growth is to 
make possible an increase in private con
sumption and investment demand-to cut 
the fetters which hold back private spending. 
In the past, this could be done in part by the 
increased use of credit and monetary tools, 
but our balance of payments situation today 
places limits on our use of those tools for ex
pansion. It could also be done by increasing 
Federal expenditures more rapidly than nec
essary, but such a course would soon demor
alize both the Government and our economy. 
If Government is to retain the confidence of 
the people, it must not spend more than can 
be justified on grounds of national need or 
spent with maximum efficiency. I shall say 
more on this in a moment. 

The final and best means of strengthening 
demand among consumers and business is to 
reduce the burden on private income and the 
deterrents to private initiative which are 
imposed by our present tax system; and this 
administration pledged itself last summer to 
an across-the-board, top-to-bottom cut in 
personal and corporate income taxes to be 
enacted and become effective in 1963. 

I am not talking about a " quickie" or a 
temporary tax cut, which would be more ap
propriate if a recession were imminent. Nor 
am I talking about giving the economy a 
mere shot in the arm, to ease some tem
porary complaint. I am talking about the ac
cumulated evidence of the last 5 years that 
our present tax system, developed as it was, 
in good part, during World War II to restrain 
growth, exerts too heavy a drag on growth in 
peace time; that it siphons out of the private 
economy too large a share of personal and 
business purchasing power; that it reduces 
the financial incentives for personal effort, 
investment, and risk taking. 

In short, to increase demand and lift the 
economy, the Federal Government's most 
useful role is not to rush into a program of 
excessive increases in public expenditures, 
but to expand the incentives and opportuni
ties for private expenditures. 

Under these circumstances, any new tax 
legislation-and you can understand that 
under the comity which exists in the United 
States Constitution whereby the Ways and 
Means Committee in the House of Represent
atives have the responsibility of initiating 
this legislation, that the details of any pro
posal should wait on the meeting of the Con
gress in January. But you can understand 
that under these circumstances, in general, 
that any new tax legislation enacted next 
year should meet the following three tests: 

First, it should reduce net taxes by a suffi
ciently early date and a sufficiently large 

amount to do the job required. Early action 
could give us extra leverage , added results, 
and important insurance against recession. 
Too large a tax cut, of course, could result in 
inflation and insufficient future revenues
but the greatest danger is a tax cut too little 
or too late to be effective. 

Second, the new tax bill must increase pri
vate consumption as well as investment. 
Consumers are still spending between 92 and 
94 percent of their after-tax income, as they 
have every year since 1950. But that after-tax 
income could and should be greater, provid
ing stronger markets for the products of 
American industry. When consumers pur
chase more goods, plants use more of their 
capacity, men are hired instead of laid off, 
investment increases and profits are high. 

Corporate tax rates must also be cut to in
crease incentives and the availability of in
vestment capital. The Government has al
ready taken major steps this year to reduce 
business tax liability and to stimulate the 
modernization, replacement, and expansion 
of our productive plant and equipment. We 
have done this through the 1962 investment 
tax credit and through the liberalization of 
depreciation allowances-two essential parts 
of our first step in tax revision which 
amounted to a 10 percent reduction in cor
porate income taxes worth $2.5 billion. Now 
we need to increase consumer demand to 
make these measures fully effective-de
mand which will make more use of existing 
capacity and thus increase both profits and 
the incentive to invest. In fact, profits after 
taxes would be at least 15 percent higher 
today if we were operating at full employ
ment. 

For all these reasons, next year's tax bill 
should reduce personal as well as corporate 
income taxes, for those in the lower brack
ets, who are certain to spend their additional 
take home pay, and for those in the middle 
and upper brackets, who can thereby be en
couraged to undertake additional efforts and 
enabled to invest more capital. 

Third, the new tax bill should improve 
both the equity and the simplicity of our 
present tax system. This means the enact
ment of long-needed tax reforms, a broaden
ing of the tax base and the elimination or 
modification of many special tax privileges. 
These steps are not only needed to recover 
lost revenue and thus make possible a larger 
cut in present rates; they are also tied di
rectly to our goal of greater growth. For the 
present patchwork of special provisions and 
preferences lightens the tax load of some 
only at the cost of placing a heavier burden 
on others. It distorts economic judgments 
and channels an undue amount of energy 
into efforts to avoid tax liabilities. It makes 
certain types of less productive activity 
more profitable than other more valuable 
under-takings. All this inhibits our growth 
and efficiency, as well as considerably com
plicating the work of both the taxpayer and 
the Internal Revenue Service. 

These various exclusions and concessions 
have been justified in part as a means of 
overcoming oppressively high rates in the 
upper brackets-and a sharp reduction in 
those rates, accompanied by base-broaden
ing, loophole-closing measures, would prop
erly make the new rates not only lower but 
also more widely applicable. Surely this is 
more equitable on both counts. 

Those are the three tests which the right 
kind of bill must meet and I am confident 
that the enactment of the right bill next 
year will in due course increase our gross na
tional product by several times the amount 
of taxes actually cut. Profit margins will be 

improved and both the incentive to invest 
and the supply of internal funds for invest
ment will be increased. There will be new in
terest in taking risks, in increasing produc
tivity, in creating new jobs and new products 
for long-term economic growth. 

Other national problems, moreover, will be 
aided by full employment. It will encourage 
the location of new plants in areas of labor 
surplus and provides new jobs for workers 
that we are retraining and facilitate the ad
justment which will be necessary under our 
new trade expansion bill and reduce a num
ber of government expenditures. 

It will not, I'm confident, revive an infla
tionary spiral or adversely affect our balance 
of payments. If the economy today were op
erating close to capacity levels with little 
unemployment, or if a sudden change in our 
military requirements should cause a scram
ble for men and resources, then I would op
pose tax reductions as irresponsible and in
flationary; and I would not hesitate to rec
ommend a tax increase, if that were nec
essary. But our resources and manpower are 
not being fully utilized; the general level of 
prices has been remarkably stable; and in
creased compensation, both at home and 
abroad, along with increased productivity 
will help keep both prices and wages within 
appropriate limits. 

The same is true of our balance of pay
ments. While rising demand will expand im
ports, new investment in more efficient pro
ductive facilities will aid exports and a new 
economic climate could both draw capital 
from abroad and keep capital here at home. 
It will also put us in a better position, if nec
essary, to use monetary tools to help our 
international accounts. But, most impor
tantly, confidence in the dollar in the long 
run rests on confidence in America, in our 
ability to meet our economic commitments 
and reach our economic economic goals. In a 
world-wide conviction that we are not drift
ing from recession to recession with no an
swer, the substantial improvement in our 
balance of payments position in the last 2 
years makes it clear that nothing could be 
more foolish than to restrict our growth 
merely to minimize that particular problem, 
because a slowdown in our economy will feed 
that problem rather than diminish it. On the 
contrary, European governmental and finan
cial authorities with almost total unanim
ity, far from threatening to withdraw gold, 
have urged us to cut taxes in order to expand 
our economy, attract more capital, and in
crease confidence in our future. 

But what concerns most Americans about 
a tax cut, I know, is not the deficit in our 
balance of payments but the deficit in our 
Federal budget. When I announced in April 
of 1961 that this kind of comprehensive tax 
reform would follow the bill enacted this 
year, I had hoped to present it in an atmos
phere of a balanced budget. But it has been 
necessary to augment sharply our nuclear 
and conventional forces, to step up our ef
forts in space, to meet the increased cost of 
servicing the national debt and meeting our 
obligations, established by law, to veterans. 
These expenditure increases, let me stress, 
constitute practically all of the increases 
which have occurred under this administra
tion, the remainder having gone to fight the 
recession we found in industry-mostly 
through the supplemental employment bill
and in agriculture. 

We shall, therefore, neither postpone our 
tax cut plans nor cut into essential national 
security programs. This administration is 
determined to protect America's security 
and survival and we are also determined to 
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step up its economic growth. I think we 
must do both. 

Our true choice is not between tax reduc
tion, on the one hand, and the avoidance of 
large Federal deficits on the other. It is in
creasingly clear that no matter what party 
is in power, so long as our national security 
needs keep rising, an economy hampered by 
restrictive tax rates will never produce 
enough revenue to balance our budget just as 
it will never produce enough jobs or enough 
profits. Surely the lesson of the last decade 
is that budget deficits are not caused by 
wild-eyed spenders but by slow economic 
growth and periodic recessions, and any new 
recession would break all deficit records. 

In short, it is a paradoxical truth that tax 
rates are too high today and tax revenues 
are too low and the soundest way to raise the 
revenues in the long run is to cut the rates 
now. The experience of a number of Euro
pean countries and Japan have borne this 
out. This country's own experience with tax 
reduction in 1954 has borne this out. And the 
reason is that only full employment can bal
ance the budget, and tax reduction can pave 
the way to that employment. The purpose of 
cutting taxes now is not to incur a budget 
deficit, but to achieve the more prosperous, 
expanding economy which can bring a budget 
surplus. 

I repeat: our practical choice is not be
tween a tax cut deficit and a budgetary sur
plus. It is between two kinds of deficits: a 
chronic deficit of inertia, as the unwanted 
result of inadequate revenues and a re
stricted economy; or a temporary deficit of 
transition, resulting from a tax cut designed 
to boost the economy, increase tax revenues, 
and achieve-and I believe this can be done
a budget surplus. The first type of deficit is 
a sign of waste and weakness; the second re
flects an investment in the future. 

Nevertheless, as Chairman Mills of the 
House Ways and Means Committee pointed 
out this week, the size of the deficit is to be 
regarded with concern, and tax reduction 
must be accompanied, in his words, by " in
creased control of the rises in expenditures." 
This is precisely the course we intend to fol
low in 1963. 

At the same time as our tax program is 
presented to the Congress in January. the 
Federal budget for fiscal 1964 will also be 
presented. Defense and space expenditures 
will necessarily rise in order to carry out 
programs which are demanded and are nec
essary for our own security, and which have 
largely been authorized by Members in both 
parties of the Congress with overwhelming 
majorities. Fixed interest charges on the 
debt also rise slightly. But I can tell you now 
that the total of all other expenditures com
bined will be held at approximately its cur
rent level. 

This is not an easy task. During the past 9 
years, domestic civilian expenditures in the 
National Government have risen at an aver
age rate of more than 71/2 percent. State and 
local government expenditures have risen at 
an annual rate of 9 percent. Expenditures by 
the New York State Government, for exam
ple, have risen in recent years at the rate of 
roughly 10 percent a year. At a time when 
Government pay scales have necessarily 
risen-and I take New York just as an exam
ple-when our population and pressures are 
growing and the demand for services and 
State aid is thus increasing, next year's Fed
eral budget, which will hold domestic out
lays at their present level, will represent a 
genuine effort in expenditure control. This 
budget will reflect, among other economies, 
a $750 million reduction in the postal deficit. 

It will reflect a savings of over $300 million 
in the storage costs of surplus feed grain 
stocks, and as a result of the feed grain bill 
of 1961 we will have two-thirds less in storage 
than we would otherwise have had in Janu
ary 1963 and a savings of at least $600 million 
from the cancellation of obsolete or unwork
able weapons systems. Secretary McNamara 
is undertaking a cost reduction program ex
pected to save at least $3 billion a year in 
the Department of Defense, cutting down on 
duplication and closing down nonessential 
installations. Other agencies must do the 
same. 

In addition, I have directed all heads of 
Government departments and agencies to 
hold Federal employment under the levels 
authorized by congressional appropriations; 
to absorb through greater efficiency a sub
stantial part of this year's Federal pay in
crease; to achieve an increase in productiv
ity which will enable the same amount of 
work to be done by fewer people; and to re
frain from spending any unnecessary funds 
that were appropriated by the Congress. 

It should also be noted that the Federal 
debt, as a proportion of our gross national 
product, has been steadily reduced in this 
last year. Last year the total increase in the 
Federal debt was 2 percent-compared to an 
8 percent increase in the gross debt of State 
and local governments. Taking a longer 
view, the Federal debt today is 13 percent 
higher than it was in 1946, while State and 
local debt increased over 360 percent and pri
vate debt by over 300 percent. In fact, if it 
were not for Federal financial assistance to 
State and local governments, the Federal 
cash budget would show a surplus. Federal 
civilian employment, for example, is actu
ally lower today than it was in 1952, while 
State and local government employment 
over the same period has increased 67 per
cent. 

It is this setting which makes Federal tax 
reduction both possible and appropriate next 
year. I do not underestimate the obstacles 
which the Congress will face in enacting 
such legislation. No one will be satisfied. Ev
eryone will have his own approach, his own 
bill, his own reduction. A high order of re
straint and determination will be required if 
the possible is not to wait on the perfect. 
But a nation capable of marshaling these 
qualities in any dramatic threat to its secu
rity is surely capable, as a great free society, 
of meeting a slower and more complex threat 
to our economic vitality. This Nation can af
ford to reduce taxes, we can afford a tem
porary deficit, but we cannot afford to do 
nothing. For on the strength of our free 
economy rests the hope of all free nations. 
We shall not fail that hope, for free men and 
free nations must prosper and they must pre
vail. 

I would just like to cite one portion 
of President Kennedy 's speech. He said: 

The final and best means of strengthening 
demand among consumers and business is to 
reduce the burden on private income and the 
deterrents to private initiative which are 
imposed by our present tax system; and this 
administration pledged itself last summer to 
an across-the-board, top-to-bottom cut in 
personal and corporate income taxes to be 
enacted and become effective in 1963. 

Now may I say that President Ken
nedy took the approach exactly oppo
site to the approach of what this 
Democratic administration is taking. 
He said in order to spur the economy, 
in order to create incentive, in order to 
create jobs we need to cut from top to 

bottom, across the board, corporate 
and personal income taxes. 

As I read the plan that we are going 
to be asked to vote on Thursday, we 
are going to be asked to increase both 
personal and corporate income taxes. 
And I suggest to the American people 
that the effect will be the opposite ef
fect that this tax cut back in 1968 had. 
When President Kennedy initiated that 
tax cut we saw economy boosted, we 
saw unemployment lowered, we saw 
initiative increase and we saw invest
ment encouraged. And we are going to 
see just the opposite effect should this 
plan pass Thursday. 

Mr. MANZULLO. If the gentleman 
will yield for comment, it seems to me 
that President Kennedy at that time 
was bemoaning the fact that unem
ployment in the country was at 5 per
cent. And he said this is totally unac
ceptable, and he said to raise taxes cor
porately and personally dries up the 
flow of cash into the system and, there
fore, that means that there would be a 
decrease in jobs. And he was quite ada
mant that by decreasing taxes individ
ually and corporately, he said, that 
this would bring about a stronger re
covery. 

But most interesting, he said that 
whenever anybody gets the idea that 
the way to balance the budget is to in
crease the taxes on the upper income 
and whatever is defined as rich, he said 
that the people that provide the ven
ture capital, the startup money for new 
businesses are obviously those people 
that have extra money. And instead of 
taking that extra money for startup 
capital, they now have to pay it in in
come taxes. And it is ironic, and I sit 
on the Small Business Committee, that 
while the administration is trying to 
increase the taxes on those who can af
ford to put startup capital into the sys
tem, at the same time they are talking 
about more brandnew programs 
through the Small Business Adminis
tration because of the so-called credit 
crunch. 

Well, the money is there, and the 
money should be used to spur the 
growth and the start of new businesses 
as opposed to being used to pay for 
taxes. It does not make sense. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I appreciate the 
comments of the gentleman. I believe 
that is exactly what President Ken
nedy was saying, and I believe that this 
Democratic administration can learn 
something from that Democrat back in 
1963, President Kennedy. He continued: 

For all these reasons, next year's tax bill 
should reduce personal as well as corporate 
income taxes, for those in the lower brack
ets, who are certain to spend their additional 
take-home pay, and for those in the middle 
and upper brackets, who can thereby be en
couraged to undertake additional effort and 
enabled to invest more capital. 

He suggested truly a top-to-bottom, 
across-the-board decrease back in 1963, 
and the result was it had a tremendous 
spurring effect on the economy. 



August 3, 1993 CONGRESS! ON AL RECORD-HOUSE 18343 
Then as he came to the conclusion of 

his speech he said, "And the reason is 
that only full employment can balance 
the budget, and tax reduction can pave 
the way to that employment," and tax 
reduction can pave the way to increase 
in employment. And that, Mr. Speaker, 
will help us in dealing with our budget 
deficit. 

The CBO said back in January that 9 
million new jobs would be created 
without the Clinton plan. They said 9 
million new jobs. They made that pre
diction before there was a Clinton plan~ 
And the administration officials last 
week said with the President's plan 8 
million jobs will be created over the 
next 4 years of his term. Notice that it 
was 9 million, over 9 million back in 
January, and now if we pass this plan 
we are going to create 8 million jobs. 
What they did not say was in January 
the CBO released its economic and 
budget outlook which calculated that 
9.4 million new jobs would be created 
by the fourth quarter of 1996, so 9 mil
lion new jobs would have been created 
by a dynamism and entrepreneurial 
spirit in the private sector. And this 
estimate occurred prior to release of 
the administration's budget plan which 
did not assume the administration's 
budget plan. CBO said 9 million new 
jobs would be created in the next 4 
years. So I assume that the adminis
tration is suggesting that its plan will 
not create any new jobs. 

Republicans fear that the massive 
new taxes in the administration's plan 
will choke off job creation and will not 
get the 9 million new jobs that the CBO 
said the economy would create back in 
January. And I think that the lesson 
that we can learn is we cannot tax our 
way into prosperity. We cannot spend 
our way into prosperity. 

The July 19 New York Times, and I 
will conclude with this, quotes the 
chief economist at C.J. Lawrence. This 
is what he said about this plan: 

The best thing they can do for the econ
omy is to figure out a politically acceptable 
way to walk away from the program. 

And what we are saying to the Amer
ican people is that that is exactly what 
we must do. It will not be the end of 
the world. It will not be the end of this 
Congress. It will not be the end of our 
efforts to cut the deficit. We will start 
from scratch and we will go back and 
make real and genuine spending cuts. 
There have been alternatives and there 
are alternatives. One is putting jobs 
and the American people first. That is 
an alternative to the budget plan of 
this administration that will reduce 
the deficit equal to what the President 
has suggested, and will bring us a bal
anced budget by the year 2000, and pro
vide tax relief for the middle American 
family. It can be done. This is not 
Chicken Little saying the sky is fall
ing, as the Democrats have been say
ing, if we do not pass this plan. And 
this leading economist, and many who 

agree with him say the best thing we 
can do is walk away from this plan and 
come up with a new one. I think that is 
what we need to do. 

I hope my colleagues will agree with 
me this Thursday. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Before the gen
tleman steps away, I have a question 
that maybe since he is from Arkansas 
perhaps he has some insight into that I 
do not. But I know that Clinton the 
campaigner said certain things, and 
then of course when he became Presi
dent-elect that changed. Now I heard 
him say in my part of the world in 
Michigan that he was going to cut 
taxes, particularly on the middle class. 
I heard also after he became the Presi
dent-elect that there was some offset 
in his numbers, that the deficit was 
worse than he thought, and that some
thing had to be relooked at and reana
lyzed. And finally as the President I 
see him in a third mode where he is 
saying now that we have to tax. 

Did I just hear that in Michigan, or 
was that the same thing the gentleman 
heard in Arkansas? Can you give me a 
little insight perhaps into what took 
place there? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. All the way 
through the campaign we heard about 
the middle-class tax break. That has 
now evaporated and disappeared. Dur
ing the campaign we heard opposition 
to a gasoline tax. He said that was the 
wrong way to do it. We needed a broad
based energy tax, but we should not go 
to a gasoline tax. And these are but a 
couple of examples of where we have 
seen a dramatic change in what the 
campaign promised and what has been 
fulfilled in the reality of the plan. I 
cannot explain all of that. 

I know that in the State of Arkansas 
during the 12 years that Governor Clin
ton was our Governor we saw the size 
of State government quadruple. It in
creased four times over. I think the 
President believes in a very activist 
government. I do not question his sin
cerity, I do not question his motives, 
but he believes that big Government 
and new Government programs will 
solve the problems that face our soci
ety. I have a Yery sincere disagreement 
with him on that. I believe that in 
order to deal with this deficit, we have 
to dramatically cut spending, and cut 
the size of the Federal bureaucracy, 
and cut the size of the Federal Govern
ment. 

I think there is a philosophic dif
ference, but it is wrong I think to try 
to present this as a real deficit reduc
tion when the spending cuts are held 
off to the outyears, and the taxes are 
made retroactive. 

0 2020 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 

gentleman very much for his com
ments. I would now like to yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MANZULLO]. 

Mr. MANZULLO. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

You know, you cannot really talk 
about reducing the deficit and eventu
ally eliminating the $4.22 trillion na
tional debt while at the same time in
creasing the breadth and the scope and 
the jurisdiction of Government. 

Let me give you an example: This 
past week here in the House of Rep
resentatives a bill passed called the na
tional service bill, and that bill will 
spend somewhere around $7 billion over 
the next 5 years on a program that 
gives about $5,000 per year to students 
who, before, during, or after, put in 2 
years of work for an agency of the Fed
eral Government or a charity, at the 
same time are given child care, health 
care, and at least minimum wages up 
to $8.50 an hour. 

This same body passed several 
months ago something called the 
motor voter registration, and the same 
body just passed the beginning of a new 
nationwide computer system that costs 
$1 billion the initial year, and it 
amazes me that this Government can
not even stop expanding its size. It can
not even do that. It does not have the 
constraint, the moral fortitude to say 
at least, "Let us freeze the size of Gov
ernment," and you have to do that ini
tially before you start talking about 
cutting back in other programs. 

So, No. 1, there has to be a philo
sophical commitment not to create any 
new programs. The second thing is that 
the Federal Government has to posture 
itself in the position where we start re
thinking our role as Members of the 
U.S. Congress. 

A good example: This past week 
there was a vote on an appropriation 
that funded, in part, research on the 
zebra mussel. Now, I do not know what 
the zebra mussel is, and I asked the 
question, and somebody said, one of the 
Members of Congress said, "Well, that 
is a nasty little sea critter that is caus
ing a lot of problems with engine in
takes on oceangoing and seagoing ves
sels, and therefore, it is necessary that 
we spend the money to research to get 
rid of that problem." And I said, "Has 
it ever occurred to you that the people 
who are affected most by this should be 
paying for· their own research?" And he 
looked at me, and I said, "Why is it 
that whenever there is a problem, peo
ple run to the Federal Government 
that is broke?" 

Most businesses, 99 percent of the 
businesses, 100 percent of small busi
nesses, if there is a problem going on, 
they will take the time to research the 
problem, to change their mode of ad
vertising, if it is a restaurant, perhaps 
put some new offerings on the menu or 
take some away or put a sale on or do 
something and do the market research 
necessary in order for the business to 
succeed. But yet we have this Federal 
mentality that says, "Well, let us run 
off'to the Federal Government." 
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0 2030 And the third thing is there has to be 

a commitment to dramatically cut 
back on the existing programs that we 
have. 

Let me give you an example: Presi
dent Clinton is asking the American 
people to make sacrifices, to pay more 
for the gasoline taxes and at the same 
time we voted last week to spend 
$400,000 to build a bike path, or repave 
a bike path, in northern Virginia. You 
know, I would submit that the Amer
ican people are extremely intelligent, 
because they understand that govern
ment has to have at least some sem
blance of comparison to the private 
sector. 

In other words, if a family is not 
making it financially, it looks at its 
budget and says, " Well, let us cut this 
out and let us cut that out," and it 
measures that budget against the 
money that is coming in. I would sub
mit that a person who is working at a 
job at a factory , if he says, " You know, 
I want to buy something more, " does 
he simply go to his boss and say, " You 
know, I need a $3-an-hour increase be
cause I want to buy more things" ? The 
foreman will say, " Well, you cannot 
have an increase. You will have to live 
within your means. " 

I would ask my colleague from 
Michigan: Why is it that working with
in the budget is so complicated to the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. You know, just 
in responding to that, one of the things 
that I would not mind doing just to 
show you some of the anguish that is 
going on in the households around the 
country and particularly in my own 
district in Michigan, here is a letter 
that somebody has written. It is a 
handwritten letter from one of my con
stituents that talks about the prob
lems that are facing them. 

Incidentally, these problems have not 
hit home yet. There is just talk about 
what is going to take place . The other 
shoe has not dropped. We have not seen 
the effects yet of the retroactive tax on 
incomes . We have not seen the effects 
on small business. 

But here is a couple that writes , and 
I am quoting from their letter, " The 
world, " and they are talking about the 
world, " is just starting to climb out of 
this recession, and the Democratic ad
ministration, the Democratic Congress 
are going to bankrupt this country. It 
is going to drive my small business out 
of business and force us to close our 
doors , and those of us that are fortu
nate to have a job will be carrying the 
burden for everybody else. " It just il
lustrates, I think, some of the gloom 
that permeates many households in my 
district , I am sure yours as well. 

And I could add to other letters 
about people in a small-business capac
ity who are writing, and they are say
ing things like , " My husband and our 
partners and I have had to make many 
sacrifices. We had to move our office 

into our home and let employees go. " 
This is during the recession, and now 
they are still looking at what is yet to 
come; as a result of the recession, 
which was caused, by the way, by the 
1990 budget, we should have learned in 
1990 when we had $150 billion in taxes 
that that was enough. 

But here we are at the same old 
trough again, and we know this never 
works. 

But from what I have seen and read, 
it looks like the budget plan of 1993 has 
all the same ingredients, and it will 
cause more of the same. 

So this is a person in my district, a 
person who has a small business, a per
son who is concerned about the future 
and sees it, and frankly sees the prob
lems, but perhaps it has not answered 
the gentleman's question, but at least 
it points out, I think, the problems 
that we have that we are dealing with 
right now, and here we are trying to 
tax our way out of a recession, some
thing that has never worked, has not 
worked since 1945 or before. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Is it not interesting 
that in October of 1990 when he was a 
Member of this body, now the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budg
et, Leon Panetta spoke, and he said, 
"You know, this 5-year plan, " in Octo
ber of 1990, ' 'is for real taxes and real 
deficit reduction, and it is going to 
take an act of courage on the part of 
the Members of the House of Rep
resentatives to vote for this plan, be
cause it will reduce the deficit by $500 
billion over 5 years. " And you can al
most take exactly, word for word, that 
which was stated by Mr. Panetta and 
time-warp it 21/2 years down the line, 
and it is the same old stuff. 

The bottom line is the fact that it is 
the desire of many Members of Con
gress to increase the size, to increase 
the scope, to increase the authority, to 
increa.se the jurisdiction, to increase 
the power that the Federal Govern
ment has over the people. 

If you tax people 10 percent, you con
trol 10 percent of their lives. If you tax 
the people 20 percent, you control 20 
percent of their lives. If you tax the 
people 50 percent, you control 50 per
cent of their lives. 

It is so ironic that in the countries of 
Sweden and the great citadels of the 
social welfare state that are now fall
ing apart and where people realize that 
a large government that tries to con
trol essentially the entire person is 
simply not working, and as those gov
ernments crumble and scale down in 
size , we pick up their problems and end 
up being in their situation. It does not 
make sense. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 
gentleman from Illinois for his com
ments and appreciate his being a part 
of this process this evening. 

I would like now to turn to and to 
yield to our colleague, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA]. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank the gen
tleman. 

In terms of taking a look at what the 
President's plan does, I would like to 
really reiterate some of the points that 
I think were brought up earlier in the 
special order. I think perhaps the most 
important reality that we have to cre
ate for the American people is that we 
continue to talk about reducing Gov
ernment spending. But if you take a 
look at what actually happens to Gov
ernment spending, we find that 
through the 5 years of this plan, Gov
ernment spending continues to grow. 
As a matter of fact, it grows from 
about $1.468 trillion in 1993 to over $1.78 
trillion in 1998. That is an increase of 
21 percent. So, during those 5 years the 
Federal Government spending grows by 
21 percent. I do not call that cutting 
spending or decreasing the size of the 
Federal Government. 

It is also interesting to note that 
during that same time span, spending 
on defense is estimated to decrease 
from $277 to $239 billion, or a 13-percent 
decrease in spending on defense. 

What we are seeing during these 5 
years is a continuing expansion of Gov
ernment spending on programs in this 
country. It is very much a tax-and
spend program. 

One thing that I find very interest
ing, the gentleman and I are both 
freshmen, and I know we find that 

· coming to Washington, having wit
nessed the budget deal of 1990, which 
promised to do many of these same 
things, a slight increase in taxes , cut
ting spending, and the net result would 
be that the budget deficit would be de
creased. Here we are now, freshmen in 
1993, and we are wrestling with the 
same problems that the Congress was 
dealing with in 1990. So, we have not 
made any progress. 

At least that is how it looks to me. 
What I find amazing is that the types 

of things that the gentleman a:nd I 
campaigned for-and I think what 
many of the people who came to Con
gress, 110 new freshmen campaigned 
for, things like a line-item veto, bal
ance budget amendment, things that 
would really restore some fiscal sound
ness to the budget of this country and 
would give us some credibility with the 
American people, when we said, " We 
are giving you this plan, but at the 
same time we are putting in controls 
to make sure that we are going to de
liver on these promises,'' those things 
are buried in committee. We have not 
seen those things debated on the floor 
of the House, they have not been de
bated in committee , we have not had 
the opportunity to vote for them on 
the floor of the House. 

So , when people are talking about 
doing things differently, what we are 
seeing in 1993 is much the same as what 
we saw in 1990, politics and business as 
usual. The numbers are different, the 
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players are different, the rules are the 
same, and it looks to me like we have 
not changed the dynamics and the re
sponsibility and accountability either 
in Congress or at the executive level. 

I do not know if the gentleman has 
any comments, whether he is as frus
trated as I am that we are not making 
these institutional changes. · 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. It is very dif
ficult; in fact, one of the things we 
both found as we came to Congress
and I think this is true on the Demo
cratic side as on the Republican side
that Congress, of course, is a matter of 
seniority. Obviously, it does take time, 
you have got to get your feet wet, you 
cannot expect to be running before you 
crawl and walk in this business. 

But I do think it is difficult to 
change the structure here, just because 
of the fact that this is the way the 
business has been going, the way 
things have been done for a great 
length of time. 

Yes, it is frustrating. I do not know 
that any of us found that we could 
change those things as quickly as we 
would have liked. It is not a 30-, 60-, 90-
day kind of thing. 

I come from a business background, 
as the gentleman does, and we know 
what we have to do to get things roll
ing. That does not seem to be the way 
things get done in this body. It is frus
trating. I share that same bewilder
ment and frustration. 

In the interest of closing out here, I 
yield back to the gentleman because I 
know he has some final comments as 
well as I do. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank the gen
tleman. 

We have both taken a look at the 
President's plan. I think as we have the 
opportunity to get the numbers this 
week, we have decided that in our own 
judgment that that plan is not the best 
plan for the country, that increasing 
taxes, delaying cuts in spending, are 
not what we were elected to do when 
we came to this Congress. 

So that we will probably vote against 
the plan on Thursday. 

But I think at the same time we are 
agreed that if and when the President 
would come for structural changes and 
carry through on some of the promises 
that he asked for, when he asked for 
line-item veto and the balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution and 
term limits, that the gentleman and I 
would be willing to work with him and 
aggressively push that package for 
change, real fundamental change in 
how this Congress and the Government 
works. We would be there with him, 
but in reality he has not asked for 
those types of changes. We are not here 
to continue politics as usual, we are 
here to make a change and we think 
structural changes are perhaps more 
important and are the right thing to do 
because those are the types of things 
that if we made those changes we could 

go back to the American people and 
say, "Here is a package, here are the 
numbers, here is the change in the 
structure that is going to guarantee 
that we are going to implement these 
numbers." 

Just think of what a different debate 
it would be on the floor of the House if 
we knew that in 1995 or 1996, there was 
a constitutional amendment that said, 
"You have to have a balanced budget." 
I think that the dialog, the debate, 
would be so constructive, because we 
would have an objective clearly laid on 
us and we would be accountable for 
making those changes and those deci
sions, and the best thing would be we 
would have solved the problem. 

I think that is what is frustrating the 
American people as they look at these 
numbers and they look at it and say, 
"Still in 1998 you have a $250 billion 
deficit. We have not solved the prob
lem." But if we put in a balanced budg
et amendment, give the President a 
true line-item veto, there would be a 
real hope and a commitment and an ac
countability that in 1996 or 1997, we 
could all go back to the voters and say 
that we have fixed the problem that 
they sent us here to fix; the budget is 
balanced and we put the tools in place 
to continue this country going in the 
right direction. 

I once again thank the gentleman 
very much for organizing this special 
order. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 
gentleman kin'dly. Those remarks, in
cidentally, are very clear in my dis
trict as well, the American people are 
opposed to tax increases. 

What they are looking for by a mar
gin of 7 to 1 in my district, they are op
posed to the Clinton package, they are 
after some relief, and they do not need 
more Government. Government should 
not be growing to the point where it 
has become a monster. I think we have 
to stop feeding that monster. 

Madam Speaker, I want to conclude 
by thanking all of the colleagues who 
have appeared with me this evening to 
support, in fact, a move that would op
pose this tax hike, because the Amer
ican people do not want it. In over
whelming numbers they do not want 
this. I think we have to look at what 
damage has already been done to the 
economy. In terms of the fact that the 
other shoe has not dropped as far as the 
final taxes are concerned, we are look
ing for more growth in Government, 
and I think that squeezes the dollar so 
that individuals have less discretionary 
dollars to spend on goods and services 
and what have you. 

0 2040 
Madam Speaker, I would like to fin

ish with a brief paragraph from Presi
dent Reagan 's excellent article in the 
New York Times of today: 

Over the years I have been known as an op
timist, always believing that better days lie 

ahead, but right now I have serious concerns 
about the future of America if this tax and 
spend plan becomes law. I fear for the loss of 
opportunity that Americans have always had 
to make better lives for themselves and their 
families. I worry about America's place in 
the world if our economy falls into the deep 
doldrums that this program will certainly 
bring. 

Madam Speaker, I share former 
President Reagan's concerns, and I 
urge my colleagues to join me in oppos
ing the largest tax hike in history. 

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET PLAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. ROYCE] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, after 
hearing the statement tonight of the 
President on his plan, let me just react 
by making several observations. 

I believe we have a budget deficit, 
not because Federal taxes are too low, 
but because Federal spending is too 
high. 

The problem with President Clinton's 
budget is that it both raises taxes and 
increases spending. In fact, under the 
President's budget, spending would rise 
from $1.4 to $1.8 trillion in 1998. 

I think spending must be brought 
under control before Congress even 
thinks of asking the American people 
for more taxes. 

The President's budget calls for rais
ing over $3 in new taxes for every $1 in 
proposed spending cuts and it funds 
many new spending programs. It will 
institute a new tax on up to 85 percent 
of senior citizens' Social Security ben
efits. 

If President Clinton had kept his 
commitment to cut spending and re
duce taxes for the middle class, I would 
have voted for his budget, but most of 
the so-called spending cuts in the 
President's budget are really just 
promises to cut spending 4 or 5 years 
down the road, promises that will prob
ably be forgotten by the big spenders 
who control Congress, while most of 
the tax increases in the plan go into ef
fect, and indeed many go into effect 
retroactively. 

I voted for an alternative budget put 
forward in the House which called for 
over 150 specific spending cuts with no 
tax increases. 

In summary, I voted for a plan that 
would have substantially reduced the 
deficit through cuts in wasteful spend
ing. I voted against President Clinton's 
budget because it calls for the biggest 
tax increase in U.S. history and even 
more spending, a sure-fire prescription 
to make our weak economy even 
weaker. 

Economists say the President's tax 
hikes will increase consumer prices. It 
will slow economic growth and lead to 
the loss of over 600,000 jobs. That is 
why I must oppose the President's plan 
again. 
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2493 

Mr. DURBIN submitted the following 
conference report and statement on the 
bill (H.R. 2493) making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies programs for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1994, and 
for other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 103-212) 
The Committee of Conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2493) "making appropriations for Agri
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug 
Administration, and Related Agencies pro
grams for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1994, and for other purposes," having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re
spective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 5, 44, 48, 51, 52, 53, 55, 57, 59, 
66, 72, 75, 76, 80, 82, 83, 84, 89, 90, 91, 92, 104, 105, 
109, 113, 118, 120, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 129, 
130, 131, 132, 133, 135, 139, 140, 141, 143, 144, 145, 
146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 156, 157, 160, 161, 162, 
163, 165, 166, and 167. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 23, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 38, 39, 41, 42, 62, 69, 
73, 77, 81, 85, 86, 87, 93, 94, 95, 106, 116, 117, and 
119, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 1, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $2,308,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 2, and agree to the same with amend
ment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $550,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 3, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $5,881,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 4, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $803,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 6, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $1,325,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 7 and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $8,570,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 9 and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $475,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 10 and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $65,530,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 11, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $25,992,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 12, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $586,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 13, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $55,219,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 14, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $81,764,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 15: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 15, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $2,566,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 16, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $566,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 17, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $9,000,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 20: 
That the House recede from its disagree

. ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 20, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $32,743,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 22, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $20,809,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 24: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 24, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $112,150,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 25: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 25, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $1,818,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 26, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $500,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 27: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 27, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $7,400,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 31: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 31, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $272,582,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. -

Amendment numbered 37: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 37, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment insert: $1 ,500,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 45: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 45, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $687,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 46: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 46, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $439,564,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 49: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 49, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $11 ,532.000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 56: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 56, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $12,123,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 58: 
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That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 58, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $560,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 60: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 60, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $575,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 61: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 61, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $591,049,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 63: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 63, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $241,965,000; and "the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 64: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 64, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $40,786,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 65: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 65, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $28,631 ,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 67: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 67, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $18,500,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 68: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 68, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named insert: $8,000,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 70: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 70, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $66,675,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 71: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 71, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $580,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 79: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 79, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $446,694,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 88: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 88, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $123,783,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 96: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 96, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $18,903,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 97: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 97, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $869,443,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 98: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 98, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $35,250,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 99: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 99, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: -$300,000,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 100: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 100, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $249,381,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 101: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 101, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $115,786,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 102: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 102, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $21,723,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 103: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 103, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $2,319,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 107: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 107, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $3,000,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 108: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 108, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $500,000,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 112: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 112, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $42,500,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 114: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 114, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $100,000,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 115: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 115, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $33,266,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 121: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 121, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $551,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 128: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 128, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $1,853,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 134: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 134, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $5,500,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 158: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 158, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $100,000,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 159: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 159, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: $75,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis
agreement amendments numbered 8, 18, 19, 
21, 28, 29, 36, 40, 43, 47, 50, 54, 74, 78, 110, 111, 
136, 137, 138, 142, 152, 153, 154, 155, and 164. 

RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
MARCY KAPTUR, 
RAY THORNTON, 
ROSA L. DELAURO, 
PETE PETERSON, 
ED PASTOR, 
NEAL SMITH, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 
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JOE SKEEN, 
BARBARA F . VUCANOVICH, 
JAMES T. WALSH, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

DALE BUMPERS, 
TOM HARKIN, 
J. ROBERT KERREY, 
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
HERB KOHL, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, 
PHIL GRAMM, 
SLADE GORTON, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
Senate at the conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2493) making 
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural Devel
opment, Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for other 
purposes, submit the following joint state
ment to the House and Senate in explanation 
of the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
managers and recommended in the accom
panying conference report. 

CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIVES 

The conferees agree that executive branch 
wishes cannot substitute for Congress' own 
statements as to the best evidence of con
gressional intention&-that is, the official re
ports of the Congress. The conferees further 
point out that funds in this Act must be used 
for the purposes for which appropriated, as 
required by section 1301 of title 31 of the 
United States Code, which provides: "Appro
priations shall be applied only to the objects 
for which the appropriations were made ex
cept as otherwise provided by law." 

Report language included by the House 
which is not changed by the report of the 
Senate, and Senate report language which is 
not changed by the conference are approved 
by the committee of conference. The state
ment of the managers, while repeating some 
report language for emphasis, does not in
tend to negate the language referred to 
above unless expressly provided herein. 

TITLE I-AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $2,308,000 
for the Office of the · Secretary instead of 
$2,320,000 as proposed by the House and 
$2,295,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $550,000 for 
the Office of the Deputy Secretary instead of 
$553,000 as proposed by the House and $546,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS 

Amendment No. 3: Appropria.tes $5,881,000 
for the Office of Budget and Program Analy
sis instead of $5,954,000 as proposed by the 
House and $5,781,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment No.4: Appropriates $803,000 for 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Ad
ministration instead of $808,000 as proposed 
by the House and $798,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

The conferees support the work of the Na
tional Organic Standards Board and expect 
the Department to provide an appropriate 
level of funding. 

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 

The conferees understand the Department 
is doing the engineering work in preparation 
of cleaning up two urani urn mines in Lake 
County, Oregon, and anticipate that the For
est Service will provide for the actual cost of 
cleaning up these properties. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $26,301,000 
for Departmental Administration as pro
posed by the House instead of $25,960,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS 

Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $1,325,000 
for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Congressional Relations instead of $1,333,000 
as proposed by the House and $1,317,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $8,570,000 
for the Office of Public Affairs instead of 
$8,629,000 as proposed by the House and 
$8,510,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 8: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which makes permanent the elimination of 
the Yearbook of Agriculture. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Amendment No.9: Appropriates $475,000 for 
Intergovernmental Affairs instead of $478,000 
as proposed by the House and $472,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

·Amendment No. 10: Appropriates $65,530,000 
for the Office of the Inspector General in
stead of $65,932,000 as proposed by the House 
and $64,872,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $25,992,000 
for the Office of the General Counsel instead 
of $26,149,000 as proposed by the House and 
$25,835,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conferees agree that the Department shall 
provide technical assistance to the six coun
ties within the Columbia River Gorge Na
tional Scenic Area as authorized by the Co
lumbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
Act of 1986. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ECONOMICS 

Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $586,000 
for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Economics instead of $589,000 as proposed by 
the House and $582,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 

Amendment No. 13: Appropriate $55,219,000 
for the Economic Research Service instead 
of $57,702,000 as proposed by the House and 
$51,219,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $81,764,000 
for the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service instead of $82,069,000 as proposed by 
the House and $81,458,000 as pr<;>posed by the 
Senate. 

WORLD AGRICULTURAL OUTLOOK BOARD 

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $2,566,000 
for the World Agricultural Outlook Board in
stead of $2,582,000 as proposed by the House 
and $2,550,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 

SCIENCE AND EDUCATION 

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates $566,000 
for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Science and Education instead of $569,000 as 
proposed by the House and $562,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND 
COMMERCIALIZATION 

Amendment No. 17: Appropriates $9,000,000 
for Alternative Agricultural Research and 
Commercialization instead of $7,250,000 as 
proposed by the House and $12,000,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. The conferees agree 
that no additional centers will be designated 
beyond the two already designated. 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

Amendment No. 18: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: $692,469,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement is based on the 
following changes to the base program: 

[In thousands of dollars) 

I. Sweet potato whitefly ............... . 
2. Methyl bromide .... .............. ............. ...... .. 
3. Grass seed cropping systems for sus-

tainable agriculture ...... .......... . 
4. Dairy management .................. . 
5. Animal Health Consortium, Ames, lA 

6. Arkansas staffing: 
Fayetteville ...................... .. 
Stuttgart ............ ................ . 
Booneville ............................ .. 
Pine Bluff ............................ .. 

Subtotal .......... . 
7. Wild rice ...... .... ................ . 
8. Grape phylloxera .............. . 
9. Grape virology .................... .. 
10. Hops research ...................... .. ...... ...... .. . 
II. Meat animal research, Clay Center, NE 
12. Human nutrition, Lower Mississippi 

Delta .......................... ....... ..... ................ . 
13. Midsouth Research Center (Heliothis), 

MS ............................... ........ .. ................. . 
14. National Warmwater Aquaculture Cen-

ter, Stoneville, MS ........ .. ................. ...... . 
15. Northwest Small Fruit Research Center 
16. Value added research, Clemson U., 

SC/New Orleans, LA ..... .. .......... .. 
17. Human Nutrition Information Service 
18. All other ...... ............ .... .... .. 

Total ......... .... .......... .. ........ .......... .. 

Clln-
House Senate ference 

bill bill agree-
ment 

1,000 1,000 1,000 
1.000 1,000 1,000 

500 500 500 
200 

64 200 ""'""i2ii 

!50 
200 

250 
250 
500 
250 

1,250 

200 
50 

500 

125 
125 
500 
125 

875 
!50 
100 
100 

50 
500 

100 50 

500 500 

250 125 
500 250 

500 250 

6~~:~~~ ·673:687 d~:m 
688,805 680,165 692,469 

The conferees agree that a portion of the 
methyl bromide increase may be used for 
contracting with the National Academy of 
Sciences to conduct a review of the scientific 
basis for listing methyl bromide as a class I 
controlled substance because of its ozone de
pleting potential. 

Amendment No. 19: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which makes permanent a provision that al
lows Agricultural Research Service funds to 
be used to provide financial assistance to the 
organizers of national and international con
ferences. 

The conferees expect that the Agricultural 
Research Service will not redirect support 
for programs from one State to another 
without prior notification to and approval by 
the House and Senate Committees on Appro
priations. 
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BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

Amendment No. 20: Appropriates $32,743,000 
for the Agricultural Research Service, Build
ings and Facilities instead of $29,387,000 as 
proposed by the House and $32,788,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement: 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Con-Fiscal 
year 
1993 
en

acted 

House Senate terence 
bill bill agree-

Arkansas: Rice Germplasm Center, 
Stuttgart 

California: 
Horticulture Crops Research 

Lab, Fresno to Parl ier ....... .. 
Western Regional Research 

Center .................... .. 
District of Columbia: National 

Aboretum .................................... .. 
Florida: Citrus Research Lab, Or-

lando ...... .................................... . 
Iowa: 

National Swine Research Fa-
cility ................ .................. .. 

Necropsy/incinerator .......... .... .. 
Louisiana: Southern Regional Re-

search Center ........................ ..... .. 
Maryland: Beltsville Agricultural Re-

search Center .. .......... .. 
Mississippi: 

National Center for Natural 
Products .................. .. 

National Center for Warm 
Water Aquaculture ............ .. 

New York: Plum Island Animal Dis-
ease Center ................................ .. 

Ohio: Demonstration greenhouse .... . 
South Carolina: U.S. Vegetable Lab, 

Charleston .................................. .. 
Texas: 

Plant Stress Lab, Texas Tech. 
University .......................... .. 

Subtropical Lab, Weslaco ...... .. 
Miscellaneous: ARS facilities .... ...... . 

Total, buildings and facili-

702 ... 5,950 

(1) 2,500 2,760 

2.321 

1,000 

(1) 2,900 2,900 

1,524 4,024 5,024 
3,900 3,900 

1,651 1,778 3,555 

13,547 (2) (2) 

4,382 4,382 4,382 

931 931 2,500 

2,540 2,950 
158 200 

1,817 

1,101 1,101 .. . 
(3) 1,400 

7,978 

ment 

3,828 

2,630 

1,161 

500 

2,900 

4,524 
3,900 

2,667 

(2) 

4,382 

1,716 

1,475 
200 

909 

551 
1,400 

ties .... 34,514 29,387 32,788 32,743 

1 Funded under miscellaneous ARS facilities. 
2 Funded under rental payments. 
3 Report requested. 

Amendment No. 21: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which makes permanent the language re
garding the bonsai collection at the National 
Arboretum. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 

Amendment No. 22: Earmarks $20,809,000 
for cooperative forestry research instead of 
$18,809,000 as proposed by the House and 
$22,809,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

SPECIAL RESEARCH GRANTS 

Amendment No. 23: Appropriates $72,917,000 
for special research grants as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $50,070,000 as proposed 
by the House. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement: 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Con-Fiscal 
year 
1993 
en-

House Senate terence 

Special research grants (Public Law 
89-106): 

Aflatoxin (Ill ......... ...... .. 
Agribusiness management 

(MS) ............ ...... ................. .. 
Agricultural diversification (HI) 
Agricultural management sys-

tems (MAl .......................... . 
Alfalfa (KS) .................. .. 
Alternative cropping systems 

(Southeast) ........................ .. 
Alternative crops (NO) .... . 
Alternative crops for arid 

lands (TX) ........................ ... 

acted 

134 

75 
154 

261 
125 

278 
700 

bill bill agree-

134 ... 

75 75 
154 

261 261 
125 

278 
700 700 

100 

ment 

134 

75 
154 

261 
125 

278 
700 

100 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Alternative Marine and Fresh 
Water Species (MS) ............ . 

Alternative pest control (AR) .. . 
Animal waste disposal (MI) .. .. 
Apple pest control (CAl .......... . 
Apple quality research (MI) .... . 
Aquaculature research .......... .. 
Aquaculature (Ill ...... . 
Aquaculature (LA) .................. .. 
Aquaculture (Stoneville, MS) . 
Asian Products lab (OR) ...... ... 
Asparagus yield decline (MI) .. 
Bacoc Institute (WI) .............. .. 
Bean and beet (Mil ................ . 
Beef carcass evaluation and 

identification (lA, NY, GA, 
TX, Ill ...................... .. .. 

Beef fat content (lA) .............. . 
Biodiesel research (MOl ........ .. 
Broom snakeweed (NM) .... ...... . 
Canola (KS) ...... ...................... . 
Celery fusarium (Mil ............ .. . 
Center for animal health and 

productivity (PAl ................ . 
Center for rural studies (VD .. . 
Chesapeake bay aquaculature 
Competitiveness of agricul-

tural products (WA) .......... .. 
Controlled environment pro

duction systems (PAl .......... 
Cool season legume research 

(10, WA) ............ .. 
Cottonseed extraction and oil 

refining (TX) ...................... .. 
Cranberry/blueberry disease 

and breeding (NJ) ............ .. . 
CRP acreage usage (MOl ...... .. 
Dairy goat research (TX) . 
Delta rural healthcare (AR) . 
Delta rural revitalization (MS) 
Dogwood anthracnose (GA, NC, 

TN) ...................................... . 
Dried bean (NO) .................... .. 
Eastern filbert blight (OR) .... .. 
Energy biomass/biofuels ........ . 
Entomology acoustics detec-

tion (MS) ............................ . 
Environmental research (NY) .. 
Expanded wheat pasture (OK) 
Farm and rural business fi -

nance (IL, AR) .................... . 
Fish marketing (OR, Rl) ........ .. 
Floriculture (HI) ...................... . 
Food and Agriculture Policy In-

stitute (lA, MOl ...... .. 
Food irradiation (lA) ........ .. .... .. 
Food marketing policy center 

(CT) .................................... . 
Food processing center (NE) . 
Food safety consortium (AR, 

KS, lA) ...................... .. .. ...... . 
Food systems research group 

(WI) .......... 
Forestry (AR) .......................... .. 
Forestry marketing (VT, NH) .. .. 
Fruit and vegetable market 

analysis (Al , MOl .............. . 
Generic commodity promotion 

research and evaluation 
(NY) ................................... .. 

Global change .................. .. 
Global marketing support 

service (AR) .......... .... ........ .. . 
Grass seed cropping systems 

for a sustainable agri-
culture (WA, OR, 10) .......... . 

Great Plains agricultural policy 
center (OK) ........................ .. 

Human nutrition (AR) .... .. 
Human nutrition (lA) ............ . 
Human nutrition (LA) .......... .. 
Human nutrition (NY) ............ .. 
Improved dairy management 

practices (PA) .................... . 
Improved fruit practices (MI) .. 
Integrated pest management 

and bio control ...... ........ .. .. . 
Integrated production systems 

(OK) ........................ . 
International arid lands con-

sortium .............................. .. 
Iowa biotechnology consortium 
Jointed goatgrass (WA) .......... . 
Livestock and dairy policy (NY, 

TX) ..................................... .. 
Lowbush blueberry research 

(MEl ........................ ........ .. .. . 
Low-input agriculture (MN) .... . 
Maple research (VT) .......... .. 
Michigan biotechnology con-

sortium ............................ .. .. 
Midwest advanced food manu-

facturing alliance .............. . 
Midwest agricultural products 

(lA) ...................... .. 

Fiscal 
year 
1993 
en

acted 

275 
1,400 

120 
........ 94 

316 
200 
390 
700 

94 
75 

189 

210 
237 

50 
200 
100 
39 

House Senate 
bill bill 

275 275 

316 

1,400 
120 
250 
94 

~~~ ...... 39o 
700 700 

250 
94 

75 250 
189 

m .... .. 237 
150 

200 200 
100 
39 

134 134 

4~~ ...... 437 

800 800 

240 240 

387 387 

75 75 

260 

... is 
175 

260 

75 

'175 
137 .... .. .. 
100 
85 

sao 

37 
437 

800 

387 

260 
150 

117 
175 

137 
100 
85 

200 
575 .. '"575 
337 """337 
125 
340 
296 

750 
237 

393 
50 

1,942 

261 

50 

750 
237 

393 

261 

125 
340 
296 

750 
237 

393 
50 

1,942 

261 
500 
50 

350 350 

250 
2,000 2,500 

100 

500 
800 
735 

50 

500 

100 50 

~~~ ... .. sao 
800 800 
735 

335 350 340 
350 

4,457 5,728 5,728 

190 190 

350 350 
2,000 2,000 

350 350 

525 525 

185 
230 
99 

185 
230 

2,358 2,358 

700 700 

221 

99 

500 

700 

Con
ference 
agree
ment 

275 
1,400 

250 

316 
200 
390 
700 
250 

250 

210 
237 
ISO 
200 
100 

134 
37 

437 

800 

240 

387 

75 

260 
150 
75 

117 
175 

137 
100 
85 

500 

200 
575 
337 

125 
340 
296 

750 
237 

393 
50 

1,942 

261 
500 

50 

350 

250 
1,250 

50 

500 

50 
500 
500 
800 
735 

350 
525 

3,228 

190 

350 
2,000 

350 

525 

221 
230 

99 

2,358 

500 

700 

18349 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Midwest plant biotechnology 
consortium ........................ . 

Midwest feeds consortium .. . 
Milk safety (PAl .................. . 
Minor use animal drugs (IR-4) 
Multi-commodity research (OR) 
Multi-cropping strategies for 

aquaculature (HI) .............. .. 
National biological impact as-

sessment .. .. .............. .. ...... .. 
Nematode resistance genetic 

engineering (NM) . 
New method of weed control 

(NO) .................. .... .. ........... .. 
New uses for agricultural 

products (OH) .................... .. 
Non-food agricultural products 

(NE) ................................... . 
Oil resources from desert 

plants (NM) ........................ . 
Oregon~assachusetts bio-

technology ...... ........ . 
Peach tree short life (SC) . 
Perishable commodities (GAl .. 
Pest control alternatives (SC) 
Pesticide clearance (IR-4) ....... 
Pesticide impact assessment 
Pesticide research (WA) 
Phytophthora root rot (NM) . 
Potato research .................... .. . 

· Preservation and processing 
research (OK) .......... .. 

Procerum root disease (VA) . 
Product development and mar-

keting center (ME) ............ .. 
Red River Corridor (MN, NO) .. . 
Regional barley gene mapping 

project .............. ...... . 
Regionalized implications of 

farm programs (MO, TX) . 
Rural development centers 

(PA, lA (NO), MS, OR) ........ . 
Rural housing needs (NE) ...... . 
Rural policies institute (AR, 

NE, MOl .............................. . 
Russian wheat aphid (WA, OR, 

CO, CAl ...... ........................ . 
Saltcedar (NM) ................... . 
Seafood and aquaculture har

vesting, processing, and 
marketing (MS) . 

Seafood research (OR) .......... .. 
Small fruit research (OR, WA, 

10) ............. .. ...... . 
Soil and water research (OH) 
Southwest consortium for 

plant genetics and water 
resources ................ .. 

Soybean bioprocessing (lA) ..... 
Soybean cyst nematode (MOl .. 
STEEP 11-water quality in 

Northwest .... 
Stone fruit decline (Mil ........ .. 
Subirrigation research (MI) .... . 
Sunflower insects (NO) ...... .. 
Sustainable agriculture (Mil .. 
Sustainable agriculture and 

natural resources (PAl .. 
Sustainable agriculture sys-

tems (NE) .......... .. 
Swine research (MN) 
Taxol cultivation (CT) .... 
Tillage, silviculture, waste 

management (LA) 
Tropical and subtropical .. .. 
Urban pests (GAl .................... . 
Value-added wheat (KS) ........ . 
Waste utilization (NC) . 
Water conservation (KS) 
Water conservation (NV) .. 
Water management (All ... 
Water quality . 
Wheat genetic research (KS) . 
Wild rice research (MN) . 
Wood utilization research (OR, 

MS, Ml, ME, NC, MN) ........ .. 
Wool research (TX, MT, WY) .. .. 
Other grants .......................... .. 

Total , special research 
grants ..... 

1 Funded under SCS. 

Con-Fiscal 
year 
1993 
en

acted 

House Senate terence 
bill bill agree-

2.865 2,865 
500 

184 
464 562 
300 

ISO 

300 300 

ISO ISO 

500 500 

140 140 

110 

200 200 

256 ... 
192 
250 
125 

3,500 6,750 
2,968 2,968 

667 667 
150 ISO 

1,435 750 

267 
25 25 

221 
200 200 

412 412 

348 348 

500 500 
80 

692 

437 537 
200 

361 361 
327 

187 187 
240 200 

400 400 
328 
359 359 

980 980 
283 
531 
200 

100 

70 

350 

140 140 
50 

3,320 3,320 
76 76 

440 
94 

200 200 
398 

8,950 
159 
88 

4,153 
250 250 

3,201 

ment 

2,865 2,865 
500 

285 285 
650 650 
300 300 

150 ISO 

300 

150 150 

500 500 

140 

110 110 

200 200 

512 512 
192 192 
250 250 
125 125 

6,750 6,750 
2,968 1,568 

667 667 
150 ISO 

1,435 1,435 

267 267 
25 

425 425 
200 200 

412 412 

348 348 

500 500 
80 80 

525 525 

437 537 
( I ) 

361 361 
325 325 

250 250 
200 

400 400 
328 328 
359 359 

980 980 
283 ....... . m ...... !so 

525 

100 100 

70 70 
140 140 

50 

250 250 
3,320 3,320 

76 
250 250 

440 
94 94 

200 200 
398 398 

9,000 4,500 
209 209 
88 

4,153 4,443 
250 

-------------------
73,411 50,070 72,917 72.917 

Wood utilization research.-The conference 
agreement provides a total of $4,443,000 for 
wood utilization research. Included in the 
total are funds for the ongoing research pro
gram and an increase of $290,000 for research 
to be ·conducted in Minnesota. 
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Amendment No. 24: Provides $112,150,000 for 

competitive research grants instead of 
$114,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$102,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 25: Earmarks $1,818,000 for 
alternative crops instead of $2,168,000 as pro
posed by the House and $650,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. The conference agreement 
provides $1,000,000 for research on canola, 
crambe, and winter rapeseed instead of 
$850,000 for canola and $500,000 for crambe 
and winter rapeseed as proposed by the 
House and $500,000 for crambe and winter 
rapeseed as proposed by the Senate. For re
search on guayule the conference agreement 
provides $668,000, the same as the amount 
proposed by the House. The conference 
agreement also provides $150,000 for research 
on hesperaloe, the same as the amount pro
posed by the House and the Senate. 

Amendment No. 26: Provides $500,000 for 
the Critical Agricultural Materials Act in
stead of $400,000 as proposed by the House 
and $600,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 27: Provides $7,400,000 for 
low-input agriculture instead of $6,825,000 as 
proposed by the House and $8,000,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 28: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $22,655,000. · 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides 
$22,655,000 for Federal administration instead 
of $20,827,000 as proposed by the House and 
$20,689,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement: 

[In thousands of dollars) 

Federal Administration: 
Shrimp aquaculture (Al, HI. 

MS, MA, SC) ............... .... .. .. . 
Miss issippi Va lley State Um-

versity ........ ........................ .. 
Maize genetics research center 

(NO) . 
Ag in classroom ... ... ... .. . 
Agricultural biotechnology .. .. 
Peer panels ........................... . 
Office of grants and program 

systems ... .......................... .. 
Alternative fuels characteriza

tion lab (NO) . 
Pay costs and FERS .. ...... . 
Center for Agricultural and 

Rural Development (lA) ...... . 
Herd management (TN) .......... . 
1890 capacity building ......... .. 
Vocational aquaculture edu-

cation ....... 
Water quality I ........................ . 

Geographic information system 
Center for North American 

Stud ies (TX) .. .... .. .. 
PM-10 study (CA, WA) 
Agriculture development in 

American Pacific 

Total , Federal Admin istra-

Con-Fiscal 
year 
1993 
en -

House Senate terence 
bill bill agree-

acted 

3,500 3,500 

668 

400 
208 208 
400 400 
260 260 

334 334 

250 250 
550 550 

750 750 
475 

10,250 10,550 

500 500 
1,250 1.250 
1,000 1.075 

200 
1,000 

(7) (2) 

ment 

3,500 3,500 

668 668 

208 208 
400 400 
260 260 

81 334 

250 250 
550 550 

750 
750 613 

10,550 10.550 

500 500 
500 1,250 

1.075 1,075 

100 
750 1,000 

647 647 

tiOn .. .... ......................... 20.795 20,827 20,689 22.655 

1 1ncluded $500,000 (NO), $750.000 (IL) in FY 1993, FY 1994 House. and 
the conference agreement. 

2 Funded under Extension Service, Federal Administration in FY 93 and 
House. 

Amendment No. 29: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: $453,736,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$453,736,000 for the Cooperative State Re
search Service instead of $428,586,000 as pro
posed by the House and $443,652,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

Amendment No. 30: Appropriates $56,874,000 
for Cooperative State Research Service, 
Buildings and Facilities as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $37,750,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement: 

[In thousands of dollars) 

Con-Fiscal 
year 
1993 
en

acted 

House Senate terence 
bill bill agree-

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 
Arizona: Agriculture research com-

ment 

plex-environmental stress lab .... 1.100 800 800 800 
Arkansas: 

Agriculture building-Univer-
Sity of Arkansas .... ............ .. 2,000 1.775 

Center for alternative pest 
control greenhouse .............. 1,000 1.000 

Livestock Research and Activ-
ity Complex ... .. ...... .. .. .. ........ (1) 

Californ ia: Alternative pest control 
contamment and quarantine, 
Un1versity of Californ ia ....... 178 2,500 2.500 2,219 

Connecticut: Agricultural bio-
technology bu ildmg, University of 
Connecticut .............. .............. (I) (I) (I) 

Colorado: An1mal Reproduction and 
BIOtechnology, Colorado State 
University ................................ (I) 340 340 

Delaware: Poultry B1ocontainment 
Lab .... (I) 350 350 

Georgia: 
Biocontainment Research Cen-

ter, University of Georg ia . .. 425 2,020 1,793 
Center for Advanced Water 

Technology. Savannah .. .... 376 213 213 
Hawaii: Center for applied aqua-

culture .......................................... 2,500 2,219 
Idaho: Biotechnology Facility .. .. ... .. ... 431 1.000 888 
Illinois: Biotechnology Center, North-

western Univers1ty ........................ 517 600 1.000 888 
lnd1ana: Molecular and Cellular Bio-

technology Facil ity 2.-155 300 300 
Kansas: 

Throckmorton Plant Science 
Center, Kansas State Uni-
versity ................................ .. 1,353 884 1.200 1,200 

Biology- Engineering building, 
Kansas State Univ ........ (I) 

Kentucky: Applied research and 
manpower train ing center (I) (I) 

Lou isiana : 
An1mal science facil ity .. ..... .. .. . (I) 
Red meat processing center ... (I) 75 75 

Maryland : Institute for Natural Re-
sources and Environmental 
Science, University of Maryland .. 862 1,000 2,000 1.776 

Massachusetts: Center/hunger, pov-
erty, nutrition and policy ........... 484 2,639 2,600 2,343 

Mississippi: Biological Technology 
Center for Water and Wetlands 
Resources 86 100 100 100 

Missouri: 
Center for plant biodiversity, 

St. Louis ..................... .. .. ..... (I) (I) (I) 
Meat Sc ience and Safety Cen-

ter .. ......... .... ................. ........ (1) 2.428 2.428 
Montana: BiosCience Research Lab-

oratory, Montana State Un ivers ity 915 2,238 2.238 1.987 
Nevada: Biochemistry and Biology, 

University of Nevada .. ..... .. ......... .. 215 250 250 
New Jersey: Plant Bioscience Facil-

ity, Rutgers University ........ ......... 2,623 1.700 2,623 2,329 
New Mexico: Center for And Land 

Stud ies , New Mexico State Uni-
versity .. ............ .. ....... .. ........ ........ .. (I) 956 956 849 

New York: New York Botanical Gar-
den .. .. .. ... .. .......... ....... .... ..... ........ .. 3,697 1.350 3,000 2,663 

North Carol ina : Bowman-Gray Cen-
ter at Wake Forest 2,684 3.684 3,684 3,270 

North Dakota: 
An imal care fac ility ... .. 250 2,000 1,775 
Institute for Agricultural 

Health Science and Rural 
North Dakota State Univer-
Sity ................. .. ................... I ,864 1.500 650 

Oh io: Lake Erie Soil and Water Re-
search and Educat1on Center ...... (I) 280 280 

Oklahoma: Beef Cattle Research Fa-
Cility (1) 375 375 

Oregon: 
Regional food innovat ion Cen-

ter ... .. ........ .. ....................... 3,000 2,663 

[In thousands of dollars) 

Con-Fiscal 
year 
1993 
en

acted 

House Senate terence 
bill bill agree-

ment 

Forest ecosystem research lab (I) 
Pennsylvama : Center for Food Mar-

keting, St. Joseph 's University . 2,336 2.336 2,336 2.074 
Rhode Island: Bu ilding consol ida-

tion, Umvers1ty of Rhode Island . 431 3.725 3.307 
South Dakota: An imal resource 

wing-SDSU (1) 

Tennessee: 
Agricultural , Biological and 

Environmental Research 
Complex, University of Ten-
nessee in Knoxville ........ 797 500 2,000 1,775 

Horticulture Public Service Re
search and Education Cen
ter (Middle Tennessee State 
Un1vers1ty) ........................ .. . (I) 287 287 287 

Nursery Crop Research Station 367 345 345 
Texas: Southern crop improvement. 

Texas A&M ................. ... .......... (1) 700 621 
Utah: Biotechnology Laboratory, 

Utah State University ..... 658 928 824 
Virginia: Agnculture Biotechnology 

Facility, Virginia Polytechnic In-
stitute .. .................. .. ....... 880 1.419 1,469 1,469 

Wash ington: Animal Disease Bio-
technology Facility, Washington 
State University 2,258 5,750 5,750 5,105 

Wisconsin: 
College of Natural Resources. 

University of Wisconsin-
Stevens Po int ..... 86 474 2,370 2.104 

Da iry Expo Center .................... (I) 
Wyoming: Environmental Stimulation 

Facility, University of Wyoming . . 431 1.200 1.200 1.065 
Miscellaneous: 

Completed facilit ies 22,807 
Fund for reports ... 260 100 240 100 

Total, buildings and facili-
ties ... .. 52.101 37,750 56,874 56,874 

I Report requested. 

The conference agreement completes the 
Federal funding share for the following ten 
facilities: 

1. Agricultural Research Complex-Environ
mental Stress Lab (AZ) 

2. Center for Alternative Pest Control CAR) 
3. Center for Advanced Water Technology 

(GA) 
4. Molecular and Cellular Biotechnology 

Facility (IN) 
5. Throckmorton Plant Science Center 

(KS) 
6. Meat Science and Safety Center (MO) 
7. Biochemistry and Biology (NV) 
8. Institute for Agricultural Health Science 

(ND) 
9. Horticulture Public Service Res!'larch 

and Education Center (TN) 
10. Animal Disease Biotechnology Facility 

(VA) 
EXTENSION SERVICE 

Amendment No. 31: Earmarks $272,582,000 
for sections 3(b) and 3(c) of the Smith-Lever 
Act instead of $274,582,000 as proposed by the 
House and $270,593,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The amount includes adequate ·funds 
to continue the urban gardening and home 
sewing programs. 

Amendment No. 32: Earmarks $61,431,000 
for food and nutrition education (EFNEP) as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $64,961,000 
as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 33: Earmarks $2,988,000 for 
farm safety as proposed by the Senate in
stead of $2,698,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 34: Earmarks $950,000 for 
rural development centers as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $938,000 as proposed by the 
House . 

Amendment No. 35: Earmarks $1,221,000 for 
agricultural telecommunications as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $1,206,000 as pro
posed by the House. 

Amendment No. 36: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
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concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed in said amend
ment, insert: $4,265,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides 
$4,265,000 for the Nutrition Education Initia
tive instead of $5,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The House bill included funds for 
this initiative within the EFNEP program. 

Amendment No. 37: Earmarks $1,500,000 for 
rural technology grants instead of $2,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate. The House bill 
contained no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 38: Earmarks $2,000,000 for 
rural health and safety education as pro
posed by the Senate. The House bill con
tained no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 39: Earmarks $25,472,000 
for the 1890 colleges and Tuskegee University 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$25,414,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 40: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: $423,395,000. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$423,395,000 for the Extension Service instead 
of $420,785,000 as proposed by the House and 
$422,641 ,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement does not ear
mark any sustainable agriculture training 
centers and the conferees expect the Depart
ment to establish them through competition 
open to all States. 

Although specific funding is not included 
for the disadvantaged farmer assistance pro
gram, States may carry out a program with
in their Smith-Lever 3(b) and 3(c) alloca
tions. 

F E DERAL ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment No. 41: Appropriates $11,187,000 
for Federal administration of the Extension 
Service as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$8,390,000 as proposed by the House. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement: 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Fiscal Con-year 
House Senate terence 1993 bill bill agree-en-

acted men! 

Federal Adm inistrat ion and special 
grants: 

General administration ... .... ... .. 5,400 5.644 5.574 5.534 
Pilot tech . transfer (OK, MS) . 331 331 331 331 
Pilot tech. transfer (WI) .......... 165 165 165 
Agricultural development Pa-

cific (HI , GU . AS) ............... 647 647 (I) (I) 
Rural rehab ilitation (GA) .. 250 250 250 
Crop simulat1on (MS) .... 498 498 498 498 
Income enhancement dem-

onstration (OH) .. ........ 250 250 250 
Rural education satell ite 

downlink (PAl . 125 125 
Rural development (NM) .... .. 230 230 230 230 
Rural development (NE) ..... 200 400 400 
Rural development (OK) .......... 300 300 300 
Presque Isle (ME) ....... .. . 187 187 187 
Chmch bug/Russian wheat 

aph1d project (NE) .. ............ 67 67 67 
Beef producers' improvement 

!AR) ........................... .......... 200 200 200 
Integrated cow/calf resources 

management (lA) .. .............. 150 250 250 
Extens1on specialist (AR) ........ 100 100 100 
Rural center for the study and 

promotiOn of HIV/STD pre-
vent1on ...................... .......... 250 250 

Cranberry development (ME) ... 50 50 
Delta teacher's academy ........ 3,000 3,000 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Fiscal Con-year House Senate terence 1993 bill bill agree-en-
acted men! 

All other ......... .... 1,453 

Total , Federal Admin istra-
tion ................................. 10,428 8,3 90 11.187 11.187 

1 Transferred to CSRS, Federal Administration. 

The conference agreement provides 
$2,000,000 for the Delta Teachers Academy to 
train teachers from districts in the seven 
States of the lower Mississippi River delta. 
The conferees expect a General Accounting 
Office review of this program. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL LIBRARY 

Amendment No. 42: Appropriates $18,155,000 
for the National Agricultural Library as pro
posed by the Senate instead of $17,682,000 as 
proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 43: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that $462,000 shall be avail
able for the National Center for Agricultural 
Law Research and Information at the Leflar 
School of Law in Fayetteville, Arkansas. 
The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
MARKETING AND INSPECTION SERVICES 

Amendment No. 44: Deletes Senate ref
erence to the Agricultural Cooperative Serv
ice. 

Amendment No. 45: Appropriates $687,000 
for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Marketing and Inspection Services instead of 
$691,000 as proposed by the House and $682,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION 
SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 46: Appropriates 
$439,564,000 for Animal and Plant Health In
spection Service, Salaries and Expenses in
stead of $439,042,000 as proposed by the House 
and $443,653,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement: 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Fiscal Con-
year House Senate terence 
1993 bill bill agree-

enacted ment 

PEST AND DISEASE EXCLUSION 
Agricultural quarant ine inspec-

tion ........... 22.717 24.550 24.246 24.246 
User fees ······· ··· ·· ·· ·········· 83.362 91.460 9!.460 91.460 

Subtotal. agricultural 
quarantine inspec-
t10n 106.079 116.010 115,706 115,706 

Foot-and-mouth disease ..... 3,891 4,046 4,046 4,046 
Import-export inspection .. .. ... 8.000 6,800 8,043 6,800 
International programs ............. 4,675 5,826 5,826 5.826 
Mediterranean fru it fly exclu-

SIOn ............... 10.213 10,199 10.199 10,199 
Mexican fru1t fly exclu.sion . 1.700 2,272 2,272 2.27? 
Screwworm . . 34.645 34.645 34,457 34.645 

Tota l, pest and dis-
ease exclusion . 169,203 179,798 180,549 179.494 

PLANT AND ANIMAL HEALTH 
MONITORING 

Animal health monitoring and 
surveillance ........... 59.632 59,933 59.933 59,933 

An1mal and plant health regu-
latory enforcement 5,790 5.849 5.849 5.849 

Fru1t fly detect ion 3.941 3.950 3.950 3.950 
Pest detection 3.976 3.444 3.444 3.444 

Total. plant and ani-
mal health monitor-
ing .......................... 73.339 73.176 73,176 73.176 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Fiscal Con-
year House Senate terence 
!993 bill bill agree-

enacted ment 

PEST AND DISEASE 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 

An imal damage control-{)per-
ations .......... 25,612 26,092 26 ,042 26,092 

Biocontrol ..... .. ........... 4,599 8,102 5,702 5,702 
Boll weevil ................... ............. 13.135 13,226 13,!35 13.226 
Brucellosis eradication ........ 33.000 3! ,004 31,004 31.004 
Cattle ticks ..................... ......... 6,172 4,597 4,597 4,597 
Golden nematode ........ 862 658 658 658 
Grasshopper ..... 3.850 3,594 
Reserve fund 2.500 
Gypsy moth ... .. 5,148 5.203 5.203 5.203 
Honey bee pests 53! 380 380 380 
Imported fire ant .. ... 3,698 2,700 2,700 2,700 
Miscellaneous plant diseases .. 1.988 1,996 1,996 1,996 
Noxious weeds . 625 475 475 475 
Pink bollworm 2.292 1,465 2,292 2,292 
Pseudorabies .............. 4.143 4,~43 4.543 4,543 
Russian wheat aph id ... 2,400 2,400 2,400 
Sa lmonella enteritidis ..... .. 3,400 3.411 3,411 3.411 
Scrapie ................................ ...... 846 3,000 3,000 3,000 
Sweet potato whitefly ............... 3,000 3,514 3,514 3.514 
TuberculoSIS .... .... 3,860 5.538 5,538 5.538 
Witchweed .......... 5,386 4,081 4,081 4,081 

Total , pest and dis-
ease management 
programs 127.047 119,985 124,265 120,812 

ANIMAL CARE 
Animal welfare . 9,188 9.262 9.262 9.262 
Horse protection . 358 481 361 481 

Total , an imal care 9,546 9,743 9,623 9,743 

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL 
SERVICES 

ADC methods development . 9.517 9,681 9.382 9,681 
Biotechnology/environment a I 

protection ...... 7,652 7,756 7,756 7,756 
lntergrated systems acquisition 

project .... ... 2,507 3,500 3,500 3.500 
Plant methods development 

laboratories 5.025 5.085 5,084 5,084 
Veterinary biologics 9.729 10,434 10,434 10,434 
Veterinary diagnostics 14.335 14,946 14.946 14.946 

Total . sc1entif ic and 
technical services 48.765 51.402 51.102 51,401 

Cont ingency fund .. 5,000 4.938 4.938 4.938 

Total , sa laries and ex-
pense ..... 432,900 439,042 443.653 439.564 

Within the increase provided for the Agri
cultural Quarantine and Inspection Program, 
the conferees expect that adequate staffing 
and electronic baggage equipment will be 
provided at major ports of entry, including 
Honolulu, Hawaii, and Miami, FL. 

The conference agreement includes $100,000 
for the North Dakota blackbird/cattail man
agement program and $100,000 to be used to
ward control of blackbird depredation prob
lems relating to rice in Arkansas and corn in 
Illinois. 

The conference agreement deletes ref
erences to Senate report earmarks for devel
opment of boll weevil eradication cost esti
mates and the Mediterranean fruit fly 
project in Hawaii. 

Amendment No. 47: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that funds may be used for 
the repair and alteration of leased buildings 
and improvements, provided that altering 
any one building does not exceed ten percent 
of the current replacement value of the 
building. The House bill contained no similar 
provision. 

Amendment No . 48: Deletes Senate lan
guage providing that APHIS veterinarians 
may not use digital palpation as the only di
agnostic test used to determine horse soring. 
The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. Funding provided in the bill to carry 
out activities of the Horse Protection Act in
cludes an increase of $120,000. The conferees 
agree that these additional funds should be 
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used to purchase thermograph machines and 
to provide additional training and evalua
tion. Neither these machines nor digital pal
pation should be used as the sole means to 
determine whether soring has occurred , but 
they should be used as additional diagnostic 
tools. 

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE 

The conferees are aware of the work being 
done by the Food Animal Production Medi
cine Consortium and expect the agency to 
coordinate its preharvest food safety efforts 
with the research being done by the Consor
tium. 

FEDERAL GRAIN INSPECTION SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 49: Appropriates $11,532,000 
for Federal Grain Inspection Service, Sala
ries and Expenses instead of $11,554,999 as 
proposed by the House and $11,509,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 50: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which makes permanent a provision regard
ing recordkeeping at nonexpert, nonterminal 
interior elevators. 

AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVE SERVICE 

Amendment No. 51: Deletes Senate lan
guage providing appropriations for the Agri
cultural Cooperative Service. The conference 
agreement provides funding for the activities 
of the Agricultural Cooperative Service 
within the Agricultural Marketing Service. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

MARKETING SERVICES 

Amendment No. 52: Appropriates $61,614,000 
for Agricultural Marketing Service, Market 
Services as proposed by the House instead of 
$56,887,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME, 

AND SUPPLY 

(SECTION 32) 

Amendment No. 53: Provides $10,309,000 for 
section 32 as proposed by the House instead 
of $10,670,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 54: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that in fiscal years 1994 and 
1995, section 32 funds shall be used to pro
mote sunflower and cotton seed oil exports. 
The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

Amendment No. 55: Appropriates $1,735,000 
for payments to States and possession as 
proposed by the House instead of $1,300,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. The conference 
agreement provides $435,000 to be used solely 
for research related to cooperatives. 

PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment No. 56: Appropriates $14,123,000 
for the Packers and Stockyards Administra
tion instead of $12,194,000 as proposed by the 
House and $12,052,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR INTER

NATIONAL AFFAIRS AND COMMODITY PRO
GRAMS 

Amendment No. 57: Deletes Senate ref
erence to the Office of International Co
operation and Development. 

Amendment No. 58: Appropriates $560,000 
for the Office of the Under Secretary for 

International Affairs and Commodity Pro
grams instead of $563,000 as proposed by the 
House and $556,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

Amendment . No. 59: Restores House lan
guage appropriating $290,116,000 for Federal 
Crop Insurance Corporation, Administrative 
and Operating Expenses. The Senate amend
ment struck the House language and re~ 

inserted the same text. 
TITLE II-CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

Amendment No. 60: Appropriates $575,000 
for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Natural Resources and Environment instead 
of $578,000 as proposed by the House and 
$571,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates 
$591,049,000 for Conservation Operations of 
the Soil Conservation Service instead of 
$588,262,000 as proposed by the House and 
$593,835,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes $200,000 
for saltcedar management in New Mexico 
and $500,000 to establish a plant materials 
center at the Appalachian Soil and Water 
Laboratory in Beckley, West Virginia. 

The Mississippi Delta Water Use Study has 
national significance for water quality and 
quantity and the second year of that study 
should be conducted by the Department. 

RIVER BASIN SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS 

The conference agreement; does not provide 
funding for the Mississippi Delta Water Use 
Study under this account. Language is in
cluded under Conservation Operations. 

WATERSHED PLANNING 

Amendment No. 62: Appropriates $10,921,000 
for Watershed Planning as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $9,721,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION 
OPERATIONS 

Amendment No. 63: Appropriates 
$241,965,000 for Watershed and Flood Preven
tion Operations instead of $228,915,000 as pro
posed by the House and $258,615,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides for 
one-half of all earmarks listed in the Senate 
report. The Canteen Creek, Illinois, project 
included in the House report should be Little 
Canteen Creek, Illinois. 

Amendment No. 64: Earmarks $40,786,000 
for Public Law 534 funds instead of $40,386,000 
as proposed by the House and $41,186,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 65: Earmarks $28,631,000 
for Emergency Watershed Operations instead 
of $22,881,000 as proposed by the House and 
$34,381,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

Amendment No. 66: Appropriates $32,945,000 
for Resource Conservation and Development 
as proposed by the House instead of 
$35,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conferees urge the Secretary to establish two 
new RC&D areas in Alaska. 

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND 
CONSERVATION SERVICE 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 67: Earmarks $18,500,000 
for the Water Quality Incentives Program in-

stead of $15,000,000 as proposed by the House 
and $22,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conferees expect the Secretary to per
mit qualified professionals to participate in 
the preparation of farm level integrated crop 
management and Water Quality Incentives 
Program plans provided that these plans are 
reviewed and approved by the Department. 

WATER BANK PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 68: Restores House lan
guage and provides $8,000,000 for the Water 
Bank Program instead of $18,620,000. The 
Senate deleted funding for this program. 

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 69: Provides no funds for 
the Emergency Conservation Program as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $10,000,000 
as proposed by the House. 

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 70: Appropriates $66,675,000 
for the Wetlands Reserve Program instead of 
$44,450,000 as proposed by the House and 
$70,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conference agreement provides for a program 
in 20 states, including the nine states in the 
pilot program. 
TITLE III-FARMERS HOME AND RURAL 

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR SMALL 

COMMUNITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

Amendment No. 71: Appropriates $580,000 
for the Office of the Under Secretary for 
Small Community and Rural Development 
instead of $583,000 as proposed by the House 
and $576,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment No . 72: Restores House lan
guage referencing a General Provision of the 
blll related to the closing of the seven re
gional offices of the Rural Development Ad
ministration. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 73: Provides $540,107,000 for 
section 515 rural rental housing loans as pro
posed by the Senate instead of $573,900,000 as 
proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 74: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: $133 ,000,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides 
$133,000,000 for credit sales of acquired prop
erty instead of $166,863,000 as proposed by the 
House and $150,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 75: Appropriates a total of 
$366,360,000 for the cost of section 502 single
family housing loans as proposed by the 
House instead of $366,435,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Section 721 of the General Provisions in 
the bill clarifies that loan levels provided in 
the Act are to be considered estimates and 
not limitations. The Federal Credit Reform 
Act of 1990 provides that the appropriated 
subsidy is the controlling factor for the 
amount of loans made and that, as estimates 
of lifetime costs and interest rates change, 
the amount of loan authority will fluctuate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement on the Rural Housing Insurance 
Fund loan levels: 
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LOAN LEVELS 

[In thousands of dollars] 

House bill 

RHIF loan levels: 
Low-income housing loans (sec. 

Senate 
bill 

Con
ference 
agree
ment 

502) ············ ·························· ··· 1.750,000 1.750,000 1.750,000 
Unsubsidized direct loans .. 50,000 50,000 50,000 
Unsubsid1zed guaranteed 

loans .................. ...... .. ... 750,000 750,000 750,000 
Rural housing s1te loans (sec. 

524) ......................................... 600 600 600 
Rural rental housmg loans (sec . 

515) .. ........... ...................... 573,900 540,107 540.107 
Very low-1ncome repa ir loans 

(sec. 504) ................................ 35,000 35,000 35.000 
Domestic farm labor loans (sec. 

514) .......... ... ........ .................... 16,300 16,300 16,300 
Credit sales of acquired property 166,863 150.000 133,000 

Total, RHIF loan levels .. . 3.342.663 3,292,007 3,275,007 

Amendment No. 76: Earmarks $12,225,000 
for the cost of single-family housing 
unsubsidized guaranteed loans as proposed 
by the House instead of $12,300,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 77: Appropriates 
$309,967,000 for the cost of section 515 rental 
housing loans as proposed by the Senate in
stead of $311,972,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 78: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: $20,242,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$20,242,000 for the cost of credit sales of ac
quired property instead of $25,397,000 as pro
posed by the House and $22,830,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement on the cost of loan subsidies asso
ciated with the Rural Housing Insurance 
Fund: · · 

LOAN SUBSIDIES 
[In thousands of dollars] 

House bill 

RHIF loan subsid ies: 
Single-family (sec. 502): 

Direct .......... .............. 350.350 
Unsubsid1zed direct .... ........ 3,785 
Unsubsidized guaranteed . 12,225 

Housing repa ir (sec. 504) . 13,671 
Farm labor (sec. 514) .................. 8,394 
Rental housing (sec. 515) ........... 311,972 
Credit sales of acqUired property 25,397 

Total, RHIF loan subsidies .. .... 725.794 

Senate 
bill 

350,350 
3,785 

12,300 
13,671 
8,394 

309,967 
22 ,830 

721,297 

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Con
ference 
agree
ment 

350,350 
3,785 

12.225 
13,671 
8,394 

309,967 
20.242 

718.634 

Amendment No. 79: Appropriates 
$446,694,000 for the Rental Assistance Pro
gram instead of $417,523,000 as proposed by 
the House and $475,865,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 80 Earmarks $5,840,000 for 
debt forgiveness as proposed by the House in
stead of $11,210,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 81: Deletes House lan
guage earmarking specific amounts of 
money for newly constructed section 515 
units, for sections 514 and 516 uuits, and for 
expiring agreements as proposed by the Sen
ate. 

The conference agreement provides flexi
bility to the Department in apportioning 
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rental assistance funds as needed. Recogniz
ing that there is a tremendous demand for 
servicing units, the conferees expect the De
partment to give the appropriate priority to 
renewing existing contracts and to servicing 
vacant units. 

The conference agreement also provides 
$25,000,000 for rural housing vouchers and the 
conferees expect the Secretary, in admin
istering this new program, to give priority to 
rent overburdened tenants and to filling va
cant section 515 units. 

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 82: Provides a total of 
$634,624,000 for farm ownership loans as pro
posed by the House instead of $678,543,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 83: Provides a total of 
$2,750,000,000 for operating loans as proposed 
by the House instead of $4,046,252,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 84: Earmarks $1,800,000,000 
for unsubsidized guaranteed operating loans 
as proposed by the House instead of 
$3,000,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 85: Provides a total of 
$4,312,000 for water development, use, and 
conservation loans as proposed by the Senate 
instead of $4,909,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 86: Earmarks $1,415,000 for 
guaranteed water development, use, and con
servation loans as proposed by the Senate in
stead of $2,012,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 87: Provides $1,000,000 for 
Indian tribe land acquisition loans as pro
posed by the Senate instead of $1 ,163,000 as 
proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 88: Provides $123,783,000 for 
credit sales of acquired property instead of 
$147,566,000 as proposed by the House and 
$100,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement on the Agricultural Credit Insur
ance Fund loan levels: 

LOAN LEVELS 
[In thousands of dollars] 

ACIF loan levels: 
Farm ownership loans: 

Direct .... ..... 
Guaranteed .. .. 

Subtotal 

Farm operating loans: 
Direct .............................. .. 
Guaranteed unsubsidized .. . 
Guaranteed subsidized ...... . 

Subtotal ......... 

Soil and water loans: 
Direct ........ 
Guaranteed . 

Subtotal 

Ind ian land acquisition 
Emergency disaster loans .......... . 
Watershed and flood prevention 

loans ......... .................... .. ..... ... . 
Resource conservation and devel-

opment loans ........ .. ..... ........... . 
Credit sales of acquired property 

Total, ACIF Loan Levels . 

House bill Senate 
bill 

78.081 .. .. i22:ooo 
556 ,543 556,543 

Con
ference 
agree
ment 

78,081 
556,543 

634 ,624 678,543 634,624 

700 ,000 796,252 700,000 
I ,800,000 3,000,000 1.800,000 

250 ,000 250,000 250,000 

2,750 ,000 4,046,252 2,750,000 

2,897 2,897 2,897 
2,012 1,415 1,415 

4,909 4,312 4,312 

1,163 1,000 1,000 
100 ,000 100.000 100,000 

4,000 4,000 4,000 

600 600 600 
147,566 100,000 123,783 

3,642,862 4,943,707 3,618,319 

Amendment No. 89: Appropriates a total of 
$34,080,000 for the cost of farm ownership 
loans as proposed by the House instead of 
$41,507,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 90: Appropriates a total of 
$119,985,000 for the cost of operating loans as 
proposed by the House instead of $129,818,000 
as proposed by the Senate. · 

Amendment No. 91: Earmarks $9,360,000 for 
the cost of unsubsidized guaranteed operat
ing loans as proposed by the House instead of 
$15,747,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 92 : Earmarks $29,425,000 
for subsidized guaranteed operating loans as 
proposed by the House instead of $29,445,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 93: Appropriates a total of 
$494,000 for the cost of water development, 
use, and conservation loans as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $506,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendment No. 94: Earmarks $31,000 for 
the cost of guaranteed water development, 
use, and conservation loans as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $43,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendment No. 95: Appropriates $197,000 
for the cost of Indian tribe land acquisition 
loans as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$229,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 96: Appropriates $18,903,000 
for the cost of credit sales of acquired prop
erty instead of $22,405,000 as proposed by the 
House and $15,400,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement on the cost of loan subsidies asso
ciated with the Agricultural Credit Insur
ance Fund: 

LOAN SUBSIDIES 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Con-
House Senate terence 

bill bill agree-
ment 

ACIF loan Subsidies: 
Farm ownership: 

Direct .......... .... 13,210 20 ,637 13.210 
Guaranteed ...... 20,870 20.870 20,870 

Farm operating: 
Direct ................ .. ... .. ....... 81 ,200 84,626 81,200 
Guaranteed unsubsidized 9,360 15.747 8,360 
Guaranteed subsidized 29.425 29 ,445 29.425 

Soil and water: 
Direct 463 463 463 
Guaranteed ....... .. ........... 43 31 31 

Indian tribe land acquisition . 229 197 197 
Emergency d1saster .... .................. 26,060 26 ,060 26,060 
Credit sales of acqu1red property 22,405 15.400 18,903 
Negative subsidies ... -761 -761 - 761 

Total , ACIF Loan Subsidies 202,504 212,715 198,958 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 97: Provides $869,443,000 for 
water and sewer loans instead of $835,000,000 
as proposed by the House and $903,886,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 98: Earmarks $35,250,000 
for guaranteed water and sewer loans instead 
of $35,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$35,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 99: Provides $300,000,000 for 
community facility loans instead of 
$325,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$275,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 100: Provides $249,381,000 
for industrial development guaranteed loans 
instead of $298,762,000 as proposed by the 
House and $200,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement on the Rural Development Insur
ance Fund loan levels: 

LOAN LEVELS 
[In thousands of dollars] 

House bill 

RDIF Loan Levels: 
Water and sewer facility loans: 

Senate 
bill 

Con
ference 
agree
ment 

Direct ........ ................ .. $800 ,000 868,386 834,193 
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LOAN LEVELS-Continued 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Con-

House bill Senate terence 
bill agree-

men! 

Guaranteed ... 35,000 35,500 35,250 

Subtotal .. 835,000 903,886 869,443 

Community facility loans: 
Direct .......................... .. .. 250,000 200,000 225,00 
Guaranteed .. 75,000 75,000 75.000 

Subtotal .. ........................ 325,000 275,000 300,000 
Industrial development loans: 

Guaranteed .............................. 298,762 200,000 249,381 

Total , ROlf Loan Levels ........... 1.458.762 1.378,886 1,418,824 

Amendment No. 101: Appropriates 
$115,768,000 for the cost of water and sewer 
loans instead of $111,040,000 as proposed by 
the House and $120,532,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 102: Appropriates 
$21,732,000 for the cost of community facility 
loans instead of $24,125,000 as proposed by the 
House and $19,320,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. 

Amendment No. 103: Appropriates $2,319,000 
for the cost of industrial development guar
anteed loans instead of $2,778,000 as proposed 
by the House and $1,860,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement on the cost of loan subsidies asso
ciated with the Rural Development Insur
ance Fund: 

LOAN SUBSIDIES 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Con-
House Senate terence 

bill bill agree-
ment 

ROlf Loan Subsidies: 
Water and sewer: 

Direct ........................... . 111,040 120,532 115,786 
Community facility: 

Direct .................. .. ................... .. 24,125 19,320 21,723 
Guaranteed ............. .. ......................... . 3,803 3,803 3,803 
Industrial development ............. .. .... . 2,778 1,860 2,319 

Total, ROlf Loan Subsidies ........ . 141,746 145,515 143,631 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 104: Appropriates 
$56,000,000 for the cost of direct loans made 
by the Rural Development Loan Fund Pro
gram Account as proposed by the House in
stead of $84,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 105: Provides $100,000,000 
for direct loans from the Rural development 
Loan Fund Program Account as proposed by 
the House instead of $150,000,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 106: Provides a program 
level of $6,799,000 for the Agricultural Re
source Conservation Demonstration Program 
Account as proposed by the Senate. The sub
sidy cost for the program is $3,599,000. The 
House bill contained no similar provision. 
The conferees expect a review of this pro
gram by the General Accounting Office. 

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS 

Amendment No. 107: Appropriates $3,000,000 
for State mediation grants instead of 
$2,963,000 as proposed by the House and 
$4,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

RURAL WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL GRANTS 

Amendment No. 108: Appropriates 
$500,000,000 for rural water and waste disposal 
grants instead of $450,000,000 as proposed by 

the House and $535,571,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The conferees expect a review of this pro
gram by the General Accounting Office to 
determine how different areas of the country 
benefit, the matching requirements of the 
program, and how the program is imple
mented for the Colonias and rural Alaska 
villages. 

Amendment No. 109: Earmarks $25,000,000 
for the Colonias as proposed by the House in
stead of $25,700,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 110: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which earmarks up to $15,000,000 for water 
and sewer loans in rural Alaska villages. The 
House bill contained no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 111: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted in said 
amendment, insert: $25,000,000 and the tore
going $15,000,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides that, 
with the exception of $25,000,000 for Colonias 
and $15,000,000 for rural Alaska villages, 
funds for rural water and waste disposal 
grants shall not be used for any purpose not 
specified in section 306(a) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act. 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 

Amendment No. 112: Appropriates 
$42,500,000 for rural development grants in
stead of $35,000,000 as proposed by the House 
and $50,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The conference agreement does not earmark 
any funds for specific rural development 
grants, but the conferees urge the Depart
ment to give consideration to the projects in 
the House and Senate reports. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 113: Earmarks $4,368,000 
for the Circuit Rider Program as proposed by 
the House instead of $4,500,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELEPHONE 
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 114: Provides $100,000,000 
for five percent rural telephone loans instead 
of $125,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$75,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement for loans from the Rural Elec
trification and Telephone Loans· Program 
Account: 

LOAN LEVELS 
[In thousands of dollars] 

House bill 

RETLPA Loan Levels: 
Loan authorizations: 

Direct loans: 
Electric 5 percent . 125,000 
Telephone 5 percent .. 125,000 

Subtotal 250,000 

Treasury rate: 
Electric ....................... 
Telephone ................. 198,000 

Subtotal ................. 198,000 

Muni-rate: 
Electric ....... 600,000 

Senate 
bill 

125,000 
75,000 

200,000 

198,000 

198,000 

600,000 

Con
ference 
agree
ment 

125,000 
100,000 

225,000 

... i9s:aao 
198,000 

600,000 

August 3, 1993 
LOAN LEVELS-Continued 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Con-

House bill Senate terence 
bill agree-

men! 

Telephone . 

Subtotal 600,000 600,000 600,000 

fFB loans: 
Electric, regular ..... 300,000 300,000 300,000 
Electric, repriced . 513,000 513,000 513,000 
Telephone 120,000 120,000 120,000 

Subtotal ................. 933,000 933,000 933,000 

Total , RETLPA Loan 
Levels ........ ...... 1.981,000 1,931 ,000 1,956,000 

Amendment No. 115: Appropriates 
$33,266,000 for the cost of direct electric and 
telephone loans instead of $36,265,000 as pro
posed by the House and $30,043,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 116: Appropriates $3,090,000 
for the cost of loans guaranteed pursuant to 
section 306 of the Rural Electrification Act 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$11,184,000 as proposed by the House. 

The following table reflects the conference 
agreement on the cost of loan subsidies asso
ciated with the Rural Electrification and 
Telephone Loans Program Account: 

LOAN SUBSIDIES 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Con-
House Senate terence 

bill bill agree-
ment 

RETLPA Loan Subsid ies: 
Direct loans: 

Electric 5 percent ...... 20,150 20,375 20,375 
Telephone 5 percent 16,115 9,668 12,891 

Treasury rate: 
Electric .. ................... ... 94o Telephone ........................ 40 40 

Muni-rate, electrtc ...... 46,020 46,020 46,020 
fFB loans, regular electric 11 ,100 3,090 3,090 
fFB loans, telephone .... 84 3 

Total , RETLPA Loan Subsidies 93,509 79,193 82,416 

RURAL TELEPHONE BANK PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 117: Appropriates $3,118,000 
for the cost of Rural Telephone Bank loans 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $40,000 
as proposed by the House. 

DISTANCE LEARNING AND MEDICAL LINK 
PROGRAMS 

Amendment No. 118: Deletes Senate lan
guage providing that the Administrator of 
the Rural Electrification Administration 
should consult with the Secretary of Edu
cation and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services concerning the Distance 
Learning and Medical Link Programs. The 
House bill contained no similar provision. 

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 119: Appropriates $3,423,000 
for the cost of rural economic development 
loans as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$3,381,000 as proposed by the House. 

TITLE IV-DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 

FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICES 

Amendment No. 120: Deletes Senate ref
erence to the Human Nutrition Information 
Service. 

Amendment No. 121: Appropriates $551,000 
for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Food and Consumer Services instead of 
$554,000 as proposed by the house and $547,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 
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FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 

The conference agreement does not provide 
for any specific schoollunch studies. 

Amendment No. 122: Deletes Senate lan
guage making permanent a provision that 
has been in the bill since 1980 which makes 
the State's distribution of appropriated 
funds contingent on the State's agreement 
to participate in studies and surveys of au
thorized programs. 

Amendment No. 123: Deletes Senate lan
guage making permanent a provision that 
has been in the bill since 1980 which allows 
the Secretary to withhold some or all of a 
State 's allocation if the State fails to cor
rect administrative deficiencies identified by 
the Secretary within a specified period of 
time. 

Amendments No. 124 and 125: Delete Senate 
language making permanent a provision that 
has been in the bill since 1983 which makes 
final reimbursement claims eligible only if 
they are submitted to State agencies within 
60 days following the month which is being 
claimed. 

Amendments No. 126 and 127: Delete Senate 
language making permanent a provision that 
has been in the bill since 1983 which specifies 
that States can receive program funds only 
if final program operations reports are sub-' 
mitted to the Department within 90 days fol 
lowing that month. 

Amendment No. 128: Provides $1,853,000 for 
the Food Service Management Institute in
stead of $1,706,000 as proposed by the House 
and $2,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides for the 
Child Nutrition Programs at the following 
annual rates: 

TOTAL OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY 
[In thousands of dollars) 

House bill Senate bill 

Ch ild Nutntion Programs: 
School lunch program .. $4.327,236 $4,327.236 
School breakfast program 980,352 980,352 
State administrative ex-

penses ......... . .... ...... 86,738 86,738 
Summer food service pro-

gram ............................ 254 ,612 254,612 
Ch ild care food program 1,583,093 1,583,093 
Commodity procurement .. 243,386 243,092 
Nutrition stud ies and sur-

veys . 3,835 3,835 
Nutrition education and 

training 10,270 10,270 
Federal review system .. ... 3,849 3,849 
Food Service Management 

Institute .. .. . 1.706 2.000 
Dietary gu idelines 2,054 2,054 

Total , Child Nutrition 
Programs 7,497 ,131 7,497 ,131 

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

Conference 
agreement 

$4,327.236 
980,352 

86,738 

254,612 
1,583,093 

243,239 

3,835 

10,270 
3,849 

1.853 
2.054 

7,497.131 

Amendments No. 129 and 130: Delete Senate 
language making permanent a provision that 
has been in the bill since 1984 which makes 
reimbursement claims eligible only if they 
are submitted to State agencies within 60 
days following the month which is being 
claimed. 

Amendments No. 131 and 132: Delete Senate 
language making permanent a provision that 
has been in the bill since 1984 specifying that 
States can receive program funds only if 
final program operations reports are submit
ted to the Department within 90 days follow
ing that month. 

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOR 
WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC) 

Amendment No. 133: Appropriates 
$3,210,000,000 for the Special Supplemental 
Food Program for Women, Infants, and Chil
dren (WIC) as proposed by the House instead 
of $3,213,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No . 134: Provides $5,500,000 for 
the Farmer's Market Coupon Program in
stead of $4 ,000,000 as proposed by the House 
and $8,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 135: Deletes Senate lan
guage making permanent a provision regard
ing the prohibition of smoking at WIC clin
ics. 

Amendment No. 136: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will ·offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert: : Provided further, That 
until revised allocation regulations have been is
sued, the Secretary may waive the 15 percent 
cap regulation to ensure that funds are allo
cated to States most in need 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the State. 

The conference agreement allows the Sec
retary to waive a 15 percent cap regulation 
governing the allocation of funds to ensure 
that all funds are allocated to States most in 
need. The House bill contained no similar 
provision. 

Amendment No. 137: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to r.ecede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert: : Provided further, That 
no State will incur an interest liability to the 
Federal Government on W IC rebate funds pro
vided that all interest earned by the State on 
these funds is used for program purposes 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement exempts WIC re
bate funds from the interest provisions of 
the Cash Management Improvement Act of 
1990 as long as the funds are used for pro
gram purposes. The House contained ho simi
lar provision. 

FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAMS FOR SELECTED 
GROUPS 

Amendment No. 138: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which requires the Secretary to establish a 
maximum rate of reimbursement for the El
derly Feeding Program, subject to reduction 
if obligations exceed available funds, with 
any unobligated funds to remain available 
only for obligation in the next fiscal year. 
The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

THE EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 139: Appropriates 
$40,000,000 for administrative expenses of The 
Emergency FoC'd Assistance Program as pro
posed by the House instead of $42,500,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 140: Appropriates 
$80,000,000 for commodity purchases of The 
Emergency Food Assistance Program as pro
posed by the House instead of $107,500,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

HUMAN NUTRITION INFORMATION SERVICE 

Amendment No. 141: Deletes Senate lan
guage providing appropriations for the 
Human Nutrition Information Service. The 
conference agreement provides funding for 
the activities of the Human Nutrition Infor
mation Service within the Agricultural Re
search Service. 

TITLE V-FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND 
RELATED PROGRAMS 

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 

Amendment No. 142: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: $118,027,000. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides 
$118,027,000 for the Foreign Agricultural 
Service instead of $117,812,000 as proposed by 
the House and $110,284,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The amount provided includes an in
crease of $353,000 above the budget request 
for the Cochran Fellowships. The conference 
agreement provides full funding for the for
eign market development program. 

Amendment No . 143: Restores House lan
guage providing that funds available to the 
Department of Agriculture may be used to 
assist international organizations in meeting 
the costs related to the employment of U.S. 
citizens. Funds may also be used on behalf of 
Federal agencies for programs related to the 
International Development Cooperation Ad
ministration. 

PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 144: Provides $450,446,000 
for loans under title I of Public Law 480 as 
proposed by the House instead of $490,184 ,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. . 145: Appropriates 
$45,927,000 for ocean freight differential costs 
as proposed by the House instead of 
$50,261,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 146: Appropriates 
$346,889,000 for the cost of the title I credit 
program as proposed by the House instead of 
$377,490,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

Amendment No. 147: Deletes Senate lan
guage providing appropriations for the Office 
of International Cooperation and Develop
ment. The conference agreement provides 
funding for the activities of the Office of 
International Cooperation and Development 
within the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

TITLE VI-RELATED AGENCIES AND 
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 148: Restores House lan
guage providing $867,339,000 for the Food and 
Drug Administration, of which $54,000,000 
shall be derived from user fees. 

Amendment No. 149: Restores House lan
guage providing that none of the funds in the 
Act may be used to pay the expenses of the 
Board of Experts on Tea. 

Amendment No. 150: Deletes Senate lan
guage providing that $175,000,000 may be col
lected from user fees. The House bill con
tained no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 151: Deletes Senate lan
guage providing that $54,000,000 may be col
lected from user fees. The House bill con
tained a similar provision. 

RENTAL PAYMENTS (FDA) 

The conference agreement provides that of 
the funds retained by the Food and Drug Ad
ministration, $4,128,000 will be used for repair 
and renovation at the National Center for 
Toxicological Research. 
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TITLE Vll-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 152: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which makes permanent the prohibition 
against making production or other pay
ments by the Department of Agriculture to a 
person, persons, or corporations guilty of 
growing, cultivating, harvesting, processing, 
or storing marijuana, or other prohibited 
drug-producing plants on any part of lands 
owned or controlled by such persons or cor
porations as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 153: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which makes permanent the prohibition 
against releasing information acquired from 
milk handlers under the Agricultural Mar
keting Agreement Act of 1937 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendment No. 154: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which adds the Rural Development Loan 
Fund Program Account to the list of ac
counts in the bill whose appropriations will 
remain available until expended. 

Amendment No. 155: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that hereafter, certain appro
priations in the Act shall remain available 
until expended. -

Amendment No. 156: Deletes Senate lan
guage regarding the regional offices of the 
Rural Development Administration. The 
House bill contained a similar provision. 

Amendment No. 157: Restores House lan
guage providing that none of the funds in the 
Act may be used to operate the seven re
gional offices of the Rural Development Ad
ministration after April 1, 1994. 

The conferees expect these offices to be 
closed in an orderly manner. The conferees 
also expect the Department to give consider
ation to the present location of the seven re
gional offices in developing any proposed 
new field structure for the Department. 

Amendment No. 158: Limits the amount of 
funds available for the Market Promotion 
Program to $100,000,000 instead of $127,734,000 
as proposed by the House and $75,000,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 159: Provides for a Wet
lands Reserve Program of not to exceed 
75,000 acres in fiscal year 1994 instead of 
50,000 as proposed by the House and 100,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 160: Deletes Senate lan
guage limiting the cost per acre under the 
Wetlands Reserve Program to $700. 

The conferees are concerned about the cost 
per acre of the wetlands reserve program and 
expect the Department to reduce this cost. 

Amendment No. 161: Restores House lan
guage regarding compliance with the Buy 
American Act. 

Amendment No. 16z': Deletes Senate lan
guage regarding the waiver of State laws 
limiting interest rates related to the Farm
ers House Administration programs. 

Amendment No. 163: Deletes Senate lan
guage regarding the Board of Tea Experts. 
Similar language appears under the appro
priation for the Food and Drug Administra
tion. 

Amendment No. 164: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 

concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which limits payments to producers of honey 
to not more than $50,000 in the 1994 crop 
year. The House bill contained no similar 
provision. 

The conferees expect the General Account
ing Office to review the importance of honey 
bees to the pollination of crops and the rela
tion ship of the honey program. 

Amendment No. 165: Deletes Senate lan
guage stating the Sense of the Senate re
garding Japanese trade barriers to United 
States grown apples. 

The conferees are concerned about the 
trade barriers that the Japanese government 
has consistently imposed on the importation 
of United States grown apples. The conferees 
agree that the current Japanese 
phytosanitary requirements on United 
States apples constitute an unnecessary 
trade barrier and urge the Administration to 
continue to work toward removing the bar
rier, including initiation of an investigation 
under section 301 of the Trade Act of 1974. 

Amendment No. 166: Deletes Senate lan
guage regarding termination of the wool and 
mohair price support program. The conferees 
agree that if the Budget Reconciliation Act 
does not address payment limitations of not 
more than $50,000 before 1997, the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations will 
review the program during the fiscal year 
1995 appropriations process. 

Amendment No. 167: Deletes Senate lan
guage regarding the refinancing of Rural 
Electrification Administration loans. The 
conferees are advised that a similar provi
sion will be incorporated in the Budget Rec
onciliation Act. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL-WITH COMPARISONS 

The total new budget (obligational) au
thority for the fiscal year 1994 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com
parisons to the fiscal year 1993 amount, the 
1994 budget estimates, and the House and 
Senate bills for 1994 follow: 

New budget (obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
1993 ...... ..... ........ . ... ... ...... . 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1994 ............... . 

House bill, fiscal year 1994 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1994 
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 1994 ................... . 
Conference agreement 

compared with: 
New budget 

(obligational), fiscal 
year 1993 ..................... . 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1994 ..... . 

House bill, fiscal year 
1994 ......... ....... ......... .... . 

Senate bill, fiscal year 
1994 ............................. . 

$60,547,821,000 

76,581,667,000 
70,855,735,000 
71,020,407,000 

71,003,910,000 

+ 10,456,089,000 

- 5,577 '757 ,000 

+ 148,175,000 

-16,497,000 

RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
MARCY KAPTUR, 
RAY THORNTON , 
ROSA L . DELAURO, 
PETE PETERSON, 
ED PASTOR, 
NEAL SMITH, 
WILLIAM H. N ATCHER, 
JOE SKEEN , 
BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH, 
JAMES T. WALSH, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

DALE BUMPERS, 

TOM HARIUN, 
J. ROBERT KERREY, 
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
HERB KOHL, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, 
PHIL GRAMM, . 
SLADE GORTON, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. KNOLLENBERG) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. GINGRICH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PORTER, for 5 minutes each day, 

August 3, 4, 5, and 6. 
Mr. HORN, for 30 minutes, on 

August 6. 
Mr. DOOLITTLE, for 60 minutes each 

day, on September 7, 8, and 9. 
Mr. REGULA, for 5 minutes, on 

August 4. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. DELAURO) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. STOKES, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KLINK, for 5 minutes, on 

August 4. 
Mr. FINGERHUT, for 30 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. WISE, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. ROYCE, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. KNOLLENBERG) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. EVERETT. 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
Mr. CLINGER. 
Mr. HASTERT. 
Mr. CAMP in three instances. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
Mr. GALLEGLY. 
Mr. FAWELL. 
Mrs. MORELLA. 
Mr. CRANE. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. DELAURO) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 
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Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
Mr. TRAFICANT in five instances. 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
Mr. MARKEY. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mrs. LLOYD. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. 
Mr. BROWN of California. 
Mr. STARK in two instances. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. BROOKS. 
Mr. HEFNER. 
Mr. HUGHES. 
Mr. FINGERHUT. 
Mr. BRYANT. 
Mr. PASTOR. 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. 
The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. KNOLLENBERG) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MORAN. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
Mr. BRYANT. 
Mr. OBEY. 
Ms. PELOSI. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. POSHARD. 
Mr. HUGHES. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills of the House 
of the following titles, which were 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 236. An act to establish the Snake 
River Birds of Prey National Conservation 
Area in the State of Idaho, and for other pur
poses and 

H.R. 616. An act to amend the Sec uri ties 
Exchange Act of 1934 to permit members of 
national securities exchanges to effect cer
tain transactions with respect to accounts 
for which such members exercise investment 
discretion. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 1311. An act for the relief of Olga D. 
Zhondetskaya. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 8 o'clock and 45 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Wednesday, August 4, 1993, at 
10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1691. A letter from the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Conservation and Installations), 

transmitting a report on the extent of con
tractor performance of commercial and in
dustrial functions during fiscal year 1992, 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2304 note ; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

1692. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Council of the District of Columbia, trans
mitting a copy of Council Resolution 10-91, 
" Transfer of Jurisdiction Over Children 's Is
land, S.O. 92-252, Resolution of 1993," pursu
ant to D.C. Code , sec. 1-233(c)(1); to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

1693. A letter from the Secretary of En
ergy, transmitting the quarterly report for 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve covering 
the first quarter of the calendar year 1993, 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 6245(b); to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

1694. A letter from the Chair, Federal En
ergy Regulatory Commission, transmitting 
the Commission's annual report for calendar 
year 1992, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(j); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

1695. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), trans
mitting a letter from the Chief of Engineers, 
Department of the Army dated September 23, 
1991, submitting a report together with ac
companying papers and illustrations (H. Doc. 
No. 103-126; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and ordered to be 
printed. 

1696. A letter from the Administrator, 
Small Business Administration, transmit
ting the annual report on Minority Small 
Business and Capital Ownership Develop
ment for fiscal year 1992, pursuant to Public 
Law 100-656, section 408 (102 Stat. 3877); to 
the Committee on Small Business. 

1697. A letter from the Deputy Under Sec
retary of Defense (Environmental Security), 
transmitting a report on the Defense Envi
ronmental Restoration Program for fiscal 
year 1992, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2706; jointly, 
to the Committees on Armed Services and 
Energy and Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FROST: Committee on Rules. H. Res. 
233. Resolution providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 2401) to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1994 for military activi
ties of the Department of Defense, to pre
scribe military personnel strengths for fiscal 
year 1994, and for other purposes (Rept. 103-
211). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DURBIN: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 2493. A bill mak
ing appropriations for Agriculture, Rural De
velopment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 103-212). Ordered to be 
printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. FINGERHUT (for himself, Ms. 
SHEPHERD, Ms. SCHENK, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. KLEIN, 
Mr. BECERRA, Mr. SANDERS, and Mrs. 
CLAYTON): 

H.R. 2834. A bill to provide for the disclo
sure by lobbyists of financial benefits pro
vided Members of Congress and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. SHEPHERD (for herself, Mr. 
FINGERHUT, Mr. MANN, Ms. SCHENK, 
Ms. CANTWELL, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. KLEIN , 
Mr. BECERRA, Mr. SANDERS, and Mrs. 
CLAYTON): 

H.R. 2835. A bill to limit the acceptance of 
gifts, meals, and travel by Members of Con
gress and congressional staff, and for other 
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on 
House Administration, the Judiciary, and 
Standards of Official Conduct. 

By Mr. BROOKS (for himself and Mr. 
MAZZOLI) (both by request): 

H.R. 2836. A bill to improve the admissions 
process at airports and other ports of entry , 
to strengthen criminal sanctions for alien 
smuggling and related criminal activities, 
and to enhance the investigatory authority 
of the Immigration and Naturalization Serv
ice; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRYANT: 
H.R. 2837. A bill to require the Federal 

Communications Commission to establish 
standards to reduce the amount of program
ming which contains violence from broad
cast television and radio; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. EVERETT (for himself, Mr. 
BATEMAN, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. HUTTO, Mr. KLINK, Mr. KOPETSKI, 
Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. OBEY, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. SMITH 
of Oregon, and Mr. WHEAT): 

H.R. 2838. A bill to establish a Commission 
on the Airplane Crash at Gander, NF; joint
ly, to the Committees on Public Works and 
Transportation and Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. EVERETT (for himself and Mr. 
JACOBS): 

H.R. 2839. A bill to fix rates of pay for 
Members of . Congress at the levels which 
were in effect immediately before the enact
ment of the Ethics Reform Act of 1989; joint
ly, to the Committees on Post Office and 
Civil Service House Administration, the Ju
diciary, Ways and Means, and Rules. 

By Mr. HUGHES (for himself and Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 2840. A bill to amend title 17, United 
States Code, to establ~sh copyright arbitra
tion royalty panels to replace the Copyright 
Royalty Tribunal, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself and Mr. MINGE): 

H.R. 2841. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to defer recognition of gain 
on the sale or exchange of livestock on ac
count of a Presidentially declared disaster; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. LLOYD (for herself Mrs. 
Schroeder, Ms. MALONEY, Mrs. MEEK, 
Ms. PELOSI, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON of Texas, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, 
and Ms. WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 2842. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the devel
opment or expansion of research centers on 
women's midlife health, including meno
pause and menopausal health conditions; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MOLLOHAN: 
H.R. 2843. A bill to establish the Wheeling 

National Heritage Area in the State of West 
Virginia, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Natural Resources. 
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By Mr. SANTORUM: 

H.R. 2844. A bill to renew until January 1, 
1996, the previous suspension of duty on cer
tain chemicals, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 2845. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1996, the duty on certain chemicals; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself, Ms. 
SNOWE, and Ms. NORTON): 

H.R. 2846. A blll to clarify the application 
of certain employment protection laws to 
the Congress and for other purposes; jointly , 
to the Committees on House Administration, 
Rules, Education and Labor, Government 
Operations, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H.R. 2847. A bill to control and prevent 

crime; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SHARP (for himself, Ms. LONG, 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
MYERS of Indiana, Mr. VISCLOSKY, 
Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. BURTON of Indi
ana, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. WELDON, Mr. 
KLINK, Mr. GEKAS, Ms. MARGOLIES
MEZVINSKY, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. 
REGULA, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. MANN, Mr. 
HOBSON, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. APPLE
GATE, Mr. FINGERHUT, and Mr. DICK
EY): 

H.R. 2848. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to permit Governors to limit 
the disposal of out-of-State solid waste in 
their States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 2849~ A bill to provide for a program to 

be conducted by the Secretary of Defense re
lating to Lyme disease; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him
self and Mr. SAXTON): 

H.R. 2850. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide an additional 
payment under part A of the Medicare Pro
gram for the operating costs of inpatient 
hospital services of hospitals with a high 
proportion of patients who are Medicare 
beneficiaries; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. THOMAS of California: 
H.R. 2851. A bill to impose certain require

ments on the resolution of medical mal
practice liab111ty claims, to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to require persons 
making certain medical malpractice pay
ments to report such payments to the Sec
retary of the Treasury, and for other pur
poses; jointly, to the Committees on the Ju
diciary and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BUNNING: 
H.R. 2852. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Transportation to issue a certificate of 
documentation with appropriate endorse
ment for employment in the coastwise trade 
of the United States for the vessel Mary B; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. MANTON: 
H.J. Res. 246. Joint resolution to designate 

the month of March 1994 as "Irish-American 
Heritage Month"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MINETA (for himself, Mr. SHU
STER, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. PETRI, Mr. 
0BERSTAR, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. APPLE
GATE, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. 
VALENTINE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BOEH
LERT, Mr. WISE, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. HAYES, Mr. CLEMENT, 
Mr. EMERSON, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 

PARKER, Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. 
SWETT, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. CRAMER, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. COPPER
SMITH, Ms. BYRNE, Ms. DUNN, Ms. 
DANNER, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. HUTCH
INSON, Mr. CLYBURN, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. LEVY, Mr. DEAL, Mr. 
BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. 
HAMBURG, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. QUINN, 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. GOODLING, and Mrs. MORELLA): 

H.J. Res. 247. Joint resolution designating 
the month of December 1993 as "National 
Drunk and Drugged Driving Prevention 
Month"; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. ROYCE: 
H.J. Res. 248. Joint resolution entitled the 

"Citizen's Tax Protection Amendment," pro
posing an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States to prohibit retroactive 
taxation; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida (for him
self, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. HASTINGS, 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. WOLF, Mr. LANTOS, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. EDWARDS of Califor
nia, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. WHEAT, 
Mr. EMERSON, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
WALKER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
SCHAEFER, Mr. LINDER, Mr. CANADY, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mrs. MEEK, 
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. OLVER, Mr. GOR
DON, Mr. WYNN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. BOR
SKI, Ms. LOWEY, and Mr. MENENDEZ): 

H. Con. Res. 131. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress with re
spect to the situation in Sudan; jointly, to 
the Committees on Foreign Affairs and 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mrs. JOHN
SON of Connecticut, Mr. PORTER, Ms. 

·LOWEY, Mr. GINGRICH and Mr. SLAT
TERY): 

H. Res. 234. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives that obste
trician-gynecologists should be designated as 
primary care providers for women in Federal 
laws relating to the provision of health care; 
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce and Ways and Means. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

[Omitted from the Record of August 2, 1993] 
H.J. Res. 157: Mr. SWIFT, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 

CRAMER, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr . . LAN
CASTER, Mr. ROSE, Mr. MYERS, Ms. SNOWE, 
Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MINK, Mr. GIBBONS, and 
Mr. MINETA. 

[Submitted August 3, 1993] 
H.R. 26: Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, Mr. FARR, 

Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr. HOYER. 
H .R. 64: Mr. KING and Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 65: Mrs. BENTLEY and Mr. HAYES. 
H .R. 66: Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 

GENE GREEN of Texas, and Mr. DING ELL. 
H.R. 68: Mr. FROST and Mr. PARKER. 
H.R. 145: Mrs. BENTLEY and Mr. TAUZIN. 
H.R. 322: Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-

LARD, Mr. JACOBS, and Mr. YATES. 
H.R. 493: Mr. PORTMAN. 
H.R. 569: Mr. LANTOS. 
H .R. 654: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. 

FROST, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. 

BURTON of Indiana, Mr. UPTON, Mr. KLEIN, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. MOOR
HEAD, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BARCIA of Michi
gan, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. CRANE, 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. VIS
CLOSKY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. 
CALLAHAN, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
HINCHEY, and Mr. DINGELL. 

H.R. 822: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 833: Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SHAYS, and 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 840: Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
H.R. 916: Mr. WASHINGTON. 
H.R. 949: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1078: Mr. KINGSTON. 
H.R. 1079: Mr. KINGSTON. 
H.R. 1080: Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. POSHARD. 
H.R. 1081: Mr. KINGSTON. 
H.R. 1082: Mr. KINGSTON. 
H.R. 1083:-Mr. KINGSTON. 
H.R. 1122: Mr. JACOBS. 
H.R. 1124: Mr. JACOBS. 
H.R. 1126: Mr. JACOBS and Mr. KIM. 
H.R. 1146: Ms. BYRNE, Mr. MENENDEZ, and 

Mr. MINGE. 
H.R. 1164: Mr. TORRICELLI. 
H.R. 1167: Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
H.R. 1168: Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
H.R. 1200: Mr. BISHOP. 
H.R. 1257: Mr. DE LUGO. 
H.R. 1295: Mr. BISHOP. 
H.R. 1421: Ms. ESHOO. 
H.R. 1457: Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. KLEIN, Mr. 

SKAGGS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. 
SWETT, and Mr. BISHOP. 

H.R. 1472: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 1504: Ms. BYRNE and Mr. ACKERMAN. 
H.R. 1529: Mr. LINDER. 
H.R. 1531: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. 

WYNN, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, and Mr. 
HASTINGS. 

H.R. 1551: Mr. PAXON. 
H.R. 1552: Mr. BROWN of California. 
H.R. 1569: Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. BOEHNER, and 

Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 1595: Mr. GLICKMAN. 
H.R. 1640: Mr. BISHOP. 
H.R. 1671: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1697: Mr. SYNAR, Mr. ANDREWS of 

Maine, and Mr. TORRES. 
H.R. 1797: Mr. FROST and Mr. MINGE. 
H.R. 1799: Mr. FROST and Mr. MINGE. 
H.R. 1898: Mrs. VUCANOVICH and Mr. 

CLINGER. 
H.R. 1933: Ms. FURSE, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. BER

MAN, Mrs. MINK, Mr. FORD of Michigan, and 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

H.R. 1957: Mr. DARDEN. 
H.R. 1981: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BURTON of Indi

ana, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. BAR
TON of Texas, and Mr. COMBEST. 

H.R. 1985: Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. BRYANT, 
Mr. TORRES, Mr. WAXMAN , Mr. DERRICK, Mr. 
HASTINGS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. FROST, Ms. 
ESHOO, Mr. GLICKMAN, and Mr. HAMBURG. 

H.R. 2016: Mr. SHA YS. 
H.R. 2076: Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 

FOGLIETTA, Ms. ESHOO, and Mr. HUGHES. 
H.R. 2105: Mr. OLVER and Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 2111: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. BROWN 

of Ohio. 
H.R. 2130: Mr. BATEMAN. 
H.R. 2151: Mr. CALLAHAN and Mr. 

GILCHREST. 
H.R. 2152: Mr. CALLAHAN. 
H.R. 2225: Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 2241: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, and 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. 
H.R. 2415: Mr. KIM, Mr. HOKE, and Mr. 

HEFLEY. 
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H.R. 2434: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 2438: Mr. PARKER. 
H.R. 2472: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 2602: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. 
H.R. 2612: Mr. BROWN of California. 
H.R. 2623: Mr. HASTERT, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. 

SANDERS, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 
H.R. 2661: Mr. MINGE. 
H.R. 2713: Mr. BISHOP. 
H.R. 2714: Mr. BISHOP. 
H.R. 2727: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. YATES, and 

Mr. MACHTLEY. 
H.R. 2741: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. 
H.R. 2786: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. OLVER, and 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.J. Res. 9: Mr. PARKER and Mr. 

KNOLLENBERG. 
H.J. Res. 157: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 

Ms. SCHENK, Mr. GALLO, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. KOPETSKI, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. WIL
SON, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. UNSOELD, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. DARDEN, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. WATT, Mr. JOHNSTON 
of Florida, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. DE LUGO, 
Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 
WISE, and Mr. REED. 

H.J. Res. 165: Mr. CARR, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, 
Mr. NADLER, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
KLUG, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. HOEKSTRA, 
Mr. TEJEDA, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. MANN, Ms. 
SNOWE, and Mr. COSTELLO. 

H.J. Res. 189: Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DIAZ
BALART, Mr. GORDON, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
EWING, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mrs. 
MEEK, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. FOG
LIETTA, Mr. FROST, Mr. PARKER, Mr. GEKAS, 
Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. KOPETSKI, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, and Mr. POSHARD. 

H.J. Res. 212: Mr. MOLLOHAN and Mr. 
UNDERWOOD. 

H.J. Res. 226: Mr. WALSH, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. CLEMENT, and Mrs. 
CLAYTON. 

H.J. Res. 237: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. KING, and 
Mr. BORSKI. 

H.J. Res. 240: Mr. MCNULTY. 
H.J. Res. 243: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. KILDEE. Mr. 

MCDADE, Mr. REED, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. CASTLE, 
Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, and Mr. WALSH. 

H. Con. Res. 20: Ms. THURMAN. 
H. Con. Res. 75: Mr. JOHNSON of South Da-

kota and Miss COLLINS of Michigan. 
H. Con. Res. 80: Mr. CRAMER. 
H. Con. Res. 99: Mr. BISHOP. 
H. Con. Res. 107: Ms. DANNER, Mr. GEKAS, 

Mr. HAMBURG, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. LANCASTER, 
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
MCDADE, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. ROSE, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. SHARP, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida, and Mr. ACKERMAN. 

H. Res. 202: Mr. MINGE, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. FROST, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, and Mr. BISHOP. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1532: Mr. ACKERMAN. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 2330 

By Mr. GLICKMAN: 

-At the end of title III, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 307. DISCLOSURE OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA· 
TION BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
AND EXECUTIVE BRANCH OFFICERS 
AND EMPLOYEES 

During the fiscal year 1984, no element of 
the United States Government for which 
funds are authorized in this Act may provide 
any classified information concerning or de
rived from the intelligence or intelligence
related activities of such element to a Mem
ber of Congress or to an officer or employee 
of the executive branch of the United States 
Government unless and until a copy of the 
following oath of secrecy has been signed by 
that Member, or officer or employee, as the 
case may be, and has been published, in an 
appropriate manner, in the Congressional 
Record: 

"I do solemnly swear that I will not will
fully directly or indirectly disclose to any 
unauthorized person any classified informa
tion received from any department of the 
Government funded in the Intelligence Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 in the 
course of my duties as a Member of Congress 
(except pursuant to the rules and procedures 
of the appropriate House of the Congress), or 
as an officer or employee in the executive 
branch of the Government, as the case may 
be. 

As used in this section, the term 'Member 
of Congress' means a Member of the Senate 
or a Representative in, or a Delegate or Resi
dent Commissioner to, the House of Rep
resentatives." 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-13T10:23:47-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




