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SENATE—Wednesday, October 20, 1993

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the Honorable PATTY MUR-
RAY, a Senator from the State of Wash-

ington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order.

Today's prayer will be offered by a
guest chaplain, the Reverend Dr. Al-
bert Giles, Jr., Asbury United Meth-
odist Church, Brandywine, MD.

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Albert Giles, Jr.,
Asbury United Methodist Church,
Brandywine, MD, offered the following
prayer:

Let us pray:

Almighty God, we thank You for our
beloved land You gave to us to use and
enjoy. You gave us a new humanity
with power of freedom. Free to live,
free to serve, and free to enjoy and love
one another through the power of Your
divine love. You have blessed our Na-
tion with great wealth, and good har-
vest from our farmland. Our streams,
rivers, and lakes were clean, and we
were able to eat, drink, and enjoy fresh
air and good health. But we have
strayed like lost sheep, and our
streams, rivers, and lakes are polluted,
and we suffer from diseases, sickness,
and even death.

Our cities are not only polluted with
stale air, but with poverty, violence,
and diseases, which led to death and
destruction. The true power of God's
love must prevail over polluted cities.
For it was written long ago: Except the
Lord keep the city, the watchman
waketh but in vain. (Psalm 127:1)

Remove O God, the elements from
our land, that breed bitterness and vio-
lence among our young people. Sur-
round them with Your love, that they
may be led out of the darkness of self-
ishness and into the glorious sunlight
of sisterhood and brotherhood, where
they will be healthy, and bring up a
generation free from poverty, illit-
eracy, violence, and preventable dis-
eases.

In the name of Him who is the Cre-
ator and Sustainer of the land. Amen.

(Legislative day of Wednesday, October 13, 1993)

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The bill clerk read the following let-
ter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, October 20, 1993.
To the Senate:

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

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mrs. MURRAY thereupon assumed

the chair as Acting President pro tem-

pore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President,
pursuant to an agreement reached late
last evening and printed at page 3 of
the calendar today, the Senate will
proceed this morning to consider an
amendment by Senator BRADLEY—in
just a moment, he will be here to offer
that amendment—under a 1-hour time
limitation. It is expected there will be
a vote on or in relation to the Bradley
amendment within the next hour. That
'will be followed by an amendment by
Senators MCCAIN and BINGAMAN, under
a l-hour time limitation, and it is ex-
pected that there will be a vote on
that. So there should be two votes this
morning with respect to those amend-
ments.

Thereafter, the managers have ad-
vised that they intend to proceed as
promptly as possible on the remaining
amendments, and they are listed at
pages 2 and 3 of the calendar this morn-
ing.
It is likely that the Senate will have
to remain in session throughout the

evening, as we make a renewed effort
to complete action on this bill as soon
as possible. In addition, we will be tak-
ing up appropriations bills conference
reports as they become available from
the House of Representatives, and
votes are expected on one or more of
those conference reports today.

S0, Senators should be aware that
votes will occur throughout the day,
beginning this morning, and could
occur at any time. Senators are on no-
tice to be able to come to the floor
within 20 minutes to cast their votes.

Mr. President, I see the distinguished
manager is present, the Senator from
Hawaii, and Senator BRADLEY is here
to offer his amendment.

1 yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of H.R. 3116, which the clerk will re-
port.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3116) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1994, and for other
purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 1070
(Purpose: To delete the funding for the ac-
quisition of tactical transport aircraft for
support of Army and Air National Guard
missions)

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

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

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD-
LEY] proposes an amendment numbered 1070.
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Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, I
ask nnanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 34, line 13, strike out **$785,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *‘$635,000,000".

Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President,
this amendment represents one more
attempt on my part to cut lower prior-
ity, unnecessary public spending. Dur-
ing the consideration of the budget
bill, we had a lot of speeches about cut-
ting spending, and I have tried, pursu-
ant to several principles, to offer the
Senate the opportunity to do so in a se-
ries of appropriations bills. This is an-
other example of that effort.

This amendment would cut $150 mil-
lion in funding for tactical transport
aircraft for the Army National Guard.
This money has not been requested by
the administration. Not only is the
spending unrequested, it is intended for
unspecified procurement. No equip-
ment types or quantities are identified
with this $150 million.

The committee report simply asks
the National Guard to submit a plan
identifying the mix of aircraft to be ac-
quired by January 15, 1994, with the
money appropriated in the meantime.
In other words, we give the money to
the National Guard and they tell us
later how they are going to spend the
money.

In today's tough fiscal climate, we
need to allocate limited taxpayer fund-
ing to where it is most needed. This is
clearly not an example of high priority
spending. Again, this spending does not
appear in the President's budget. The
administration supports striking these
funds. The House did not include these
funds.

I believe that eliminating this money
is the right course of action for a num-
ber of reasons.

First, it is a fact the future role and
size of the National Guard is under ac-
tive review today. While it is clear that
President Clinton, as a former Gov-
ernor, values the Guard and its capa-
bilities, a major restructuring of the
Guard is in the works. Although the
cuts in force will not be as drastic as
they have been proposed earlier, it is
probable that the Army Guard will
drop another 10 percent by 1996. Addi-
tionally, it is possible that the Bottom-
Up Review may lead to the consolida-
tion of the Guard's current 10 divisions
into 5 divisions of enhanced capabili-
ties. With such changes forthcoming, it
makes no sense to approve a vague or
unspecified appropriation of this mag-
nitude, $150 million, with no statement
as to how it will be spent.

The second point is the Army active
forces are rapidly downsizing from
750,000 men and women in 1990, to
540,000 men and women in 1994. The Air
Force is likewise being consolidated.
With this consolidation and shrinking
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of force, this will free up vast amounts
of material for use by the Guard
troops. It is unwise to make such a
large appropriation, $150 million, un-
less we are absolutely clear that these
needs cannot be met out of the existing
inventory of equipment. Since we do
not know what the Army Guard wants,
it is impossible to say whether it will
need whatever this money is to be
spent for or that it cannot get it out of
the surplus that will be available from
the downsizing of the Army and Air
Force.

The third point is that the Senate ap-
propriations bill includes $250 million
that is authorized, but not requested,
for purchase of 8 tactical airlift air-
craft by the Air National Guard. This
amendment does not challenge that
spending. Whatever new airlift needs
there are in the National Guard should
be helped by this addition of $2560 mil-
lion for the Air National Guard for tac-
tical airlift aircraft. So if we are al-
ready spending $250 million in this for
the Air National Guard, why do we
need $150 million for the Army Na-
tional Guard?

I note, further, that the Army and
Army Reserve do not own the type of
planes likely to be purchased with this
funding. They do not need them. These
forces, the Army and the Army Re-
serve, traditionally rely on the Air
Force to transport and to supplement
their helicopter capabilities. The much
smaller Army Guard, on the other
hand, already owns or has ordered
about 40 to 50 of these transport air-
craft. Given the presence already of a
1,700-plane Air National Guard and the
further expansion of the Air National
Guard allowed by this $250 million ap-
propriation, I have to question the
need for another $150 million for the
Army National Guard.

Last, Madam President, if the Na-
tional Guard is not expected to tell us
prior to January 1994 how they intend
to allocate this money—how they are
going to spend it—I would respectfully
suggest that they wait 1 or 2 months
and include that information in the fis-
cal year 1995 budget submission. Then,
given a proper explanation, the appro-
priate committees can take an in-
formed look at these needs.

Madam President, it is time to stop
buying unneeded and unwarranted
equipment. If funding is not requested,
it is incumbent on the spending spon-
sors to make a solid claim as to need
and purpose. Such a claim has never
been made for this $150 million in
funds.

The public is increasingly concerned
about the use of congressional ear-
marks to steer Federal dollars to paro-
chial projects. The Senate committee
has strongly tried to reject earmarks,
and they are to be commended for their
efforts. This appropriation is, in a
sense, the opposite of an earmark. Its
purposes are identified by only the
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vaguest phrases—'‘tactical transport
aircraft.’” But the ambiguity in the
language makes it impossible to assess
the value of the equipment to be ac-
guired. Like the earmark, there is no
objective statement of need to justify
this $150 million of taxpayer money
going to the Army National Guard.

We do not have $150 million to spend
as Congress sees fit or as the Guard
sees fit. This money must go to the
highest priority needs, and those may
be elsewhere. Certainly, the President
and the Department of Defense believe
that priority funding should be for
other purposes. The President and the
Department of Defense say this money
should not be spent for these purposes.
To quote the statement of administra-
tion policy, “These are not high prior-
ity items.' Like the earmark, this lan-
guage represents bad public policy.

I urge the Senate to support this
amendment. It makes sense in terms of
maintaining an effective military
force, and it makes sense in terms of
protecting the taxpayers’ hard earned
dollars.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I
rise to speak against the amendment.

First, I believe the record should be
made clear that this was authorized by
the Armed Services Committee and by
the U.S. Senate. In fact, the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee, the
Senator from West Virginia, Mr. BYRD,
and the ranking member, Mr. HAT-
FIELD, together with Senator STEVENS,
and the chairman of the Subcommittee
on Defense appropriations, issued a
joint letter to the Armed Services
Committee requesting authorization
for these amounts.

Second, it has been suggested by the
author of this amendment that these
aircraft are not needed, that this is a
waste of money, and that it was not re-
quested.

It has not been requested because it
has been the practice for too long to
give leftovers to the National Guard.
Yes, leftovers. We have been providing
command aircraft to the National
Guard, leftovers. We have been provid-
ing transport aircraft to the National
Guard, leftovers.

Yet, Madam President, we call upon
our men and women in the Air and
Army National Guard to place them-
selves in harm's way. They were in
Desert Storm. They are in Somalia.
And who knows they may be in Bosnia.
But yet we are saying give them left-
overs.

So we took it upon ourselves to call
upon the Department of Defense and
the Armed Services Committee to
come forth with equipment. But in
order to comply with the wishes of
some of the Members of this body, we
did not identify the aircraft. We pro-
vided a generic definition because so
many Members have been complaining
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about earmarking. But everyone knew
what we had in mind. The Armed Serv-
ices Committee knew exactly, if one
should follow the debate on the floor of
the authorization. We wanted to pur-
chase C-23's. These are small tactical
lift aircraft, cargo planes, that can
carry troops, short runway, fast take-
off.

Why should we saddle our men and
women in the old DC-3's? The inven-
tory of the Army Air National Guard
still include DC-3's, DC-3’s that were in
operation in World War II.

And yet we expect our men and
women in the Guard to, God forbid,
serve us in World War III with World
War II equipment.

We also knew that the National
Guard, the Army and Air, wanted the
C-212. They also needed replacement
aircraft for medical evacuation. Are we
to tell those men and women who are
injured that they will have to do it the
old way, carried on stretchers, picked
up by helicopters, and wait hours and
hours before shipped off to a hospital?

If we expect our men and women in
the National Guard and the Air Na-
tional Guard to stand in harm’'s way
for us, the least we can do is to provide
them with good equipment. And this
amendment provides that.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. INOUYE. I yield whatever time
the Senator from Alaska requires.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Thank you, Madam
President.

I am very strongly opposed to this
Bradley amendment.

Sometime later today, the managers
of this bill are going to be attacked be-
cause we earmarked specific items in
this bill in other amendments. Now the
Senator from New Jersey attacks us
because we have not earmarked, know-
ing, as the Senator from Hawaii has in-
dicated, that we have a staggering
backlog of demand for replacement of
aircraft for the Air National Guard and
for the Army Guard. And I would point
out to the Senator from New Jersey
the $150 million is for both.

We went, as the Senator from Hawaii
says, together with the chairman and
ranking member of the full committee,
to the Armed Services Committee and
said, ‘‘Authorize us at least some
money this year to start that replace-
ment."

We all know about problems through-
out the Guard. Let me tell the Senator
from New Jersey about the Alaska sit-
uation.

We are currently operating twin-en-
gine Otter aircraft. They are the only
planes that we have that can meet the
needs of remote locations in Alaska in
the wintertime, using skis for takeoff
and landing on unprepared, ice run-
ways that are in use during the maneu-
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ver period when the Guard brings Na-
tional Guard units from all over the
Nation to Alaska to experience winter
training. Units operate out on the tun-
dra, out in areas without runways, and
ice runways are prepared for evacu-
ations.

The Otter is over 20 years old—a
great airplane, the UV-18—and it must
be replaced. We have not said which
aircraft will replace the Otter or even
that the Otter rmust be replaced from
this money. I certainly hope it will be.
But the need is there.

In the past 2 years, the National
Guard has been called into service in
four domestic crises: Hurricane An-
drew, Hurricane Iniki, the Midwest
floods, and civil disturbances in Los
Angeles. In each instance, both the
Army and Air Guard have flown sub-
stantial numbers of missions. The need
is there to replace aircraft that have
been overused in those emergency air-
lift needs associated with those emer-
gencies.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
following my remarks the emergency
missions flown by the Army and Air
National Guard during those recent do-
mestic major emergencies.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
urge the Senate to reject this amend-
ment. I do so on two bases: First, this
is the minimum amount necessary to
replace aged aircraft that are currently
operated by the Air and Army Guard.
It does not meet their total needs at
all. It is a beginning. As the Senator
from Hawalil says, it is a beginning of
replacing those aged aircraft with new
aircraft so that the Guard is trained in
modern, up-to-date aircraft, and their
readiness and their capability to re-
spond to emergencies at the call of the
Governors or at the call of the national
authorities is improved.

I can think of no time in the history
of the Guard when their needs have
been greater.

Madam President, my last reason is
this: As we downsize the standing
Army and the standing Air Force, the
Active Duty Army and Air Force, we
must improve the capability of our Re-
serve and National Guard Forces. They
will be called on more and more, as the
Senator from Hawaii says so suc-
cinetly, to be placed in harm's way be-
cause of the involvement of this coun-
try more and more in overseas emer-
gencies.

I really think, if anything, we should
be attacked for having requested so lit-
tle, really, in view of the fact that the
need is so great for the National Guard.

If I may, before I finish my time, I
would like to have printed in the
RECORD the provision on page 230 of the
committee’'s report, where we explain
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the reason for this item, the National
Guard aircraft. It is a very short para-
graph.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

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

National Guard aircraft.—The Committee
recommends $150,000,000 for the acquisition
of tactical transport aircraft to support
Army and Air National Guard missions. The
Committee expects the Chief of the National
Guard Bureau to submit a plan identifying
the specific type and quantity of aircraft to
be purchased with these funds and the spe-
cific missions to be supported by these assets
to the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations and Armed Services not later
than January 15, 1994. The Committee ex-
pects the Chief of the National Guard Bureau
to prioritize procurement of aircraft to sup-
port cargo, medical evacuation, and emer-
gency support missions.

EXHIBIT 1
Emergency Missions flown by Army and
Air National Guard during recent Major Do-
mestic Emergencies:

Army Air
Hurricane Andrew ......... 1000 518
Hurriance Iniki ., 1,000 B12
Midwest floods ........ 2.000 4
Civil disturbances 100 a0

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, in
reading the paragraph that the distin-
guished Senator from Alaska refers to
on page 230 of the report, I see no ref-
erence to C-212's or C-23's. I see only a
reference to tactical transport aircraft.

I have asked any number of people in
the Department: What does ‘‘tactical
transport aircraft’’ mean? I understand
what tactical airlift aircraft means,
but “‘tactical transport aircraft?’’ I do
not understand what that means.

The distinguished Senator from Ha-
waii and the distinguished Senator
from Alaska have confirmed on the
floor today that the aircraft they are
talking about are the C-212's and the
C-23's.

Is that a correct assessment? Could
either the distinguished Senator from
Hawaii or the distinguished Senator
from Alaska confirm, are those the two
aircraft that will be procured with this
$150 million?

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
would say to the Senator from New
Jersey in response, we have not limited
it to those. We have left the discretion
to the Guard Bureau to find those pri-
orities which must be built first. We
are quite hopeful that they will look to
the needs that both the Senator from
Hawaii and I have mentioned in terms
of the C-212 and the C-23.

But there is no restriction in terms
of this except that it is the tactical air-
craft we are talking about. And we are
not talking about jet aircraft; we are
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not talking executive jets. We are talk-
ing about the needs of the individual
Guard units that must be met on a pri-
ority basis and the priority will be set
by the Guard Bureau itself.

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, the
sum that was involved in this procure-
ment was not plucked out of the sky. It
was the result of intensive discussion
we have had with Air National Guard
officials and Army National Guard offi-
cials. And we very deliberately made it
generic, without identifying. Further-
more, it is understood that if the Na-
tional Guard desires not to spend the
money, that is up to them.

But before I yield the floor, I would
like to clarify one matter that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey brought up. He
indicated that the National Guard was
being downgraded or downsized and re-
duced. A reading of the report would
clearly indicate that the Air National
Guard will be increased by 2,060, not
decreased, because new missions are
being assigned to them, new activities
have been assigned to them. The De-
fense Department recognizes this. So in
its Bottom-Up Review, all of its re-
views, they have decided to increase
the number of the Air National Guard.
Whereas all the other units have been
decreased, the Air National Guard has
been increased.

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator will
yield just one moment there?

I urge the Senator from New Jersey
to read the last sentence in the para-
graph I put in the RECORD. It states:

The committee expects the Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau to prioritize procure-
ment of aircraft to support cargo, medical
evacuation, and emergency support missions.

Those are the main shortages in the
Guard, in our opinion.

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Mathews). The Senator from New Jer-
sey.
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I
think this has been a very instructive
exchange. Essentially what the distin-
guished Senator from Hawaii and the
distinguished Senator from Alaska
confirm is that the money for these
planes in this appropriation shall be
used for the C-212's or the C-23's, or
any other aircraft that the Army Na-
tional Guard wants—not the Air Na-
tional Guard, the Army National
Guard. This is money for the Army Na-
tional Guard, not the Air National
Guard.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point? The
Senator has repeated that. This is for
the Guard Bureau. There are both
Army and Air needs. The Guard Bureau
will make that decision. There is no
such limit in our provision of this
amount of money.

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator for that clarification,
as well.
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At the moment, the Air Guard has an
inventory of 1,750 planes. To the point
that this was really a need to modern-
ize, they have, since 1980, acquired 100
new C-130's. In fact, two-thirds of the
inventory is modern.

So the argument that they have been
getting the leftovers is not backed up
by the fact that since 1980, they have
gotten 100 C-130's, and that two-thirds
of the inventory is modernized, and
that the Air Guard already has 1,750
planes.

So I think this has been a very help-
ful exchange because there is now some
clarity. It is clearly the intention of
the appropriators that the money go to
the C-212's. The distinguished Senator
from Alaska points out, rightly, that
there is a need for the C-212's in Alaska
to replace the De Havilland planes. But
to meet the needs of Alaska would cost
about $30 million. This is an appropria-
tion for $150 million.

The question then arises, where does
the rest of the money go? It goes for
procurement of C-23's, and other pur-
poses and other planes that are not de-
termined by anyone until the Guard
decides how they will spend it. In other
words we are giving them money and
saying: Spend it the way you want.

There is a little more clarity now in
that it is specified they will buy C-23's
and C-212's. So let us address those pur-
chases.

I would like to share with my col-
leagues what the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, former Chairman Colin
Powell, said about these types of
planes. :

The current inventory built to support a
global war exceeds what is required for our
regionally oriented strategy. The current ex-
cess is compounded by the fact that Congress
continues to require the services to purchase
aircraft neither requested or needed. In the
last 2 years alone, Congress added on funds
to the defense appropriations for some 15 C-
12's, some 4 C-120's, some 10 C-21, 10 C-23's, 19
C-26's, and 12 P-180's, not requested by DOD.

It should be noted that this funding
was not requested by DOD. DOD has
not said we need more C-23's. Here is
General Powell saying specifically:
You have given us 10 more than we
needed; we do not want them. This pro-
posal would give another 10. This is
really not a question about the Na-
tional Guard. This is a question about
the appropriations process. Should we
appropriate blindly or should we re-
quire the money to be appropriated for
specific purposes? But it goes to the
question of the C-23.

We say, what is at work here? Why
are we spending $150 million, $30 mil-
lion of which would have taken care of
the problem of the C-12's in Alaska?
Why are we spending the $150 million?

1 suggest there is another effort
going on here. I think it is important
to recognize who produced the C-23's.
The C-23 Sherpa is made by a Northern
Ireland company, a Protestant com-
pany, called Shorts. They have a ter-
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rible history of discrimination against
Catholic workers.

I view this effort as a way to get
money to the Shorts Co. without men-
tioning that the money is actually
going to the Shorts Co. They have dis-
continued their line of production. So
they are not going to be producing
this. These planes will be refurbished.
It will be refurbished in a State in the
United States, and Shorts will be the
maintenance contractor.

This is, in fact, what is happening
with this amendment. The distin-
guished Senator from Alaska has
pointed out a very good reason why we
should spend the money. We should
spend the money for some C-212's, cost-
ing $30 million, in Alaska. We should
not spend $100 million-plus for C-23's
that are aimed at getting the money to
the company that, if its name was
mentioned, they would receive no
money because of their record of dis-
crimination against Irish Catholics,
Catholics in Northern Ireland.

Why are we insinuating ourselves
into that debate on the side of the
Protestants in Northern Ireland? That
is a question that has not been an-
swered. It is a question that I believe
cannot be answered. It is a reason to
reject this amendment on its face.

But the other reason is these are tax-
payer dollars. These are wasted dollars.
The planes are not needed. Colin Pow-
ell has said: You have given us 10
planes more than we wanted last year.
Why do we want another 10 this year?
You should not spend the money this
way.

Citizens Against Government Waste,
in a letter on behalf of the 550,000 mem-
bers of the Council for Citizens Against
Government Waste, write in support of
the amendment to strike the $150 mil-
lion for the Army National Guard. It is
a waste of money.

I hope the Senate would reconsider
this money and reject it. It is not need-
ed. There is $250 million in this appro-
priation for tactical airlift for the Air
National Guard already—=$250 million.

We do not need another $150 million
that, up until this moment on the
floor, was for unspecified purposes. Fi-
nally, on the floor, it is confirmed that
is for C-212's and for C-23's. The C-212's
would cost about $30 million. The C-
23's would cost significantly more than
$100 million, and the money would go
to the Shorts Co., which is one of the
major Protestant firms in Northern
Ireland that discriminate against
Catholic citizens.

So, Mr. President, I think that on the
face of this, it makes very good sense
to reject the $150 million and support
this amendment; save the taxpayers of
America $150 million and pull the
United States out of a potentially em-
barrassing position behind the efforts
of a company which has had a record of
rather gross insensitivity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, what is
the time situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii has 17 minutes 20 sec-
onds remaining. The Senator from New
Jersey has 8% minutes.

Mr. INOUYE. I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. President, the record should
show that in the past 10 years, the De-
partment of Defense has requested
funds for new aircraft for the National
Guard once. In the past 10 years, only
once did they make a request. Because
whether we like it or not, whether we
want to admit it or not, it has been the
official policy of the Department of De-
fense to give leftovers to the Army and
Air National Guard. If it were not for
the Congress of the United States, that
is all they would have —leftovers.

Yet, as I have said, as the Senator
from Alaska has indicated, we expect
these men and women to put on the
uniform of the United States and stand
in harm’s way in our behalf. That is
the issue.

Yes, they do have 100 new C-130's, but
keep in mind that there are 50 States
with National Guards, with Air Na-
tional Guards. All of these units need
some sort of transport.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 1 minute. Who yields
time?

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Missouri.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the
chairman of the subcommittee for giv-
ing me the opportunity to address this
very important amendment. The
amendment offered by the Senator
from New Jersey would eliminate fund-
ing for tactical transport aircraft for
the Army National Guard. I speak both
as a former Governor who commanded
a National Guard unit and as cochair-
man of the National Guard Caucus. We
feel that this provision of funds for tac-
tical aircraft is vitally important. It
will enable the Guard to fulfill several
extremely important roles.

First, these aircraft will be used to
support important logistical needs of
the Guard—moving troops and equip-
ment for training and intertheater mis-
sions. These are missions where it
would not be economical to use a larg-
er aircraft, such as the C-130. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey pointed out there
is money for C-130's. You have different
missions. The Army needs the smaller
aircraft for moving troops and equip-
ment within the battle area. That is
why these airplanes are needed. We are
talking about using money for smaller
aircraft. They could be the C-23's or
other aircraft.

Second, this money will go to pur-
chase aircraft for the critical
aeromedical role where we now have an
existing shortfall. These planes can be
used to move injured men and women
from the front back to get medical care
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quickly. They were not to be used to
take troops from the battlegrounds in
the gulf to Germany, but to get them
to decent hospitals. We found in the
gulf that we did not have adequate air-
craft to fulfill this mission.

Third, these aircraft will allow the
Guard to fulfill its important missions
in State roles as well, to respond to
natural disasters like hurricanes, tor-
nadoes, earthquakes and, as we have
experienced in the Midwest, floods. As
one who as Governor had to respond to
floods and tornadoes, I can tell you
that it is a critical role. You have to
get personnel, you have to get equip-
ment to the area where the disaster
has struck. I can assure you that when
we have all the roads and the bridges
knocked out and we need to move per-
sonnel and equipment and materiel
around the State, we have to move
them by air. These airplanes will en-
able us to fulfill those missions, vitally
important missions.

The Senator from New Jersey has
raised two major points in opposition
to the funding. First, he says the
money is not earmarked. I just do not
think that is a valid argument. Later
on, there will be other amendments at-
tacking this bill because particular
earmarks are included. In this area,
the need is so great and the available
dollars are so limited, the committee
believed it was important to leave it to
the discretion of the Chief of the Na-
tional Guard to determine where the
need is greatest. We are giving the
Guard some opportunity to make the
selection of the areas where those air-
craft would be needed. The fact we do
not specify types of aircraft or where it
should go does not mean that we do not
recognize their broad needs. We leave
that to the experts, the professionals,
people with whom we met last night
who have served this country well and
led the Guard with great vision.

Frankly, the fact that we do not
specify the types of aircraft to be uti-
lized fully answers the Senator's con-
tention that he does not like a particu-
lar manufacture of aircraft. That deci-
sion will be left to the people who have
the responsibility to see that they ac-
quire aircraft where they are needed
and that the aircraft that are acquired
are the ones best suited to do the job.

Second, the Senator argues that the
administration did not request the
money. There is a simple answer for
that. The distinguished Senator from
Hawaii has already given it, but I will
tell you once again that regardless of
the administration in power, whichever
party, the Guard continues to be treat-
ed as a poor cousin. They get the left-
over equipment; they get the used
equipment; they get whatever is left
after taking care of the active force,
and that is simply no longer accept-
able.

As we are downsizing the force, we
are putting more responsibility on the
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Reserve units and particularly on the
Guard. We have to give them the equip-
ment that they need to perform those
missions. We need to ensure that they
have the weapons and the equipment to
do their jobs properly. If we deny them
those aircraft, we will limit their abil-
ity to do the job.

I believe the cuts the President has
proposed in the Defense budget go too
far. He cuts the Guard too much. It
goes for the active force. We cannot
allow the cuts to force us into giving
our Guard troops less than adequate
equipment and weapons.

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

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair, and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Alaska any time
that he requires.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I will
use 1 more minute to address my friend
from New Jersey and tell him this.
Over 20 years ago, the Appropriations
Committee of the Senate went to Alas-
ka, at my request, when Senator
McClellan was the chairman. We trav-
eled throughout the State for more
than 12 weeks, and we used the Otters
that are still in service. As a matter of
fact, those Otters—most of them—were
built before the pilots that are flying
them now were born.

It is high time we recognized the
safety problems involved in continued
intensive use of those Otters, particu-
larly in the wintertime when the ma-
neuvers go on at temperatures of 30, 40,
50, 60 degrees below zero.

Those Otters have performed mar-
velously. I wish we had another genera-
tion of Otters, but we do not. They
must be replaced. We have not at-
tempted to dictate what plane replaces
them, but there is no gquestion that
they need replacement in the interest
of safety of those people who travel in
the wintertime on emergency missions,
cargo missions, logistical movements
of troops during the maneuvers in the
very cold weather in my State.

I think any attempt to delete these
funds now will be a serious setback for
the training that goes on in my State
in the deep of winter.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, for the
past 2 days, this body has spent much
time discussing the Constitution of the
United States. We have had many
speeches made on the authority of the
President, the power of the President
as set forth in the Constitution., The
intent of our Founding Fathers has
been invoked many times.

I would like to point out that the
Constitution makes no mention of
funds being appropriated in response to
a request from the President of the
United States. Nowhere does it say
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that the only time we can appropriate
funds for military purposes must be in
response to a request from a President.
In fact, the Constitution says, in arti-
cle I, section 8, very precisely, the Con-
gress shall have the power, first, to
raise and support armies; second, to
provide and maintain a Navy. It does
not say the President shall have the
power to raise and support armies or to
provide and maintain a Navy. It is the
Congress, the 100 of us and 435 on the
other side of this building. It is our re-
sponsibility, our constitutional obliga-
tion.

I do not believe, Mr. President, and 1
hope the Senator from New Jersey does
not believe, that the Congress should
be limited by any administration, this
or any other, in the exercise of its con-
stitutional powers.

Yes, Mr. President, we are empow-
ered and required by the Constitution
to appropriate funds for purposes we
deem proper. The fact that this admin-
istration or the prior administration
did not request funds does not mean
that they are not required.

What is involved here is a very im-
portant constitutional issue, and I
think all of us should bear in mind that
the Congress shall have the power to
raise and support armies and to provide
and maintain the Navy. It is also the
responsibility of the Congress and au-
thority and power to declare war.

Our Founding Fathers, we all agree,
were not only dedicated and commit-
ted, but they were wise. I think their
collective wisdom has proven itself
time and time again. I do not wish, by
this amendment, to change that provi-
sion in the Constitution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, how
much time remains on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has 8 minutes, 50
seconds; the Senator from Hawaii has 4
minutes, 40 seconds.

Mr. BRADLEY. The Senator from
Hawaii has how much?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes, forty seconds.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I
should like to salute the distingdished
Senator from Hawaii for his analysis of
the Constitution. I certainly do not
question the right of Congress to ap-
propriate money for whatever purpose
to fulfill its constitutional responsibil-
ities. I am only questioning the wisdom
of appropriating this money, $150 mil-
lion. It has not been requested by the
administration. It is for unspecified
purposes, at least until this debate, in
this budgetary circumstance.

I am simply saying that $150 million
given to the Guard to spend the way it
chooses to spend is not a wise taxpayer
investment. When I am told in this
Chamber that the money will be spent
for C-212's because the planes they will
replace are 20 years old, I think, well,
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the B-52 is 40 years old. It is still fly-
ing. Do we need new planes in Alaska
every 20 years but the B-52, which was
central to our strategic security, we
can keep going for 40 years?

But even with that said, if we met
the need of the distinguished Senator
from Alaska for C-212's, that is $30 mil-
lion out of $150 million. There is still
$120 million remaining. That goes to
the purchase of C-23's, which again is
really a back-door way of helping a
company in Northern Ireland that has
had a record of discrimination against
Catholic citizens of Northern Ireland.
Now, that company could improve its
record. I hope it will improve its
record. But that is the reality out
there.

There has not been any official state-
ment of justification for these aircraft,
no official statement of justification.
Who has said we need these aircraft?
The DOD has not done any objective
study on the need for these aircraft. To
the contrary, last year's DOD author-
ization law included a requirement
that there be a report on the need for
additional aircraft for the Guard.

Do you know what, Mr. President?
The report was never done. So the Con-
gress passes a law saying, Guard, if you
are going to request more, you have to
do a report to justify it. You have to
have a report. They do not do the re-
port.

This year coming back is another re-
quest of $150 million on top of the $250
million that is in this bill for tactical
airlift capability for the Air National
Guard. So this year, in this budget,
there is $400 million for tactical airlift.
At a time when the Air Force is
shrinking, the Army is shrinking,
there will be surplus planes, not old
planes, not useless planes, not giving
planes to people because they are worn
out, but making planes available be-
cause the personnel is not there to use
the full inventory as when we had a
much bigger military establishment.

So instead of taking those perfectly
good planes and using them, not old
planes but perfectly good planes, we
are appropriating $400 million more for
tactical airlift. I am not objecting to
the $250 million. I am objecting to this
$150 million which, until this debate,
was unspecified, its purpose unknown.
And since it has been specified, C-212’s
and C-23's in particular, I think it is
even more imperative that we reject
this $150 million.

We do not have the money to spend
in this way. It will not further our na-
tional security interests, and it should
be rejected.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, what is
the time picture?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
remaining to the Senator from New
Jersey, 3 minutes, 53 seconds; the Sen-
ator from Hawaii, 4 minutes, 40 sec-
onds.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to
suggest the absence of a quorum. How-
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ever, at the same time I ask unanimous
consent that the time for this call not
be taken out of the allotted time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, we do
not have any requests on our side. We
are prepared to yield the remainder of
our time.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, it is a
joint motion by myself and Senator
STEVENS to lay on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
INOUYE] and the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. STEVENS] to lay on the table the
amendment of the Senator from New
Jersey. On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The result was announced—yeas 80,
nays 20, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 319 Leg.]

YEAS—80
Akaka Durenberger McCain
Baucus Exon McConnell
B Fei Mikulski
Biden Ford Moynihan
Bingaman Glenn Murkowski
Bond Gorton Murray
Boren Graham Nunn
Boxer Gramm Packwood
Breaux Grassley Pell
Brown Hatch Pressler
Bryan Hatfield Pryor
Burns Heflin Reid
Byrd Helms Riegle
Campbell Hollings Rockefeller
Chafee Hutchison Roth
Coats Inouye Sarbanes
Cochran Jeffords Sasser
Cohen Johnston Shelby
Coverdell Kassebaum Simpson
Craig Kempthorne 8p
D'Amato Kennedy Stevens
Daschle Kerry Thurmond
DeConcini Leahy Wallop
Dodd Lieberman Warner
Dole Lott Wellstone
Domenici Mack Wolford
Dorgan Mathews
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NAYS—20
Bradley Harkin Mitchell
Bumpers Kerrey Moseley-Braun
Conrad Kohl Nickles
Danforth Lautenberg Robb
Faircloth Levin Simon
Feingold Lugar S8mith
Gregg Metzenbaum

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 1070) was agreed to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CHANGE OF VOTE

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, on roll-
call vote 319 I voted “‘no.” It was my
intention to vote ‘“‘yea.’” Therefore I
ask unanimous consent I be permitted
to change my vote. It will in no way
change the outcome and has been
checked on both sides with the leader-
ship.

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

(The foregoing tally has been
changed to reflect the above order.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Arizona and the Senator from New
Mexico are recognized to offer an
amendment.

Mr. McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

AMENDMENT NO. 1071

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN],
for himself, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. NUNN, Mr.
THURMOND, and Mr. SMITH, proposes an
amendment numbered 1071.

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following:

SEc. 8142. No provision of this Act concern-
ing programs, projects, or activities involv-
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ing community adjustment assistance, re-
search or development at colleges or univer-
sities, strategic environmental research, or
environmental restoration may be construed
as requiring a contract to be awarded, or as
requiring a grant to be made, to a specific
non-Federal Government entity for a new
program, project, or activity: Provided, That
it is the policy of Congress that contracts
and grants for programs, projects, and ac-
tivities funded by the Department of Defense
should be awarded through merit-based se-
lection procedures.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a member of
my staff, Mr. Mark Guadagnini, who
has been involved in this issue, be al-
lowed floor privileges.

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

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this
amendment, in my view, is a first step
toward fiscal responsibility.

My amendment does not attempt to
address the problem of unauthorized
appropriations, nor does it attempt to
control every instance of funds ear-
marked for congressional interest pro-
grams.

Instead, this amendment takes aim
only at the dollars earmarked for spe-
cific nongovernmental institutions and
organizations in four areas: community
adjustment assistance, strategic envi-
ronmental research, environmental
restoration, and research at colleges
and universities, including medical
schools.

As I have said, this amendment is a
beginning, but it would effectively
eliminate approximately $316 million
in earmarks for special interest
projects that are contained in the
House-passed bill.

First of all, I thank my colleague
from New Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN,
who has been a leader in this effort for
many years. Frankly, it is an idea that
Senator BINGAMAN has pursued for a
long time. He is as keenly aware as I
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am that our defense dollars cannot be
spent on nondefense areas and espe-
cially earmarked in ways that are
without competition. If we are going to
spend our tax dollars, we are going to
have to put them in the most competi-
tive and most meritorious areas.

On Monday of this week, I addressed
the Senate at length and in detail con-
cerning serious problems in the con-
gressional budget review process which
result in the appropriation of funds for
programs and projects which were not
requested or authorized, and which
allow the Congress to earmark scarce
dollars for special interest projects.

The CRS prepared a comprehensive
report of congressional add-ons and
earmarks for fiscal years 1990-93 which
I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of October 18 for the information of my
colleagues.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent, at this time, to have printed in
the RECORD a supplemental CRS report
listing all the earmarks in the past 4
years of defense appropriations bills.

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

EARMARKS IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1893 DEFENSE
BUDGET

$166.45 million for non-specific research ac-
tivities ‘‘of major importance to the Depart-
ment of Defense’’, at specific universities in
TX, MD, PA, WA, MA, CO, LA, IL, CA, MN,
FL, MI, CT, OH, RI, WI, IA, AZ.

$7 million for environmental cleanup at
National Presto Industries in Eau Claire,
Wisconsin

$500,000 for Hawaiian Volcano Observatory
to monitor volecanic activity affecting the
Army’'s Pohakuloa Training Area.

$5 million to establish an electric vehicle
technology demonstration site in Hawaii,
and $2.5 million for a similar demonstration
program in Sacramento, California.

$4.5 million for a wvisitors center at the
Naval Academy.

PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1990 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION

Amount Description
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
O&M, Army $250,000 Shall be available for the 1990 Memonial Day Celebrat
3500,000 Shall be available for a grant to the Maonterey Institute ut International Studies.
46,000,000 Shall be available only for procurement for the Extended Cold Weather Clothing System (ECWCS) and intermediate cold-wet weather boots, unless 46,000,000
dollars of ECWCS and the intermediate cold-wet weather boats are procured by the Army Stock Fund during fiscal year 1990.
D&M, Navy NA  Funds appropriated or made avaifable in this Act shall be obligated and expended to restore and maintain the facilities, activities and personnel levels, in-
:Ludinl specifically the medical facilities, activities and personnel levels, at the Memphis Naval Complex, Millington, Tennessee, to the fiscal year 1984 lev-
2,000,000 Shall be available for a grant to the National Museum of Naval Aviation at Pensacola, Florida.
PROCUREMENT
Weapons proc, Navy 1,443,165,000 Ballistic Missibe Programs.
2.831.852,000  Other Missile .
438 642,000 Mark-48 ADCAP Torpedo.
271,130,000 Mark-50 Torpedo.
1,799,000 Sea Lance.
12983000 ASW Targets.
9,282,000 ASROC,
3353;% Mndplel;;ahun of ‘anp’;dm
002, Supg:‘l rams.
24205000 ASW Range Support.
168,838,000  Other Weapons.
111,341,000 Spares and Repair Parts.
30,420,000 Installation of Modernization Equipment.
Shpbldg & conv, Nawy .o 1,132,800,000 TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine program.
70,000,000 Dollars shall be derived by transfer from TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine program, 1987/1991".
10,000,000 Dollars shall be derived by transier from TRIDENT baliistic missile submarine program, 1988/92'
20,000,000 Dollars shall be derived by transfer from ‘TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine program, 1989/93'
753,300.000 SSN-688 attack submarine program
614,800,000 SSN-21 attack submarine program
530,300,000 Aircraft carrier service life extension program
1,422.100,000 Enterprise refueling/modernization program.
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PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1930 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION—Continued

Amgant Description

3.500.000.000 DOG-51 destroyer program,

35000,000 LHD-1 amphitious assault ship program
229,300,000 LSD-41 dock landing ship cargo vanianl program.
341,500,000 MCM mine countermeasures program
197,600,000 MHC coastal mine hunter program.

35700000 AQ conversion program.

155,800,000 T-AGOS surveillance ship program.
356,400,000 AOE combat support ship program.
273,300,000 LCAC landing craft air cushion program,
278,100,000 Oceanographic ship program.

220,000,000 Moored training ship demonstration program.
600,000,000 Sealift ship program.

368900000 For craft, outfitting, post delivery, and ship special support equipment.
329000000 Coast Guard icebreaker ship program.
84,000.000 Coast Guard patrol boat program
Defense Production Act PUTChases ... 6,000,000 That the Secretary of Defense shall transter this amount appropriated under the heading ‘Defense Production Act Pun:hlsas (102 Stat. 2270-12, Public Law
100-463) for & demonstration project to develop a reliable source of titanium ore from o to the § of the Interior,
in order for the United States Bureau of Mines to carry out such demenstration project, known as the Soledad Canyon Demonstration Project in Los Angeles
County, California.
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION
ROTEE, Navy . 22,000,000 Of funds appropriated in Research, D Test and Eval Navy for fiscal year 1989, shall be f to Research, D est and

Evaluation, Defense Agencies for fiscal year 1990 for the Tachical Airborne Laser Communmllnns program, to be merged with, and to be m:lihle hf the
same purposes and the same time period as the approp to which
3,000,000 Shall be made available, as a grant, to the Center for research and development programs at the National Center for Physical Acoustics. centering on ocean
acoustics as it applies to advanced anti-submarine warfare acoustics issues with focus on ocean bottom acoustics-seismic coupling, sea-surface and bot-
tom scattering, oceanic ambient noise, underwater sound propagation and other such projects as may be agreed upon.
500,000 Of grant to Nat'l Ctr. for Phys. Acoustics may be used to provide such special equipment as required.
ROTRE, M FOME il it tns 100,000,000 Of amounts appropriated hr research, dm!oomml test and evaluation for the Air Force for fiscal year 1989 that remain available for abligation to carry out
research, and with the Small ICBM program shall be obligated by Secretary of the Air Force.
50,000,000 Of amounts appropriated Inr research, dmlnpmnl test, and evaluation for the Air Farce for fiscal year 1989 from the B-18 am that remain available for
obligation only to carry out research, development, test, and evaluation to provide cruise missile capability on the B-18 aircraft shall be obligated.
ROTAE, Defense AGeNCIES ........oociiiiiiin 18,000,000 May be available for a facility to enable collaborative research and traiming for Department of Defense military medical personnel in trauma care, head, neck,
and spinal injury, paralysis, and neuro-degenerative diseases.
52,000,000 OF the amount herein provided for the Steategic Defense Initiative shall be available only for the Arrow missile program.
6,100,000 Shall be available only for cryofracture.
10,000,000 For payment to the Mildred and Claude Pepper Foundation, a direct and unrestricted grant, including any interest or earnings therefrom. to support the pur-

Chem Agents and Mun Daslr Detense
M. and C. Pepper Found ..

poses of the Foundation.
GENERAL PROVISIONS

B N e mm e —————————— MNA  Funds approprated in this Act shail be available for the payment of not mare than 75 percent of the charges of a postsecondary educational mstitution for
the tuition or expenses of an officer in the Ready Reserve of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve for education or training during his off-duty periods.

LA i R IO U ol MA  The Secretary of the Navy may use funds appropriated to charter ships to be used as auxiliary minesweepers providing that the owner agrees that these ships
?q be activated as Reserve ships with Navy Reserve crews used in training exercises conducted in accordance with law and policies governing Naval

eserve forces.

o L e o R N o o e o NA  Funds appropriated or made available i this Act shall be obligated and ued to continue to fully utilize the facilities at the United States Army Engi-
neer's Waterways Experiment Station, including the continued availabil he supercomputer capability and the planned upgrade of this capability.

Sec. 9047 12,000,000 (a) Of the funds appropriated to the Army, shall be available only for the Reserve Component Automation System (RCAS)

T o MWL s Lot L Wl NA  The Secretary of Defense shall take such action as necessary to assure that a minimum of 50 percent of the polyacrylonitrile (PAN) carbon fiber requirement
be procured from domestic sources by 1992.

AR 5 T D LS AP S NA  Funds available in this Act may be used to provide transportation for the next-of-kin of individuals who have been prmnm of War of missing in action from
the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the United States, under such regulations as the Secretary of Defense may presc

b L e L 4 14,700,000 (a) Within the funds made available to the Air Force under title Il of this Act, the Air Force shall use sm:h funds as neussm. not to exceed this amount
to execute the cleanup of uncontrolled hazardous waste contamination in accordance with the Record of Decision on Landfill No. 26 at Hamillon Air Frce
Base, in Novato, in the State of California

4,500,000 In the event that the purchaser of the Sale Parcel exercises its option to withdraw from the sale as provided in subsection (b)(3) of this section, the pur-
chasers” deposit of this amount shall be returned by the General Services Administration and any funds eligible for reimbursement under subsechion thltil
shall come from the funds made available to the Department of Defense by this Act.

Sec. 9074 100,000,000  Provided for Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy under the appropriation ‘Special Oneralm Farces Fund' d in the Dep of Defense Ap
tigns Act, 1989 (Public Law 100-463) shall remain far until S 30, 19%0.

Sec. 9075 200000  Effective for only fiscal year 1990, whenever the Secretary of the Army captures and removes wild horses and burros from White Sands Missile Range, the
Secretary may transfer such horses and burros to the ary of the Interior 35 excess animals; Provided, That the cost of processing such animals in-
curred by the Department of the Interior shall be reimbursed by the Secretary of the Army, not to excesd 200,000 dolfars.

Sec. 9082 6,700,000 Shall be available for the Civil Air Patrol. ¥

Sec. 9084 . NA  Funds available in this Act shall be available to the Depariment of Defense to grant civilian yee: ipating in prod, based incentive award
programs paid administrative time off in lieu of cash payment as compensation for increased productivity.

Sec. 5088 3.000,000 Of the funds made available in this Act for military personnel appropniations shall be available for the payment of bonuses to officers of the Army Nurse
Corps. the Navy Nurse Corps and officers designated as Air Force nurses.

SO0 Lo s 10,500,000  Of the amounts available to the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1990 shall be available for National Defense Science and Engineering Graduate Fellow-

ships to be awarded on a competitive basis by the Secretary of Defense to United States citizens or nationals pursuing advanced degrees in lields of pri-
mary concem and interest to the rtment. Not less than 50 per centum of the funds necessary lo cary wt Ilus section shall be derived from the

amounts available for the University arch Initiatives Program in ‘Research, D Test and E fense Agencies’. and the balance nec-
essary shall be derived from amounts available for Defense Research Sciences under title IV of this Act.

O i o i G ey e 2,500,000 Of the funds appropriated by this Act, no more 2,500,000 dollars shall be available for the health care demanstration project regarding chiropractic care re-
quired by section 632(b) of the D of Defense A Act, 1985, Public Law 98-525

Sec. 9103 8,000,000 Of the funds made available by this Act in title IN, Procurement, drawn pro rata from each appropnations account in title Ill, shall be available for incentive
payments authorized by section 504 of the Indian Financing Act of 1974, 25 USC. Sec. 1544,

SOTO0 i e e 5,000,000 The Secretary of the Air Force shall transfer not less than this amount from funds available to the Air Force for research, development, test and evaluation for

fiscal year 1990 to the Army for the sole purpose of funding highest priority security improvements at the Kwajalein Test Range.
2,500,000 Shall be provided by the Army for the same purpose from funds available to the Army for research, development, test and mluamn for fiscal year 1990,

Funds mdl available by the Secretary of the Army for such purpose may not be made availabh from funds or the United States Army
Kwajalein Atoll Command.
Sec. 9106 1,000,000 Shall be made avai for mai and repair of equip and facilities and for tooling at the gmmmunt owned Wlllllm Langer Jewel Deanng P|ant
Sec. 9107 NA  Funds available to the Department of Defense during the current liscal year may be transferred to for

I made

obligation by the Secretary of Defense to repair or replace real property, facilities, equipment, and other Department of De\‘ense assets damaged by hurri-
cane Hugo in September 1989,
Sec. 9108 20,000,000 Up to this amount of funds available to the Department of Defense in fiscal year |m“3 be lransi!md to, and consofidated with, funds made available to

carry out the provisions of section 23 of the Arms Export Control Act and may be for any of the purpases for which such funds may be used: Pro-
vided, That funds transferred pursuant to this section shall be made available only for Jordan to maintain previously purchased United States-origin de-
m Iavtn:les Provided further, That funds transferred pursuant o this section shall be available to Jordan on a grant basis notwithstanding any require-

or repayment.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 102 . Funds herein appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction shall be available for hire of passenger motor vehicles.

Sec. 103 . NA  Funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction may be used for advances to the Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation, for the construction of access foads as authorized by section 210 of title 23, United States Code, when projects authorized therein are certified as
impartant to the national defense by the Secretary of Defense.

=

PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1991 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION

Amount Description

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
DN IT oo ot 273,000  Shall be available only for the 1991 Capitol Fourth Project.
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Other Proc, Navy ..

g

RESEARCH. DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION
ROTAE, Army . 5.480,
ROTAE, Nawy |

ROTAE, Air Force ...

ROTAE, Defense ABNCIES ................osccormmrerrssmissrens

Drug fnt & CNTR-DRG Act, Dl ... 50,

raraun

GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 8003 NA

Funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to restore and maintain the facilities, activities and
cluding specifically the medical facilities, activities and personnel levels, at the Memphis Naval Complex, Millington, Tennessee, to the fi
els.

Shall be available for 2 grant to the Cabot/Dedalo Museum Foundation

Shall be made available only for the upgrade of port facilities in Israel in support of United States naval lorces.

Shall be available until September 30, 1993, only ta the Department of Oefense Office of Economic Adjustment to assist State and local governments signifi-
cantly impacted by reductions in defense industry employment or reductions i the number of Department of Defense military and civilian personnel resid-
ing in‘such States and communities,

Shall only be available during the current fiscal year for carrying to the purpose of section 306 of Public Law 101-189.

Ot the funds for PL 101-189 shall be available only for the Killeen, Texas, Independent School District.

Of the funds for PL 101-189 shall be available only for the Copperas Cove, Texas, Independent School District

Shall be available anly for transfer to the Library of Congress.

0f the funds appropriated for the Special Operations Command shall be translerred to the Operation and Maintenance appropriations of the Reserve compo-

nents for execution.
Shall be available only for the establishment of the J A Museum as a component of the Japanese Amencan Cultural Center in Ontario, Oregon.

MMS. in-
year 1984 lev-

Ballistic Missile Programs.
Other Missile Programs.
Mark-48 ADCAP Tarpedo.
e

argets.
ASROC.

Iind:imuu o Tomedm
CQuickstrike
mmﬂ Equlpmml and Logistics Support.

Other Mnam :
TRIDENT balistic missile submarine program.
SSN-2] attack submarine program.
Rircraft carrier service life extension program Provided, That these funds are available only for advance procurement of material and other efforts associated
with the industrial mnahllny of the U.5.5. KENNEDY at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard leading to the extension of the service life of the carrier
DDG-51 destroyer program
LHD-1 amphibious assaull ship program.
LSD-41 dock landing ship cargo vanant program
MHC coastal mine hunter program.
AOE combat support ship program.
CAC fanding craft air cushion program.
ship program
ealift lhn

program.
Shall be available only for the purchase of one existing petroleum product tanker.
or craft, outfitting, and post delivery.
For first destination transportation,
For the DDG-51 destroyer program in addition to funds provided heretofore in this paragraph.
Shall be availabie only to nmm lmrlr Advanced Video Processor units and associated display heads.
Shall be for the procurement of sonaby
Shall be available only to procure hl‘ty-lhree Advanced Videa Processor units and associated display heads.

Is available only for the Vectored Thrust Combat Agility Demonstrator llight mt‘glwam utilizing the Yectored Thrust Ducled Propeller.

Shall be made available, as a grant, to the Mississippi R for continued research and development programs at the National
Center for Physical Acoustics. centering on ocean acoustics as it applies to anti-submarine warlare ics issues with focus on ocean bottom
acoustics—sesmic coupling, sea-surface and bottom scattering, oceanic ambient noise, underwater sound propagalion, bubble related ambient noise,
acoustically active surfaces. machinery noise, propagation physics. solid state acoustics. electrorheoiogical fluids. transducer development. ultrasonic sen-
sars, and other such projects as may be agreed upon.

Of the frant to Miss. Res. Dev. Corp. may be used lo prwm such special Nulpmunt as may be required for particular projects.

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available to Competitive gies Incorp for efforts with P
ing m materials, and manufacturing technologies.

Df::“ 5 appropnlred to the Mavy in fiscal year 1990 for Research, Development, Test and Evaluation is available only for the Skipper Missile Enhance-

0Of the fu iated in this is only to continue development and testing of the Sea Lance weapon system, o produce a technical
data pnllu and to Iu:hrulm and production engineering improvements.

Shall be obligated for a Fast Sealift Technologies Development am within 90 days after enactment of this Act.

The Secretary of the Mavy shall award contracts or grants to the g universities in the amounts specified. to be provided from funds available under
this heading for the Nawy Defense Research Sciences and Industrial Preparedness programs.

University of Hawaii at Manoa.

University of Utah.

Is available only for the National Center for Manufacturing Sciences.

0f the funds lppmlpnlted in this paragraph is mlllhle only for l:ﬂﬁhl'l.ll;!l the research program on development of coal based high thermal stability and
endothermic jet fueis, including exploratory studies on direct conversion of coal to thermally stable jet fuels.

Shall be available for the Special Dpermm Command.

Of the funds appropriated in this is available on! iagnostic proton accelerator research.

Ol{isfcalnﬂ pp in this shall be avail e m’g tur Iln Dmnse Advanced Research Projects Agency Initiative in Concurrent Engineening

Is available only for the Extended liam Interceptor (ERINT) missile

Is available only for the Patriot

1s available only for mnlnl nmrr.h and devel of the i program for the Arrow antitactical baflistic missile program.
Of the funds app in ilabl tablish a r.w ulilization center,

Of the funds appropriated in ﬂus pmsrwh -s available ont; to establish a materials research center

ot mmrq.g K SporoeO in this ly to establish an Experimental Pmarlm to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR) in the De-
pa ¢
the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to establish an Institute for Advanced Science and Technology al an institu-
tion of higher education which meets the criteria specified in section 243 of the National Defense Authonization Act for fiscal year 1991,

Of the funds approgriated in this paragraph shall be made available as 2 grant only for facilities and equipment supporting the Center for Technology and
Applied Research at the University of Scranton

01 the funds appropriated in this paragraph shail be made available as a grant to the Advanced Manufacturing institute at the Stevens Institute of Tech-

0Of the !unds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available 2s a grant to the Liberty Science Center

l}\‘éthe funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to Drake University for a facility under the College of Pharmacy and Health

iences.

0Of the m:s Ipnmwl!ao In this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to Loyola College to complete the Center for Advanced Information and Re-
source Management Studies

01 funds appropriated for fiscal year 1991 under the heading “R Devel Test and E Defense Agencies,” shall be obligated within 90
days after enactment of this Act for a facility to enable collaboralive research and Iraining for Department of Detense military medical personnel in trauma
care, head, MdL and spinal injury, paralysis, and neuro-degenerative diseases.

Of funds provided under this heading which are available for the Defense Research Sciences Program in addition to the funds previously appropriated to the
National Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund, notwithstanding the provisions of section 9 of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 US.C.
98h), is appropriated to the Fund to remain available until expended, for a ‘5’.;' to the South Carolina Research Authority pursuant to the purposes of sec-
tions 2 and 8 of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 US.C. 98a; 50 US.C. 98g) to construct, equip, and operate a prototype
ferrochromium ic materials processing facility.

Shall be available only for non-reimbursable support of Federal, State and local government agencies having counter-drug programs.

snnlumunmmmmcmm Patrol,

Shall be available only for drug interdiction equipment for the rurs:\r“mmpm!

n

Shall for a thwest barder land-based aerostal drug surveillance program,
Shall be available anly for the National Fareign rnte!:gem Program.

Funds appropriated under this Act for the Department of Defense shall be made available for the Overseas Workload Program.
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Amaunt

Description

Sec. 8032

Sec. 8034

Sec. 8037
Sec. 8046

Sec. 8047

Sec. 8051

Sec. 8052 ...

Sec. 8056 ...

Sec. 8073
Sec. 8077

20,000,000
4,000,000
8,000,000

Sec. 8089 ...

30.000,000

Sec. B095

Sec. 8099. (a)

5,000,000

Sec. 8101

5,000,000

Sec. BI04

200,000,000

Sec. 8108 ...,

1,000,000,000

Abstract: SEC: BLI0 ...ivicoiivimcianiprmmmmsisinisseismmisiasica

Sec. 8112
Sec. 8113

7.475,000
NA

Sec. 8115

Sec, 8116
Sec. 8118

Sec. 8120

Sec. 8121

Sec. 8127

Sec. 8128

Sec. 8130

Sec. 8134

Sec. 8137

Sec. 8138

Sec. 8139

Within the funds appropriated for the operation and maintenance of the Atmed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated pursuant to section 401 of title lU.
United States Code, for humanitarian and civic assistance costs under chapler 20 of title 10, United States Such funds may also be obligated for
humanitarian and cmc mutllu costs incidental to authorized operations and pmum fo authority granted in section 401 of chapter 20 of litle 10,
United States Code, and these obligations shall be reported to Congress on September 30 of each year.

Of the funds appropriated under this Act to the Deplflmm! of Defunn not to exceed this amount shall be made available to the Office of Humanitarian As-
sistance for wlndllle airlift assistanc

Funds appropriated in this Act shall be available fu the payment of not mare than 75 percent of the charges of 2 postsecondary educational institution for
the tuition or expenses of an officer in the Ready Reserve of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve for education of lraining during his off-duty periods,
mﬂ:nt no part of the charges may be paid unless the officer agrees to remain a member of the Ready Reserve for at least four years atter completion

raining or education.

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of the Navy may use funds appropriated to charter ships to be used as ausiliary minesweepers pro-
viding mm: ma&amn these ﬂ;}ps llnay be u?mm as Navy Reserve ships with Nawy Reserve crews used in training exercises conducted in ac-

law ai governing Naval

Funds appropriated or made available in 1‘&:3 Act shall be obligated and expended to continue to lully utilize the lfacilities at the United States Army Engi-
neer's Station, i g the 4 avaitability of the supercomputer capability: Provided, That none of the funds in this Act may
be used to purchase any supercomputer which is not manulmmed in the United States.

Of the funds awmnlwi to the Army, shall be available ml} for the Reserve Component Automation System

The designs of the Army LH helicopter, the Navy Advanced Tactical Alrcralt, the Air Force Advanced Tactical Faih‘ter and any variants of these aircraft, must
incorparate Joint Integrated Moms Working Group standard avionics specifications no later than 1958,

Of the funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be transferred to the United States Coast-Guard

Of the funds in Sec. 8047 shall be 1 to

0Of the funds in Sec. 8047 shall be transferred to ‘Acquisition, Construction, and Improvement’ for Coast Guard family hmnf'

The Secretary of Defense shall take such action as necessary (o assure that 2 minimum of 50 percent of the polyacrylanitrile (PAN) carban fiber requirement
be procured from domestic sources by 1392

Funds available in this Act may be used to prnwde transportation for the next-of-kin of individuals who have been prisoners of war or missing in action from
the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the United States, under such regulations as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe.

(a) Within the funds made available to the Air Farce under title I of this Act, the Air Force shall use such funds as necessary, but nol to exceed this amount,
in execute the cleanup of dous waste lion affecting the Sale Parcel at Hamilton Air Force Base. in Movato, in the State of Cali-
ornia.

In the mm lhal the puichaser of the Sale Parcel exercises its option 1o withdraw from the sale as provided in the Agreement, dated September 25, 1990,
between the Department of Defense, the General Services Administration, and the purchaser, the purchaser's deposit of this amount shall be retumed by
the General Services Administration and funds eligible for reimbursement under the Agreement and Modification shall come from the funds made available
to the Department of Defense by this Act.

The Air Force shall be reimbursed for expenditures in excess of $15,000,000 in connection m’ﬂi the total clean-up of waste
tion on the aforementioned Sale Parcel from the proceeds collected upon the closing of the Sale Parcel.

(a) Indemnification.—(1) The United States Air Force shall, except as provided in paragraph (2), hald harmless, defend, and mdnmw? in full (&) the State of
New Hampshire: (B) any palilical subdivision of the State; and (C) the lenders, officers, agents and empioyees of the State or poldical subdiision of the
State, from and against all suits, claims, demands or actions, habilities, judgments, costs and attorney's fees arising out of, or in any manner predicated
upon releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances, of pullu!arns or contaminants resulting from Department of Defense activities at Pease Air
Force Base in New Hampshire.

Shall be available for National B!imse Sclulu and Eummﬂng Graduate Fellowships to be awarded on a competitive basis by the Secretary of Defense to
United States citizens or national rees in fields of primary concern and interest to the Department.

Not mare than this amount shall be mmb |r.n m health care demonstration project regarding chiropractic care required by section 632(b) of the Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 1985, Public Law 98-525,

01 the funds made available by ﬂm Act in title |0, Procurement, drawn pro rata from each appropriations account in title N, shall be available for incentive
payments authorized by section 504 of the Indian fmmlggm of 1974, 25 USE. 1544

Shall be transferred to the Department of Energy solely for the final decont: tion and de ioning of the Nuclear Fuel Facility, Apollo, Pennsylvania,
by January 1993, to mest the National Regulatory Commission’s limits for unrestricted use.

Using funds available in the National Defense Stockpife Transaction Fund, the President shall acquire over a period of ten years from current domestic sources
not less than thirty-six million pounds of dep uranium to be heid in the National Defense Stockpile.

Not o excesd this amount shall be made avarable only for a t for the design and construction of a parfiament building in the Solomon Islands, such
project to be carried out so as to be completed not later than ber 1993. Funds for such project shall be identified and made available to the Sec-
retary of the Navy not later than 60 days after the date of Ihe enactment of this Act

To remain available until expended, shall be made available lo the Swre!mnfmkmnnlaletthln sify days after enactment of this Act, to be used by
the Chief of Engineers only for the repair, improvement, and construction of port facilities and harbor improvements, including dredging, at the islands of
Dlumdhumhﬂ of American Samoa,

0Of the funds apprlpmtad in fiscal year 1989 under the heading, “Aircraft Procurement, Navy”, shall be made available to the Department of the Navy for ob-
ligation for the ¥-22 Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft program.

This section establishes the National Commission o Defense and National Su:unn || lunns are nol otherwise available for the necessary expenses of the
Commission for fiscal year 1931, the Secretary of Defense shall make bl from funds available to the Secretary for the fiscal year
concerned, such funds as the Commission requires. When funds are specifically amrlmﬂ for the expenses of the Commission, the Commission shall re-
imburse the Saumq from such tunda for any lumls provided 1o it under the preceding sentence.

d data systems: Provided, Thal the Secretary of Defense shall, upon determining
that such Iunds ara nemuq mt Tl.ll'ﬁ'lﬂ the uhms of the Corporate Information mnalemnt Initiative, transfer such amounts as necessary to the
appropriate operation and maintenance appropriations provided in titie Il of this Act to be merged with and to be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as the appropriations to which transferred.

{a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, funds made available to the Department of Defense in fiscal year 1931 and therealter, shall be used to estab-
lish al:d maintain a3 part of the wartime enuu reserve of the United States, a stockpile in Israel for petraleum fuels of military utility equal ta 4,500,000

bari
Shall be available for the Civil Air Patrol.
Funﬂs made available under this Act to the Air Force for “Operation and Maintenance’ may be used to operate the United States Air Force education and train-
ing facility known as the Inter-American Air Forces Academy for the purposes of providing military education and training onfy to military P:rmnel who are
nationals of Central, South American and Caribbean countries: Provided, That only the faced casts of ion and 1 Air
Forces Academy may be paid from funds available for ami of the Air Force without reimbursement pursuant to section 37 of the
Arms Control Act of section 632 of the Foreign Assistance Act or any other provision of law.

{a) Funds shall be made mllabh to the Secretary of Defense for the M 01 (1) Israeli ce and avionics technology and their polential application to
ATF, NATF, CAS and LH aircralt programs, as well as other anticipated aircraft nrurm 3 Potential areas of joint United States-lsrael collaboration in
hu:mnlm research and development projects including, but not limited to, tactical directed energy weapons; camouflage, concealment, deception and

ealth measures; aenial and wide-area munltnns. fiber optic guided missiles (FOG-M) and the ldaphliea of the HAVE fo the B-1 and B~2 bombers:
[3} The features and possible contributions of lsraeli space to D af Defen: but not limited to, lsraeli faunches,
and including, but not limited to, cost-effectiveness in design and production of such tu:hnnm'u and systems; (4) Israeli anti-terrorism technologies, 2nd
their potential applications to amm of Defense programs and operations, including, but not limited to, remote-controlied robots, secunly fences of all
types, specialized x-ray snﬂ detection machines, and fast patrol lmt& The Sm:laq Defense shall work with the Office of Technology Assessment in
conducting an examination of these mm {5) Possible applications of Israeli inferdiction, including, but not limited to, unmanned aerial vehicles, fast
patrol boats, state-of-the-art ship and coastal radars, integrated command and control systems, and land interdiction systems such as visual and infra-red
cameras, motion sensors and electronic fences.

Shall be available only to transport United States beef for resale in D of Defense issaries in %

Of the funds made available by this Act to the Department of the Navy. to remain available until Smmbu 1992, shall be available only for the ex-
penses of the Kahoolawa Island Commission

Mmpmlui for “Operation and Ihhlemm, Defense Agencies” shall be available only for the establishment and support of the Legacy Resource Manage-

ment Program,
Ufgt: {unﬂs available in this Act for the Defense Logistics Agency, is available only for acquisition of jewel bearings from the William Langer Jewel Bearing

Of the funds appropriated in "Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities, Defense,”” shall be available only for the National Drug Intelligence Center.
The Department of the Army may use up to this amount in troop labor, installation equipment and supplies at Fort Sill to assist the Department of Interiar in
an earth dam through 2 cooperative agreement which benefits each Department and includes such ather terms as to protect the United States
Flnd: m able to the Department of Defense duning the current fiscal year may be transferred to applicable appropriations or otherwise made available for
g mm&cﬁndﬂe@uhmuuwml property, facilities, equipment, and other Department of Defense assets damaged by Hurri-
um £ in Septem
0f the funds appropriated under “Operation and Maintenance, Army,” up to this amount shall be available for the environmental protection program at Fort

Bn North Carolina.
- is authorized to use such sums as are needed to erect in the Canaveral National Seashore a suitable bronze marker to commemarate
m dedicated Ie:dmhu of W Bill Cha Iu uw establishment of the Canaveral National Seashore.
o #he smun! anpnpnnm in this Act for , Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy, may be obligated for an evaluation of the Assault Ballistic

msmmﬂm?mnml pay, out of any money in the Treasury nol otherwise appropriated, this amount to Shipco General, Inc., an Idaho corpora-
tion, Tumnlﬂwdlsummltulnmlausllmmﬂ clninllSIlImleﬂlr: inst the United States ansing out of the termination of
# contract at Kitland Air Force Base, New Mexico, for the rehabil of 155 housing units for Zia Park Housing (Contract No, -£-0201).




October 20, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 25433
PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1991 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION—Cantinued
Amount Description
O T R BT S 1.124.000 The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated. this amount to John Barren, of Peckville, Pennsylvania,

for damages incurred as a result of the failure of health care employees at the medical center of the Department of Veterans Affairs in Wilkes-Barre, Penn-
sylvania, to admit and treat him properly for a service-connected psychiatric condition.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
BRAC » 100,000,000  Of the funds appropriated berein shall be available solely for envi | resh
GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 102 MA  Funds herain appropriated to the Department of Defense for tion shall be available for hire of vehicles.
Sec. 103 NA  Funds appropriated 1o the Department of Defense for construction may be used for advances to the Federal Hthway Administration, Department of Transper-

tation, for the construction of access roads as authorized b, section 210 of title 23, United States Code, when projects autharized therein are certified as
Important to the national defense by the Secretary of Defl

PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1992 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION

Amount Description
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OBM, Army 350,000 Shall be made available for the 1992 Memarial Day Celebration,
350,000 Shall be made available for the 1992 Capitol Fourth Project
4,000,000 Shail be made available only for 3 grant to the National 0-Day Museum Foundation.
4,000,000 Shall be made availabie only lor & grant to the Airbome and special Operations Museum Foundation.
350,000 Shall be made available only to ﬂle Oregon Dm tment of Econamic
38,000,000 Shail be made available only for jed Coid Weather Clothing System (ECWCS),
2.000.000 Shall be made available only for the mremem ul intermedsate cold-wel weather boots.
22,000,000 To the Silver Valley Unified School District, Yermo, California, [the Secretary of the Army shall make a direct grant].
10,000,000 To the Cumberiand County School Board, Fayettsville, North Carolina, for suppart of the construction of public school structures, to be located on military fa-
cilities, sufficient to accommodate i the of of the Armed Forces and dependents of Department of Defense emplayees
employed 3t Fort Irwin, California, and Fort Bragg, North Carol
250,000  Shail be avaitable anly for the conduct of a study on the need rnr and feasibility of a joint military and ciwilian airport al Manhattan, Kansas.

4,500,000 Shall be avaiiable for the Amy E Institute,

5.000,000 Of the amount appropriated under this heading shall be available for the United States Office for POW/MIR Atfairs in Hanoi

65,800,000 Shall be available for the refurbishment and modernization at mm ailyard facilities at Fort Rn[eg Kansas.

0&M, Navy . 78,000000  Shall be available only for shipyard modernization projects to remai for until ber 30, 1994
NA  Funds appropriated or made available in this Act ml! he ohlrwed and mmdnd to restore and maintain the facifities, activities and personnal levels, in-
cluding specifically the medical facilities, acti luding specifically the medical facilities. activities and personnel levels. at the
Memphis Haval Comples, Millington, Teanessee, to Ille fiscal 19&! levels. .

2000,000 Shall be made available to the MHLIﬂ the Mavy for a study, to be sub d 1o the C on A no later than August 1, 1992, on the
costs of improving the Port of Haifa, lsrael, and facilities in the immediate vicinity, to the fuil of services required for the main-
tenance, repair and associated tasks needed to support a carrier battle group.

300,000 Shall be made available only for the d jon, reinterment, and rebunal of ancestial skﬂe!tl femaing at Mokagu, Hnwan
NA  Of the funds appropriated under thls Imdmg, the Nawy shall provide for the of USS. B from China Lake Naval Air
Station, California, to Bennington, Vi

1,600,000 Shall be made avaitable only for the st of the submarine U.S S, Blueback for use by the Oregon Museum of Science and Industry upan the determina-

tion of the Secretary of the Navy Ihllillmmlmamlhehﬁmﬂ ol national security
OBM, Marine Corps ... 3,000,000 Shall be available for the New Parent Support Program.
O&M, Defense Agencies 37,000,000 Snacllﬂi}e made available only to maintain the operations and personnel levels of 3 100-bed facility at Letterman Haspital at the Presidio, in San Francisco,

6,000,000  Shall be muﬁe available for the San Francisco Medical Command to provide for angioplasty services, increased pharmacy cosls. and a 100-mils catchment
area for cardiac surgery al Oakiand Naval Hospital to compensate for the reduced senrh:es at Letterman I!nsuntal

1,000,000  Shall be made available to the Office of the Secretary of Defense only for the develo pivjects.

750000  Shall be made available only for the conduct and pteaarllm of an inventary of all the rul nmpeny in the State of Hawul that is owned or controlled by the
United States Department of Defense and its components.
5,000,000 Shall be made availsble only for the establi t and ol a ion, 1o be known as the “Defense Conversion Commission™,
25,000,000  Shall be made available only for the continued mbmmmn of the I.egm Resource Management Program.
10,000,000 OF Legacy program funding shall be made available only for use in impl g Coop g 1o identity, document, and maintain biolagical diver-
sity on military instailations.
PROCUREMEN
Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy ........coocrcemisane $55,000,000 TAGS 39/40 program, Provided, That the Su:l!ta?' of the Nawy shall obligate 55,000,000 doliars to increase the price of the TAGS 39 and 40 contract and pay
AGS 39 and 40 if the ry reviews the matter and delermines there is justification to make such pay-

the contractor which built and delivered the
ment.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION
ROTAE, Army ... $6.300,000 15 available only for the Vectored Thrust Combat Agility Demonstratoe flight test program utilizing the Yectorsd Thrust Ducted Propeller upon successful com-
pietion of Phase | of this demanstration project.
2,000,000 Shall be made available only to establish a l:urlhu for Prostate Disease Research al the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research
10,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made availabie as a grant only to the Louisiana Sme University, Lovisiana lfo( the Neurascience Bm!.r

of Excellence for taboratory and other efforts associaled with reseatch, and other n:f of Defen:
RDTAE, Navy 1,000,000  Shall be Tad;';:l]labb. 25 4 grant, lo the Mississippi R | C tor continued research and mhommt programs at the ﬂalwnal
Center for on ocean
NA  None of the funds appropriated in this nmlrapn are mlllbll for d of upg! to the S Towed Array Sensor System that do not in-

clude the AN/UYS-2 Enhanced Modular Signal Processor.
221,000,000 s :;!llshh only for the Ship Seil-Defense program which may be obligated only if it has a single program manager wha is fully responsible and accountable
ils expcut,

10,000,000 Shall be mdahlt only for the Submarine Laser Communications project.

5,134,000 Shall b available only for the Gun Weapon m Advanced Technology program
RDTXE, Air Force 30,000,000 s available only for the National Center for Manufacturing Sciences.

2,500,000 Of the funds approprialed in this paragraph are available only for continuing the research program on development of coal-based, high thermal stability and
jet fuels, i sludies on direct conversion of coal to thermally stable jet fuels.

8,000,000 01 the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only for a side-by-side evaluation of the ALR-S6M and the ALR-621 radar waming re-

ceivers.
5,700,000 Shall be made available only for the U.S/US.SR. Joint Seismic am admini Ing R titutions for S gy
10,000,000  Of the funds amnnu In this Nl‘)ll‘lnil shall be made l\mﬂlb a8 [ﬁm Oﬂh' ln M College, Pennsyl for lab and other afforts asso-

ciated with research, development and of ma of Defense.
10,000,000  Shall be made available only for the mmm “and wnm of the Poker F!a‘t Nnr.lm nge
19,500,000  Shall be made available in the SPACETRACK program element only to ¥ center, i acility built
arund newly emerging massively parallel computing technology, collocated mth Ihe lur Force Maui Optical Station and the Maui Ouhcal Tﬂclsml Facility
ROTAE, Defense ARRACIES —...coomiiiimmmssbiimsaniin 171,000,000  Of the funds appropriated in this paramph are available only for the Extended Rangs Interceptor (ERINT) missile.
000,000  Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available only for the Arrow Continuation Experiments.
145,500,000 Of the lunds apprapriated in this paragraph are available only for the Patriot missile program.
10.000.000 01 the lunds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to the National Bi | Ri Fi for efforts associ-
ated with major research programs in wmﬂmm virology, cardiology, pediatrics and associated specialty areas uI crilical importance o the Veter-
ans Administration and the I
10,000,000 0f the funds appropriated in this paragraph and not less than 7,000,000 dollars of the funds appropriated in Public Law 101-511 for Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation, Defense Agencies shall be available only for an Experimental am to Stimulate Compelitive Research (EPSCOR} in the Department
of Defense which shall include all States eligible for the National Science Foundﬂm perimental Program fo Stimulate Competitive Research,
25,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in Pubic Law 101-511 for Research, D Defense Agencies. provided for the Strategic Environmental
Research Program shall be obligated for the procurement, installation and nwatnn nl 2 supercomputer to support the Arctic Region Supercomputing Cen-

6,000,000 of Im funds Iwmrhmd in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only 1o the University of Texas at Austin for laboratory and other efforts asso-
ciated with research, development and other programs cf major importance fo the Oenanmml of 3

6,000,000 Of the funds nnrepnmd in this paragraph shall be lnlde available ls 2 EJ"IM only to the y for y and other efforts associated
with research, development and other p major i of Defense.

5,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this mmnh shall be made available as a grant only to the Tezas Regional Institute for Environmental Studies for laboratory
and other efforts associated with research and other progs of major impy 10 the D of Defense.
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7.700.000 Of the tunds appropriated in this narltraph shall be made available as 3 grant only lo the Kzns:s State University for laboratory and other efforts associated
with research, and other of major 1o the of Delen:
1,600,000 Of the funds appropriated in lnn paralraph shall be made available as 2 grant only to the Ummsmr of Wisconsin for labaratory and ather etforts associated
with research, P and other of major 2 1o the D of Defense
29,000,000 Of the funﬂs IWMMTN in this paragraph shall be made available 35 2 grant only to the Boston University for laboratory and other elforts associated with
researc and other of major 0 the D of Defense.
250,000 Of the Iunds appropriated in this nlragmun shall be made avallable as a granl only to the Medical College of Ohio for laboratory and other efforts associated
with research, d and gther of major of Delense
500,000 0f the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as l mnt only to the University of South Carolina for laboratory and other efforts asso-
ciated with research, d and other prog of major to the of Defense
750,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a mm only to the Gearge Mason University for faboratory and other efforts associ-
ated with research, d and other of major E:
2,300,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made anﬂlhle a2 g:a.m anlg to Manmnuth Cbﬂe:e for laboratary and other etforts associated with re-
search, development and other aof major imp to the Dep of Defense.
10.000.000 Of the lunds appropriated in this pmmnh shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Minnesota for laboratory and other efforts associated
with research, and other prog of major 2 1o the Department of Defense
500,000 Of the funds appropriated in lhu paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Saml Thomas in Saint Paul, Minnesota for laboratory
and other efforts associated with research, and other prog: ol major e o the of Defense
2,000,000 01 the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be mm available as 3 grant only to the Brandeis Unwylr for laboratory and other efforts associated
with research, and other of major 2 10 the D of Delense
3.000,000 Of the funds ammw:mﬂ in lh:s paragraph shall be made available as a srant wlr to the New Mexico State University for laboratory and other efforts asso-
ciated with research, P and other of major of Defense
25.000.000 Of the funds apdmnnam in Illll paragraph Iihlll be made availabl only tnc d t of g multi-chip modules. superconducting
material
Drug Int. and Cnlr-Drug Act.. Delense 7,500,000 Shall be available only for the Guil States Counter-| Haluhcs Initiative.
GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 8021 ... . NA  Funds for and shall be available for ian and similar by using Civic Action Teams in the Trust

;ggrllums of the Pacific Islands and freely associated states of Micronesia, pursuant to the Compact of Free Association as authorized by Public Law 99—

NA  Upon a determination by the Secretary of the Army that such action 15 beneficial for graduate medical education programs conducted at Army medical facili-
ties located in Hawau, the Secretary of the may authorize the provision of medical services at such facilities and transportation to such facilities, on
2 nonreimbursable basis, for civilian patients from American Samoa. the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Isiands, the Marshall Islands, the Fed-
erated States of Micronesia, Palau, and Guam

Sec. B033 . NA  Funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to continue to fully utilize the facilities at the United States Army Engi-
neer’s Waterways Expenment Station, including the continued availability of the supercomputer capabulity.

Sec. 8036 ... 172,072,000  Of the funds appropriated to the Army, shall be available only for the Reserve Component Automation System (RCAS)

Sec. BO40A . NA  The Secretary of Defense shall take such action as necessary to assure that a mimmum of 75 percent of the coal and petroleum pitch carbon fiber require-
ment be procured from domestic sources by 1994

[ e L ) NA  Funds available in this Act may be used to provide transpartation for the nest-of-kin of individuals who have been prisoners of war or missing in action from
the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the United States, under such regulations as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe.

Sec. BOMOA 710,348,000 In addition to the amounts appropriated or otherwise made available in this Act, this sum is appropriated for the and won of
automated data processing systems.

Sec. BOSE ... 4,000,000 Shall be available for the heaith care project regarding chiropractic care required by section 632(b) of the Department of Defense Authorization
Act, 1985, Public Law 98-525.

B BOBN. . o it L s NA  The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that at least 50 percent of the Joint Service Missile Mission 15 in place at Letterkenny Army Depot by the time Systems
Integration Management Activity and Depot Systems Command are scheduled to relocate to Rock Island Arsenal, llinois. This provision is in no way in-
tended to affect the move of the 2.5- and 5-ton truck mission from L Army Depot to Tooele Army Depot.

Sec. BOGSA 14,500,000 Shall be available for the mental health care demanstration project at Fort Bragg. North Carolina.

Sec. 8066 . NA  None of the funds appropriated in this Act shall be used to produce more than two-thirds of the liquid gas requirements in-house at Andersen Air Force Base
on Guam. At least ane-third of Andersen Air Force Base's liquid gas requirements shall be met by acquiring hquid gas from commercial sources on Guam.

Sec. BOTOA ... 10.000.000 Shall be available for National Defense Science and Engineering Graduate Feflowships to be awarded on a competitive basis by the Secretary of Defense to
United States citizens o nationals pursuing advanced degrees in fields of primary concern and interest to the Department.

L TRt v e RO o SR HEELIOR 0. 0 KA None of the funds available to the Department of Delense shall be used for the traiming or utilization of psychologists in the prescription of drugs, except pur-
suim to the findings and recommendations of the Army Surgeon General's Blue Ribbon Panel as specified in its February and August 1990 meeting min-

Provided, That this training will be performed at Walter Reed Army Medical Center.

8,674,000 Shall be available for the Civil Air Patral.

4,400,000 01 Sec. BO79 funds shall be available for O and M

40,000,000 Shall be available only for the National Orug Intelligence Center.

£625,000.000 Shall be available only for the V-22 aircraft program
NA  During the current fiscal year, nel receipts pursuant to collections from third party payers pursuant to section 1095 of title 10, United States Code, shall be

made ;mnlaals to the local facility of the uniformed services responsible for the collections and shall be over and above the facility's direct budget
amoun

Sec. 8097 ... 20,000,000 Shall be available (notwithstanding the last sentence of section 1086(c) of title 10, United States Code) to continue Civilian Health and Medical Program of
the Uniformed Services lCHlWSI benefits, until age 65. under such section for a former member of a uniformed service who is enlitied 1o retired or re-
tainer pay or equivalent pay, ependent of such 3 member, who becomes eligible for hospital insurance benefits under part A of tite XVIII of the So-
clal Security lr.t (42 U SC 1395 ai ml solely on the grounds of phus::! disability.

Sec. 8038 ... NA  From the amounts appropriated for the Department of Defense i the D of Defense i Act, 199] (Public Law 101-511), Other Procure-
ment, Air Force, funds may be used to purchase not more than 300 passenger motor vehicles, of which 290 shall be for replacement only.

Y e e eSSy 188,700,000 Is hereby appropriated to the Department of Defense and shall be available only for transfer to the United States Coast Guard

50.000,000 Of funds in Sec. 8100 shall be available solely for the purposes of “Reserve Training” for fiscal year 1992
138.700,000 Of funds in Sec. 8100 shall be merged with and be available for the same purposes and same time period as “Operating E:qmses

S SR i 2,500,000 Of the funds aplwwnmﬂ under the heading “'Drug Interdiction, Defense” in Public Law 101-165. of funds Iy b D of the
Treasury shall, upan enactment of this Act, be transferred fo the “Emergency Management Planning and Assistance appropriation account of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency.

ot L s RN I NA  (3) None of the funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be used to reduce or disestablish the operation of the P-3 squadrans of the Navy Re-
serve below the levels funded in this Act. (b) The Secretary of the Mawy shall obligate funds appropriated for fiscal years 1991 and 1992 for modernization
of P-3B aircralt of the Mavy Reserve on those P-3B aircralt which the Secretary of the Navy intends to keep in the fleet for mose than five years

Sec. BI04A . 8,000,000 1s available only for, and shall be expended for, the side-by-side testing of the ALR-621 and the ALR-56M radar warning receivers.

Sec. 81058 ... 100.000,000 s appropriated for payment of ciaims to United States military and civilian personnel for damages incurred 3s a result of the volcanic eruption of Mount
Pinatubo in the Philippines.

25,000,000 s appropriated to be available only for the relocation of Air Force units from Clark Air Force Base
8.500.000 Of funds in previous shall be until S 30. 1994 only for the construction and modification of F~16 facilities for the Cope Thunder
and other missions at {dsnn Air l‘m! Base.
2,500,000 Of funds for Clark shall be available until Sep 30. 1994 only for the construction and modification of squadron operation facilities at Elmen-
dorf Air force Base
25,000,000 Is appropriated, to remain available until expended, for the unanticipated costs of disaster relief activities of the Department of Defense and the military serv-
ices gverseas.

Sec. 8112 NA  During fiscal year 1992, the Critical Technologies Institute shall conduct a special study of the issues regarding the production and use of machine toals nec-
essary to support the national defense

S0 BHAN: Sn 8.000.000 Of funds made available by this Act in title lll, Procurement, drawn pro rata from each appropriations account in title I, shall be available for incentive pay-
ments authorized by section 504 of the Indian Financing Act of 1974, 25 USC 1544

P L e e Y sl I 30,000,000 Of llleiundnpnmpnitad in this Act for “Operation and Maintenance, Defense Agencies”, shal ferred “R pasure C ion Trust
Fund” established by section 3 of the Radiation Exposure Cumpe.ns:mn Act (Public Law lUI—-ﬂS 104 Stat. 920} to be available for the same purpose and
same time penod as that Fund

SecBNh 2.100.000  Shall be available for a grant to the Naval U Museum Fi for the compl of the Naval | Museum at Keyport, Washington.

Sec. 8117 NA  Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no more than fifteen percent of the funds available to the Department of Defense for sealift may be used to ac-

quire through charter or purchase, ships constructed in foreign shipyards.
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Amount

Description

Sec. 8128 .............

Sec. 8129 ...

Sec 8132 i

Sec. 8136 ...

Sec. 8138 ..

Sec. 8139 ...

- R

Sec. 8150 ...
Sec. 8151 ...

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
BRAC | .

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 102 ...
Sec. 103 .

NA

NA
27,000,000
4,000,000
11,500,000
105000009

23,000,000

26,000,000

4,500,000

15.000.000

1.500.000

$20.000.000

5,600,000

10,000,000

[a} Funds shall be made available to the Secretary of Defense for the study of- (1) lsraeli aerospace and aviomcs technology and its potential applications to
TF, NATF, CAS and LM aircralt programs, as well as other anticipated aircraft programs; (2) Potential areas of Joint United Slam—lsrul collaboration in
udlnqlm research and development projects including, but nat limited to, tactical direcled energy weap and
stealth measures: aenal and wide-area munitions; fiber optic guided missiles (FOG-M): and the adaption of the HAVE NAP to Ihe B-1 and B-2 bombers,
{3 The features and possible contributions of Israeli space technalogy to Department of Defense programs including, but not limited to, Israeli launchers,
and including. but not limited to, cost-effectiveness in design and production of such technologies and systems; (4) Israeli antiterrorism technalogies, and
their potential applications to D of Defense and but not limited to, remote-contralled robots, securify fences of all
types, specialized x-ray and detection machines, and fast patrol boats. The Semtar_f ol Defense shall work with the Office of Technology Assessment in
conducting an examination of these subjects; (5} Possible wons of Israeh to ican efforts at drug interdiction, including,
but not limited to. unmanned aerial vehicles, fast patrol boats. state-of-the-art ship and coastal radars, integraled command and emll'ol systems, and
land interdiction systems such as wisual and infra-red cameras, mnn sensors and electronic fences: (5) A aof and
mmmtunns capabilities 1 include, but Aot lmulec! to, emn%'o nng and nergy {7} Applications of critical
as d anmml of Defense’s Cntncai Techmloms Plan m Secrm of Defense shall submit a
final report mﬂl concrete recommendations and Mlns or o the Ci p of the Senate and the House
no later than August I, 1992
(a) Nntmlhstlmllrlg any other provision of law, funds appropnated under this Act for the Department of Delense shall be made available for the Overseas

g

0Of the funds amruwrllzﬂ under the heading “Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agencies’ in tithe IV of this Act, shall be available only for
the Flexible Computer Integrated llanulal:l}unns (FCIM) Systems Programs

Of the funds in Sec. 8125 shall be made available only as a grant to the Institute for Advanced Flexible Manufacturing Systems. The grant made available by
this subsection shall be administered by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency through the National Center for Manufacturing Sciences.

Of the funds in Sec. 8125 shall be made available to the Secretary of the Navy only for the of the Rapid A of M Parts pro-

gram (RAMP) and for establishing a RAMP—FCIM Center for Manufacturing Excellence.

of the funds in Sec. 8125 shail be made avaifable 1o the Secretary of the Army only for application of RAMP-FCIM technology to selected Army depats.

Made available in the fiscal year 1991 Department of Defense Appropriations Act for “Awrcraft Carner Service Life Extension Program” under the heading
“Shipbuilding and Conversion, Nawy, 1931/1995" shall be utilized only for a large scale industrial availability, presumed to be 24 months, of the USS
John F. Kennedy at the Philadeiphia Naval Shnmrd

Shall be 10 “Other P 1992/1984" for the purchase of items 1o be used for large scale industnal availability of the USS. John F
Kennedy at the Philadelphia Naval Shumrd rovided furthes, That the remaining funds shall be retained in the “Aircraft Carmer Service Life Extension Pro-
gram" until required for transfer for the purpose of planning, scheduling, and any other such work as is necessary to prepare for and execute 3 large scale
industrial availability of the U.S.5. John F. Kennedy at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard.

{a) Within the funds made available to the Air Force under titie Il of this Act. the lur Force shall use such funds as necessary, bul not to exceed this amaunt,
lo execute the cleanup of | waste ion affecting the Sale Parcel at Hamilton Air Force Base. in Novato, in the State of Califor-

(b Ia ‘the event that the purchaser of the Sale Parcel exercises its option to withdraw from the sale as provided in the Agreement, dated September 25, 1990,
between the Depariment of Defense the General Services Administration, and the mhaw‘ the purchaser's deposit of 4,500,000 doitars shall be returned
by the General Services Administration and funds eligible for under the A and M shail come from the funds made avail-
able to the Degartment of De‘l'em by this Act.

(e} g any other p of law, the Air Farce shall be resmbursed this amount for expenditures in excess of in connection with the total clean-
up of uncontralied waste ¢ on the Sale Parcel from the proceeds collected upon the closing of the Sale Parcel.

(2) There is thereby established a National Dummlsm on the Future Role of United States Nuclear Weapons, Problems of Command, Control, and Safety of
Sovie Nuclear Weapons, and Reduction of Muclear Weapons (herealter in this section referred to as the “Commission”). (d) To assist it in carmying out its
duties with respect to the matters listed in subsection (c) (3)-{6) above, the Commission is requested to obtan a study from the National Academy of
Sciences on these matlers. Such a study would be a follow-on endeavor to the study concluded by the National Academy in September, 1991, on the nu-
clear ralation ship of the United States and the Soviet Union: of the funds available to the Department of Defense, this amount shall be made available to
the Commission ta carry cut the provisions of this section,

Up 1o this arnwnt in unobligated and unexpended funds in any appropriation made for Air Force prog n the D of Defense
{99!:]' ol | be available to provide reimb for launch services costs authorized to be waived by lhe 1988 Amendments to the Cnmmurmr Som

aun

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of Defense may, when he considers it in the best interest of the United States, cancel any part of an
indebtedness. up to 2,500 dollars, that is or was owed to the Uni “States by a member o former member of & service i such i
as determined by the Secretary, was incurred in connection with Operation Desert Shield/Storm.

In addition to the amount appropriated in Public Law 102-140 for umted States Information Wﬂ “Salaries and expenses”, this amount shall be derived by
transher from unobligated balances of Board for International Broadcasting, “lsrael Relay Station”, to be available for the costs of the participation of the
United States in 1992 Columbus Quincentennial Expositions in Seville, Spain, and Genoa, Italy,

Department of the Navy shall obligate nat less than this amount of the funds apprognated in this Act for Research, D Test, and Evaluation, Navy
:n ?e'nlan an infegrated display station as an engineering change to the Advanced Video Processor and for the reestablishment of lhu Cl Mode integration
25tin)

(a) The ge:relm of Defense, during the current fiscal year or at any time thereafter, may make a donation to an entity described in subsection (b) of a par-
cel of real property (including structures on such praperty) under the jurisdiction of the Secretary that is not currently required for the needs of the Depart-
ment and that the Secretary determines is needed and appropriate for the activities of thal entity. (b) A donation under subsection (a) may be made o 2
?nn%rnﬁt entity which provides medical, educati and | support n 2 setting to children with life-threatening diseases and their

amilies

(a) The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay, out of funds in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Gtomwn Hand, Jr., tm: amount for damages sus-
tained by George D. Hand. Jr., as a result of the scultling of the F/¥ smscocn 1 alf Shinnecock Harbor, York, on March 14, 1991,

Of the funds transferred to the Department of Energy pursuant to section 8089 of th of Defén: Act, 1991 {Public Law IO] 511
104 Stat. 1896), not to exceed this amount shall be made available in fiscal year 19!2 to the C lth of Pennsy for
and testing of onsite activities in the decommissioning at the Apollo, Pennsylvania site.

Of the funds appropriated herein shall be le solely for |

Funds herein appropniated lo the Department of Defense for construction shall be available for hire of matar vehicles

Funds appropnated to the Department of Defense for construction may be used for advances to the Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation, for the construction of access roads as authorized by section 210 of title 23, United States Code, when projects authonzed therein are certified as
important 1o the national defense by the Secretary of Defense.

(a) The Secretary of the Army shall carry out such repairs and take such ather preservation and maintenance actions as are necessary to ensure that all real
property at Fort Douglas, Utah (including buildings and-other improvements) that has been conveyed or is to be conveyed pursuant to section 130 of the
Military Construction Appropriations Act, 1991 (Public Law 101-519; 104 Stat. 2248) is free from natural gas leaks and other safety-threatening defects. in
carmying out this subsection, the Secretary shall conduct a natural gas survey of the property.

PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1993 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION

Amount

Description

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
O8M, Army ...

O&M, Nawy ...

O&M, Marine Corps .. ...
OEM, Air Force ...

Shall be made available only for the 1993 Ilmcml IJ::nI Celebration.

Shall be made available only for the 1993 Capitol Fourth Project.

Shall be made available only for the procurement nﬂ the Extended Cold Weather Clothing System (ECWCS).

Shall be made available only for the environmental assessment and environmental cleanup of the Badger Army Ammunition plant.

Shall be made available only for the cleanup of the National Presto Industries Eau Claie facility.

Of the funds appropriated under this hﬂdmf shall be available for providing military police training for Marine Corps personnel at Fort McClellan, Alabama.

Shall be made available for Presidio of San Francisco, to be for ongoing and costs associated with the transition to the Na-
tional Park Service, to be jointly determined with the National Park Service

Shall be made available only to connect Lowry Grove Mobile Home Park to the St Anthony, Minnesota, municipal water supply system.

Shall be made available only for the conduct of an Environmental Impact Study at Bellows Air Force Base.

Shall be made available only for the P of a military land use plan in Hawaii, under the direction of the Commander-in-Chiel, United States Pacific

Command.
Shall be available only for Marine Corps child abuse prevention program.
Shall be made available only for the operation of the Theater Air Command Control and Simulation Facility at Kirtland Air Force Base.
Shall be made available only to operate, maintain and enhance the Tactical Interim CAMS and REMIS Reporting System (TICARRS) and the Smart Data System

(S085).
Shall be made available only to immediately complete the necessary comprehensive testing and continued environmental restoration of the former Olmsted Air
Force Base, Pennsyivania.
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0&M, Def Ag 815,110,000 Shall be made available only for the Special Operations Command.
50,000,000 Shall be made available only for the global disaster relief activities of the Department of Defense.
10,000,000 &m;ada available only for the disaster relief planning and studies of the Department of Defense as they relate to Depariment of Defense instaliations
50,000,000 Shall be made available only for the Legacy Resource lhnuml Program.
500,000 May be made available for the Hawaiian Volcano Observatory for mwhmg volcanic activity affecting the United States Army Pohakuloa Training Area.
50,000,000 May be made available to the Office of Economic Adjustment for econamic conversion projects at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard.
40,000,000 May be made available for the Civilian Community program.
2,000,000 Shall be made available only for a feasibility study on the use of rotary reactor thermal destruction technology in the treatment and disposal of waste regu-
lated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976.
O&M, Ar Natl Gd 10,000,000  Shall be available for a National Guard Outreach Program in the Los Angeles School District.
Env Rest, Def 200,000,000 Shall be :m:hh only for I!;hupedm cleanup of eavironmentally contaminated sites and only in accordance with a comprehensive plan submitted to Con-
gress ense.
Real Prop. Mk, DBE ..o ssssmrssismsenes . 27,000,000  Shall be available W'L the repair of property identified as part of a backlog of maintenance and repair projects at the Presidio of San Francisco.
PROCUREMENT
Proc, of WETCY, AITRY .cocconniiiomsmibiosesi st imsieiisiocis 196,625,000 In fiscal year 1991 funds received from the sale of MA8- and MGD-series tanks from the Army inventory by the United States under the Arms Expoet Control
ktshlllbcmllbhmbﬂwlhﬂllwumhwﬂm
771,000 In fiscal year 1992 funds received from the senes lanks from the Army inventory by the United States under the Arms Export Control
Act shali be available mb: for the Mi-series tank upqrme;mm
Proc. of Amm, Army 200,000,000  Shall be available only for the g Support initiative, to remain avaitable for oblig: until S ber 30, 1995.
Shpbldg & Cony, MaVY ...oc.ooooociicnncnicnismmrississssniasiass 832,200,000 lacement program
ﬁ;ﬁg% Refueling overhauls.
170, DDG-51 destroyer program.
305,000,000 LHD-1 amphibicus assault ship program.
300,000,000 LSD-41 ::arfa vaniant ship program.
236,205,000 MHC coastal mine hunter program.
300,000,000 AOE combat support ship program.
19,500,000 Oceanographic ship program.
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION
ROT&E, Army 210,000,000 Of the funds aj rupdatu in this m:rlph shall be available for a peer reviewed breast cancer research program with tha Depariment of the Army a5 execu-
tive agent: ed further, That the Army shall coordinate with the Armed Services Biomedical Research and Evaluation Management (ASBREM) Committee
to invalve facilities and medical and mufdl personnel of the Denmm of the Nawy and the Department of the Air Fuml ot other entities, in addition to
facilities, medical and research I, and of the Department of the Army in the breast cancer research
7,500,000 Of the funds in this paragraph shall be made available only for establishment of a flecble manufacturing center at the ranlm Army Ammunition Plant and
may be transferred to another appropriation in title I of this Act.
2,000,000 Shall be made available only for the Center for Prostate Disease Research at the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research.
3,000,000 Shall be made available only for synaptic iransmission research.
20,000,000 °'§,."‘ Nmslmg?nnlw m this plrag;nh may be made available in the Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome program element only for a large-scale
ase Il ¢ rnmllrmm
4,000,000 Of the funds appropriated In this mgr!ph for melﬁcll | technology may be M for Assistive Technology Center at the National Rehabilitation Hospital.
ROTAE, Navy 1,000,000 Shall be made available, as a grant, to the Mississippi R
250,000 m&r:mwms Res. Dev. mma]busedtnmidemhsmwlwu:nmnmqbemummmmhr
1,500,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only as a grant to the West Virginia High Tu:rmlou Corporation for labaratary and other
efforts associated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense.
ROTAE, Air Force 2,000,000 Of the funds mlw‘!ihad in this nmxmh shall be rnm m:hble onl; for mﬂwrg the research program on development of coal-based, high thermal
stability and jet fuels, coal to thermally stable jet fuels.
6,500,000 oOf 1he funds. lppmnnmﬂ in this paragraph shall be md't mnllhle mh for the Joint Seismic Program ad d by the 4 R h Institutions
45000000 Of 1he funds-a) in this paragraph shall be made available only for the National Center for Manutacturing Sciences (NCMS).
5,000,000 Of the funds for MS is available only for the Mational Center for Tooling and Precision Companents (NCTPC).
55,500,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only for the Space Nuclear Thermal Propulsion Program.
39.500,000 Sl!:gnbe made muable in the SPACI program element only to continue the Advanced Electro-Oplical System project at the Air Force Maui Oplical Sta-
11,600,000 Shall be made available in the Advanced Weapons Technology program element only for a Laser imaging Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) project.
5,000,000 May available in the Advanced Weapons program element only to continue the establishment and operation of an image information processing center sup-
porting the Air Force Maui Optical Station and the Maui Optical Tracking Facility.
500,000 May be made available as & grant to the Maui Economic Development Board to assist in refining the defense and industrial requirements and user base for
the aforementioned image information processing center.
10,000,000 Shall be available only for grants to be made for the development of dual use space launch facilities to support Department of Defense and commercial
smhmmumnummmmmmmmMumm Directive.
RDTAE DEF AG 135,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this are available only for the Range Interceptor (ERINT) missile.
57,776,000 Of the funds appmnatud in this paragraph are available only for the Arrow Cantinuation Experiments.
111,140,000  Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available only for the Patriot missile p
12,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be available only for an Experi MPrnmm to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCOR) in the Depart-
%muhcf:'mmmnm" include all States eligible as of the date of mﬂm of this Act for the National Science Foundation Experimental Program to
ive Research.
25,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only to explore the potential for electric vehicles to enable the armed services to achieve
I'lﬂ'ﬂ cost savings, comply with environmental requirements, and meet mission objectives.
5,000,000 Of the funds provided under the previous proviso shall be made available only to establish one of the demonstration sites for the aforementioned electric ve-
hicle technology program in the State of Hawail
2,500,000 oOf 1he funds provided under the previous proviso shall be made available only to establish one of the demonstration sites for the aforementioned electric ve-
icle technology program in Sacramento, California,
5,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant my to the Texas Regional Institute for Envi | Studies for lab
and other efforts associated with research, d and other nce to the D : )
1,500,000 mmmalnHWmMnmnm»hshaltbuwilmisbnulmnlmhnﬂn ,ei“ fand for lab and other efforts associated
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the 1 Defense. ;
3,500,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a mnt only to thn llmmsrcr of Scranton for laboratory and other efforts associated
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defen:
15,000,000 Of the funds amna&w in this paragraph shall be made available as 2 grant only to the Snnm Inumlheh!u Research and Technology Institute and
other associated with research, development and other programs of major impartance to the Department of Defense.
9,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a Bluw to m Northeastem University for faboratory and other efforts associated
with research, development and other programs of major importance to of Defense.
5,000,000 Of the funds awmpnmd in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only tn the Colorado University for laboratory and other efforts associated
with research, development and ather programs of major impartance to the Department of Defense,
4,000,000 Of the Iunds awm in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to tht Louisfana State University for laboratory and other efforts associ-
ated with research, development a : moﬂmjmmmm!emmm t of Defense.
5,000,000 OF the funds awmnatod in this paragraph shall be made available as a mnt on 1o the ulms Institute of Technology for laboratory and other efforts as-
sociated with research, development and other of major of Defense.
5,000,000 Of the rum appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as 2 mm mb to lﬁe Loma Linda University for laboratory and other efforts associated
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Departmenl of Defense. )
2,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a 'Lmt only to the University of Minnesata for laboratory and other efforts associated
with research, development and other programs of major importance to Defense.
2,000,000 Of the funds appropriaied in this m!urwh shall be made available as a grant only to the mm of Miami (Florida) for laboratory and other efforts asso-
ciated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense.
500,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Michigan for laboratory and other etforts associated
with research, development and other programs nl major impartance to the Department of Defense.
7,500,000 Oimhmtupommmu&um;:uﬁlm mmmuammumm of Pennsylvania for laboratory and other efforts associ-
ated with research her of m; riance to the Dy of
3,000,000 Of the funds sppropriated in this paragraph shall be made m:lable as 3 grant only to the Science Center of Connecticut for laboratory and other efforts as-
sociated with research, development and other of major i 1o the Dep of Defense.
2,000,000 OF the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to Villanova University for laboratory and other efforts associated with
research, and other p of major to the Department of Defense.
1,000,000 Of the funds apprapriated in this paragraph shall be made available as 2 ],rut only to the Medical College of Ohio for laboratory and other efforts associated
o with research, development and other programs of major importance to Deplnmuﬂ of Defense.

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Rochester Institute of Technology for laboratory and other efforts
associated with research, development a mmmsmmwmﬂmmmmmmu.
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Amount

Description

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS
DBOF

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROGRAMS

Def Health Prog

DL R TR oS- O —

DEFENSE REINVESTMENT FOR ECONOMIC GROWTH

GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 9032

Sec. 3033

Sec. 9036
Sec. 9039

Sec. S041A

Sec. 9062A

Sec. 3074
Sec. 9078

Sec. 5088

Sec. 9083A

Sec. S091A

Sec. 9099

Sec. 9101

Sec. 9110

2,000,000
1,500,000
2,000,000
10,000,000

90,000,000
40,000,000
150,000
7,500,000

25,500,000
7,500,000
NA

80,000,000
76,000,000

72,000,000
65,000,000

20,000,000
84,000,000

75,000,000

230,700,000
20,000,000

10,000,000

18,500,000
500,000

10,536,000
4,471,000
NA

s =
g 2
z 8 8

223

Sessiasis
8 ssssss:

g 882

8

0,500,000

400,000,000

10,000,000

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to Bryant caﬂeu of Rhode Island for laboratory and other efforts associ-
ammmmwmmmnummmmmmm t of Defense
0Of the funds appropniated in this ilable as I’glul only to Bradley University (lfinis) for laboratory and other efforts assaciated
t and other programs of major impartance to the Department of Defense.
Ullhnimﬂnnpmnmd in this paragraph shall be made available aslmmommthwmofswth Florida for laboratory and other efforts associated
with research, development and other programs of major i to the Department of Defense.
Shall be made available as a grant to the National Biomedical Research Foundation for laboratory efforts associated with major lmllr.h programs in neurol-
ogy, oncology, virology, cardialogy, pediatrics and associated speciaity area of critical impartance to the Department of Defense

Shall be available for the purchase of 1.8 million cases of Meals Ready to Eat in the current fiscal year.

OF available funds shall be provided to the Uniformed Services Treatment Facilities program to be used only to fulfill any recoupment action of the Heaith
Care ﬂnm:nag Administration for health care provided to eligible retired D of Defens: over age 65 between October 1, 1986, and

December 31, 1989,

Shall be used only for the implementation of & cooperative program model at Madigan Medical Center for behavior disordered students.

0f the mg' amntwl :; m:'mgmh shall be made available as a grant only to the Northeast Regional Cancer Institute for programs of major impar-
tant to 58,

Shall be available only for operation and maintenance expenses for five sea-based aerostat systems to provide detection and monitoring support for the Unit-
ed States Coast Guard anti-narcatics operations.

Shall be available only for the Gulf States Counter-Narcotics Initiative.

The Secretary shall either lease or procure, and evaluate, an existing airship as an infegrated sensor platform for detection and monitoring missions in the
Department’s Drug Interdiction and Counternarcetics program,

May be transferred by the Secretary of Defense under established dures 1o the D of € E Devel Administration only for
programs which assist workers and communities affected by the military drawdown 4
May be made available to the Secretary of Defense for the provision of Y health for military and civilian employees of the De-

partment of Defense.

May be made available to the Secretary of Defense for Department of Defense civilian personnel transition initiatives.

May be made available lo the Secretary of Defense for hus efforts lo provide training in the field of education for military and civilian employees of the De-
partment of Defense of el y and dary school teachers and teacher's aides.

May be made available o the Secretary of Defense for Defense envitonmental research, education, and retraining programs.

the Secretary of Defense to support job training and empl and pportunities for bers of the armed forces

rged
May be made available to the Secretary of Defense for military service members occupational conversion and training.

:
[
*3535
§
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Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Department shall compelitively award contracts for the geographical espansion of the CHAMPUS Reform Initia-
tive in Florida (which may include Department of Veterans Affairs medical facilities with the concurrence of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs), 'lhsmnzm
Oregon, and the .Meﬂndm Louisiana (England Air Force Base) Forth Worth, Texas (Carswell Air Force Base) and Austin, Texas (Bergstrom Air Force Base}

fegions.

Funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to continue to fully utilize the facilities at the United States Army Engi-
neer's Waterways Experiment Station, including the continued mﬂawn\r of the supercomputer capability.

Of the funds appropriated lo the Army shall be available only for the Reserve Component Automation System (RCAS).

0f the funds mihbln 1o the Department of the Army during the current fiscal year may be used to fund the construction of classified military projects within
the Continental United States, including design, architecture, and mmeam;g

(a) Shall be available for Mational Defense Science and Ennnunng Graduate Fellowships to be awarded on a competitive basis by the Secretary of Defense to
United States citizens or nationals pursuing advanced degrees in lields of primary concern and interest to the Depariment. (b) Fellowships awarded pursu-
ant to subsection (3) above shall not be restricted on the basis of the I!ﬂg?ﬂhﬂl locations in the United States of the institutions at which the recipi-
ents are pursuing the aforementioned advanced degrees. (c) Not less than 50 per centum of the funds necessary Lo carry out this section shall be derived
from the amounts available for the University Research Initiatives Program in “Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agencies”, and the
balance necessary shall be derived from amounts available for Defense Research Sciences under hitle IV of this Act.

The designs of Ihe?nm Comanche Helicopter, the Navy A-X Aircraft. the Air Force Advanced Tactical Fighter, and any variants of these aircraft, must incor-
porate Joint Integrated Avionics Working Group standard avionics specifications and must fully comply with all DOD regulations requiring the use of the Ada
computer programming language no later than 1998,

0f the Itlm appropriated by this Act shall be available for (he mental heaith care demonstration project at Fort Bragg, North Carolina

Ot the funds made available by this Act to the Ihnl ment of the Navy, to remain available until September 30, 1993, shall be amlaal-e only for the ex-

penses of the Kahoolawe Island Commission which is hereby authorized to delay until March 31, 1993, the submission of its final report.

Sh.ll be available for the Civil Air Patrol.

0f the funds in Sec. 9074 shall be available for Operation and Maintenance.

There is established, under the direction and control of the Attomney General, the National Drug Intelligence Center, whose mission it shall be to coordinate
and consolidate drug intelligence from all national security and law enforcement agencies, and produce information regarding the structure, membership,
finances, communications, and activities of drug triﬂi:hnnl organizations: Provided, That funding for the operation of the National Drug Intelligence Center,
including personnel costs associated therewith, shall be provided from the funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for drug interdiction and

counter-drug activities,
Available for the National Drug Intefligence Center may be available lo the Secretary of Defense to reimburse the Department of Justice for suppert provided to
the National Drug Intelligence Center.
Is appmpmled 1o be available m for the relocation of Air Force units from Clark Air Force Base and Navy units from the Subic Bay Nawy Base and Cubi
Point Naval Air Station.
Of the funds appropriated under the heading ‘Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agencies’ in title IV of this Act shall be made available as
grants to the whmnﬁﬂlnshmllms lndﬂw following amounts for laboratory and other elforts associated with research, develapment and other programs of

maht ln:rumm

& m:mlm‘:ﬂ humersl}

ns

University of Wisconsin Center for Advanced Propulsion,

John Carroll University.

University of Northern lowa.

Medical of Wisconsin.

University of 5t. Thomas, St. Paul, Minnesota.

Drawn pro rata &ummapmutmmnt in titie 11, P shall be lable for incenti ¥ ized by section 504 of the Indian
Financing Act of 1974, 25 U.S.C. 1544,

Made available in the fiscal year 1991 Department of Defense Appropriations Act (Public Law 101-511) br ‘Aircraft Camier Service Life Extension Program’
under the heading ’Shlpbmhlhu and Conversion, , 1991/1995' shall be o Nawy' for a large scale industrial
availability, presumed 1o be 24 months, of the USS F. KENNEDY at the Philadelphia Naval Shlmrm

0Of the funds made available by this Act in title Il Operation and Maintenance, Army, shall be available on In mm the cleanup of uncontrolled hazardous
waste contamination affecting the Sale Parcel at Hamilton Air Force Base, in Movato, in the State of Cali

In the event that the purchaser of the Sale Parcel exercises its option to withdraw from the sale as provided m “the Agreement and Modification, dated Sep-
tember 25, 1990, between the Department of Defense, the General Services A and the purch the "s deposit of this amount shall
be retumed by the General Services Mmlmsm tion & th eligible for rei under the Ag: and Modification shall come from the funds
made available to the Department of Defense by this Act

The Air Force shall be reimbursed for expenditures in excess of 15,000,000 doflars in connection with the total clean-up of uncontrolled hazardous waste con-
tamination on the aforementioned Sale Parcel from the proceeds collected upon the closing of the Sale Parcel

Notwithstanding any other provision of faw, the Secretary 01 Mlﬂs: , when he considers it in the best interest of the United States, cancel any part of an
indebtedness, up o 2, dollars, that is or was owed fo the Unit States by 3 member or former member of a uniformed service if such indebtedness,
as determined by the Secretary, was incurred in connection with Operation Desert Shield/Storm: Provided, That the amount of an indebtedness previously
paid by a member or former member and cancelled under this section shall be refunded to the member,

Nuilumndth:snmumﬂmhulnnmmmhmmmsomtmsfwdmllu ferred to iations of the D of Defense
which are available for energy t projects under the Department of Defense Energy Canservation |mmmt Program: Provided,
That the aul to mh transfers pursuant to this section is in addition to any other transfer aulhm provided by this Act.

{3) The Secretary of Defense may transter to appropriate appropriation accounts for the Department of se, out of funds appropriated to the Depariment
of Defense lot fiscal year 1993, up to this amount to be available for the purposes authorized in the Former Soviet Union Demilitarization Act of 1992: Pro-
i s[l‘:taillans?ms s0 transferred shall be in addition to amounts transferred pursuant to the authonty provided in section 108 of Public Law 102-229

Of the funds in Sec, 9110 shall be available only for the study, assessment, and identification of nuclear waste disposal by the former Soviet Union in the
Arctic region,
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Descriptun

Sec. 9111 NA
Sec. 9116
Sec. 9119 NA
Sec. 9123 NA

Sec. 9134 N
Sec. 9136 25,000,000
Sec. 9145 20,000,000

Sec. 9148 1,000,000

Sec. 9149 125,625,000

Sec. 9150 5,000,000

Sec. 9151

Sec. 9154
Sec. 9157

8888888 =z

Bam—woumm
588348

Sec. 9158

Sec. 9160 500
Sec. 9162 34,000,000
Sec. 9163

Sec. 9164

Sec. 9165
Sec. 8166

GENERAL PROVISIONS

be available only for Propect PEACE.

be made available for the Multilateral Nuclear Safely Initiative announced in Lisban, Portugal on May 23, 1992,
:mds ilable for demilitarization of defense

be

made available for military-to-military contacts.
made available for joint research and development prograi

be made available for the Volunteers Investing in Peace and Semrlr{\fI’S]mrl

The Su:lm of Defense may transfer to appropriate appropriation accounts for the Department of Defense, out of funds available to the Depcrtment of De-
fense for 'mlj’g‘“ ]993 up to this amount to be available for international nonproliferation activities authorized in the Weapons of Mass Destruction

Gwinl
fer authority provided in this section may be used for the activities of the On-Site Inspection Agency in support of the United Mations Special

0f the tra
Cwmsshnnulm

In order to maintain an electric fumace capacity in the United States, preference for the purchase of chromite ore and manganese ore authorized for disposal
1mﬂnﬂah¢nlbmﬁulwiashlllbelmtnmmmdmdmlhcalhmlerrnﬂmmndh h carbon feromanganese.

0Of the funds appropriated to the Department of Delense for Operation and Maintenance, Defense Agencies, shall mdemmumnfuﬂnnmatmni
environmental impacts on Indian lands resulting from Department of Defense activities,

Funds aj this Act for the Defense Health Program shall be used to maintain at minimum a 50-bed medical care facility at Silas B. Hays Army

ppropriated by
Community Hospital al Fort Ord, California during fiscal 1993.
Duli:z the cument fiscal year, from funds available in this the Director of the Air Mational Guard shall establish a Command, Control, Communications
Intdll]mplanmloihumnmmtlmiuum Mnﬂmnmnnnio-é 0-5, and 0—4: Provided, That these officers shall be in
addition to the strengths authorized in section 524 of litle 10, United States Code
The Secretary of Defense shall provide for the conduct of an independent study, mmmwhmwmmmmanumh and development
centers, of the Trident missile system.
of E:e funds mﬁd for dwt interdiction and counter narcotics shall be appropriated for the purposes of modifying with improved radars and FUIRs and
sing up aircraft.
(Of the funds appropriated under the heading ‘Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Army’ in this Act shall be made available only for the Mational De-
fense Envimnmental Corporation, of its successor in interest, for the continued establishment and operation of the National Defense Center for Environ-

mental Excellence
Notwithstanding any other provis law, the Secretary of Defense shail d by the Regional
Ewlnﬂrtﬁmlr (:mbnawm! Pennsylvania: Provided further, Mﬂﬂuhnﬂs mulable Inﬂnﬂdmul.ullsﬁﬂiem Hns amount shall be avail-
able only to establish the Regional Equipment Center in Cambria County Pennsylvania.
Is appropriated to the Secretary of Defense, which shall be ferred to the 5 y of Energy by M 1, 1992, to remain available until expended for
expenses necessary for the purpose of acquiring, transporting and drawing down crude oil to be stored in the Stra Petroleum Reserve for national de-
Imwmﬁwdd'ﬂlltﬂuhﬂﬂudﬁmﬂnnmwuphmmMmhm&mMuHm Account for purposes of oper-
ating, maintaining and managing the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.
The Secretary of saulMInamenduatollusmmmnliundsmubhh!mbwmwlﬂhlwwdunngm:uﬂmlml)urﬂhuellw
mnnumo!nmlmummwrmlhmﬂmhundudawm“mdh«hm“m&luﬁﬂlshnmmmmum-s‘larcun-
DunnllllecmmﬁscllmrhndsmlabhmmmpmmﬂDelmumm.mmunmmredbyuwmumﬂnueunmdm
m:mmmdactmdammylmmmllummmmawmor domestically d carbonyl iron powders:
for the purpose of this section : in a facility located in the United States or Canada.
Fundslnprwmmdmum-\dunduthheunl'ﬂwlmmmnmm Navy' shall be available for payments arising out of the deaths and injuries
Ihalluulledfmmmmn’wulmudmeshshlilumhlmsslhimMManmﬂ carrier Saratoga on October 2, 1992.
Is appropriated only of center at the United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland.
Is appropriated only ulaltbrantfulh , North Carolina.
only of the 154th Com lwpcuwultul&mwt?mln Hickam Air Force Base, Dahu, Hawaii.
:uumuul Kaunakakai, Molokai, Hawaii.
of
thi

shall
may
may
may
may
may

é

FACP facilities at Barking Sands Naval Air Station, Kauai, Hawail,

an armory at Wahiawa, Oahu, Hawaii.

is Act, the Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the Secretary of State, may obligate up to this amount to pro-

mgﬂsm and other suppert for international peacekeeping and humanitanan relief efforts under the authorities of the United Nations Participa-

tion Ace of 1945, as lmmmhl!:l.lw 79-264). SEC. 9159.

Shall be available only for the settlement of subcontractor claims associated with the Army Corps of Engineers contract DACAS5—88-0025, for the construc-

tion of an Aircraft Maintenance Management Facility at Eielson Air Force Base.

From the funds made available in titie If of this Act, the Secretary of Defense may make a grant of this amount to the American Red Cross for reimbursement

for disaster relief expenditures for Guam, American Samoa and Puerto Rico.

The Secretary of the nawy is authorized and directed to increase the current contract price (the contract price including all modifications as of the date of en-
of th mHosaswwwnammmmumumwmmsm&ammmmure 172 for this pro-

ich built and delivered T-AGS 39 and 40 this amount no later than December 31, 1992,

Mmma&wmlwmummmcunmmnm-es-o-mm«amunbwm»h
ﬂwmll ms«mmuumnaw:wammnmumms

to the prime contractor and the 3 wrnﬁstnﬂnwhmﬁmu-ﬁmldlﬁhuht in funds appropriated fo the De-

ic Law 102-1 2nu|mtmmonuaw-mmmanaouumnmumsmnnemw:m

%
t
]
i
g
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Is hereby
Of funds in Sec. Elﬁﬁmlnwm
Of funds in Sec. 3166 shall be merged with

The of Defense shall continue the

Mm:ﬂdsﬁlﬂhluiﬂ!m&htﬂm’utﬂﬂnlﬂﬁeﬂﬁﬁsﬂuﬂﬂum
and be mnlahﬁhthumwmmﬁmﬂmmﬂuﬁw‘hn*m for fiscal year 1993.
and be available for the same purposes and same time period as ‘Reserve

raining’ for fiscal year 1993

located at Mellis Air Force Base, Nevada, as authorized in

the Mil

Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (division B of Public Law 101-510) and as

148) and the Military Construction
Of the funds appropriated herein shall

of 3 medical facility
itary Construction Authorization Act for Fiscal Years l?ﬁ and 1991 (division B of Public Law 101-189) and the Military Construction Authorization
provided for in the Military Construction Appropriations Act, 1990 (Public Law 101-
propriations Act, 1991 (Public Law 101-519).
available solely for environmental restoration,

Of the funds appropriated herein shall be available solely for environmental restoration.

Funds apmomtul to the
tation, for the construction
important to the national defense by the Secretary

i les.
advances to the Federal Highway Administration, Department of Tran:
’ e / i

therein are Is

Mr. McCAIN. I hope my colleagues
will each take the time to review this
revealing document.

I also emphasized that this is not a
problem which is peculiar to the De-
fense budget, but I feel it is important
for my colleagues to fully understand
the potential impact on our national
security when these abuses of the budg-
et process occur in a Defense* appro-
priations bill.

Mr. President, may I pause to ask for
the yeas and nays on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I pointed
out on Monday that the debate in the
Senate is not about just another De-
fense bill. The importance of this bill
increases in the context of post-cold
war global instability and the potential
threat of proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction. Most importantly,
the Senate is debating these issues
while American soldiers are stationed

in Somalia, ready to put their lives on
the line for their Nation. The decisions
the Congress makes today will deter-
mine the ability of the United States
in the future to play an effective role
in world affairs and to protect our own
security and that of our friends and al-
lies.

My colleagues know that, in real
terms, the fiscal year 1994 Defense
budget is over one-third less than the
amount available for our national de-
fense in fiscal year 1985. Dollars for de-
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fense are scare and getting scarcer. Be-
cause of these huge funding cuts, we
are forcing hundreds of thousands of
men and women out of the military.
Our defense industrial base is being cut
to the bone. We are accepting com-
promise after compromise in our mili-
tary capabilities. The United States
has eliminated all programs to mod-
ernize our strategic deterrent forces,
even though a great degree of uncer-
tainty exists as to the status of such
programs in the former Soviet Union.
We are cutting readiness, and some as-
pects of our forces are rapidly becom-
ing hollow. We have already taken our
peace dividend. There are no spoils left
for the Congress to divide.

Yet, the Congress insists on setting
aside billions of defense dollars for
unrequested, unrequired, special inter-
est programs. These congressional ear-
marks threaten the viability of a nec-
essarily smaller defense force support-
ing a new, more limited strategy, and
thus they threaten the long-term secu-
rity of our nation and its citizens. In
an immediate sense, unrequested add-
ons take away the livelihoods of men
and women in defense industry who
earn their jobs by working on programs
the country really needs. And they
drive highly skilled men and women
out of the military services, including
many minorities, and make it more
difficult to attract capable men and
women to enter into the military as a
career.

Mr. President, as I have consistently
stated to my colleagues, every dime
the Congress earmarks for Members’
special interest items and pork barrel
projects comes at the expense of a vali-
dated military requirement necessary
to ensure the security of this Nation.
The fact is that there is no such thing
as free pork. Every add-on requires an
offset from some other program. Often
these tradeoffs are difficult to identify
readily. But if and when American
troops are required to put their lives
on the line in defense of this Nation’'s
interests, the dangerous effect of pork
barrel politics will become very obvi-
ous. We cannot afford pork barrel
projects anymore. I, for one, will do all
I can to see that this practice does not
continue.

Mr. President, as I said earlier, the
Congressional Research Service com-
piled a list of legislative earmarks in
DOD appropriations bills over the past
4 years. By earmark, I mean a legisla-
tive or report language requirement
that funds be spent in a particular
manner or at a particular place, gen-
erally without consideration to merit,
priority, or competitive bidding. The
CRS report demonstrates just how
egregious earmarking of appropria-
tions has become. This information is
contained in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD of Monday's date.

Mr. President, let me emphasize
again, as some of my colleagues from
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the Appropriations Committee also
pointed out, some of these special in-
terest projects may, indeed, be very
meritorious projects and deserve Fed-
eral funding—but not defense dollars.
But every time the Congress acts with
this kind of specificity, some other
project—one that may be requested
and, most importantly, which is essen-
tial to national security—goes un-
funded. This is wrong. It is wrong
whether the project is in Minnesota or
Arizona. Defense dollars are intended
to enhance national security, not do-
mestic comfort.

Mr. President, again today, I would
like to point out to my colleagues that
the fiscal year 1994 DOD appropriations
bill passed by the House is replete with
earmarks of scarce defense dollars for
home-district projects. The House set
aside $6.5 billion of defense dollars for
special interest, noncompetitive
projects at bases, universities, and
other institutions in Members' home
districts. In other words, the House
gave its Members $6.5 billion in pork
barrel projects. I have already placed
into the record the complete list of $6.5
billion in earmarks in the House ver-
sion of the Defense appropriations bill.

Let me again briefly tell you about a
few of those earmarked projects in the
House DOD Appropriations bill for next
year.

Every dime—every dime—of the
$236.5 million in funds intended to as-
sist in transitioning our defense indus-
tries and personnel to commercially
viable endeavors is allocated to specific
projects at designated sites, univer-
sities, institutions, and other ear-
marked recipients.

Mr. President, my worst fears have
come true. As I supported funding for
defense conversion so that we could
help these communities, help these
businesses, help these States make ad-
justments as we cut defense spending,
we are now seeing them earmarked not
on the basis of merit but on the basis
of who has the most clout.

Mr. President, we have organizations
in the Defense Department who are
qualified to make those decisions on a
competitive basis. That is the way it
should be done.

The sum of $2.3 million is set aside
for cell adhesion molecule research, to
be done at a ‘‘nonprofit foundation in
the northeast * * * by an integrated
team of scientists with extensive expe-
rience in the molecular analysis of the
immune system * * * the scientific
team must have extensive experience
in the identification and analysis of
cell adhesion, signal transduction path-
ways, cytokine production, and gene
regulation.”

That is actually the language of the
bill. I do not know who that organiza-
tion is, Mr. President, but I know there
is only one of them.

Up to $50 million is directed by the
House to be spent for environmental
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cleanup of an abandoned mine at the
Penn Mine site in Calaveras County,
CA.

My colleagues on the appropriations
bill have said these are worthwhile
projects. It may be worthwhile to clean
up a mine in Calaveras County, CA.
But how, for the life of me, that is a de-
fense requirement is something I sim-
ply do not understand.

All this data is available in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of October 18.

Mr. President, again, I am happy to
say that the Senate appropriators seem
to have moderated the district spend-
ing spree initiated by the House. Al-
though I do not have a complete list of
earmarks in the bill before the Senate
today, it appears that most of the egre-
gious programs included in the House
bill have been deleted from this ver-
sion. Again, I congratulate my col-
league on the Senate Appropriations
Committee for their relative restraint.

However, Mr. President, I must note
with dismay that the bill before the
Senate today does contain some objec-
tionable provisions which clearly ear-
mark dollars for special interest
projects. Again, I will stress that these
projects may have merit, but I firmly
believe that funding decisions based on
competitive bidding and independent
evaluation are the only means to en-
sure that the American taxpayers’ dol-
lars are spent for the highest priority
projects.

Let me very briefly talk about a few
examples of earmarks which are in-
cluded in this DOD appropriations bill:
$5 million is earmarked for a center of
excellence for research in ocean
sciences; $1.5 million of defense dollars
are directed to be spent to purchase an
LCU ship, convert it to a commercial
cargo vessel, and then deed it to the
Government of American Samoa;
$500,000 for environmental remediation
and wells on Walker River Paiute trib-
al lands; $4.5 million for the
McMinville, Oregon Center for Avia-
tion Technology and Training; two
higher education systems in two sepa-
rate States will share nearly $9 million
under a provision in the bill which di-
rects the establishment of an inter-
national job training program at one
college and a math teachers leadership
project at the other college; $2 million
to establish a marine environmental
research facility at Astoria, OR; $12
million for the AKAMALI project at Tri-
pler Army Hospital in Hawaii; §1.7 mil-
lion to replace a public landfill at
Kotzebue, Alaska; $2.5 million is set
aside to fund a joint Air Force/Navy
Auroral Research Program, for which
there is no request and no authoriza-
tion.

I have not read this entire bill. One
of the problems we have is sometimes
it takes days and even weeks to ferret
out all of the different kinds of appro-
priations.
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From my reading of these provisions,
it appears that my amendment may be
construed to prohibit noncompetitive
contract awards in only four of these
instances: The grants of the two uni-
versities, the environmental research
center, the landfill, and the environ-
mental work on Indian lands. Again,
however, these programs may very well
receive appropriate funding under com-
petitive procedures for these dollars.

The dollars earmarked for these and
other programs like them are dollars
taken away from identified, higher pri-
ority, military requirements of the De-
partment of Defense. They are dollars
taken away from working military
men and women and their counterparts
working in defense industries. The cost
of these earmarks is the continued deg-
radation of the readiness of our mili-
tary forces at a time of continuing in-
stability in the world.

It is time we looked around and real-
ized what we are really doing. It is
time we realized where lobbying, spe-
cial interests, and narrow constituent
concerns have brought us. If we con-
tinue this pattern of waste, we will be
responsible for our Nation's inability
to defend our interests in the future.

The amendment I offer is very sim-
ple. My amendment states that the
provisions in this bill dealing with uni-
versity research, community adjust-
ment assistance, strategic environ-
mental research, and environmental
restoration shall not require the De-
partment of Defense to award a con-
tract or make a grant to a specific non-
Federal entity. If my amendment is
adopted, contracts and grants would be
awarded under the competitive, merit-
based selection procedures that are
currently in law. In other words, there
would be no earmarks in these pro-
grams in the fiscal year 1994 Defense
appropriations bill.

My amendment would prohibit ear-
marking of appropriations in these
very specific areas, most of which were
included in the House version of the
bill but deleted by the Senate appropri-
ators. And in fact, my amendment
would affect only a small portion of the
$6.5 billion in earmarks that the House
included in its bill. In total, my amend-
ment only affects about $316 million in
earmarked funds in the House bill.

But, Mr. President, I hereby serve no-
tice that I will strenuously object to
the inclusion of any of these earmarks
in a conference agreement on the fiscal
year 1994 Defense appropriations bill.

This amendment is just a start. On
Monday, I also noted four possible solu-
tions to deal with the problem of pork
highlighted by the CRS report. I want
the Senate to be on notice that, begin-
ning with this amendment, I will be
seeking to have the four points I raised
become law.

Last week, during the Senate's de-
bate on a different subject, the es-
teemed Senate Appropriations chair-
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man, Senator BYRD, sought to clarify—
by using the dictionary—his point. Let
me now follow his lead.

The Random House College Diction-
ary defines an earmark as ‘‘to set aside
for a specific purpose." Competition,
on the other hand, is defined as ‘‘the
act of competing.” These two terms are
not interchangeable; they are not re-
motely synonymous; they are, in fact,
opposites. The Congress cannot, on the
one hand, direct the Department of De-
fense to rely on competition to save
money, but then provide them with a
bill containing billions of dollars of
noncompetitive earmarks of the Con-
gress' choosing.

Let me give praise where praise is
due. During consideration of the fiscal
year 1994 Department of Transpor-
tation appropriations bill, Chairman
LAUTENBERG sought to “winnow some
of the earmarks—money directed to
lawmakers' favorite projects—out of
the bill.”” Congressional Quarterly re-
ported that “‘Lautenberg * * * was re-
sponding to the public, which wants
Congress to cut spending and pork bar-
rel politics.”

In the article, Senator LAUTENBERG
is quoted as saying, “‘I don't think I'm
the only one who sees a new era com-
ing."” He continued, “I thought it was
an appropriate time to [respond to]
what I hear is a clamor from the people
we represent.” I hope my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle will attend to
the words of Senator LAUTENBERG.

The Congress passed a Department of
Transportation bill with considerably
fewer earmarks than in the past. We
can do the same with the Department
of Defense bill. The Congress must
choose between competition and ear-
marks.

The public is no longer merely clam-
oring for an end to pork barrel politics;
it is yelling, screaming, demanding
something be done—demanding that we
stop pork barrel spending and earmark-
ing. We must put the national good,
our national priorities, before local po-
litical gain.

The choice is clear: earmarks versus
competition—politics as usual versus
fiscal responsibility. I urge my col-
leagues to take the first step toward
fiscal responsibility. I urge my col-
leagues to support my amendment.

Finally, and I appreciate the patience
of my colleagues, I am aware of the
way the Senate and the Congress have
been doing business for many years. I
am aware that seniority allows certain
latitudes and certain things to be done
in this body. I am aware that the de-
fense appropriations bill clearly indi-
cated by the CRS report and other
studies has been an area where billions
and billions of dollars have been spent
on special projects, on projects that
were neither requested nor authorized,
and many times appropriated.

I want to put this in the right con-
text. In the area of defense we are tell-
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ing thousands of young men and
women we cannot afford to keep them
in the military, and we are still able to
afford billions of dollars on unneces-
sary, unfunded expenditures. We can-
not do that.

Mr. President, 10 percent of the Afri-
can-American young men in America
today who are employed are in the
military. We are telling them we can-
not afford to keep them because we
have to downsize our military. The
military and our All-Volunteer Force
has been, in my view, the best way for
an American to lift himself or herself
up from conditions of poverty and re-
ceive an education, receive an oppor-
tunity. Yet, we are going to spend bil-
lions of dollars on things such as I just
enunciated.

I know, also, that I risk some retalia-
tion in my State. I am willing to risk
that retaliation because I am a U.S.
Senator, not an Arizona Senator. But
it has to stop. We have to get control
of this process because we do not have
the confidence of the American people
in what we are doing. And the best way
to restore that confidence of the Amer-
ican people, in my view, is to treat
their tax dollars as if they were our
very own and spend them on only need-
ed defense spending and not other
unneeded, unrequested funding. The
best way we can do that is restore
some regularity and formality to the
process.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MOND. Will the distin-
guished Senator yield me 5 minutes?

Mr. McCAIN. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from South Carolina.

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

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join as a cosponsor of the
amendment offered by my good friend
and colleague from Arizona, Senator
JOHN McCaIN. If approved, this amend-
ment will put the Senate on record as
being in favor of spending our shrink-
ing defense dollars in the most effec-
tive and efficient manner. The lan-
guage in Senator McCAIN's amendment
emphatically restates the congres-
sional policy that funds expended
under community adjustment assist-
ance, university research, strategic en-
vironmental research, and environ-
mental restoration programs are
awarded on the basis of merit rather
than on other considerations. This
amendment makes explicit the ap-
proach followed in large measure by
the Senate Appropriations Committee.

The earmarking of programs is a
long-established practice in Congress.
We have the power of the purse and
must be sensitive to the needs of our
constituents regarding the administra-
tion of Federal programs. Therefore, it
is pointless and unfair to try to place
the blame for earmarking practices on
any member, committee or House of
Congress, but this year the problem
has gone to far.
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We are not facing a crisis in manag-
ing defense spending. The defense budg-
et appears to be in freefall and our
military commitments around the
world are shifting rather than decreas-
ing. The Armed Services Committees
are struggling to meet draconian out-
lay targets in the critical research and
development accounts. We may have to
reduce these accounts $4 billion below
the House figure. We are in danger of
eating our seed corn as we sacrifice our
technology programs to shorter term
priorities.

In this environment, large-scale ear-
marking is a luxury we can no longer
afford. We must ensure that every dol-
lar be expended on defense programs
that are judged to be meritorious by a
process freed of other considerations. If
there are concerns about the process
for awarding grants or contracts under
these programs, then let us examine
that process and make appropriate cor-
rections. The answer, however, is not
to overturn a competitive process in
favor of earmarks.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from New Mexico such
time as he needs.

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains for the proponents?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes, forty-seven seconds.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I request 5 minutes
of that time and then I will yield the
rest of it back to my colleague. I know
the Senator from Georgia, the chair-
man of the authorizing committee,
would like to speak as well.

Mr, President, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by Senator MCCAIN
and wish to join him in this effort. I do
think this is an issue that is not being
addressed for the first time in the Sen-
ate. It is one that we have addressed
several times before.

I want to make very clear what I be-
lieve Senator MCCAIN stated in his
comments as well, that the issue we
are raising with this amendment is not
directed at the provisions that are in
the bill pending in the Senate today. I
want to commend the Senator from
Hawaii and the Senator from Alaska
for the constructive approach that
they and their colleagues on the Appro-
priations Committee have taken to-
ward preserving the statutory proc-
esses and the principle of merit-based-
selection procedures in the bill before
us. These cost-sharing, competitive
principles which the Senate committee
was embracing were at the heart of last
year's legislation on conversion. The
principles enjoyed bipartisan support
in the recommendations of the Pryor
task force and the Rudman task force.

There is a broad consensus that this
is the only fair way to allocate these
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funds, especially when they are over-
subscribed by a factor of 20 to 1, as
they are in the case of the technology
reinvestment project, which 1is the
name that has been given to the tech-
nology and industry component of Con-
gress' 1992 conversion and reinvestment
legislation.

S0, again, I want to commend the
Senate Appropriations Committee for
taking this approach and for including
section 8130 in the bill that is pending
before us today. This section, which
was offered by Congressman GEORGE
BROWN on the House side ties the ex-
penditure of technology reinvestment
funds to the competition and cost-shar-
ing and other procedures set forth in
the law.

However, Mr. President, let me just
point out that there are some other
areas that have been referred to by
Senator MCCAIN where Congress has es-
tablished specific statutory merit-
based procedures, and we need to en-
sure that in those cases, the competi-
tive procedures are followed as well.

The first of these that we are ad-
dressing in our amendment is the long
list of operations and maintenance ear-
marks in the House report language
aimed at particular communities fac-
ing dislocation due to defense cut-
backs.

A second area which has been re-
ferred to is university earmarks.

A third is the earmarks contained in
the House bill related to the Strategic
Environmental Research and Develop-
ment Program.

And, finally, the earmarks involved
with the defense environmental res-
toration account. Clearly, we need to
ensure that those programs are allowed
to proceed on the basis of merit, they
are allowed to proceed on the basis of
competition, as was the intent of Con-
gress from the very beginning.

I am particularly concerned about
the long list of dual-use technology
earmarks in the areas such as manu-
facturing technology, automotive tech-
nology, health care technology, elec-
tronics and materials technology. The
vast majority of these appear to be
projects intended for a particular re-
cipient. These are projects that could
and should be competitive under the
Technology Reinvestment Program.

In each of these areas, the Advanced
Research Projects Agency received in
excess of 100 proposals. We have very
limited funds available for defense and
dual-use research and, as the Senator
from South Carolina pointed out, we
are being asked in the conference with
the House on the defense bill to cuts in
excess of $5 billion from the President’s
request for defense R&D. We cannot af-
ford to spend the scarce resources we
have for research and development on
special projects for Members' interests.

Mr. President, I know that the appro-
priators and the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee in the Senate,
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the chairman and ranking member,
will have a very difficult time holding
to the position which we are advocat-
ing in the Senate today. It clearly is
the fair thing to do. It is the only fair
way to treat the 2,800 groups which re-
sponded to the competition for the
technology reinvestment project funds
and for the many thousands of others
who will compete in the future.

Let me conclude by again thanking
the Senator from Hawaii and the Sen-
ator from Alaska for standing by the
principle of merit-based procedures and
the expenditure of defense funds. I hope
they will continue to preserve this
principle in the final bill which
emerges from the conference and that
the amendment we are offering today
will help them in doing that.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve the remainder of Senator
McCAIN's time.

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawalii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, before
proceeding with my remarks, will the
Senator from New Mexico respond to a
gquestion on my time?

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will be glad to re-
spond.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to
know the intent of the authors of this
measure. Does this provision apply
only to the following: Programs,
projects, activities involving commu-
nity adjustment assistance, research
and development at colleges or univer-
sities, strategic environmental re-
search or environmental restoration,
or does it go beyond that? :

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will respond for
myself, since I am not in a position to
respond for the Senator from Arizona.
But I will respond for myself that it is
my intent that the amendment go be-
yond that and that it make it clear
that as a matter of policy, the Senate
wishes to maintain merit-based proce-
dures for all contracts and grants, pro-
grams, projects, and activities funded
by the Department of Defense; that
those merit-based procedures should be
followed. That is in the last sentence of
the amendment. I do think, as a matter
of principle, the Senate should be on
record in support of that.

Mr, INOUYE. Mr. President, the bill
before us complies with the law of the
land as established by Congress. The
bill before us, the Defense appropria-
tions  bill, provides  substantial
amounts of funds which will be award-
ed following full and open competition.
This bill requires competition in the
award of defense conversion research
and development. This bill does not
earmark funds provided for defense
conversion community assistance and
personnel programs. This bill does not
earmark funds in the defense environ-
mental restoration account or funds
approved for the Strategic Environ-
mental Research and Development Pro-
gram.
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Specifically, the committee added
$150 million to the $324 million re-
quested for R&D projects to aid the
conversion of our defense industry
under the Technology Reinvestment
Program. The committee also provided
additional funds for the community as-
sistance and personnel programs which
would aid our fellow citizens affected
by the defense drawdown.

Mr. President, it was difficult to ap-
propriate these funds, given the outlay
constraints facing this committee. No
other congressional defense committee
met this challenge. I can assure you,
Mr. President, that we members of the
committee have worked very diligently
with our colleagues in the Senate to
provide additional funds for defense
conversion efforts.

While my fellow Senators brought a
number of excellent conversion
projects to the attention of this com-
mittee, the committee sought to allow
the competitive process to determine
the best possible uses of defense con-
version funds.

In addition to the so-called earmarks
that I have mentioned on defense con-
version, the committee recommended
that the full Senate agree with the
House bill language requiring competi-
tion in the award of Technology Rein-
vestment Program funds.

The committee support of the com-
petitive process is fully consistent with
the existing laws governing award of
defense conversion funds and other pro-
grams highlighted by Senators McCAIN
and BINGAMAN.

Mr. President, I believe the law is
clear, and most sincerely I believe we
have complied with the law. Indeed, as
I have said, we have further adopted a
House provision mandating that De-
fense Technology Reinvestment Pro-
gram funds be awarded based on com-
petitive procedures outlined in the
statute. I can assure one and all that
we will do our best in conference to
maintain these competitive proce-
dures.

The amendment before us, I believe,
seeks to refine the Senate's support for
competitive award of funds available to
the Department of Defense. However, I
sincerely believe that the amendment’'s
current language may be so expansive
that it could have an unintended effect
on overriding program priorities that
the committee or the Senate have es-
tablished as meritorious in the bill and
report language.

Just a few minutes ago, Mr. Presi-
dent, we concluded an important de-
bate on so-called earmarking of funds
for the Army and Air National Guard.
The issue before us involved $150 mil-
lion that we in the Senate decided had
merit. It was authorized by the author-
ization committees, and we appro-
priated the funds. The vote was over-
whelming.

In that debate, I tried my best to re-
mind my colleagues that a very impor-
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tant constitutional provision was in-
volved. Article I, section 8 of the Con-
stitution says that the Congress has
the power to provide for and maintain
armies. The Congress has the power to
provide for a navy. This debate so far
suggests that if the administration has
not requested these programs, it is not
worthy of our consideration, and yet
the Constitution makes it very clear
that it is not the President of the Unit-
ed States but the Congress that will
provide for and maintain an army and
provide for a navy.

Yesterday, we had a lengthy debate
on the CRS report, and I tried my best
to respond item by item. I will not use
my limited time for that purpose. But
since we are talking about the CRS re-
port, it might be well to use that re-
port.

In discussing defense funding, earmarking
generally refers to occasions in which
amounts are specified in law or in committee
reports for purposes even more narrow than
those of typical line items. In light of the
flexibility of the term in common usage,
CRS has not referred to earmarked funds in
any of the attached material. Rather, we
have tried to identify all provisions of de-
fense appropriations acts that specify that
funds should be allocated to particular
projects or locations. As you may know, we
have not provided a similar table of provi-
sions from defense authorization acts. The
reason is that authorization measures typi-
cally include dozens if not hundreds of provi-
sions that define or establish particular pro-
grams and activities. The results of citing
them all would be unwieldy. We do not mean
to suggest, however, that only appropriators
earmark funds.

This amendment suggests that it
may be well for authorizers to earmark
funds but not for appropriators. Yet
the Constitution makes it very clear it
is the Congress of the United States
which provides for the army and the
navy.

Second, I hope my colleagues will go
over the RECORD of yesterday and look
over the debate that was held in prepa-
ration of this amendment because each
item has been answered, and I believe
rather specifically.

At the appropriate time, Mr. Presi-
dent, I will be, together with Senator
STEVENS, making a motion either to
amend or to table the amendment be-
cause I believe that, as written, this
amendment is so expansive that it may
have had an intention that was not in-
tended by the authors of this measure.

I am pleased to yield to the vice
chairman of the committee.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want
to emphasize what the Senator from
Hawaii has just said. This amendment
says ‘‘no provisions of this act."" This
appropriations bill will become an act.
Only the appropriations process would
be so limited. As the CRS has pointed
out, they did not even provide a table
of provisions from the Defense author-
ization bill because there are so many
of them they could not compile them.
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Now, it just so happens that the Con-
stitution does not refer to authoriza-
tion bills. We have provided for the au-
thorization process in our procedure,
but the Constitution says:

No money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury but in consequence of appropriations
made by law.

Now, I find it very interesting that it
is all members of the authorization
committee who have presented this
amendment to the floor. The very peo-
ple who the CRS says it cannot even
count the number of earmarks they
have in their bill have said you cannot
earmark in an appropriations bill.

Now, let us make sure we understand
what that means. It means the distin-
guished occupant of the chair or any
other Senator cannot come in here and
say, "‘Of the money that you have pro-
vided in this bill, I want this amount
reserved for this project in my State.”

Now, let us talk about environmental
restoration. 1 started the environ-
mental restoration concept when I was
chairman of this subcommittee. I
started it with an amendment on the
floor. We had ignored the concept of
environmental restoration on defense
establishments and we now have one. It
is an enormous one. It is almost $3 bil-
lion this year. Of that $3 billion al-
most—it is 2 point something or
other—I asked the committee, and in
the report we do earmark and say that
$1.3 million shall be available to the
Air Force to replace an existing land-
fill in Alaska at Kotzebue that was
contaminated by the Air Force waste.
As they closed an air base, they used
the little town of Kotzebue's landfill
and so filled it up with waste it has
now been told it cannot use that land-
fill anymore.

So that I have asked, of the almost $3
billion in this bill, $1.3 million of that
money be prioritized as a partial con-
tribution of the Government to replace
that landfill which must be done now
according to the EPA.

I could come out here on the floor
with an amendment. I did not do that.
I asked the committee. We placed it in
the report, and we have said we set
that priority for the use of these funds.
That has been criticized by my friend
from Arizona. It is earmarking of the
O&M moneys, generally. It does not
take away from anyone else. It just
says, from all of that money that is in
here for O&M—and the total amount
for that is almost $80 billion—we can
urge you to use it for this account.

If the Senator from Arizona wants
me to come and present that amend-
ment, I will present that amendment.
And I will ask Members of the Senate
to vote against it. I would point out
that I have here the requests made to
me personally as the minority manager
of this bill by some 31 to 35 Senators on
my side. The Senator from Hawaii has
a similar package. Almost every Mem-
ber of the Senate that has a defense in-
stallation in their State came to me
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and asked me to earmark or provide
some money for specific things in their
State. Many of them were from the
Armed Services Committee.

Look at the Armed Services Commit-
tee bill this year: $25 million for elec-
tron laser; $4 million for the helmet-
mounted mission rehearsal system; $5.9
million for the stratified charge rotary
engine; $11.7 million for the decoy, in
Massachusetts; $1.4 million for Sac-
ramento Peak Observatory; $10 million
for the thermionic conversion unit, at
Auburn University; $7.5 million for the
adoption program; $50 million for the
Xerox high definition display project;
$14.5 million for the Z megawatt fuel
cells, in Connecticut; and $3 million for
the solid polymer. That is just a few of
them.

There are so many of them that we
could not get them all out in a book.

The CRS says——

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

Mr. STEVENS. Not right now. The
Senator can speak on his own time. I
am sort of wound up on this right now.

It makes me mad, again, that the
Armed Services Committee comes here
and points the finger at the two of us
and says, ‘“These naughty boys again
are earmarking.”

I hope the Senate wakes up because
we react to requests of other Senators
for these earmarks. They are a legiti-
mate exercise of congressional author-
ity to provide funds for defense
projects.

If any Member of the Senate ques-
tions what we have done, offer an
amendment to delete it. Come out here
and have the courage to delete it. But
do not give us some broad general pol-
icy that is absolutely unworkable but
only applies to this act.

The Energy Subcommittee bill ap-
propriates money for defense. The
State, Justice, Commerce appropriates
some moneys that come from defense.
We now have turned over to a series of
other committees a portion of the de-
fense money, Transportation appro-
priations part of the money for defense,
for Coast Guard. But only this bill
would become burdened by this. This is
a policy in Congress that contracts and
grants for programs, projects, and ac-
tivities funded for the Department of
Defense should be awarded through
merit selection procedures. That says
it applies only to the provisions of this
act.

What are we trying to do? What are
the appropriators trying to do? They
are trying to say that once again we
have appropriated money that was not
authorized. That, by and large, is not
true this time. As a matter of fact, I
would put into the RECORD at this
point—I do not want to load the
RECORD down.

I have here a series of pages for the
add-ons made by the authorizing com-
mittee under the authorizing projects
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for items that were not requested by
the President, were not requested by
the Department of Defense, were not
requested by anyone other than mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee.
By and large, we funded most of those
because we agreed with them. But
there are people within the Depart-
ment of Defense who say: Hey, wait a
minute. You have congressional add-
ons.

The congressional add-ons do not just
come from the appropriations bill.
They come from earmarking, basically,
in the authorization bill. They cover
the very things we are talking about.
They cover community projects, ad-
justment assistance, research and de-
velopment at colleges, strategic envi-
ronmental research or environmental
restoration; basically, earmarked in
the authorization bill. But that is not
covered by this amendment; only the
earmarks that we would have made. As
the Senator from Hawaii said, we have
not basically made any.

But the last sentence is the things
that apply only to those things author-
ized by this bill, by the appropriations
process.

I think that the Senate has to decide
what it is going to do. Any Member of
this Senate can come out here and,
pursuant to rule XVI of the Senate,
offer an amendment dealing with this
bill. We invite you to do so; we invite
you to do so. We should let the Senate
pass on the priorities that you set.

What this means to this Senator is if
this amendment is agreed to next year,
the Members of this Senate must come
to this floor and present their own
amendments.

I might say, if it passes, I will see to
it, if the Senate does not table it, I will
offer an amendment to say: This or any
other act. It is legislation on appro-
priations. It should not be here in the
first place. Rule XVI prohibits that.
But if we make a point of order against
it, the people here will just say it is
germane and we will have a vote on
germaneness, and that will be equiva-
lent to adopting the amendment.

1 see my good friend from Georgia,
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee. He and I have had long
talks about legislation on appropria-
tions, and the appropriations process.
And we have come away as friends. I
admire his ability in this area. But I
will say this: This one is going too far.
It is only if it applies to every act of
Congress. If Congress wants to set a
new policy, and it would be a new pol-
icy with regard to the concepts of this
language, 1 say that we should think
about that.

I reject the position of the Senator
from Arizona that we have, by virtue of
this bill, earmarked items except as re-
quested by a Member of the Senate who
came to us and we presented the bill. If
you question those earmarks, come out
here and take them out. Come out here
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and raise the question. But again, a
scatter gun comes at us, and in the
scatter gun is an expression of policy, a
legislative policy that, in my opinion,
only applies to the provisions of this
act.

I believe that the way to deal with
this bill is the way the Senator from
Arizona did on the Seawolf. I voted for
his amendment to limit the Seawolf. I
did not believe in the Seawolf. 1 voted,
for instance, against the tremendous
amount of money that was spent on
battleships for the Navy of our coun-
try, and they were out there floating
for 3 or 4 years and came back in to be-
come museums again at costs of lit-
erally tens of billions of dollars.

That is the way to deal with it: Have
a vote out here on individual provi-
sions you disagree with. But this is a
scatter gun.

I tell the Members of the Senate who
brought to me these requests—I think
the same kinds of requests were
brought by the Senator from Hawaii—
that we cannot work that way anymore
with regard to these provisions, with
regard to these projects. Most of the
provisions are not in the act. Again,
they are in the report, as are the provi-
sions that are earmarked by the Armed
Services Committee. Their report is
quite similar to ours. It is right here.
This is the one for 1994,

I urge the Members of the Senate to
look at it—the specificity of funds for
the George C. Marshall Center, pilot

outreach, additional support for
counterdrug activities, export loan
guarantees, military physicians—you

can see the earmarking. I do not dis-
agree with it. That is the function of
the Armed Services Committee: To re-
view the requests for money and put
congressional limitations that it be-
lieves are necessary to assure the pro-
tection of the public interest.

But there is, particularly when the
Senator from Arizona seems to believe
that this earmarking of the CRS is
really a report of all earmarking of de-
fense projects—I again refer to where 1
started out in this report.

The CRS has not referred to ear-
marked funds. They have tried to iden-
tify provisions in appropriations acts
only that specify where funds should be
allocated or projects, or locations of
projects, should be funded. And they
specifically say:

Authorization measures typically include
dozens, if not hundreds, of provisions that
define or establish particular programs or
activities. To cite them would be unwieldy.

Where is the fairness in that kind of
legislation? Again, this is where the
buck stops. We are the only committee
of Congress that is subject to the out-
lay limitations. In order to get to those
outlay limitations, we have to be spe-
cific. As a matter of fact, we had one
amendment presented against us this
morning to delete $150 million because
we were not specific enough.
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Now this is an amendment that says
take out all of those provisions that
are specific, unless you put them in on
a general category of being—they must
be competitively bid. To me, it is bad
legislation and it is wrong. I will be
happy to listen to my friend.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President,
could I try to clarify what I think this
amendment does? It does not do what
he is believing and stating that it does.
This amendment does not try to knock
out all language in the appropriations
bill or in any bill which establishes
particular programs and activities. I
agree with the Senator from Alaska
and the Senator from Hawaii that that
is entirely appropriate. If the Appro-
priations Committee and the authoriz-
ing committee decide that a particular
activity or program should be funded,
then they should specify that. I voted
with the chairman and ranking mem-
ber on this last amendment, because I
believe very strongly that we did what
we should do.

Mr. STEVENS. Let me parentheti-
cally say that you are using your time.
I have used a lot of ours.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will use my time.

What this amendment does is say:

No provision of the act concerning these
programs, projects, or activities may be con-
strued as requiring a contract to be awarded
or a grant to be made to a specific non-
governmental entity.

That is a particular contract. What
we are trying to get at are provisions
in the House appropriations report
which require that a particular con-
tractor be given the contract. And
that, to us, seems eminently reason-
able, and it is something that the Sen-
ator from Alaska supported, and that
is all this amendment tries to do.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sup-
port what the Senator just said, but
does it cover my $1.5 million for
Kotzebue? It says to give it to a non-
Federal entity without any contract.

Mr. BINGAMAN. You do not state
who is to do the work.

Mr. STEVENS. No, but who the grant
is to be made to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ators should direct their comments to
the Chair.

Mr. BINGAMAN. As I understand the
example the Senator from Alaska
cited, he is specifying a purpose and an
activity in a program he thinks should
be funded, not which contractors are to
do the work. Accordingly——

Mr. STEVENS. To the contrary, this
amendment covers a grant, requiring a
grant to be made. I require a grant to
be made to the city of Kotzebue to be
a Federal contribution to a landfill.
Now, it is covered by this amendment.
It specifically says environmental res-
toration may be construed as requiring
a contract to be awarded or, as re-
quired, a grant to be made to a specific
non-Federal entity for a program or ac-
tivity.
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I require $1.5 million to be given to
Kotzebue. It is a fair contribution. As a
matter of fact, they should pay for the
whole thing. They destroyed the land-
fill for what is really a very small Es-
kimo town in northwest Alaska. I
think this amendment covers that kind
of earmarking.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
make it clear that some of this dialog
is coming out of the time of the Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Yes. Mine is.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I will
yield the floor, as I know the Senator
from Georgia wants to speak on this
issue.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, how much
time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 3 minutes 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I want to
commend the Senator from Arizona
and the Senator from New Mexico for
offering their amendment to make it
clear that it is the policy of Congress
that defense funds should not be ear-
marked for specific contractors or
grantees.

I would also like to commend the
chairman and ranking member of the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee
for their approach to this bill. While I
do not agree with every element of
their bill—and I would not expect them
to agree with every element of the au-
thorization bill—I believe that the gen-
eral approach of appropriations bill re-
flects the genuine concern of the lead-
ership of the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee for our national secu-
rity. I particularly note section 8130,
which prohibits earmarking the tech-
nology reinvestment projects, as well
as the general absence of university
earmarks from the bill.

The leaders of the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee know as well as
anyone what difficult choices we now
face in meeting the requirements of na-
tional defense. They have, for example,
reduced the administration's request
for funding of research and develop-
ment programs by $5.2 billion, or 14
percent. In a budget that has already
been reduced considerably over the
funding proposed by the previous ad-
ministration, that is an enormous fig-
ure. It is $2.5 billion less than the
amount provided for research and de-
velopment in the authorization bill.
Given the deep decline in funds avail-
able for research and development, we
simply do not have the luxury of ear-
marking funds for parochial interests.

As defense spending is reduced, it is
essential that the limited funds which
remain be used to support the pro-
grams of the Department of Defense in
the most cost-effective manner pos-
sible. Congress has a vital role to play
in this process, by establishing sound
acquisition policy and making wise
funding decisions. I do not believe,
however, that in authorizing and ap-
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propriating funds for the Department
of Defense, Congress should not act as
super contracting officers and selecting
the specific contractors or grantees
who will be recipients of defense funds.

There is a big difference between de-
ciding which programs are necessary to
the national defense and deciding
which contractors or grantees are best
capable of meeting the objectives of
those programs. The award of a con-
tract or as grant should be made on the
basis of an objective evaluation of the
capabilities of the contractor or grant-
ee. That is the type of decision that is
best made on the basis of objective,
professional judgments by officials in
the executive branch using procedures
and criteria established by Congress.

Mr. President, the defense budget
was never large enough to justify ear-
marks for specific museums, specific
universities, specific contractor
claims, specific environmental restora-
tion projects, specific conversion pro-
grams without regard to national de-
fense needs or priorities. There are a
large number of these kinds of ear-
marks proposed in the House-passed
Defense appropriations bill. In the cur-
rent budget environment, such ear-
marks not only are unjustified, they
are harmful to the national defense be-
cause they take limited defense dollars
away from critical projects.

The safety, welfare, and success in
combat of the men and women in our
Armed Forces—today, and 20 years
from today—is directly dependent on
the spending decisions we make here in
Congress. We must ensure that these
decisions are based on the merits of our
national defense needs by supporting
the Bingaman amendment.

Mr. President, I commend the Sen-
ator from Hawaii and the Senator from
Alaska for a very commendable job on
this appropriations bill. The Senator
from Alaska has mentioned the outlay
problem they struggle with, and we ac-
knowledge right up front that we did
not meet that outlay target. The rea-
son is that we hoped it would be
changed. It has not been, and we are
going to have to meet the outlay at
some point. The Senator from Alaska
is correct on that. They struggled with
the outlay problem that we did not
meet, and I think they are to be com-
mended for that.

The second thing I want to say, if my
friend from Alaska will listen, is the
Senator from Hawaii and I have talked
about this at length, and the Senator
from Hawaii has assured me he is going
into conference determined not to have
earmarks. This bill does not have ear-
marks, as we interpret it. The bill that
came out of the Senator's committee
does not have earmarks of the kind
that is set-aside money for specific
contractors and specific entities that
are nongovernmental. We do not aim at
any of those provisions that go to ac-
tivities and programs.
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This amendment, as I understand it
from the Senator from New Mexico, is
aimed at preventing set-asides for peo-
ple who would really not be competing
but, rather, getting their grants or
their contracts by act of Congress.
What that does is gives a fair playing
field to those who are competing. If we
do not have some policy like this, these
thousands of proposals out there on de-
fense conversion and other funds that
are coming in in good faith, thinking
there is going to be merit competition,
are not going to be funded, and those
being chosen by the Congress in an ap-
propriations bill will be funded.

So we are not in any way attacking
this bill before us. I believe what the
Senators from New Mexico and Arizona
are trying to do is commendable, be-
cause their amendment would say in
advance that we do not support these
earmarks because it is not fair to the
taxpayer or to the other people trying
to compete when there is no competi-
tion. Really, it is being set aside by an
act of Congress, and it is not fair to the
whole system. That is what the amend-
ment is attempting to do, and it does
not cover programs and activities. We
always have programs and activities
that we set aside money for. That is
not the same as saying who is going to
get the award and contract.

I say to my friend from Alaska, the
provision he alludes to is in report lan-
guage, not in the bill. Therefore, it is
not binding and covered by this amend-
ment. It is up to the Secretary of De-
fense to make those kinds of decisions.

So I commend the Senator from Ha-
waii and the Senator from Alaska.
They have been true to their word.
They have not put earmarks in this
bill. And what we are really trying to
do is reinforce their position in con-

ference, because that is where the prob- -

lem usually comes. What we do not
want to have happen this year is what
happened in previous years—to have a
conference report come back full of
earmarks, which destroys the competi-
tive process and the merit-based proc-
ess. That is as I interpret the amend-
ment. I ask the Senator from New Mex-
ico, Have I described it correctly?

Mr. BINGAMAN. Yes; that is exactly
correct, Mr. President. I think that is a
correct description.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii has 3 minutes 9 sec-
onds.

Mr. INOUYE. I yield myself 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. President, this discussion has
just convinced me that the authors of
the amendment are not quite certain
what the intent is. Both of you have in-
dicated that it does not cover any so-
called earmarks in this bill. Yet, the
Senator from Arizona has pointed out a
whole list of items that he feels are
covered by this.

Mr. NUNN. I was not here when the
Senator from Arizona gave his expla-
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nation, but the easiest way is to read
the amendment.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit me, he came out
with a whole CRS report that cites all
of these amendments.

Mr. BINGAMAN. If the Senator will
yield, my understanding is that the
Senator from Arizona was giving a list
of various items in the bill that he per-
sonally objected to. It certainly is not
the case that this amendment affects
those items. This amendment does not.
This amendment is a very narrowly
drawn amendment and is not in any
way trying to attack the items in the
CRS report.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, that is
not what the Record shows.

I suggest the absence of a gquorum
and ask unanimous consent that the
time not be taken out of the time al-
lotted.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

dered.
Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CHAFEE-COOPER-GRAMM HEALTH
PLANS

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I know
the Senators are currently deliberating
on amendments. I will be happy to
cease my remarks as soon as they are
prepared to consider another amend-
ment. wish to talk briefly, if I can,
about an issue that will be the subject
of a great deal of discussion and debate
and consideration in the months ahead.

We all know that it was just earlier
this month, that President Clinton
spelled out his vision for comprehen-
sive reform of our health care system,
a vision that has stimulated debate
from the Halls of Congress to cafes in
Des Moines.

Our country has not been so engaged
since Franklin Roosevelt a half-cen-
tury ago sketched a picture of an
America failing to care for its senior
citizens. Not since then have we
worked together again to secure a new
right of citizenship in our land. We
have reached a crossroads, and it is
time again for another great advance.

The President has paved the way by
introducing a bold health reform plan,
and the ensuing debate has encouraged
Republicans and Democrats in Con-
gress to introduce their own reform
bills, many containing important ele-
ments of the Clinton plan.

The public and the media have scru-
tinized carefully the President’s plan,
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as well they should. This is, after all,
perhaps the most important domestic
policy initiative in history.

Now I believe we must analyze all of
the proposals before us, comparing
them against a checklist of principles
important to our Nation, just as we
have done with the President’s plan.

We must be sure that the rhetoric
matches the reality.

I would like to do that with the three
major plans that have been recently in-
troduced in the Congress.

Within the last several weeks, health
care reform plans have been introduced
in the Senate by the Republican health
task force, under the leadership of our
colleague, JOHN CHAFEE, and by Sen-
ators GRAMM and McCAIN. In the
House, Representatives COOPER and
GRANDY have advanced a comprehen-
sive reform bill, with bipartisan co-
sponsorship.

I applaud their contribution to the
health care reform debate, and am
pleased that all of these bills mirror
the President’s plan in some important
ways, by emphasizing competition, in-
creasing consumer cost consciousness,
and by cracking down on insurance
practices that leave so many without
coverage.

Their bills all represent serious ef-
forts, and I welcome the sponsors' par-
ticipation in the debate.

With that said, I must also express
reservations about the ability of these
measures to fulfill all of the goals I be-
lieve are vital to the success of health
reform.

Most notably, neither the Cooper nor
Gramm bill provides health security
for all Americans—security that citi-
zens of every other nation take for
granted; security that our citizens
want and deserve. Security that the
President has stated is one of the most
important goals of health reform. Only
Senator CHAFEE's plan makes this a
priority and in my view does not reach
that goal any time in the foreseeable
future.

None guarantee that skyrocketing
health costs will be reined in. They all
fail to assure businesses and individ-
uals that their premiums will be af-
fordable if competition fails to contain
costs.

These are two of the most important
aspects of health reform, and I believe
these proposals, for the most part, fall
short on both of these counts.

Let us explore further how these bills
measure up on these and other impor-
tant goals of health reform.

Most important of all, we must have
health security, Mr. President. We need
to assure Americans that they will
have coverage that is always there.

This guarantee is important for con-
taining costs; it is important for put-
ting an end to cost shifting; and it is
important for the security and peace of
mind of all Americans.

I commend Senator CHAFEE for tak-

ing this goal seriously, with a plan
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that strives for universal coverage by
the 21st century.

While I have some concerns, as I said,
that he will wait until savings are
achieved before providing this security,
and put the onus for purchasing only
on the individual, rather than creating
a partnership between businesses and
their workers, I believe that this plan
takes an enormous step forward with
its recognition that all Americans
must be guaranteed coverage.

On the other hand, I am deeply dis-
appointed that the bills Representative
CoOPER and Senator GRAMM introduced
do not achieve this most important
goal.

Neither mandates coverage, anyway.
They do not require anyone—not em-
ployers, not individuals, not even the
Government—to take responsibility for
health care. Instead, their bills hope to
expand access to care almost solely
through competition and shifting more
responsibility onto the consumers.

This will certainly result in a high
number of uninsured Americans.

In fact, a July 1993 Congressional
Budget Office analysis of the Cooper
approach projected that it would result
in 22 million people uninsured. And
Senator GRAMM's bill actually puts
more Americans at risk by leaving in-
surance companies free to drop people
and raise their rates for reasons beyond
the consumers’ control.

Under either plan, employers could
continue to drop costly workers from
coverage or not cover their work force
at all, adding to the rising number of
uninsured Americans.

Under all three plans, job lock would
continue, since employees will be un-
willing or unable to change jobs if they
fear losing coverage.

Under either plan, we would see the
continued negative effect of high num-
bers of uninsured patients:

Cost shifting would continue, since
individuals could still decide that
health care is not their responsibility,
thus shifting their expenses onto those
who purchase insurance;

The uninsured will forego preventive
and primary care and will instead re-
ceive expensive emergency room treat-
ment;

In economic terms, this hurts indi-
viduals, it hurts businesses, and it cer-
tainly hurts the Nation.

Second, there is absolutely little ef-
fr to contain costs under the ap-
1 .ches by some of our competing
pians. None of the plans guarantee our
taxpayers and businesses that health
care spending will be reined in, and
this is a very important distinction be-
tween the Clinton approach and the
other plans.

While all three plans receive piece-
meal treatment, and there are provi-
sions designed to control costs ranging
from administrative simplification to
more consumer responsibility, none
has a comprehensive, guaranteed cost
containment strategy.

For example, the Chafee and Cooper
plans help reduce costs by pooling
small businesses into purchasing
groups that force plans to compete on
price and quality. Evidence suggests
that this will help control spending,
but it certainly does not guarantee it.
On the other hand, both plans cap Med-
icare spending, and we know from
years of experience that cost shifting
occurs when we control public spending
but leave private costs to grow.

CBO’s study of last year’s version of
the Cooper plan concluded that under
it, health care costs would continue to
rise at their current rate, or even fast-
er, Senator GRAMM's bill does not even
help individuals and small businesses
join together to bargain for coverage at
affordable rates. Instead, it relies on
individuals with no enhanced market
clout to negotiate with plans and pro-
viders for their care.

All three plans, in my view, fall short
on the third principle, that of com-
prehensive benefits. They do not have a
comprehensive set of benefits guaran-
teeing for all Americans the kind of se-
curity that we so deeply need. Only
Senator CHAFEE's plan attempts—and I
emphasize the word “attempts''—to en-
sure that the benefits package will
cover a broad range of categories. But
a health care commission must decide
which services are affordable and guar-
anteed.

Neither the Cooper nor Gramm plan
specifies, much less guarantees, a com-
prehensive set of benefits. Neither pro-
tects American families from exorbi-
tant out-of-pocket expenses.

The Cooper plan shifts responsibility
for the range and types of services cov-
ered to a national board, to be deter-
mined after the legislation has become
law. Senator GRAMM's bill moves us in
the direction of less comprehensive
coverage. Not only does his bill fail to
provide a range of benefits, it actually
encourages people to purchase bare-
bones, catastrophic policies.

When it comes to any major invest-
ment, including health care, the Amer-
ican people have a right to know up
front what the guaranteed benefits will
be. They have a right to know that
they will enjoy the same comprehen-
sive benefits that citizens of every
other industrialized nation now take
for granted.

Primary and preventive care, Mr.
President, simply is not addressed in
some of the plans, and that, too, ought
to be a matter of concern. Reform
should move our health care system
from one that treats illness to one that
prevents it. Despite the human and
cost advantages of stressing primary
and preventive care, only Senator
CHAFEE's plan emphasizes this impor-
tant component of health reform.

Neither Congressman COOPER's nor
Senator GRAMM's plan adequately ad-
dresses this issue. Neither guarantees
coverage of a range of effective serv-
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ices. In fact, the Gramm bill would ac-
tually provide a disincentive for seek-
ing care early. Every visit for primary
and preventive care would drain one's
savings—exactly the opposite effect
that we want to have.

Americans deserve to know that a
prenatal care is covered, cancer screen-
ing will be reimbursed, and that they
will not need to wait until they are ill
to receive care. It is just common
sense.

The American people also have a
right to choose the type of health plan
and provider that works best for them.
When it comes to choice, again, the
Clinton plan is clearly stiperior, None
of the competing plans guarantee
choice. Both the Cooper and Chafee
proposals actually may limit choice of
plans by taxing those that exceed the
costs of the low-cost plans in the re-
gion.

By trying to encourage consumers to
choose tightly managed, cost-efficient
plans like HMO's, these proposals may
end up punishing individuals and their
employers for any other choice they
may make. Thus, if an individual wish-
es to continue to get health care the
way they do now, or to see the same
doctor they have always used, they ac-
tually may be taxed. There is a choice
tax in the Cooper plan, in particular,
that I believe most Americans are
going to be very concerned about.

None of these plans stop the current
trend of employers cutting back on
their workers' health plan options. In
fact, the Gramm plan does not even
begin to address the issue of choice, de-
spite the fact that Americans have told
us time and again how vitally impor-
tant it is to them.

The Cooper and Chafee plans, Mr.
President, squeeze Medicare also, with-
out cost controls on the private side.
They will exacerbate cost shifting and
may actually reduce access. As the gap
between Medicare and the private sec-
tor rates continues to widen, more doc-
tors will choose not to see Medicare re-
cipients and more Medicare patients
will find that they have less choice of
doctors, as well.

Further, these plans ask seniors to
pay for health reform without provid-
ing them with assurances that costs
they worry about, like prescription
drugs and long-term care, will be ad-
dressed at all.

In the worst of all worlds, the
Gramm plan has no cost containment
on either the public or the private
sides.

Finally, Mr. President, let me talk
about the prescriptive drug and long-
term care coverage.

Unlike the Clinton plan, none of the
three alternatives address the major
fears of our senior citizens: The afford-
ability of long-term care and prescrip-
tive drugs.

Millions of seniors, including those
with comfortable incomes, live with
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the fear that a serious illness could
wipe out their savings by forcing them
to enter a nursing home. They also face
rising prescriptive drug costs—their
single, highest out-of-pocket expense.
A viable health reform plan must ad-
dress these two health cost concerns.

So, Mr. President, as we debate
health reform alternatives, let us be
honest about our options and let us be
thorough with our analysis. We must
look behind the rhetoric and give all
the health care plans the scrutiny that
has already been given the President’s
proposal. It does not matter if the
plan’s author is a Republican or a Dem-
ocrat, a single-payer advocate or a
managed-competition fan.

Any credible plan must match stated
goals and must meet basic principles
that we all hold valuable. If we give
that kind of scrutiny to the major
plans introduced in Congress, then I be-
lieve that we will find that, despite
claims of comprehensive reform and
cost containment, the alternatives
simply do not measure up.

We may only get one shot at health
reform this century. Let us make sure
we do it right the first time.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. WOFFORD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
10 minutes as in morning business.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Pennsylvania will with-
hold his statement at this moment, we
are on the verge of resolving this. May
we go back to regular business?

——

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular business is the McCain amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1071, AS MODIFIED

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the adoption
and modification of my amendment,
which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any objection?

Mr. STEVENS. I do not have any
problem with the modification. I do
have objection to the adoption until we
finish our time. We have a few minutes
left to explain this.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the amendment?

Mr. STEVENS. There is no objection
to modifying the amendment.

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

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following:

‘*SEC. 8142. No provision of this Act or any
other Act concerning Department of Defense
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programs, projects, or activities involving
community adjustment assistance, research
or development at colleges or universities,
strategic environmental research, or envi-
ronmental restoration may be construed as
requiring a contract to be awarded, or as re-
quiring a grant to be made, to a specific non-
Federal Government entity for a new pro-
gram, project, or activity.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that the distinguished
chairman and ranking member have
agreed to accept this amendment, as
modified. Therefore, I ask unanimous
consent to vitiate the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Hawaii, the chair-
man of the subcommittee, is recog-
nized.

Mr. INOUYE. Before we proceed, I
would like to make certain the modi-
fication is the one I have here. May 1
read it:

No provision of this act—

And the modification—
or any other act concerning Department of
Defense programs * * *,

Period after the word ‘‘activity.”
And the last proviso is stricken.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is correct. That is the
amendment at the desk.

Mr. INOUYE. If that is the case, I
have no objection.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President,
could I ask the Senator from Hawaii a
question.

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
wanted to just clarify, it is my under-
standing at least the intention here
would be that the Appropriations Com-
mittee would endeavor, as they have in
prior years, to keep as much in the way
of specific identification of contractors
and grantees out of the House bill, or
out of the final conference report that
comes back even in areas not covered
by the newly modified amendment. Is
that correct?

Mr. INOUYE. If I may, I would like
to assure the Senator from New Mexico
that I will do my very best.

Mr. BINGAMAN. The one other point
I wanted to just clarify, that is, it was
the consensus of all that whatever gen-
eral statements and general policy in
this area should be done as part of our
authorizing process?

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, do we
have time remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for a
minute or so.

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

Mr. STEVENS. I still have reserva-
tion as to the provision which deals
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with the grants that may be made to
non-Federal governments. I believe
that grants that must be made, par-
ticularly under the program of commu-
nity adjustment or under environ-
mental restoration, must be made to
cities, counties, and States, and when
we determine those are to be made to
them, that should be a valid exercise of
our authority over the appropriations
process.

I am not going to amend it now, but
I just want to express my reservation
that that provision goes too far.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to the McCain amendment.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 1 additional
minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. 1 thank the Senators
from Alaska, Hawaii, and New Mexico
for their willingness to see—especially
the chairman and the ranking mem-
ber—the objections and concerns of the
Senator from New Mexico, I, and oth-
ers have. I appreciate their willingness
to work out something which I believe
will be very helpful to all concerned.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of the McCain-Binga-
man amendment.

Mr. President, as Yogi Berra once
said, “It's deja wvu all over again.”
Every year when we consider the De-
fense appropriations bill, we debate the
issue of congressional earmarks and
the steering of appropriated funds to
parochial interests. And although the
consensus always seems to be that ear-
marks are wrong, somehow they show
up in the bill again, and we are forced
to revisit this unpleasant issue.

Let me begin by saying that I appre-
ciate the diligent effort of the Senate
Appropriations Committee to reduce
the number of earmarks in this year's
Defense bill, We are making progress in
the quest to institute competition and
merit based selection procedures and I
commend the appropriators for their
constructive efforts.

Unfortunately, the House Appropria-
tions Committee has not acted with
similar restraint. In fact, the House
bill contains some $350 million in speci-
fied, noncompetitive, earmarked fund-
ing. This is simply unacceptable.

Mr. President, defense spending is in
free fall. We are laying off tens of thou-
sands of excellent soldiers against their
will. Readiness is suffering. Recruit-
ment is down. Depot maintenance
backlogs are increasing. The procure-
ment and research and development ac-
counts are being ravaged. In short, the
United States Armed Forces are on the
verge of becoming hollow.

In this constrained fiscal environ-
ment, we do not have the luxury of ear-
marking our limited defense resources
for pork-barrel programs. The stakes
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are too high, and the dangers too great,
for the Congress to continue this irre-
sponsible and dangerous practice. Our
defense expenditures must be based on
national security, not parochialism.

I understand that those who support
congressional earmarks often argue
that the established competition guide-
lines are not sufficiently objective. If
that is the case, we should be focusing
our attention on the process and how it
can be improved. The answer is not to
circumvent competition; but rather, to
enhance competition and equity in the
selection process. Let us work together
to reform the existing system, not ig-
nore it.

The section 800 process is an excel-
lent example of the type of reform to
which I am referring. In the next few
weeks, I will be joining with colleagues
from the committees on Armed Serv-
ices, Government Affairs, and Small
Business to introduce a comprehensive
package of acquisition reforms based
on the recommendations of the so-
called section 800 panel. This initial
draft will serve as a focal point for
member and industry input on how
best to streamline and reform the ac-
quisition process. With effective com-
munication and bipartisan commit-
ment, I am optimistic that the Senate
will take firm and constructive action
on this important issue.

In the meantime, I strongly urge my
colleagues to support the McCain-
Bingaman amendment. The amend-
ment represents a responsible and ap-
propriate statement of Congress’ policy
that contracts and grants funded
through the defense department should
be awarded through merit-based selec-
tion procedures, not parochial, pork-
barrel politics. When free and fair com-
petition occurs, our constituents bene-
fit, the taxpayers benefit, and the na-
tional interest is advanced.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important amendment, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is now on
agreeing to the McCain amendment as
modified.

The amendment (No. 1071), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
that the Senator from Pennsylvania be
recognized as though in morning busi-
ness for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Pennsylvania is recognized.

CONSUMER HEALTH CARE REPORT
CARD

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, 2
years ago this week I came to the Sen-
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ate floor to set out the principles I
thought were essential to national
health care reform, an issue that was
on the cutting edge of my own special
election campaign. As a matter of fact,
2 years ago I think I was still about 10
points down.

Soon thereafter, I teamed up with
Senator DASCHLE, because he and I
shared the basic concerns about health
care reform. We introduced our own
comprehensive reform  bill, the
Daschle-Wofford American Health Se-
curity Act. The health care bill I actu-
ally introduced 2 years ago this week
was a symbolic one. It was to end the
free health care those of us in the Sen-
ate and the House were then receiving
from the attending physician, because I
said it was wrong for Members of Con-
gress to receive such free care while op-
posing reform that would guarantee
coverage for the American people.

A lot has happened since then.
Today, Members of Congress do pay for
their health care from the attending
physician but, far more importantly,
you cannot find many who still oppose
health care reform.

We have Democrats, Republicans, the
President, and Congress committed to
such reform. What is most remarkable
is the amount of common ground we
now share, common ground that simply
did not exist 2 years ago. We have al-
ready won the debate about whether we
are going to reform health care. Now
we are in the discussion about how to
do it. Senator DASCHLE and I, and
many of our colleagues, like Senators
KENNEDY, ROCKEFELLER, PRYOR, JEF-
FORDS, RIEGLE, KERREY, and BOXER, to
name a few, have worked hard with
Hillary Clinton and her team to see
that our opinions are included in the
President’'s health care proposal.

But the fact is there are now a lot of
health care plans on the table. Very
few of them have actually been intro-
duced as legislation. But so far, almost
all of the public debate has been about
the extensive draft of the President's
proposal. That has been worthwhile,
and there will be months more of focus
on the President's proposals. But it is
time also to take a full and critical
look at some of the other key proposals
and to tell you how we think they
stack up and why and where we think
they fall short.

Our friends at the Republican Na-
tional Committee livened things up
yesterday with their new commercials,
joining the other misleading ads of the
Health Insurance Association of Amer-
ica. But we welcome that debate. Noth-
ing will do more, I believe, to build
support for the President’s proposals
than explaining to Americans what the
actual alternatives are, alternatives
such as the Chafee, Cooper, and Gramm
proposals.

As Uwe Reinhardt put it in the New
York Times on Monday, we think the
burden of proof ought to shift to those
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who claim to have better answers. To
varying degrees, each of those plans
fails our fundamental test of real
health care reform. They do not guar-
antee comprehensive coverage for ev-
eryone, and they do not guarantee con-
trol over skyrocketing costs. Chafee,
Cooper, and Gramm in that respect are
a tourniguet, a Band-Aid, and snake
oil, respectively.

When measured by the realities of
the current system and against the
shortcomings of the alternatives in
changing what is wrong and preserving
what is right with the current system,
the President's plan does the best job
of meeting those tests.

Everybody, every newspaper, every
news magazine, every Member of Con-
gress pretty soon will have some kind
of chart comparing the different alter-
natives. But it may not deal with the
kinds of points that people keep asking
me around Pennsylvania and are being
asked right now at the Pennsylvania
Health Care Forum organized by Con-
gressmen MURTHA and WELDON, where I
will be going in a little while.

Senator DASCHLE and I offer our
consumer checklist, a report card on
how we think some of the major pro-
posals meet our tests of comprehensive
health care reform.

It is not from the perspective of the
Senators or Congresspersons, or report-
ers or policy people. It asks what the
alternatives would or would not mean
for families and companies in our
States across the country.

First, let me talk about the Chafee
plan. Here is our consumer checklist.
Guarantees coverage for all, and the
current system does not; ensures com-
prehensive benefits package, and the
current system does not; promotes pre-
vention and primary care, and our sys-
tem today does not; includes coverage
for retirees, long term-care, prescrip-
tion drugs, which are not covered
today: preserves choice of health plan
for doctors, and that plan is being di-
minished all the time today; guaran-
tees cost control for families, compa-
nies, and Government programs; infla-
tion is out of control for families, com-
panies and Government programs; in-
creases market power for consumers
and small business; that is what is
missing in the system today; cuts red
tape for consumers and business; we
are being drowned in such redtape.

I can tell you what it was like to be
a billing clerk in Jefferson University
Hospital a while ago, where I saw the
flood of paperwork that consumers and
businesses must deal with.

Reforms insurance industry prac-
tices; obviously, there is a crisis today.

That is why today this is a blank on
our chart for consumers. Every one of
those things is a critical problem for
families, and businesses in America.
Mr. President, the comparisons we
need to make are not between the
President’'s plan and perfection, they
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are between the failures of the current
system and whatever we can do to
make it better.

So let me first speak about the
Chafee plan.

The proposal introduced by Senator
CHAFEE is a serious attempt at com-
prehensive health care reform and I sa-
lute him for his very fine work over the
years in this field.

Two years ago I would not have be-
lieved that 23 Republicans would have
come together on a plan that reflects
so many of the things that I have been
fighting for. The Chafee proposal rec-
ognizes the importance of prevention
and primary care. It gets a red check
for increasing the market power for
consumers and small business. And it
includes necessary insurance reforms
in full, strong red check.

But in three of the key areas, guar-
anteed coverage, comprehensive bene-
fits package, and cost control, the plan
does not go far enough. That is why I
call it a tourniquet, because I think its
potential impact will be to squeeze out
comprehensive benefits.

I give Senator CHAFEE great credit
for proposing to guarantee universal
access to health coverage, but to
achieve that coverage the Chafee pro-
posal requires that all individuals buy
their own health insurance. But the
plan will not guarantee that coverage
until projected savings are realized.
And since the tough cost controls are
not in the plan, there is no telling
when or if those savings and, therefore,
the guaranteed coverage, will ever be
achieved.

Nor does the Chafee proposal ensure
a truly comprehensive benefits pack-
age for all Americans. All qualified
health plans will be required to offer
either the standard benefits package or
a catastrophic benefits package alone.

We assume the standard benefits
package would be broadly defined in
legislation, but we do not have the leg-
islation proposed yet. But the job
under the plan is to be left largely to a
national benefits commission and an
up-or-down vote later by Congress. It is
uncertain. That is why we put a big
question in terms of the comprehensive
benefits package by the Chafee plan. If
costs go up faster than expected, bene-
fits could be cut back. Insurance plans
could still impose lifetime limits on
services.

In short, the benefits package leaves
too many areas unclear and leaves peo-
ple insecure, as they are today. That is
the problem people face now, and they
want an end to just that kind of inse-
curity.

While we agree that cutting back in-
flation in Medicare is a key source of
funding, inflation in Medicare, Mr.
President—remember every time any-
one writes or talks about reductions in
Medicare we are talking not about re-
ducing Medicare but about reducing
the increases in Medicare which are
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now three times the cost of living. We
are trying to ratchet down those infla-
tionary increases. Not cutting Medi-
care, but impeding that inflation. This
is a major source of funding. But the
Chafee bill does not apply those sav-
ings to the benefits that early retirees
and other older citizens need so much,
including prescription drugs and long-
term care assistance in the home.

The Chafee plan does not include a
comprehensive plan to control health
care costs because it relies largely on
market competition, administrative
simplification, and malpractice re-
forms to control costs in the private
sector.

Those are not guarantees. The plan
would cap the growth of spending for
Medicare and Medicaid, but without
stronger cost containment provisions
for private sector spending. Thus, this
proposal will not eliminate the current
cost shifting from the public to the pri-
vate payer, to families and businesses,
to individuals and companies. That
cost shifting is a major part of our
present problem. And this plan does
not solve that problem.

The likely result will be that individ-
uals, families, and businesses will con-
tinue to pay more. The only serious
cost control that will work must work
for everyone, the public and the private
sector at the same time, so we do not
push the balloon of inflating health
care costs down in one area, only to see
it pop up and press more heavily upon
American businesses and families.

As a final note on the Chafee plan, it
does include purchasing alliances—it
includes them and it is part of our
common ground, common to several of
the plans, including the Cooper plan.
But the Chafee plan only provides alli-
ances for small firms with fewer than
100 employees, and it calls for them to
be voluntary.

Under this system, any group that
can get a better deal for premiums out-
side of the alliance will stay outside.
But by pooling vulnerable small busi-
nesses with the poor and the uninsured,
it almost guarantees that premiums in
the alliance are going to be higher than
outside.

So in spite of some very important
steps forward, which I endorse and ap-
plaud, the Chafee plan still fails the
consumers’ fundamental tests of health
care reform. It cannot guarantee a
comprehensive benefits package that
will be easily portable from job to job
and into retirement, and it does not
guarantee cost controls for families
and companies. So it is just another
way of forcing people to accept fewer
benefits.

I hope we can work together with
those supporting the Chafee plan to
find a stronger common ground.

I commend Congressman COOPER for
offering a serious proposal, which re-
flects his deep commitment to health
care reform. The Cooper plan has been
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well analyzed just now by my col-
league, Senator DASCHLE. Therefore, I
would like to finally talk about the
Gramm proposal.

This is the snake oil. It is called
medisave, but it is really medispend.
Medispend down your life savings. It
has the rhetoric of choice, but the only
real choice it provides is to help Amer-
ican families spend their life savings
on a health care system whose costs
are already out of control.

Senator GRAMM's proposal fails mis-
erably against our proposed goals for
health care reform. While the proposal
does include some insurance industry
reforms and some administrative sim-
plification, even that is inadequate.
Senator GRAMM's proposal does not
even claim to insure universal cov-
erage, and does not even come close to
moving us in that direction. Americans
would have the same lack of security
in their health insurance coverage as
they do today.

The Gramm proposal does not only
lack a guarantee of comprehensive ben-
efits, but it encourages the purchase of
bare-bones policies that cover only cat-
astrophic health care costs.

The medical savings accounts pro-
moted under this plan would discour-
age the use of preventive care. Without
proper preventive care, families will
pay huge human and financial costs
down the line. People will wait until
they are really sick before seeing their
doctor for treatment. That is the point
at which their illnesses are most dif-
ficult and most expensive to treat. Peo-
ple will have to spend their savings on
care, whose costs are out of control.
The bottom line: costs go up and fami-
lies' savings go down.

The Gramm proposal does not in-
clude any additional assistance for the
elderly and leaves our older citizens
also wvulnerable to today's spiraling
health care costs. The Gramm proposal
does nothing to preserve a consumers’
choice of plan or choice of physician.
These kinds of choices would continue
to erode under the Gramm reform plan,
as companies try to curtail their costs
and reduce the benefits, and people find
themselves with fewer and fewer
choices of plans or of doctors.

As far as controlling costs, Senator
GRAMM's proposal relies on consumers
being prudent shoppers. That is like
leaving Bambi to fight against
Godzilla. It does not give consumers
any kind of real purchasing power to
deal with the big insurance companies.

The Gramm proposal allows small
businesses to group together volun-
tarily to purchase health insurance,
but this change will do virtually noth-
ing to improve the market power of
consumers. In fact, under the Gramm
plan, there would be strong incentives
to shift people from the comprehensive
benefits packages they have today to
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bare bones coverage. The Gramm pro-
posal includes some changes in insur-
ance industry practice, including a pro-
hibition of preexisting condition exclu-
sions, which everyone, I am glad to
say, now agrees must happen. Yet,
without a community rating require-
ment, people with unfortunate health
conditions will still be charged more
for health insurance.

As you can see, the Gramm proposal
does almost nothing to change the sta-
tus quo—shown by the blanks here, all
the way down to the half check on ‘‘re-
forming of insurance industry prac-
tices.” It is not comprehensive; it is
not real reform. For all of the talk
about freedom of choice, it leaves
American families to sink or swim in
an ocean of insurance industry red tape
and fine print.

The Gramm plan does almost nothing
to reform a health care system in
which costs are out of control. Millions
of Americans are losing their coverage,
and millions more are worried about it.
It does not even accept the idea that
coverage ought to be guaranteed, that
benefits ought to be comprehensive, or
that costs ought to be controlled. It
leaves consumers and providers also
alone to sink or swim in that ocean of
redtape. It is medispend, not medisave.

We believe the Clinton plan fulfills
the fundamental test of comprehensive
reform. It guarantees coverage for ev-
eryone throughout their lives, no mat-
ter where they live or work. It guaran-
tees cost controls for both the public
and the private sector, and it assures
that benefits will be truly comprehen-
sive—no lifetime limits, preventive
care, consumer choice of health plan
and doctor, real simplicity through the
health security card and electronic
billing system. It is a serious reform
proposal which reflects the essential
principles which Senator DASCHLE and
I and many of our colleagues have
worked for and campaigned for.

In that spirit, with this consumer
checklist being included in the debate,
I call on us to stop thinking solely in
terms of all of the structures and all
the policy problems that we face today
and put ourselves in the shoes of the
American consumers. If you do not like
our checklist for consumers, you can
add to it or subtract from it; but let us
test all of these plans so that we can
work together to get a plan that passes
these and maybe some other tests that
will be added.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may proceed for
10 minutes as in morning business.

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

Mr. BOND. I ask my friend from
Pennsylvania if he would be so kind as
to share his chart with me? I happen to
be one of those on the Chafee plan. Un-
fortunately, I am farther down the food
chain, so my name does not appear
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there. But I am most interested in the
Senator's comments, and I certainly
appreciate the comments that he has
made. Is my colleague willing to share
his chart?

Mr. WOFFORD. Yes, I am.

Mr. BOND. I thank my colleague
from Pennsylvania, because I think
there are some very interesting points
that need to be raised here. I do believe
that there are many areas of agree-
ment where people of good faith and
commitment have looked at health
care and say that we need to make re-
forms. Certainly, reform of the insur-
ance market is one area in need.

A year ago, I introduced a bill in this
body to ban the exclusion of conditions
that were preexisting, to assure port-
ability, and to stop the practice of of-
fering low-ball insurance premiums,
cheap insurance premiums, to a
healthy population and then jacking up
the costs when somebody gets sick. In
my own State—and I am sure my col-
league from Pennsylvania has exam-
ples in his State, and in every State—
we can cite examples of families who
have been bankrupt when, say, the
birth of a child with a significant birth
defect has resulted in cancellation of
their policies, and the family has gone
broke trying to pay for the care of that
infant. That is an outrage. I hope and
believe there is broad agreement that
we must deal with this.

Second, as I look down this chart,
when we talk about assuring that we
cut out red tape for consumers and
businesses, I gather that we are talking
there about the electronic filing of

health care information, filing of
claims, processing of claims, and pay-
ing claims.

Mr. WOFFORD. If the Senator will
yield a moment. I salute the Senator
from Missouri for his leadership in that
area in this bill, and I look forward to
working with him in regard to elec-
tronic billing and a single claims form.

Mr. BOND. I am grateful for the com-
ment that my colleague from Penn-
sylvania made. I wonder if he could
give us a bright red check mark, be-
cause last year the Senator from
Michigan and I—and again this year—
have introduced a measure to provide
for an electronic claims billing.

There has been a lot of controversy
over this health security card. Some
people think that the health security
card is the be-all and end-all. I have
even heard it sold as being such a great
cure-all that if one is sick, one bites
into the card and becomes healthy.

Basically, it is the same as a bank
ATM card. It does not create benefits
that are not there, but it gives you ac-
cess to what you have. It means that
we will save several billions of dollars
in administrative costs. It means we
will save doctors and health care pro-
viders some of the time they now waste
on paper forms. The AMA has said that
may be as much as 30 hours a month
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for a doctor. It will help us eliminate
waste and fraud in Medicaid and Medi-
care, and it will assure a consumer,
when traveling outside of the area or
away from home, that if he or she be-
comes sick or has an accident, they can
get information immediately in the
emergency room. I think that is very
important.

I hope we get a bright red check on
that. We have the bright red check for
reforming insurance industry practices
and on the other areas on this chart,
increasing market power for consumers
and small business. The Chafee plan
gets a little orange mark instead of a
big red mark. Frankly, I think there is
one way that we can make some
progress in health care, and that is by
using the marketplace. Right now, we
do not have a marketplace when people
have first-dollar insurance. They go in
and buy whatever they want, without
regard to cost.

Mr. President, if we had a grocery in-
surance card which said that any time
you went to the grocery store some-
body would pick up the bill, then you
would go in and buy the most expen-
sive cuts of meat, and also the grocer
would raise the price of those expensive
cuts of meat.

I believe we can give consumers
power, and we can do that by voluntary
purchasing cooperatives. I believe that
having a choice between where you
choose your plans is more important
and more significant than the manda-
tory single health alliance that the
Clinton plan prescribes. The Clinton
plan says that if you want to get
health care, you are going to have to
go to a federally designated—maybe
State elected, but federally des-
ignated—health alliance. It is like
going to the post office and knowing
that you do not have the option of
UPS, or Federal Express or DHL; you
have one place, and if they do not give
you any service, you are turned away.

I believe that you can make competi-
tion work, and I think competition is
working in those areas where large em-
ployers have gotten together. We would
say that all employers, employees, and
self-employed people would have the
opportunity.

I am a little bit concerned about the
big red checkmark, because if you read
the 290 pages of the Clinton health care
plan—and I have done it and I guess ev-
erybody should do it—I find in there
many, many things where the health
alliance can allocate who gets to get in
which plan. Also the health alliance is
administering a global budget, which I
think is absolutely impossible to im-
plement.

The health alliance that is mandated
under the Clinton plan actually gives
less market power for consumers and
small businesses than the Chafee plan,
in my opinion.

Let me speak just a moment about
curbing cost, cost control. If this big
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red checkmark here and the absence of
a checkmark here for the Chafee plan
means that we do not have Govern-
ment price controls, we do not have
global budget or premium caps, I think
there ought to be no checkmark here.

Mr. President, wherever had we seen
a system under which the Government
has been effective in controlling prices
or allocating budgets throughout the
economy? If central governments were
that good, I submit that the Soviet
Union would be the economic power-
house in the world today.

We have enough trouble and we have
enough problems trying to make our
own budget decisions. Frankly, part of
the problem that we have in health
care today comes about because the
Government has done a bad job, a bad
job of trying to control prices.

This body has been unable to deal
with the exploding cost of Medicare
and Medicaid, other than by lowering
the reimbursement rates. You Kknow
what happens when you lower the re-
imbursement rate for Medicare. You
cost shift. The estimates are $15 mil-
lion a year is cost shifted on to the pri-
vate payers because the Federal Gov-
ernment has been reimbursing these
services on the cheap.

I will tell you something else that is
even more tragic in individual situa-
tions. I travel around my State, and I
talked to people in small communities.
They find that doctors are only able to
take so many Medicare patients. Many
Medicare patients say, ‘I can't get
service because my doctor says the re-
imbursements are so low he can only
take so many Medicare patients and
still cover his costs."”

So to the extent we disagree on this
one, I think that is a very significant
disagreement.

Now, as to coverage for retirees’
long-term care and prescription drugs,
we take a different approach than the
Clinton plan.

The Clinton plan has outlined every
kind of possible health care service
that could be desired. Surely, we would
all like to have every service. But can
we afford it?

That gets to the very real question
raised by many economists, and others,
who have examined the Clinton health
care plan. Can we afford it—two-thirds,
three-quarters of a trillion dollars?

Mr. President, I am afraid that that
package promising all these many
things that they promised, including
early retiree health care benefits,
drives the price out the ceiling.

In the Chafee-Dole-Bond plan, we
would have a commission recommend a
minimum basic benefits package which
would be

These options, in my view, would
cover prescription drugs. They would
be available for everybody. We also in-
clude in the Chafee plan egual tax
treatment for long-term care.

I know this is an important area, but
when we promise many of these things,
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I do not think that the American peo-
ple want to have a program that prom-
ises more than it can pay for.

We have taken a conservative ap-
proach, and there are some that my
friend has done who object to a pay-as-
you-save approach.

Mr. President, if any of us looks at
the experience that Congress has had
in controlling health care costs, I
think we have every reason to be hum-
ble. If I recall, when we voted for that
1990 budget agreement, we were assured
that it would cut $45 billion off Medi-
care and Medicaid over 5 years. Three
years later—and I think some nine
technical reassessments or readjust-
ments, which is the Federal Govern-
ment term for ‘‘Whoops, we missed
it"—it now appears that we will not
save $45 billion; the expenses will be
$120 billion more.

That is the kind of error that has
cost us. It has cost the credibility of
Congress. But, more importantly, it
has cost the economic stability and
welfare of this country and driven the
deficit up.

So while I say to my colleague we ap-
preciate the work that he has done, we
are delighted with the kind comments
that he has even though I would give us
a brighter red checkmark and saying
we are only promising what we can
provide. In some areas, we are proud
not to have a checkmark.

I think there are areas of definite dis-
agreement, but I believe we do have a
number of items where we can agree. I
look forward to working with my col-
league and other colleagues as we move
forward on this wvitally important
health care debate.

There are a lot of bombs that we can
throw at each other, but I think we
might succeed again by working on
those areas where we can work to-
gether, such as insurance market re-
form and electronic data filing for
health insurance claims and cards.

I thank the Chair, and I particularly
thank my colleague from Pennsylva-
nia, and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RoBB). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr, President, I ap-
preciate the spirit of the remarks of
the Senator from Missouri.

My previous remarks included the
Chafee plan for the point of view it
made. I believe it is a real start. That
includes common ground. I look for-
ward to working together with the
Senator from Missouri. I look forward
and add as often as welcome sharing
this chart with the other side of the
aisle. I will take it back for a few min-
utes.

First, to answer why the two checks
on the cutting of red tape and increas-
ing the market power for consumers
and small business are faint and not
big and bright and red.

The electronic billing and the single
claims form and the card, of course,
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will be a smart card which will help in
making that possible. It is a part of
what gets the redness in the check. But
where it fails is on a T-score, that it
does not take the burden—I am talking
about now, first of all, the redtape—it
does not take the administrative bur-
den off the hundreds of thousands of
millions of businesses in this country.

Secretary Bentsen and I were the day
after the President's first launching of
the plan in the joint session visiting
small businesses in Pennsylvania. The
chief executive of Stockwell Rubber
Co. in Philadelphia assigned out his
most talented vice presidents and man-
agers who spent about a half day or
more per week dealing with their em-
ployees’ health care questions and
problems in a company that has less
than 100 employees.

He said just imagine the burden on
business all over this Philadelphia area
with thousands and thousands of busi-
nesses doing just what I am doing, ad-
ministering these separate plans, an-
swering our employees' questions
about them, negotiating with them at
contract time as to what the plan will
be, trying to deal with our costs to
bring those plans down, having the
problems with labor, lack of morale as
you reduce benefits or reduce costs.

He was saying if the regional alli-
ance, the purchasing cooperative, in-
cludes all employers in an area, that
burden gets shifted. They pay their 80
percent of the average premium in that
region, but they no longer have the
rest of the administrative cost.

That is a huge administrative load on
American businesses today.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield?

Mr. WOFFORD. I yield.

Mr. BOND. I thank my colleague.

I would say to him that the idea of
having private purchasing cooperatives
is to provide a means for handling the
administrative burdens. I would cer-
tainly agree that the administrative
cost of small business is one of the
things that is a very real burden. That
is why purchasing cooperatives are
available, to do this under the Chafee
plan.

And they are also available to bar-
gain. If you have a single, exclusive
health alliance, as planned by the Clin-
ton proposal, a mandatory alliance,
they cannot bargain because anybody
they cut out is out of business. They
have life or death powers to cut people
off.

Second, do you really want to have
the Post Office handling all of the ad-
ministrative details for your business,
or even for your own insurance policy?

1 believe that the one way that you
could get effective administrative serv-
ice is by having the cooperatives com-
pete. I wonder if we could redden up
the mark on the chart that my col-
league has for the purchasing coopera-
tives voluntarily established and vol-
untarily chosen that would do the ad-
ministrative work?
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Mr. WOFFORD. Not yet, Mr. Presi-
dent; not yet.

I cannot, as much as I would like to—
and I hope we can work together and
we will get redness back on the check.
The major reason I cannot get redness
in on the plan just described is that the
plan is, as the Senator from Missouri
said, voluntary. Some companies will
do it; some will not. People will be left
out, sink or swim, who are not in it.
The individuals who are not in a com-
pany who has chosen to work with the
voluntary alliance is left out, left in
the lurch.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I wonder if
my colleague from Pennsylvania real-
izes that the purchasing cooperatives
must be open and available to individ-
uals, and either businesses or individ-
uals can purchase through the purchas-
ing cooperatives which are voluntary
and the subject of choice under the
Chafee plan, but limited to the health
alliance under the Clinton plan?

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, since
the Chafee plan makes such employer
participation voluntary and not man-
datory, and there is a mandate for
every individual to have health insur-
ance, how that is to be enforced, I am
not certain; but there is to be an indi-
vidual mandate.

What we are facing now—because
once again, I want to stress that we are
comparing these plans not with perfec-
tion but with our present system; and
what is wrong with our present system
very much is that every employer has
the incentive today to get out of con-
tribution, which is so costly to them.
But if it is not a universal mandate, it
will be an invitation to every em-
ployer—if they have a union, in every
bargaining period; if they do not have a
union, on their own—to reduce benefits
to get out of contributing at all. So the
security that comes from the guaran-
teed coverage for all is gone, and the
consumer power for most of the con-
sumers who are the citizens of this
country gets very short shrift.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I would
ask my colleague from Pennsylvania, if
the employers now are not required to
provide insurance, but they do so, why
do they do so? It seems to me, quite
simply, because providing health insur-
ance coverage is a valuable employ-
ment benefit.

Now, will that benefit be more or less
valuable to employees once everybody
has to have it? I submit it would be
more important. It is an important
benefit, and employers who can do it
want to do it because they know that it
is an attractive way to get employees
to choose their business rather than a
competitor who does not have a man-
date.

So I say that there is likely to be
more employer-provided health insur-
ance, particularly when the adminis-
tration can be done through voluntary
purchasing cooperatives. And for any-
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body who is not in the plan, whether
they be a self-employed person—the
farmer in my State and across the Na-
tion today, who is only able to deduct
25 percent and has to do all the paper-
work, clearly is heavily burdened. But
here he would have the opportunity to
get the administration done through
the purchasing group.

And I ask why that will not give the
same benefits to everybody through
the voluntary, self-selected, competi-
tive purchasing group that would be
available under a mandated single,
one-size-fits-all alliance.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I will
return to the one-size-fits-all mis-
understanding or inaccurate descrip-
tion in a moment.

But the first answer to the Senator
from Missouri is that, yes, there are
maybe two-thirds of the American peo-
ple who work for employers that now
are providing health insurance. But if
you look around today—come with me
to Pennsylvania; I am sure it is the
same in Missouri—the pressure on em-
ployers to reduce benefits, to reduce
choice, to force the employees to have
only one plan, an HMO plan, to go to a
low-cost plan and, preferably, if they
can, to get out of benefits altogether,
the economic pressures on those em-
ployers, in a situation where the costs
are increasing for employers three
times the cost of living, those pres-
sures are enormous today. And they
are being reflected in what is happen-
ing.

Just look at what is happening to re-
tirees. A major corporation in the
country and in Pennsylvania canceled
benefits for its retirees because of the
financial crunch. The crunch is ter-
rible. And the retirees all over this
country are living under the shadow
that those benefits, for which they
thought they were working and for
which they gave up wage increases, are
going to be taken a way. I do not un-
derstand how, under the Chafee plan—
to paraphrase a leader I do not usually
quote—the sucking sound of employees
withdrawing, withdrawing from their
benefits, reducing their benefits, why
that is not going to be greater.

And let me make another point in
terms of equity to the employers that
are enlightened and have been doing it
for the reasons the Senator from Mis-
souri gave: Is this equity that some
employers do it and their competitors
do not?

I say to the Senator from Missouri—
if I could just finish the point for one
moment, and then I will yield the floor
to him—we had hearings in Pittston,
PA, about a week ago on small busi-
ness and the impact on small business
of the President’s proposals and the
other proposals that are being pre-
sented. The president of the National
Federation of Independent Businesses
came, presumably opposing employer
mandates.
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I cannot speak for the process that
led to the answers he gave, but as we
finished this very penetrating hearing
with his own very good testimony
about his own experience as a small
businessman, who does provide insur-
ance and whose competitors, in many
cases, do not, he ended, when asked,
‘‘Isn’t the logic of everything you said,
these facts that you are piling up, that
it should be asked of all employers, the
way Hawaii did, without any drastic ef-
fect or any measurable negative effect
on business or small business in Ha-
waii?” When asked why the logic of
facts did not point to a universal em-
ployer mandate, he said, ‘I guess they
did.”

I am not quoting him directly, but
the thrust of what he said was very
strong and clear. The New York Times
reported it firsthand. He said: I suppose
that is the logic. I think we have to do
it. It is the fairest thing to do. We
might as well get on with it.

It is only if you get to the universal
employee mandate that you can con-
trol costs, that you can guarantee cov-
erage for all, and that you can pay for
this without shifting the burden to the
individuals, which, under the Chafee
plan, is being proposed, or to the Gov-
ernment for additional subsidies.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Th
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mi:
souri [Mr. BOND].

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I regret t
advise my colleague from Pennsylva
nia, I understand there are people who
want to get back to presenting amend-
ments and debating the bill. As much
as I have enjoyed this exchange, I dr
feel that we need to get back to ti
bill.

But a couple of points.

No. 1, the employer mandate dc
hide costs. If you can stick somethi:
on employers, then you do not have
pay for it off budget. But it is not
free benefit.

There is no question among ecor
mists that mandating more costs
businesses will cost jobs. You can g:
an argument whether it will co:
600,000 jobs or 3 million jobs or mor:
jobs. But the businesses that are ai
fected—many, many individual busi-
fniess people, such as retailers, fast foor
operators, and restaurateurs—hav
said they will have to cut back employ
ment.

At that point, when you throw the
person out of work who had a job and
who did not have health coverage, the:
you still have to get that person heal*:
coverage, and you shake your hr
that your mandate has just cost t
job for the employee.

We have a system in the Chafee p..
for providing vouchliers, 100 perci
vouchers up to the level of poverty i
come, sliding vouchers scaled to redu
to 200 percent, full deductions for ¢
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¢ standard employee benefit above. And
economists who tell you that the bur-
den of paying for those benefits does
not ultimately rest on the consumers
on one side, and the employer on the
other, do not understand economic the-
ory.

There are obviously some political
benefits to an employer mandate. The
last time I checked, there were a whole
lot more employees out there voting
than there are employers. And that is
one of the reasons it is more attractive
to say employer mandates.

But we, frankly, looked at the em-
ployer mandates and we concluded that
having employer mandates was a sig-
nificant step away from providing the
jobs and keeping the jobs that we need
to provide in this country.

With that comment, I thank my col-
league from Pennsylvania and yield the
floor.

Mr. WOFFORD. Will the Senator
from Missouri yield 12 minutes more
to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will remind Senators any debate
under the Pastore rule is appropriate.
The Senator from Missouri currently
controls the floor. At such time as he
yields the floor the Senator from Penn-
sylvania may be recognized.

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

o: The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
-z Chair recognizes the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD].
o Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I look
- forward to continuing this debate with
+ the Senator from Missouri. I think
there is plenty of good evidence that
jobs are not going to be lost, but that
« there is going to be a net gain of jobs.
ar We heard good testimony to that effect
in the Labor and Human Resources
Committee yesterday. We will debate
gacthat in full and will go into detail in
anthe hearings.
w3 Just imagine what would be the in-
z centive for business to move forward if
the present, ever-increasing cost bur-
-orden of health care is reduced for Amer-
roican business; if the present cost-shift-
toiing onto the employers who are cover-
jering it is removed and they are on a
a level playing field with others.
< But I want to close primarily on a
- clarification of the health alliance, the
b purchasing cooperatives. The kind of
5 health alliance that I will be fighting
-y for, and I believe the President will be
proposing, is a nonprofit corporation
< run by consumers’ and employers’ rep-
resentatives—not a Government en-
no tity.
fd11 The reason you do not want a variety
wa0f competing health alliances is that
srbhat creates, again, the whole maze of
different plans. You want one regional
(s[monprofit corporation, consumer driv-
meen, to run it like a supermarket or run
quiit like the Federal employees and
aosState employees plans and the best
oi corporate plans that give the choices
69-069 O—87 Vol 130 (Pt. 18) 2
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to the individuals, that let those plans
compete in a region. To establish a new
maze of competing regional purchasing
cooperatives takes the redness totally
out of the check for cutting bureauc-
racy and red tape.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any
Senator seek recognition?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as I said,
we are going to have to get on with
other debate. I thank my colleague. I
only point out that, if the supermarket
analogy is correct, and I believe it is,
you can choose what supermarket you
go to. I believe that is not swimming in
a sea of red tape. I believe that is the
marketplace. That is free competition,
which gives us the best of all systems.

Again, I thank my colleague for his
analysis, for the kind words, and the
red and orange checkmarks. I look for-
ward to working with him as this de-
bate continues.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. In
the absence of any Senator seeking the

floor, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, may I in-
quire whether the understanding of the
Senator from North Carolina is correct
that the pending business is an amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN]?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is not correct. The pending
amendment is the third committee
amendment on page 154, lines 17
through 22.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, 1 ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The Senator from Vermont is recog-
nized.

ARAB BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the hopes
of all Americans for peace in the Mid-
dle East soared with the historic meet-
ing between Prime Minister Yitzhak
Rabin and Chairman Yasser Arafat on
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September 13 on the lawn of the White
House. The image of the leaders of two
peoples who have warred for decades
shaking hands in front of the President
of the United States is marked indeli-
bly in our minds. All of us who wit-
nessed this dramatic event believe it
symbolized the beginning of a long and
difficult process of reconciliation.
Recently, Prime Minister Rabin and
Chairman Arafat met in Cairo under
the aegis of President Hosni Mubarak.
According to press reports, the talks
were serious, although Prime Minister
Rabin is said to have complained to
Chairman Arafat that it is time to get
beyond generalities and to begin nego-
tiating detailed arrangements and
agreements., These press reports do
stimulate concerns in my mind that
the peace process must now move
quickly beyond symbolic gestures,
however dramatic, to the practical
steps of working out how Isrealis and
Palestinians can live side by side in

peace.

One of the most important of those
steps toward reconciliation and nor-
mality would be the ending of the Arab
economic boycott of Israel and of for-
eign firms that do business with Israel.
Last June, some encouraging steps to-
ward easing this obsolete and counter-
productive economic boycott were
taken. Kuwait announced publicly that
it intended to cease enforcing the sec-
ondary boycott of firms that do busi-
ness in Israel, although it apparently
could not bring itself to terminate the
primary boycott against Israel itself.
The State Department reports that
some Arab States indicated an inten-
tion to ease other aspects of the boy-
cott, such as requiring certification
that goods did not originate in Israel,
accepting passports with Israel stamps
in them, and similar measures.

Unfortunately, these positive steps,
though grudging and far short of what
was required, have been eclipsed by the
astonishing declaration by many Arab
States in the wake of the historic Sep-
tember 13 meeting that the economic
boycott of Israel is to continue. This
was a blow to the peace process. Now,
on the heels of his White House meet-
ing with Foreign Minister Shimon
Peres, Crown Prince Hassan is reported
to have said for the Arabs to terminate
the boycott would be ‘‘economic sui-
cide.” This is economic suicide? This is
economic baloney.

There is no excuse or justification for
such a position by the Arab States. Im-
mediately terminating the economic
boycott of Israel would be a major first
step toward the economic cooperation
among Israel and her Arab neighbors,
including the Palestinians, that holds
the key to a tremendous future for this
region. Reportedly, Crown Prince Has-
san said the Arabs must ‘‘get some-
thing" for lifting the boycott. How
about an opening of the door for eco-
nomic investment and growth that will
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stimulate the economies of the entire
region, Jordan included? Is not that
getting something? If they lift this
boycott, there will be economic advan-
tages to their own people, as many
Arabs already recognize.

There was a fascinating article in the
Washington Post this morning on the
potentiality for Israeli-Arab economic
cooperation. Many Arab business peo-
ple are already positioning themselves
for the economic boom that is likely to
follow on measures to implement Pal-
estinian autonomy. They, too, recog-
nize that the boycott stands in the way
of Arabs sharing in that boom.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article from the Washing-
ton Post of October 12, 1993, entitled
“*Arab and Israeli Businessmen See
Gold in Accord” be included in the
RECORD at the end of my remarks. I
also ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle on the Arab boycott from the New
York Times of October 11, 1993, also be
included at the end of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, let me
close with this, because I see Senators
on the floor now who wish to offer
amendments to this bill. T just want to
say the primary and secondary boy-
cotts of Israel are anachronisms, they
are holdovers of wars fought long ago.
They are totally out of place in an era
of peace, an era that is being born right
before our eyes.

I call on all Arab States, but most es-
pecially the moderate Arab States such
as Jordan, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Mo-
rocco, and Tunisia, to take immediate
-steps to end this obsolete, blunted
weapon of economic warfare. If they
did that, it would collapse throughout
the rest of the Arab world.

I also would like the administration
to make it abundantly clear to these
nations which look to us for political,
military, and economic support that
we expect them, too, to play their
parts in making peace a reality in the
Middle East.

Frankly, Mr. President, they are un-
willing to. When the United States is
being called upon to carry so much of
the burden and cost of the peace in the
Middle East, then I think that each one
of us, with the legislation we write and
votes we cast, ought to consider that
factor when issues involving these
Arab States come up.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the New York Times, Oct. 18, 1993]
DESPITE U.S. URGING, ARAB LANDS HOLD
FIRM TO THEIR ISRAEL BOYCOTT
(By Chris Hedges)

CAIRO, October 17.—Diplomats said today
that the 43-year-old Arab ban on commercial
and financial ties with Israel would not be
lifted anytime soon and that the official
blacklist of foreign companies that do busi-
ness with Israel might even be expanded at
the urging of hard-line countries.
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Arab League officials are to meet in Da-
mascus on Oct. 24, to discuss increasing the
blacklist despite appeals from United States
officials, who argue that the boycott of 10,000
companies should be lifted soon to add mo-
mentum to Middle East peace talks.

Assistant Secretary of State Edward
Djerejian told the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on Friday in Washington that
the Arab blacklist was ‘‘totally unaccept-
able.”

THE WRONG DIRECTION

He said the Clinton Administration had
told several Arab countries, including Syria,
that adding companies to the list “would be
a step, obviously, in the wrong direction"
after the signing of an accord last month by
Israel and the Palestinians.

But Arab diplomats in Damascus and Cairo
said that hard-line Arab countries like
Syria, Iraq and Libya were seeking to widen
the boycott, in part because they were un-
happy with the accord.

**Any lifting or alteration of the boycott,”
said a senior Arab diplomat, “*would have to
be unanimous, and since unanimity is impos-
sible, it will remain in force."”

Even moderate Arab governments like
Saudi Arabia’s are reluctant to support a re-
peal because they do not want to give ammu-
nition to their Islamic hard-line critics, the
diplomats said. Militant Islamic groups have
denounced the pact on self-rule in the Is-
raeli-occupied Gaza Strip and Jericho as a
sellout that compromises Palestinians' in-
terests.

Several Arab officials said they would be
reluctant to give up the boycott as long as
Israel has nuclear weapons, continues to oc-
cupy Gaza, the West Bank, the Golan
Heights and southern Lebanon and fails to
reach an agreement with its neighbors on
sharing scarce water.

The boycott was adopted by Arab countries
in 1950 to isolate and cripple Israel. The Arab
League operates a Boycott Office in Damas-
cus where Arab representatives are to meet
this month to consider adding new compa-
nies to the list, the Arab diplomats in Cairo
and Damascus said. During its last meeting,
on May 1, the Boycott Office added 13 new
companies to the list, including Rubbermaid
and General Dynamics.

“It is too soon to talk about lifting the
boycott,” Fahem bin Sultan al-Qasimi, the
Secretary General of the Gulf Cooperation
Council, was quoted today as saying by the
Arabic daily Al-Hayat.

THREE ASPECTS

The boycott includes a ban on commercial
activity with Israel and a ‘‘secondary boy-
cott"” that blacklists companies doing busi-
ness in Israel. A tertiary boycott targets
companies dealing with blacklisted compa-
nies.

The Federation of Israeli Chambers of
Commerce estimates that the boycott has
cost the country $20 billion in lost exports
and $16 to $32 billion in lost investment. But
Arab officials contend that the losses are
probably much smaller because of Arab vio-
lations of the ban. Saudi Arabia, along with
other Arab states, already ignore the boy-
cott when it is commercially convenient,
these officials said.

Israel sells agricultural products, furniture
and electrical appliances, valued at several
hundred million dollars a year, to Arab coun-
tries—including Lebanon, Libya and Iragq—
through third countries, including Greece
and Cyprus, Arab diplomats and Israeli offi-
cials say.

Most gulf countries buy weapons f[rom
American companies that are also Israel’s
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main military suppliers. “When it is in the
Arab interest, they turn a blind eye to the
sanctions,” said Harry Wall, director of the
Israeli Office of the Anti-Defamation
League, in a telephone interview from Jeru-
salem.

SOME DO BUSINESS ANYWAY

Ford, General Dynamics, General Electric,
Hilton, General Motors, Coca-Cola, Hertz and
Avis are among the companies that do busi-
ness with Israel and some Arab countries.
Most major international banks and large fi-
nancial institutions, however, refuse to do
business with Israel because of a fear of Arab
restrictions.

President Hosni Mubarak of Egypt said in
1991 that he would push for an end to the
“'secondary boycott” or blacklist if the Is-
raeli Government, then led by Yitzhak
Shamir, stopped building settlements in the
occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip.

But the proposal was never accepted by
other Arab nations.

“It was refused by Shamir at the time,”
Mr. Mubarak said in a recent interview.

Israel's current Prime Minister, Yitzhak
Rabin, has said that he will not link the lift-
ing of the boycott to the current autonomy
negotiations with the Palestinians.

“Israel cannot at present demand the lift-
ing of the boycott as a condition for talks
with the Palestinians,"” Mr. Rabin said last
week.

SEEN AS AN INSULT

But Israeli organizations that have tried to
fight the boycott said the move was a slap in
the face to Israel.

‘““The continuation of the boycott, the
most tangible symbol of the refusal to recog-
nize Israel’s right to exist., is incompatible
with the goal of the peace process,” Mr. Wall
said.

The determination to extend the boycott
has stirred anger in many Western nations
and in Japan. The leaders of the Group of
Seven leading industrialized nations called
last summer at a meeting in Tokyo for an
end to the boycott.

Some Arab states, including Kuwait, have
already officially eased restrictions on com-
panies that do business in Israel.

Even Egypt, which has been at peace with
Israel since 1979, has failed to develop signifi-
cant trade links with its neighbor, despite
numerous commercial agreements.

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 12, 1993]
ARAB, ISRAELI BUSINESSMEN SEE GOLD IN
ACCORD
(By Nora Boustany)

AMMAN, JORDAN.—Eilun Meni, an Israeli
who manufactures fitness equipment, used to
enjoy traveling from Ashdod in Israel to the
West Bank town of Bethlehem to visit his
Palestinian client Issa Abuaita in his office.
They would sip coffee and talk about their
dream for the future—a partnership for ex-
panding business to other parts of the Arab
world.

The day the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion and Israel signed a milestone peace ac-
cord that also sets the stage for economic co-
operation, Abuaita, a specialist in the plas-
tics industry, got a telephone call. “I told
you that our cups of coffee will one day be
real. They were not wasted,” Meni said
excitedly, Abuaita recalled recently.

Despite official mutterings that the dec-
ades-old Arab trade boycott of Israel will
continue, businessmen and financiers are
convinced that things are going in a new di-
rection—unless politicians intervene. It is
too early to speak of Arab-Israeli joint ven-
tures before a comprehensive political settle-
ment has been reached, the cautious insist.
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But as money comes pouring into the new
Palestinian entity to be created in the Gaza
Strip and the town of Jericho in the West
Bank, the only question now is how pros-
perous this new peace will be for everyone,
and who will get in first—strong pressures
that could turn the boycott into an anachro-
nism.

*‘From a business point of view, when there
is an opportunity one has to grab it. Emo-
tionally and morally, however, people may
need more time,"" one Palestinian here re-
marked.

“If the Israelis demonstrate their goodwill
with more concessions to Palestinians, the
time will come very shortly when we will be
sitting together with the Israelis after all
the prohibitive [boycott] laws are lifted,”
said Tawfiq Kawar, managing director of
Amin Kawar and Sons Shipping and Charter-
ing Agents, one of the firms looking into
plans to build a harbor in Gaza.

Although a Palestinian administration is
not yet in place, Palestinian investors al-
ready have formed holding companies. Those
groups are expected to develop cement fac-
tories that will supply the expected con-
struction boom of hotels, banks, an airport
and seaport, television and radio stations,
hospitals and schools.

French firms reportedly are planning to
build a 70-mile highway fro Gaza across He-
bron to Jericho and to the King Hussein
Bridge, linking the West Bank to Jordan, ac-
cording to business sources here.

Many of the big Palestinian contractors,
engineers, bankers and former cabinet min-
isters who helped build up oil-rich Kuwait,
Jordan and other Arab countries are putting
their hearts, heads and money together to
contribute toward the evolution of an entity
that, they hope, will resemble Singapore
more than Somalia.

If the new momentum persists, some busi-
nessmen say, and the region remains tran-
quil, private investment may prove to be
more important than the $2 billion pledged
by the United States, the European Commu-
nity, Japan and Saudi Arabia over the next
five years to help the Palestinians take ad-
ministrative control of the territories.

“Those [Palestinians] who built Jordan
and Kuwait will go back to building their
own country,” Nadim Zaru, a former trans-
port minister in Jordan, said. “*Now the pri-
vate sector is excited. If there is stability
they will perform miracles." Zaru has been
rallying Palestinians from throughout the
world to chip in.

“I think for the first time, we see an op-
portunity for better living,' said Sabih
Masri, a Palestinian-born Saudi businessman
and one of 20 financiers who have joined Pal-
estinians in setting up a holding corporation
capitalized at $200 million for investing in
the new Palestinian entity. ‘‘Before, there
was always an excuse that there was an
enemy next door. This excuse does not exist
anymore for a lot of people.”

Questions still unanswered include how the
new administrative areas will be structured
through the planned transitional period—
whether there will be tariff borders, or how
customs duties will be imposed and enforced
to prevent smuggling, as well as a key ques-
tion to many here: How will it all be linked
to Jordan?

“Israelis are contacting us continually,
trying to establish relations in the hope that
there will be future cooperation,”” West Bank
businessman Abuaita said. “‘I tell them it all
depends on what kind of entity, what kind of
markets, what kinds of laws we will have.
Will we have part of the Israeli market, for
example?"
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While economic dealings with Israelis may
become the last taboo to be dropped in the
peace process, the vision of businessmen is
proving to be more clear-eyed than others.
“Some say Israelis will swallow us,”" mused
Kawar, “‘but they are as afraid of us as we
are of them."”

Abuaita, 45, a business graduate of the
Technical College in Cambridge, England,
shuttles between his plastics plant in the
West Bank and his office on Gardens Street
here in Amman, a thoroughfare buzzing with
new enterprises started by wealthy Palestin-
ians expelled from Kuwait during the Per-
sian Gulf War.

"*What we need from the Israelis is tech-
nology. Joint ventures? Why not?"' Abuaita
said. “‘Israelis always considered that it is a
privilege for them to get into the Arab mar-
ket. I think eventually they will. They have
some unique technology in the field of agri-
culture."

“‘Israelis could have a competitive edge
over Western suppliers, because they are sit-
ting in the Middle East,"” he added. “After
the interim period is over, Arab buyers could
just drive over, and they will not have to buy
in container loads as they do from Europe.”

At a recent conference in Ireland, Abuaita
described what it was like to survive as a
businessman under military occupation,
with unrealistic income taxes imposed to
discourage free enterprise.

“Two month ago I was living in economic
depression. We were not going anywhere,” he
said. “*Now I have high hopes that new ideas
can be implemented and that they will be
profitable as well. I can't forget the past so
easily, but I definitely have to look for the
future. I hope Israel will help us.”

“I benefited from being in contact with Is-
raeli producers, by seeing what technology
they have, how they work, organize, market
and export their products,” he said.

“Israel is a large consumer and it has a
good export network for Europe,” Abuaita
said, adding: ‘“This could be good business
for Arabs and Israelis."

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the courtesy of the Senator from
North Carolina who made it possible
for me to go forward at this time.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 1072

(Purpose: To limit the use of funds for
conducting operations in Haiti)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS], for himself and Mr. BROWN, proposes
an amendment numbered 1072.

At the end of the committee amendment
on page 154, insert the following:

SEC. 8142. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be obligated or expended for the Armed
Forces of the United States to conduct oper-
ations in Haiti unless (1) operations of the
Armed Forces of the United States in Haiti
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are specifically authorized in a law enacted
in advance of the operations, or (2) the Presi-
dent certifies in writing to Congress that
United States citizens in Haiti are in immi-
nent danger and that a temporary deploy-
ment of the Armed Forces of the United
States into Haiti is necessary in order to
protect and evacuate United States citizens
in Haiti. In the event of a certification under
clause (2) of the preceding sentence, funds re-
ferred to in that sentence may be obligated
and expended for the Armed Forces of the
United States to conduct operations in Haiti
only to the extent necessary for the Armed
Forces to provide the protection and com-
plete the evacuation certified as necessary.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wonder
if the distinguished occupant of the
chair will inquire for me of the Par-
liamentarian as to whether I have the
section number correct. Is 8142 correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs the Senator that the
clerk is reviewing the bill at this time
and will be able to respond to the Sen-
ator's question momentarily.

Mr. HELMS. I believe I will suggest
the absence of a quorum until that is
settled.

The PRESIDING
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from North Carolina is recognized.

Mr. HELMS. I have a slight modifica-
tion, changing the section number to
8137TA. I send the modification to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is modified accordingly.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

At the end of the committee amendment
on page 154, insert the following:

SEC. 8137A. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be obligated or expended for the Armed
Forces of the United States to conduct oper-
ations in Haiti unless (1) operations of the
Armed Forces of the United States in Haiti
are specifically authorized in a law enacted
in advance of the operations, or (2) the Presi-
dent certifies in writing to Congress that
United States citizens in Haiti are in immi-
nent danger and that a temporary deploy-
ment of the Armed Forces of the United
States into Haiti is necessary in order to
protect and evacuate United States citizens
in Haiti. In the event of a certification under
clause (2) of the preceding sentence, funds re-
ferred to in that sentence may be obligated
and expended for the Armed Forces of the
United States to conduct operations in Haiti
only to the extent necessary for the Armed
Forces to provide the protection and com-
plete the evacuation certified as necessary.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina, Mr. HELMS.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this
amendment, as we always say around
here, is very simple. It allows United
States forces to be sent to Haiti under
two conditions only: The first one

OFFICER. The
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being if the President asks and receives
approval from Congress; and the second
one being to protect and evacuate
American citizens.

President Clinton has temporarily
pulled back United States troops bound
for Haiti. They are now at Guantanamo
Bay awaiting his order to sail back to
Port-au-Prince.

Stopping ships bound for Haiti with
six United States Navy warships con-
stitutes a blockade, by definition and
otherwise, no matter what anyone else
chooses to call it, including the Presi-
dent of the United States or any part
of his administration or any Member of
this Senate. It is a blockade. Many of
the newspapers—not that it makes any
difference as to accuracy—are describ-
ing the President’'s actions as a block-
ade. This time they are correct—it is,
indeed, a blockade. You can look in
this morning’s paper and see the word
“blockade’ in just about all the head-
lines.

So, for all practical purposes, wheth-
er we like it or not, the United States
is technically at war with Haiti. But
the President has yet to explain what
United States interests may be in Haiti
that are worth risking the life of even
one American soldier or one American
sailor.

In my judgment, the United States’
only interest in Haiti is to stem the
flow of illegal immigrants into the
United States. But the United States
Government has established offices
throughout Haiti to process Haitians'
réquests to emigrate and the procedure
is working satisfactorily, I am in-
formed. Most important, the majority
of these refugees are leaving Haiti for
economic reasons, not political. If they
were political refugees, they would
simply walk across the border to the
Dominican Republic and, so far as I
know, few are doing that.

So it appears that the President,
under the auspices of the United Na-
tions—and this frightens me; anything
under the auspices of the United Na-
tions frightens me these days—the
President and the United Nations obvi-
ously wish to remake Haiti in the
image of the United States. But this
should never be United States policy in
any country, as to any country, cer-
tainly not in Haiti and certainly not
with President Aristide installed by
use of United States military force.

Now, Assistant Secretary Watson and
United States Ambassador to Haiti,
Mr. Swing, acknowledged during their
confirmation proceedings that the
State Department has ample evidence
that Aristide incited mob violence and
encouraged necklacing when he was in
power.

In case there may be somebody some-
where who does not understand the
term ‘‘necklacing,” that means the
practice that originated in South Afri-
ca, with the Mandela crowd, which de-
lighted in assembling their political
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enemies, taking bicycle or automobile
tires, hanging them around the neck of
victims, tying the victims hands be-
hind them, putting gasoline in the tire
and setting them afire.

Now, that is ‘“‘necklacing,”’ and Mrs.
Mandela, I am bound to observe, made
a fiery speech on one occasion when
she advocated ‘‘necklacing,” and she
said, ““We have the tires and we have
the gasoline and we have the matches."

Now, who is this President Aristide
whom so many in United States politi-
cal circles want to put back in office?
The State Department’s own report of
1991 said this about Mr. Aristide. Mind
you, this is the U.S. State Department,
the same crowd that is pushing to get
Artistide back in office today. The
State Department Human Rights Re-
port in 1991 said:

President Aristide appeared less concerned
about prosecuting members of the military
accused of human rights abuses if they were
supporters or appointees of his government.
* % * Ppregjdent Aristide also failed to con-
demn categorically all recourse to popular
justice through mob violence.

This is the State Department—U.S.
State Department. I continue to quote:

The Aristide Government made no effort to
identify and to bring to justice those respon-
sible for the wholesale killing, looting, and
burning.

On September 27 of 1991, Aristide
made a speech to his followers in which
he encouraged necklacing.

Yesterday, I looked at a videotape in
my officer of that speech. Clearly,
Aristide described necklacing, which is
putting a burning tire filled with gaso-
line around a victim’'s neck and setting
it afire, What this man Aristide said—
And he is talking about the guy who
was about to die a horrible death at the
hands of Aristide:

A faker who pretends to be one of our sup-
porters, just grab him; make sure he gets
what he deserves—

Meaning necklacing—

with the tool you now have in your hands.

The burning tire—

What a beautiful tool—

He said.

What a beautiful instrument. It's fashion-
able. It smells good. And wherever you go,
vou want to smell it.

Now, I have a reproduction of a piece
of art and I ask that a staff member
bring two charts with him, placing
them on the easel here beside me.

I hope, for the benefit of Americans
who are viewing this on television, C-
SPAN will focus its camera on it.

First of all, on Aristide’s statement
on this necklacing—this is a direct
quote; ‘‘Make sure he gets what he de-
serves''— talking about the victim—
‘“‘with the tool you have now in your
hands.”” And he was referring to the
burning tire.

That was a speech Aristide made on
September 27, 1991 in Port-au-Prince.

If my associate will put this ‘‘work of
art’ up—this is the painting that intel-
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ligence sources assured me was hang-
ing in Aristide's office. I hope the C-
SPAN cameras will zoom in on that. It
is hard to make a whole lot out of it,
but there is the throne of the Presi-
dent, you see, and the burning tires are
here, you see. And the rest of it—an ab-
solute advocacy and glorification of
the most horrible killing of one’s polit-
ical enemies that can be imagined.

President Aristide kept this painting
on the wall of his presidential office. It
depicts Aristide smiling down on a
crowd brandishing the automobile
tires. On the other side is another pile
of tires, and a bottle of gasoline and a
book of matches. And on the painting
are these words which translated read:

If our power is threatened, Little Aristide,
if you have a problem, command us to march
and solve them with necklacing.

Back to the State Department's own
Human Rights Report of 1991, in Janu-
ary 1991, Aristide’s supporters forced
the Archbishop of Port-au-Prince to
flee for his life because he had dared to
criticize President Aristide who, by the
way, is himself a defrocked Catholic
priest. Aristide’s mobs also attacked
and destroyed the Embassy of the Vati-
can.

Aristide has publicly cursed the Unit-
ed States. He has condemned a Presi-
dent of the United States, President
Reagan. He has blamed Hatian deaths
and that country’s misery on America.
He even promised to give Hatians what
Fidel Castro has given to the Cuban
people, whatever that means.

So this is the man that is extolled by
so many and one who some Senators
declare deserves to be restored to office
having been elected in free elections.

In my judgment, this man is a psy-
chopath. I do not think we have any
business whatsoever, Mr. President,
risking the life of one soldier or one
sailor or any other American to put
Aristide back into office. Let the
Hatians decide that.

Aristide is not a symbol of democ-
racy. He may have won an election but
he is not likely to win a medal for pro-
moting true democracy.

Parenthetically, Mr. President, let
me say that my associates recently re-
ceived a CIA briefing on President
Aristide. I do wish there were some
way to persuade the distinguished ma-
jority leader and the distinguished Re-
publican leader of the U.S. Senate to
call the CIA to Capitol Hill and ask
them to explain to Senators what this
man Aristide is and what his back-
ground is. Certainly, we should do that.
We owe that to the young men and
women in our Armed Forces to do that
before we send them into harm’s way,
into Haiti.

Aristide has known ties to Fidel Cas-
tro. He is a human rights abuser who
controls Haiti through his blood-
thirsty mobs. He has yet publicly or
privately to renounce violence and
necklacing. I have my doubts that he
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will ever rule democratically if he
should regain office.

I do not mind telling Senators that
“Papa Doc' Duvalier was also elected
President of Haiti. That was back in
1957. I had one Senator shout at me and
say he had never been elected. Not so.
He was elected in 1957 in what was de-
scribed as a free election. I do not
think anybody today would say ‘‘Papa
Doc” Duvalier was any kind of advo-
cate of democracy.

Let us look at the truth of it. Haiti is
one of the most violent societies in the
world. It is not a Western Judeo-Chris-
tian society, nor has it ever been. Ear-
lier in this century, six Haitian Presi-
dents met violent deaths in a 4-year pe-
riod. Politics and violence are moti-
vated by voodoo factions warring
against each other—conducting wars
and violence against each other.

And the State Department’s Human
Rights Report to which I alluded ear-
lier admits that the majority of the
Haitian people practice voodooism.
How do you feel about sending Amer-
ican soldiers and sailors in there now?

Either the State Department does
not understand the terrible effect that
this has had on Haitian society, or they
may be just a bit embarrassed to admit
this very dirty little secret. But the
fact remains that if we now make a
misstep, if the President of the United
States makes a misstep on this one, a
lot of American lives could very well
be lost.

I heard President Clinton say the
other day that United States troops
will be sent to Haiti to ‘‘restore''—that
is the President’s word—‘‘restore' de-
mocracy. But I have to reiterate that
democracy has never existed in Haiti in
the first place.

If anyone has gathered that I am con-
temptuous of the actions of President
Aristide and his henchmen, you got it
right. But that does not mean that I
support the commander of the Haitian
military for his actions, a pox on both
of them.

Let me state clearly my position:
The United States does not have a dog
in this fight, and I am unwilling to risk
the life of even one American soldier or
sailor for that hornet’s nest in Haiti.

And there are several points that
need to be made, must be made.

First, the commander in chief of the
Haitian military should relinquish
power, which, as I understand it, he
wishes to do. I do not know, but I have
been informed of that. But he did not
have to retire on October 15, or before
Aristide returned to Haiti, as those in
the media have reported. That is an-
other mistake that the news media
have made. They do not know what
they are talking about. The October 15
date was set arbitrarily by the U.N.
envoy, without the general's agree-
ment, the commander in chief of the
Haitian military.

Contrary to what the administration
has said and what U.N. officials have
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asserted, there is no specific date in
the Governors Island accord.

Mr. President, I have obtained a let-
ter that the commander in chief of the
Haitian military wrote to President
Aristide over the weekend telling
Aristide that he will retire and discuss-
ing the so-called amnesty. The problem
is that President Aristide merely an-
nounced an amnesty. His representa-
tives never submitted it to the Haitian
parliament for approval, as agreed to
by all political parties in a pact signed
by the United Nations on July 16. So,
as it stands, the amnesty is absolutely
meaningless, and Aristide knows it.

There is one reason, and one reason
only, why the United Nations wants a
military force in Haiti before Aristide
returns. They want to reinstate
Aristide as President. All of this gib-
berish from Foggy Bottom about civic
action projects and retraining the Hai-
tian military and the police is just
plainly a subterfuge. I hope no Senator
will be taken in by that.

So the administration's pursuit of a
globalist agenda puts American forces
in jeopardy without competent com-
mand, all in the name of—and you have
heard it time and time again—nation-
building.

Why would anyone want the United
States to be the peacekeeper of the
world? It is an impossible job, and it is
never going to happen. A State Depart-
ment official recently made this com-
ment in reference to Haiti:

Never before has the international commu-
nity been so united.

Of course, the international commu-
nity is united because the United
States will be sending in virtually all
of the troops that are sent in, while the
other countries sit back and watch. I
am against that. That is the reason I
have offered the pending amendment.
Senators can vote it down if they wish.
But I would like to be a fly on the wall
when they go home and try to explain
it to the American people in their re-
spective States.

A high-level State Department offi-
cial said recently that United States
troops will go into Haiti ‘‘to show the
Haitian military what a professional
soldier looks like."’

Well, then, if that is our mission,
President Clinton should send a video-
tape of our military to the Haitian
military and keep our boys the heck
out of there. If the Haitian military
wants to learn about American sol-
diers, they can fly to Fort Benning or
Fort Bragg and take a look. Do not
send our troops or our sailors into
Haiti.

Call it what you want to, Mr. Presi-
dent—peacekeeping, monitoring, civic
action, all of these bullish words—but
there should be no misunderstanding.
If the President of the United States,
Mr. Clinton, plans to send United
States servicemen into Haiti, where
peace has never existed, into a society
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where voodoo-induced violence is the
answer to many problems, and into a
land where our Armed Forces will not
be welcome, I say that is a bad deal. It
is the worst possible deal for the sol-
diers and sailors who will be sent into
that tragic set of circumstances. There
are no acceptable rules of engagement,
no clear objectives, and, most impor-
tant, no strategy for getting out of
there. In the judgment of this Senator,
the planned Haiti operation does not
meet President Clinton’s own criteria
for sending troops abroad under U.N.
command.

The President and Ambassador
Albright outlined quite to the contrary
at the United Nations what they pro-
posed to do, but this does not qualify in
one instance. The distinguished Am-
bassador to the United Nations was be-
fore the Foreign Relations Committee
this morning. She is a very, very
charming lady, very intelligent. I
asked her some questions, and she is
going to give me some written answers
because, frankly, she did not know the
answers to some of the qguestions I
asked. I will await hearing from her in
writing.

The sum total of what I have tried to
say here this afternoon, Mr. President,
is that Mr. Clinton should reconsider
his decision, and he should redirect
United States policy concerning Haiti.
He should bring home the young men
and women waiting at Guantanamo
Bay, and he should ask the United Na-
tions to undertake this mission with
armed forces from other member coun-
tries who are willing to send their sol-
diers and their sailors into Haiti.

You are going to see a lot of other
countries rushing for the boondocks.
They are not going to send their sol-
diers and sailors in there either. That
is how bad they read the attitudes of
the American people. I hear from an
awful lot of them. They do not want
their sons and daughters to be sent to
Haiti. That is putting it mildly. You
ought to hear some of the telephone
calls. You ought to read some of the
mail that I have received.

The U.N. plan is just another pie-in-
the-sky experiment in nation-build-
ing—whatever that is—in which U.S.
service men and women will be guinea
pigs. I am against that, and I assert
that the vast majority of the American
people are likewise opposed to it.

There is no reason, I reiterate, no
reason to risk the life of even one
American sailor or soldier in Haiti.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
AKAKA). Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ha-
waii.
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Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-

PRIATIONS ACT, 1994 DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS AND RESCIS-
SIONS ACT, 1993—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on H.R. 2492, a bill making appro-
priations for the government of the
District of Columbia and other activi-
ties chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1994, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the House of Representatives:

That the House insists on its disagreement
to all the amendments of the Senate and
asks for a further conference with the Senate
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate further insist on its
amendments and agree to the con-
ference with the House, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. KOHL,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
BYRD, Mr. BURNS, Mr. MACK, and Mr.
HATFIELD conferees on the part of the
Senate.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator from Hawaii would with-
hold on that request so I can make a
unanimous consent request that I be
permitted to proceed in morning busi-
ness for 5 minutes.

Mr. INOUYE. I have no objection.

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

The Senator from Michigan is recog-
nized.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair and I
thank my friend from Hawaii.

NAFTA MATH: IT DOESN'T ADD UP

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today I
am releasing a booklet I prepared to
explain how the administration is
using distorted math to claim job gains
from NAFTA. It's called “NAFTA
MATH: It Doesn’t Add Up."”

This booklet challenges the adminis-
tration's often stated claim that we
will gain 200,000 jobs from NAFTA.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Obviously, people will make their own de-
cision about whether or not to support
NAFTA, but they should do so based on a full
picture of the facts, not just on what they
get from listening to the supporters of
NAFTA.

Let me explain. The underlying
premise supporting NAFTA is that
United States exports to Mexico will
increase and all exports create jobs.

The Commerce Department hands
out a book—this book, which I have
here—showing State-by-State exports
to Mexico and the Commerce Depart-
ment translates every billion dollars in
exports into roughly 20,000 additional
American jobs.

President Clinton himself has said:
‘‘Every time we sell $1 billion of Amer-
ican products and services overseas, we
create about 20,000 jobs."

The administration has estimated
that exports to Mexico will rise by ‘‘$10
billion over the next 3 years with
NAFTA.” And, according to the admin-
istration’s math, or NAFTA math,
since each $1 billion in exports creates
about 20,000 jobs, $10 billion in addi-
tional exports would create about
200,000 jobs.

The Secretary of the Treasury, Lloyd
Bentsen, says: ‘‘We calculate we'll pick
up 200,000 more jobs" from NAFTA.

But that claim of 200,000 more jobs
and NAFTA's very foundation is based
on highly distorted export figures.

First, those calculations are based on
export figures alone. The projection of
200,000 additional jobs from NAFTA
conveniently ignores the job loss which
results from imports from Mexico to
the United States, which will be in-
creased under NAFTA. It is a major
distortion to only look at half the pic-
ture and claim job gains based on ex-
ports alone. It is like looking at half a
ledger sheet—the revenue half—and ig-
noring the expense half of the ledger.

The administration has even ac-
knowledged, after being pressed in a
Washington Post article, that it does
not deduct job losses from the added
imports which will result from Mexico
in its overall job gains claim.

An October 13 article by Howard
Kurtz says a “"USTR official confirmed
that the 200,000 estimate is not a net
figure."” In other words, it only looks
at the alleged gains from exports and
does not deduct the jobs which will be
lost as a result of increased imports.
The Commerce Department does not
give us figures on job losses from in-
creased imports; it does not give us net
job figures. All it gives us is the 200,000
additional jobs claim and totally ig-
nores the job losses from imports.

Second, Mr. President, even if you
only look at exports, one-third of
American exports to Mexico go across
the border for a few days or weeks for
assembly and then come right back to
America for consumption.

But, believe it or not, the Depart-
ment of Commerce classifies as exports
those American parts that are tempo-
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rarily sent to Mexico for assembly and
then shipped right back to the United
States for consumption here. In re-
ality, one-third of American exports
represent little more than trading with
ourselves. It is a little like an actor
mailing himself fan mail and then cit-
ing that as evidence of his box office
appeal.

What is more, Mr. President, that
same one-third of American exports
that the Commerce Department shows
going to Mexico not only does not rep-
resent jobs gained, they often actually
represent lost jobs to Americans.

Let me just give you an example.
Take an assembly plant in the United
States with a thousand workers that
closes and moves to Mexico—1,000 jobs
are lost. But some United States parts
suppliers continue to supply the new
Mexican assembly plant.

Mr. President, according to NAFTA
math, if every American assembly
plant closed and moved to Mexico, we
would have a big jump in job creation
in America. Because as long as some of
the parts and components previously
assembled here go to Mexico for assem-
bly, they count as exports. And since
exports are translated into job cre-
ation, the closing of every assembly
plant in America would be a big job in-
creaser, according to the Commerce
Department, just so long as some of
the parts and components are shipped
to those assembly plants after they
move to Mexico.

Now NAFTA math, which excludes
the impact of additional imports and
counts as exports items which actually
have cost jobs in America, is math
which would make most elementary
school math teachers wince. It is a
gross distortion. NAFTA math would
make most elementary schoolteachers
wince. The new jobs claimed by back-
ers of NAFTA based on this NAFTA
math is a gross distortion. It is based
on a false assumption that all exports
should count as job producers, even the
ones representing lost jobs while job
displacement for increased imports
need not be counted at all. It is also
based on the false assumption that al-
though a significant portion of United
States exports to Mexico are of parts
and components to be assembled and
promptly returned to the United
States, that they still all count as job
producing exports.

I put together this booklet to dem-
onstrate in simple terms why the ad-
ministration’s NAFTA math does not
add up. I am delivering copies of my
NAFTA MATH booklet to the Depart-
ment of Commerce, the U.S. Trade
Representative, and the Treasury De-
partment.

I am asking the administration to
drop its use of the 200,000 jobs gained
claim.

I am also asking the administration
to give us a new figure—not the 200,000
figure—but one that includes job dis-
placement from imports and excludes
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exports that are merely parts and com-
ponents that were once assembled here
in the United States.

We have asked the Commerce De-
partment, and we are asking today,
that they withdraw the 200,000 figure,
that they give us accurate numbers on
both job gains that they project, but
also that they deduct job losses that
they admit will occur.

It is time for the administration to
abandon attempts to sell this agree-
ment with distortions and NAFTA
math.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

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

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

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask we
return to regular business.

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

The Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the pending Helms amendment.
I would like to take a few minutes to
address the issue of Haiti generally, if
I may, and then I will urge my col-
leagues to reject this amendment for
the reasons I will outline in these re-
marks.

The American people are looking for
some very clear answers about our for-
eign policy. We have had an extended
debate now, going on almost a week,
regarding events in Somalia, culminat-
ing with the resolution adopted early
last Friday morning. We have had a de-
bate about the role of U.S. forces in
multilateral peacekeeping operations.
We have had amendments proposed on
Bosnia and Haiti. And we now have one
before us which, in effect, would pro-
hibit the President from taking some
very specific action should events war-
rant it, outside of the protecting of
American lives, as I understand the
amendment offered by the Senator
from North Carolina.

I think it is important to point out
that each one of these situations is dif-
ferent. Somalia is not Haiti. Bosnia is
not Somalia or Haiti. Each situation
needs to be looked at in its own right:
How we have arrived at the situation
we are in, what are the interests of the
United States, and how we ought to re-
spond to those interests in an appro-
priate fashion.

I think the point raised by Senator
BOREN of Oklahoma and others yester-
day is important. We are in a new age,
an age that many thought might never
come in our lifetimes. Who would have
imagined, 4 or 5 years ago, that we
would be debating a world situation in
which the Warsaw Pact no longer ex-
isted; that the Berlin Wall had been
torn down and was nothing more than
a collection of mementos on people's
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desks and mantels; that debate about
the Soviet Union would be merely a
historical discussion and not some-
thing that was a major focus of our at-
tention every single time a foreign pol-
icy bill or a foreign aid bill was
brought to the floor, every time a De-
fense appropriations bill was brought
to the floor?

There was not a debate, not an
amendment that was ever raised in
which the subject of the Soviet Union
and the threat posed by the Soviet
Union was not an integral part of that
debate. Yet here we find ourselves in
the fall of 1993, talking about a com-
pletely different world, a world that no
one—or very few people—could have
imagined would have existed. So it is
critically important at this juncture
that we start to reconfigure a foreign
policy where we are the only super-
power left in the world, the only one.
The only comparable time in this cen-
tury was in the immediate aftermath
of World War I, when there were other
similar debates, I might add, in this
very Chamber about the League of Na-
tions and the role of the international
community and the role of the United
States.

That debate and that discussion col-
lapsed. What took its place, basically,
was a vacuum. Many highly respected
historians will argue that the collapse
of that debate and that discussion, and
the absence of formulating an architec-
ture for the U.S. foreign policy in the
1920's and 1930's contributed to the
events that unfolded in the late 1930's
and early 1940's and, of course, the
events thereafter.

So it is very important we take time
to think about what we are doing here
and not just lurch from one foreign pol-
icy crisis to the next with amendments
being offered here on the floor of the
Senate as a way of trying to deal with
these issues.

Let me, if I can, focus specific atten-
tion on Haiti. As I said a moment ago,
the American people want some clear
answers. They want to know what ini-
tiatives we intend to pursue, how long
they will take, how much they are
going to cost, and whether these initia-
tives will involve placing the men and
women of the U.S. military in poten-
tial harm's way. I believe the American
people are certainly entitled to the an-
swers to those questions, and I believe
they are entitled to know exactly why
we remain involved in Haiti, what we
hope to accomplish there, and how we
intend to accomplish these goals.

At the same time I also believe we
should not let these difficult questions
prevent us from taking appropriate
steps, where necessary, to restore de-
mocracy to a people who have been
long suffering in the island nation of
Haiti.

Since taking office President Clinton
has, in my view, clearly articulated the
direction he believes we should take
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with respect to Haiti. Whatever legiti-
mate criticisms people may have had
about Somalia, do not apply those
criticisms to Haiti. They do not apply
to Haiti.

From the very outset, President Clin-
ton has been publicly committed to a
process that would lead to the restora-
tion of democracy and the return of
President Aristide to Haiti. I fully sup-
port that policy and so do most Ameri-
cans. I was pleased to see early on that
President Clinton turned to our allies
in this hemisphere and around the
globe, just as President Bush did when
facing the crisis in Iraq. He was not
going to go it alone, but he tried to
build a coalition to respond to the coup
d'etat that threw out President
Aristide, the only democratically
elected President in the almost 200-
year history of that country.

Haiti is the second nation in this
hemisphere ever to achieve its inde-
pendence, in 1804. Until just a few years
ago, it had never had a democratically
elected President. The first time it oc-
curred was in December 1990, when
President Aristide was elected by al-

most 70 percent of the people of that

country. Whether or not each and
every one of us like President Aristide
is totally irrelevant. Whether or not
you like the artwork in his office is to-
tally irrelevant. What he has on his
desk, what he hangs in his closet is to-
tally irrelevant. He was elected in the
most free and most fair election that
the people of that country have ever
held. We in this Nation ought to be
willing to support that process. That is
in our interest to do so. It is in our in-
terest to do so, to support nations that
seek democratic alternatives.

That is what happened in that coun-
try. Then a group of thugs threw him
out into exile.

President Bush and President Clinton
have tried to come up with some an-
swers on how you could restore that de-
mocracy. You do not need to remind
people in this country of what hap-
pened afterward when the thugs threw
him out. Remember the picture on the
television screens of boatloads of peo-
ple in rickety crafts making their way
across the Windward Straits to find
their way to the shores of Florida?

I promise you this, Mr. President: If
the Helms amendment is adopted, I
guarantee that those flotillas will start
again. Remember how it occurred.

I also promise that if this amend-
ment is adopted, you will see unprece-
dented carnage in that country, with
the thugs absolutely and systemati-
cally taking the lives, as they have
over the last 2 months, of people who
tried to fight for democracy.

I also guarantee it will be very dif-
ficult, if not completely impossible, for
President Aristide to return as the
democratically elected President of
that country. President Clinton has
worked hard from the very outset of
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his administration to come up with
some answers here on how this might
occur.

He has worked with the United Na-
tions and the Organization of American
States. Dante Caputo, a distinguished
diplomat in this hemisphere, has been
the U.N. Special Envoy and has been
active in attempting to restore this de-
mocracy. This agreement, which many
may recall is known as the Governors
Island accord, sets forth a series of se-
quential measures to be taken over a 4-
month transition period culminating
with the return of President Aristide
to Haiti on October 30.

Among the measures set forth to
occur during that transition was the
development of a group of military ex-
perts by U.N. members to assist in the
professionalization of the Haitian mili-
tary and to undertake other civic ac-
tion programs.

Not everyone may have agreed with
the sequencing of the measures con-
tained in the Governors Island accord.
However, the most important point to
keep in mind is that upon signing the
document each side pledged before the
international community to abide by
its terms. Each side made that pledge.

Clearly, for reasons that are best
known to himself, the military com-
mander in Haiti, Gen. Raoul Cedras,
has had second thoughts about what he
signed in New York. That was made
abundantly clear when a frigate con-
taining 218 United States and Canadian
troops attempted to dock in Port-au-
Prince last Monday, to carry out the
U.N.'s commitment to professionalize
the Haitian military. This frigate was
met by an armed gang of thugs who
prevented the troops from landing, and
attacked the U.N. and U.S. officials
who were there to greet the military
personnel.

The message was made even more ex-
plicit with the brutal murder last
Thursday of President Aristide’s Jus-
tice Minister, Guy Malary, and the sub-
sequent refusal by General Cedras to
step down last Friday, which was part
of those accords, as was called for, as I
said, in the Governors Island accord.

There can be no doubt that the cur-
rent military leadership of Haiti has
very little intention of living within
the bounds of the agreement it entered
into only a few short months ago.

In response to this obstruction by
General Cedras and his followers,
President Clinton has wisely, in my
view, made it clear that reneging on
this commitment is unacceptable to
our country and to the international
community. The unanimous vote by
the Security Council and the decision
of our allies in this hemisphere and
elsewhere to participate in the deci-
sions that we have made in response to
the reneging of the Governors Island
accord, I think, bear witness over-
whelmingly to the soundness of those
policies.
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We expect and demand that General
Cedras and his military colleagues will
stay the course outlined in that accord
or suffer the consequences of sanctions
and other possible manners of retalia-
tion by the international community.
Specifically, the President has delayed
the deployment of United States mili-
tary trainers and engineers to Haiti,
sought the reimposition of economic
sanctions through the U.N. Security
Council, and has sent six United States
warships to enforce a naval embargo to
cut off the provision of supplies to the
de facto Haitian leadership.

The United Nations has responded
quickly and positively to these impor-
tant U.S. initiatives, voting last
Wednesday to renew the economic
sanctions—it did so unanimously, I
might add—and voting on Saturday to
approve the U.S. naval blockade—also
unanimously—as well as sending other
countries to participate in that block-
ade.

That only came about as a result of
the international effort from the very
beginning to come up with some an-
swers to the problems of Haiti and the
coup that caused the ouster of Presi-
dent Aristide.

Mr. President, at this juncture, it is
far too early to tell whether the agree-
ment reached at Governors Island last
July can be put back on track. We hope
it will. We do not know the answer to
that. We know that elements of the
Haitian military and the business sec-
tor were responsive to international
sanctions when they were proposed ear-
lier this year. In fact, I do not think
you would have had a Governors Island
accord had we not imposed those sanc-
tions. Indeed, I think it is what helped
to make the July agreement possible.

I have no reason to believe that they
will be any less susceptible to eco-
nomic pressure today. We hope that is
the case. In fact, perhaps reactivating
sanctions will help them to clarify
their thinking with respect to their ob-
ligations. I certainly hope this will be
the case so that President Aristide can
return to Haiti at the end of this
month. However, I also know that it is
possible—I think all of us do—that
these efforts at economic leverage will
fail and more difficult and direct meth-
ods to restore democracy will have to
be considered, including perhaps the
use of U.S, forces, as part of a multilat-
eral military intervention.

Let me say here, I can assure my col-
leagues that President Clinton has no
more desire to engage in that option
than any of us do. None of us do. We
want to avoid that at all cost. But to
write into statutory law that this is
absolutely to be prohibited, except to
save American lives that may be in
jeopardy, sends one clear and unequivo-
cal message to General Cedras and his
friends. And that is: ‘“‘Just stay the
course; stay where you are; don’'t worry
about a thing; do whatever you want to
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do; we are really not that interested;
and that ultimately, sanctions and em-
bargoes leak like a sieve and you will
end up getting exactly what you
want."

I am not advocating the opposite to
what our colleague from North Caro-
lina is proposing in his amendment. I
do not want to see United States forces
sent into Haiti. We have a history of
having been involved in that island for
many years. It has not been forgotten
by many people in Haiti. So we want to
avoid that option, if we can.

I do not think at this juncture, given
the steps that the President of the
United States, the Commander in
Chief, has gone through to bring us to
this point that alternatively we want
to adopt an amendment that abso-
lutely precludes and sends a message to
our enemies about what steps we will
take or not take. That is the danger in-
herent in this approach.

So I hope this amendment will be re-
jected. Clearly, I can agree that we
need close consultation with the ad-
ministration before any action is
taken. Clearly, closer consultation be-
tween the administration and Congress
before any steps are taken is not only
advisable but absolutely essential, in
my view.

But I think we would make a tremen-
dous mistake if we went the route the
Senator from North Carolina is advo-
cating here. It would be a wrong mis-
take for the reasons I mentioned. Not
only do I think you guarantee Presi-
dent Aristide would not go back to
Haiti, not only would you guarantee
that Raoul Cedras and his cronies
would stay in power, but I also think
you can guarantee what I said a mo-
ment ago, and that is that you would
have a massive exodus—a massive exo-
dus—of Haitians heading for our
shores. I also think you would have a
significant and systematic slaughter of
innocent people in that country.

I disagree with those who say we
have no interest in those kinds of
events. I think they do interest us. It is
in our hemisphere. It is important to
try and at least do what we can. I point
out to my colleagues that at no point
in the history of this hemisphere have
we ever had as many democracies as we
do today. No one ever imagined, in
some places, that we would have the
kind of governments we do.

It is in our interest, Mr. President, to
support and nurture, where possible,
those democracies, to give them root.
That strengthens our cause. If we have
governments and countries that share
like-minded values with us, then it is
easy for us to safeguard those ideals
and values around the world. If we
abandon democracy here, as some are
suggesting, if we say that we have no
interest and who cares what goes on
there, then the signal to others who
may have similar intentions in other
places where the interests are not as
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clear as they are here, is that they can
do anything they want and the United
States, basically, does not care at all
about what happens.

I do not think we want to send that
message today. I do not think that is
our intention, nor should it be our pur-
pose. Nor is it, am I suggesting, by re-
jecting this amendment, that we are
advocating a military intervention pol-
icy. At this point in time, that would
be a mistake as well.

So I hope that this amendment will
be rejected; that President Clinton's ef-
forts will be given a chance; that we
will do what we can here to bring ade-
quate pressure on those in Haiti. Let
them know there is a sense of solidar-
ity here in support of restoring the le-
gitimately elected President of that
country, to get him back to his nation.

In fact, I will tell my colleagues, in a
few short minutes, President Aristide
will be here on Capitol Hill to meet
with Members of the Senate and talk
with them. If they have questions or
would like to raise questions and get
an update as to what is transpiring in
Haiti, I invite them to come to that
meeting and to listen.

Again, I emphasize that this notion
somehow that we have to like every as-
pect of President Aristide’s life has lit-
tle or nothing to do with the question
of whether or not we ought to support
the will of the Haitian people as ex-
pressed when they freely chose Presi-
dent Aristide to lead their country.

That is in our best interest to sup-
port that decision and to try and effec-
tuate his safe return to that country.
It will be hard under any set of cir-
cumstances.

I would argue forcefully, Mr. Presi-
dent, it would be a lot harder to effec-
tuate that goal if the amendment of
the Senator from North Carolina is
adopted. That narrows and shortens
and abbreviates considerably our abil-
ity to achieve the desired results that
I hope and believe most Members of
this body support.

So for those reasons, I urge the rejec-
tion of the Helms amendment this
afternoon. Instead I support the pro-
posals and the efforts that are pres-
ently being undertaken by the inter-
national community to restore Presi-
dent Aristide as President of Haiti and
to give democracy a chance in a coun-
try that has never had a chance before
and to give people in a little country—
the poorest in this hemisphere, the
most desperate in this hemisphere—a
chance for a better life.

We, by voting today, can express our
desire and our determination that we
do care; that we do care what happens
even in the poorest of countries in this
hemisphere, even in the most
uneducated and the most desperate;
that we do care about what happens
there and that we are willing to stand
up and to fight for the restoration of
democracy in that country.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DODD. I will be glad to yield.

Mr, STEVENS. Has the Senator ex-
amined the series of quotes the Senator
from North Carolina provided us,
‘‘Aristide on Aristide''?

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I looked at
quotes from colleagues made here,
from politicians all over the country.
This is a pretty trivial game we some-
times play about quoting out of con-
text or selecting quotes that are made
in various places.

I say to my friend from Alaska, I am
sure people may go back in my politi-
cal career, or his political career, and
find some convenient phrases or
speeches or something that we have
made that we would not necessarily
want to have pulled out of context.

My point to my colleague from Alas-
ka and others is, look, the people of
Haiti expressed a choice. I certainly
was troubled by some of the remarks
attributed to President Aristide. I get
disturbed by the remarks of a lot of dif-
ferent people, different Presidents
around the world, when they say things
about my country or things in their
own country.

But I think we have to step back and
say, is it our job, necessarily, to act as
critic here on every statement or every
speech that gets made? I do not think
so. The fact is that 70 percent of the
people of that country elected this gen-
tleman to be their President.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, that is
not my question. Should the power of
the United States be used to return to
the Presidency of Haiti a person who
has made these statements concerning
not only the United States, but Presi-
dents of the United States and the poli-
cies of the United States? It is not a
question of what they want. It is a
question of should we use our power to
restore him to power.

Mr. DODD. If I may reclaim my time,
Mr. President, I think what the Sen-
ator from Alaska is advocating is that
we ought to walk away from Haiti alto-
gether, not be involved in any way. I do
not believe that is what we ought to
do. You start playing that game
around the world and there is no end to
it, in my view. Either you support a
process here that we think is in our in-
terest to perpetuate, and that is demo-
cratic institutions, democratically
elected leaders in these countries, or
not.

If we are going to make the decision
about whether or not we support de-
mocracy based on whether or not each
of these candidates or Presidents
passes our particular political correct-
ness test, then we will have a never-
ending problem in this body.

I hear a lot of people complain about
political correctness. Now we are going
to apply it here, as well. Was this man
democratically elected in this country?
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Yes or no? The answer is yes. Accord-
ing to every international observer and
everyone else there, it was one of the
freest elections that could ever be held.
Is it in our interest to see democracy
supported, underpinned, in Haiti? I be-
lieve the answer is yes. Does that mean
we necessarily would have voted for
this candidate or support this particu-
lar candidate or have to support this
particular. President in every step we
take? No. We are supporting a process
and a decision made by the people of
Haiti.

So I think it is in our interest.

Take President Yeltsin, for in-
stance—or Gorbachev, for that matter.
Had we made a decision in this Cham-
ber whether or not to support a reform
process in the Soviet Union based on
every quote of Mikhail Gorbachev or
Boris Yeltsin, we would not have done
anything. We would not have done any-
thing at all.

We saw something larger and more
important instead of political speeches,
or quotes from those speeches.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield again?

Mr. DODD. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. STEVENS. Does the Senator re-
member any time when we sent a
blockade to help either Gorbachev or
Yeltsin?

Mr. DODD. I think we were prepared
to provide whatever support was nec-
essary. I think the President’s decision
the other day to lend the full force of
the United States behind the events
that were unfolding in Moscow is a
critical example of our willingness to
stand up and support that process in
that country.

If my colleague will note, had the
elements that had taken over the par-
liament building in Moscow prevailed,
is there any doubt in anyone's mind
here about what actions we would have
taken in response to that activity?
Would we have had a speech on the
floor saying, well, Boris Yeltsin had
some art work in his office, and so the
fact a bunch of thugs had thrown him
out means we would not help? I do not
believe we would have said that. We
would have been outraged by it, and we
would have taken steps to try to do
something about it. We would not have
had a description about Boris Yeltsin's
office as a justification for deciding not
to support democracy in that country.

That is all I am saying here. The
same thing has happened, unfortu-
nately, here. The thugs won in Haiti.
They threw a democratically elected
President out. Now the issue is, will
this country, that believes in those
ideals and values, support his return? I
think we ought to. I think it is in our
interest to do so. In the absence of
doing so, I think it is far more dan-
gerous than the particular statements
that this individual may have made.
And that is the point I think needs to
be made in this particular case.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KOHL). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I find
it hard to support, on the one hand, the
amendment of the Senator from North
Carolina. On the other hand, I do not
find it hard to reach the conclusion
that ‘‘Aristide on Aristide is a very
enlightening document, and it cer-
tainly should make every Member of
the Senate think as to whether or not
we want to support the use of Amer-
ican force to restore this person to con-
trol of a nation in this hemisphere.

The Senator from Connecticut has
some interesting points, but I think he
fails to really look into the basis of the
presentation of the Senator from North
Carolina. I have not heard anyone talk
about necklacing yet. I have asked the
CIA to confirm or to not confirm the
statements made by Senator HELMS
today concerning necklacing and the
use of that and the advocacy of that by
Aristide.

I really find it abhorrent that we
would use our power to put in charge of
a nation of this hemisphere a person
who has this kind of venom for the
United States. What are we doing?

On the other hand, the real question
is whether we should take action to so
tie the hands of the President of the
United States, as suggested by my good
friend. The real problem is it appears
the President has already made the de-
cision to do it. The Senator from Con-
necticut has indicated he thinks that is
perfectly fine.

I find very great difficulty with the
idea that we should restore a person of
this caliber to power, I am very wor-
ried about what the Senate is about
ready to do today.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Texas [Mr. GRAMM].

HEALTH CARE DEBATE

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I will be
brief in imposing on my colleagues.

I understand that Senator WOFFORD
from Pennsylvania today engaged in an
attack on the Republican health plans,
and it strikes me that the members of
the Democratic Party are obviously
panicked that the American people are
rejecting the President's program of
socialized medicine. It seems to me
that since the President cannot quite
write a plan that the Democrats could
have any hope of paying for, they are
now forced to attack the only real pro-
posals to deal with the medical prob-
lems of America by attacking Repub-
lican plans.

Let me say to my dear colleague
from Pennsylvania that I am going to
be in Pittsburgh having a townhall
meeting on health care in general, and
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the Clinton plan in particular, and I
would be delighted to have our dear
colleague come and join with me in
that forum and debate that issue.

I would also be happy to go on over
to Philadelphia and do it again, should
he be happy to do that. I think Amer-
ica needs to hear about these issues. I
look forward to the day coming when
we can have this debate. I think it is
very important, and I believe when all
is said and done, the American people
are going to conclude that there is not
enough money in the world to pay for
the Clinton health care plan and that
they would not want it even if it were
funded.

Mrs.
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN].

(The remarks of Mrs. FEINSTEIN per-
taining to the introduction of 8. 1571
are located in today’s RECORD under
“‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Several Senators
Chair.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to
commend the Senator from California
for this most extraordinary and illu-
minating presentation of immigration
and related problems in her State. I
hope that my colleagues will give Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN's legislation concerning
southwest border control and drug
interdiction their most serious consid-
eration.

Once again, I wish to commend my
colleague.

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM].

FEINSTEIN addressed the

addressed the

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

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

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that the pending business before
the Senate is an amendment to the De-
partment of Defense appropriations
bill, as introduced by the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. HELMS]. Is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the
amendment which has been proposed
states that ‘*‘None of the funds appro-
priated"’—in the Defense appropria-
tions bill—‘'‘shall be obligated or ex-
pended for the Armed Forces of the
United States to conduct operations in
Haiti unless' those operations ‘‘are
specifically authorized in a law enacted
in advance of the operations, or (2) the
President certifies in writing to Con-
gress that the United States citizens in
Haiti are in imminent danger and that
a temporary deployment of the Armed

October 20, 1993

Forces of the United States into Haiti
is necessary in order to protect and
evacuate United States citizens in
Haiti,”" and to the extent that such a
deployment is necessary, funds can be
expended for that purpose.

Mr. President, I believe this is an ex-
tremely pernicious and negative
amendment in terms of U.S. interests.

I would like to discuss this amend-
ment around a series of questions. Why
is Haiti important to United States na-
tional interests? What is the role of the
United States military in advancing
our national interests in Haiti? What
would be the consequences of the adop-
tion of this amendment in Haiti? And
what would be the consequences of the
adoption of this amendment on the
conduct of American foreign policy?

This amendment, Mr. President,
looks around a globe which has ap-
proximately 180 nation states and se-
lects one, Haiti, and says that in that
nation, the United States cannot uti-
lize its Armed Forces in the manner
that the President is authorized in
every other nation, unless these ex-
treme limitations are met. That would
indicate that we have less national in-
terest in Haiti than in virtually any
other nation in the world.

I would suggest that that conclusion
is fundamentally wrong, that, in fact,
the United States has very major na-
tional interests in Haiti.

What are those interests?

First, Mr. President, we have an in-
terest in avoiding Haiti becoming the
role model for democracies across the
Caribbean and Latin America.

If we were holding this session of the
Senate 20 years ago, and had a map of
the Caribbean and Latin America, and
had the countries designated by those
that were ruled by a democracy and
those ruled by an authoritarian gov-
ernment, the map would be a sea of au-
thoritarian government flags. Today,
the map would be exactly the opposite.

In 20 years, this hemisphere has be-
come a garden of emerging democratic
governments, but it is a garden in
which the roots of most of those de-
mocracies are still relatively shallow.
There are, in the barracks of the Carib-
bean and Latin America, the sons of fa-
thers who used to rule those countries,
sons who feel that it is their right to
one day rule those countries, not
through the democratic election proc-
ess, but by a restoration of a military
dictatorship. Those in the barracks are
looking to Haiti as an example of how
much resolve, how much commitment,
does the international community
have, particularly the democracies of
the Western Hemisphere and specifi-
cally the oldest democracy, the United
States of America, how deep is our will
to protect the still fragile plants that
are growing throughout this hemi-
sphere,

The United States has a tremendous
interest in the protection of those de-
mocracies, in the stabilization of those
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governments, and through those stable
political institutions to begin to have
countries that will grow in their eco-
nomic strength and prosperity and be-
come contributing and participating
members in the world economy.

Second, Mr. President, we have an in-
terest because Haiti is not thousands of
miles away. It was suggested last week,
almost as an axiom, that Somalia was
bad. Haiti is Somalia. Therefore, Haiti
is bad. We should be out of Somalia.
Therefore, we should be out of, or never
enter, Haiti.

Haiti is not Somalia. Haiti is 800
miles from the United States of Amer-
ica. Somalia is many thousands of
miles away.

As much as we grieve for the cir-
cumstances in Somalia which led to
the United States entering that belea-
guered country, the consequences of a
collapse in Somalia are relatively lim-
ited on the United States. The con-
sequences of what has already hap-
pened in Haiti, and what could happen
if there was a further deterioration of
conditions, will be direct and imme-
diate on the United States of America.

One of those forms of immediate im-
pact will be refugees. We already have
seen waves of refugees from Haiti, not
only in the United States but also from
other countries in this region such as
the Bahamas. Those are just an indica-
tion, a harbinger, of what will happen
if the hopes for restoration of democ-
racy in Haiti are crushed.

Haiti has also become a major trans-
shipment point for drugs as other coun-
tries throughout the Caribbean have
turned away from authoritarian gov-
ernments, as they have developed effec-
tive law enforcement and judicial sys-
tems. Haiti has increasingly stood out
as a place in which it was relatively
comfortable, accommodating, and
highly profitable to conduct drug oper-
ations.

One of the principal sources of in-
come of the military coup which has
controlled Haiti for the past 25 months
has been through the expansion of drug
trafficking, using that country almost
on a lend-lease basis to the worst ele-
ments of the drug trade. The United
States has an interest in preventing a
further use and expansion of Haiti for
that purpose.

I know, Mr. President, it is somewhat
unpopular now to talk about the U.S.
interest from a humanitarian stand-
point. In some ways, to suggest that
the United States has an interest in
human rights and how people are treat-
ed around the world puts you in a cat-
egory of those who are out of touch
with a tougher standard of America.

I had the recent experience of visit-
ing the Holocaust Museum here in the
Nation's Capital. As I left that mu-
seum, I was haunted with some ques-
tions.

One of those questions was, why did
the United States act as it did during
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the 1940's when it was informed of what
was happening in Nazi Germany and
had some capabilities to moderate, to
resist, to make it at least significantly
more difficult for Hitler to carry out
his horrendous program of elimination
of the Jews of Europe?

The second question is, where is
something that has those same seeds of
hatred and Dbitterness happening
around the world today, and what is
the United States doing about it?

Mr. President, I was in Haiti a week
ago. I would not analogize Haiti in 1993
to Nazi Germany in 1943. But there are
tremendous human rights wviolations
which are occurring in Haiti.

Last week, a very promising young
man, trained both in Haiti and the
United States, the Minister of Justice
of Haiti, was assassinated in front of a
church where another member of the
opposition to the military coup was as-
sassinated just a few days earlier.

Those are two examples of the level
of violence which is occurring in that
country, which I think should move
the hearts of Americans who are con-
cerned about human rights, who be-
lieve that when Thomas Jefferson
wrote in the Declaration of Independ-
ence that all men are born with certain
inalienable rights, that he was not
speaking just to those men who happen
to occupy the British colonies along
the Atlantic coast but was making a
universal statement that would influ-
ence the way the United States would
use its role in the world. I believe in
those words of Thomas Jefferson, and I
believe they are another reason the
United States has a national interest
in what is happening in Haiti today.

Finally, Mr. President, if you are not
moved by humanitarian concerns or by
concerns of democracy or by the poten-
tial of refugees and drugs arriving on
our shores or even concerned about the
United States citizens who are in Haiti,
of which there are somewhere between
1,000 and 10,000, depending on your defi-
nition of single and dual citizenship
persons, we should be concerned about
the fact that the United States has en-
tered into some binding, legal obliga-
tions to the international community.

We were not a parent of the Gov-
ernors Island accord, the set of nego-
tiations which concluded in early July
of this year with an agreement signed
by President Aristide and by Com-
mander in Chief Raoul Cedras, but we
were certainly the godparents after
that negotiation. We fostered, nur-
tured, and led to the completion of
those agreements.

Under those agreements and subse-
quent United Nations resolutions, we
took on certain national obligations.
And that moves, Mr. President, to the
second question.

What is the role of the United States
military in advancing the United
States national interests in Haiti?

There has been a long history of rela-
tionship of the United States military
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with Haiti. It is well known that we oc-
cupied Haiti from 1915 to 1934. What is
less well known is that we have since
that date had a continuing role in the
training and equipping and basic accul-
turation of the Haitian military. When
you go to Haiti and look at their mili-
tary and look at their equipment, look
at their arms, they look very much
like an American military unit because
almost every piece of equipment from
the clothes worn to the rifle carried are
American.

The United States has had a signifi-
cant role in the training of the Haitian
military. On one of my visits to Haiti
prior to the 1987 election, I met with
Gen. Raoul Cedras who, at that time,
was one of the three people in control
of the Haitian Government setting up
for what was hoped to be a democratic
election. I asked Gen. Raoul Cedras if
he ever visited the United States and
he said he had on several occasion. I
said: “In what capacity?’ He said,
“Participating in a United States mili-
tary training exercise.” I asked him,
‘‘What were you being trained to do?”
He said, ""Fight World War II as an in-
fantry officer."”

That is what we have essentially
trained the Haitian military to do. The
fact is the Haitian military had rel-
atively limited prospects of participat-
ing in World War II. They have used
the skills that we have largely pro-
vided them, as well as the equipment,
to terrorize their people rather than
serve as a force for positive good with-
in an impoverished country which
needs every positive institution awvail-
able to it.

And so what is the role of the United
States military in fulfilling our na-
tional interests in Haiti? They were
spelled out in these series of U.N. reso-
lutions and the Governors Island ac-
cord, and they were that the Haitian
military was to be divided. It was to be
divided with the police becoming an
independent law enforcement agency
and the military becoming a defense
institution.

Today those two operations—police
and defense—are merged. It would be
the responsibility of the set of nations,
largely French-speaking nations such
as France, itself, Canada, and others to
help in the professionalization of this
newly created independent police func-
tion.

It was felt that because of their lin-
guistic capabilities, their familiarity
with some of the French law enforce-
ment traditions which will be the tra-
ditions of the Haitian police, that they
represented the appropriate institu-
tions, the appropriate nations, to be as-
sisting in the police training.

But, as it came to the defense train-
ing, we stood out as the one nation in
the world, because of this long history
of involvement, best equipped to carry
out that function.

So we set about committing our-
selves to two essential tasks: One task
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was to work with the Haitian military
in terms of educating it as to how a
military functions in a democracy; how
does a military organization itself be-
come responsible to civilian direction
and control.

I think we have a lot to contribute to
the Haitian military in that regard.
For 200 years, we have had a military
that has functioned in that manner.

Also, Mr. President, a second task of
our military was to assist the Haitian
military in acquiring a new set of
skills. It was not by accident that the
military personnel on the U.S.S. Har-
lan County in the port of Port-au-
Prince last Monday and Tuesday were
Seabees, Corps of Engineers; they were
construction workers; they were civil
engineers.

They were going into Haiti to assist
in rebuilding some of the shattered in-
frastructure of that country. The very
first project was going to be to put a
roof on a school. At the same time,
they were going to be educating ele-
ments of the Haitian military as to
how to conduct those type of oper-
ations in hopes that over time—and
neither of these two functions, the cul-
tivation into democracy or conversion
into a Corps of Engineers-Seabee type
of operation, are going to occur quick-
ly—this would be a beginning toward
that fundamental conversion of the de-
fense component of the Haitian mili-
tary into an institution that would be
one of civic action and assistance to
the country rather than one of repres-
sion.

I think those are in the best tradi-
tions of the U.S. military.

The amendment that we have before
us would preclude those type of activi-
ties from occurring.

I believe that those are exactly the
kind of roles that the U.S. military
will increasingly be called upon to
play, particularly in this hemisphere as
we begin to assist in converting mili-
taries that have previously had a re-
viressive role into militaries that will
be positive and constructive.

Now, because of that role, our troops,
had they landed, would have been rel-
atively lightly armed. The understand-
ing was that they would carry only
sidearms.

The fact is that their entry into
Haiti was conditioned upon two cir-
cumstances: One, that there would be a
permissive environment; that is that
there will be sufficient tranquility;
that they could actually climb up on
this roof of this school and put it up
without being in danger. And, second,
that the Haitian military would guar-
antee their safety—safety coming off
the boat, safety at the encampment
which was going to be established near
the international airport.

Neither of those two conditions on
Monday or Tuesday of last week hap-
pened, and the President exercised ab-
solute prudence in his decision to not
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allow the troops to disembark. To do so
would have meant that our troops
would have been unable to carry out
their mission and it would have acqui-
esced into a violation of the commit-
ment the Haitian military had made to
provide safety and security for these
United States Seabees and Corps of En-
gineers.

So I believe that the United States
military has a very important role in
advancing our national interest in
Haiti and contributing to deepening
the roots of democracy in that coun-
try.

Mr. President, the third question is
what would be the consequences of
passing the amendment that is before
us, first, in Haiti, and then what would
be the consequences in terms of United
States foreign policy?

The consequences in Haiti are very
clear. It would send the strongest sig-
nal to the military dictators that they
had won; that, by intimidation, by re-
fusal to meet their international com-
mitments, they had been able to over-
turn the strongest nation in the world.
It would give to those military tyrants
the comfort of knowing that they were
not going to be held to account for the
violations they had committed against
the human rights of their own people
and the jeopardy in which they had
placed other nations in this hemi-
sphere.

It would also mean, Mr. President,
that we would be held responsible for
the final collapse of the Governors Is-
land accord. The Governors Island ac-
cord still, today, on October 20, rep-
resents the best hope of restoring de-
mocracy to Haiti with a limited
amount of bloodshed. Granted, it is a
hope which is flickering, but the pa-
tient still has a slight heartbeat. I do
not believe that the United States
should take the responsibility for dis-
engaging the patient from the life sup-
port system. The adoption of this
amendment would be such an act of
disengagement.

Finally, it would mean that the Unit-
ed States, not only in Haiti but
assumedly by extension to other na-
tions, particularly in the Western
Hemisphere, would not be prepared to
play a role in deepening the institution
of democracy by participating in those
ways in which important institutions,
particularly the police and military,
can be brought into a new relationship
with the democratic government. All
those things are going to happen, in ad-
dition to the direct impacts on the
United States of refugees and drugs.

Fourth, Mr. President, what will be
the consequences of the adoption of
this amendment on the conduct of the
U.S. foreign policy?

I do not profess to be a Ph.D. student
on the history of U.S. international re-
lations, but I know of no instance in
which the Congress would have singled
out one nation in the world and im-
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posed such severe restraints on the
President’s ability to conduct foreign
policy, including the requirement of
prior approval of a President’s actions
for any action other than the evacu-
ation of U.S. citizens.

I know of no example in American
international history in which we have
set such a limit on our U.S. President.

I would say this is an especially inap-
propriate place and an especially inap-
propriate time to be considering such a
limitation on the President.

In today's Washington Post, there is
an article written by the former Na-
tional Security Adviser to both Presi-
dent Bush and President Ford, Brent
Scowcroft, and the former Under Sec-
retary of State for Political Affairs to
President Bush, Mr. Arnold Kanter.

I ask unanimous consent that at the
conclusion of my remarks, the full col-
umn be printed in the RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GRAHAM. I would like to read,
however, one paragraph of this very il-
luminating column entitled ‘‘Foreign
Policy Straitjacket.”

Maneuvering in the complex environment
of a Somalia—or of a Haiti, Bosnia or the
other crises that loom on and just over the
horizon—requires the agility of a ballet
dancer, not the Mack truck of legislation. In
a world that increasingly places a premium
on a rapidly adaptable foreign policy, codify-
ing highly detailed requirements in a public
law is a recipe for ineffectiveness. It under-
mines the president's ability to threaten, ca-
jole and pressure our adversaries by publiciz-
ing the costs we will and won't pay and by
broadcasting the conditions and constraints
under which our forces will operate. At the
same time, it leaves our friends and allies,
whose cooperation we seek, to wonder
whether Congress will permit the president
to follow through on his promises and com-
mitments. Finally, it stays on the books,
continuing to tie the president's hands as
circumstances change and Congress’s atten-
tion shifts to other priorities. Now more
than ever, trying to legislate foreign policy
is simply a bad idea.

Mr. President, this amendment de-
nies the fundamental reality that Haiti
is a neighbor and what happens in that
country is going to affect our neighbor-
hood. It denies the fact that the U.S.
military has a very positive, construc-
tive role to play in converting a nation
which for the better part of two cen-
turies has been wracked by despots and
by a poverty unknown in any other
country in the Western Hemisphere.

To deny to those people the best
chance they have had for the establish-
ment of a government of respect and
dignity and hope, and our assistance in
converting institutions which have
stood in the way of all of those prom-
ises, would have devastating con-
sequences today in terms of what will
happen in Haiti. It will have even
greater potential consequences in what
will happen to democracy throughout
this hemisphere. And, at a time when
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the United States is searching for what
its role will be in the post-cold-war era,
while we are looking for an adept lead-
ership to respond in our national inter-
ests to a whole set of challenges the
likes of which we have not seen in the
world since at least the interwar pe-
riod, to use this time as the time we
will single out this one country of
Haiti and impose this highly legisla-
tive, restrictive set of constraints on
our President's ability to carry out
America's national interest I think
will be the height of folly and a folly
for which this Nation would long pay.

I urge the defeat of this amendment.
Rather, I urge, positively, that the
United States look for some of the
positive things that are in Haiti and
can happen in Haiti. We have the best
chance of restoring democracy. There
is an absolutely superb Prime Minister,
Robert Malval, who is currently lead-
ing that government. The inter-
national financial institutions have in-
dicated their desire to be quickly avail-
able to assist in the economic restruc-
turing of that impoverished country as
soon as there is political stability.

The leadership of the country has a
vision for its future, which is one that
Americans should share and rejoice in.
I believe this is not the time to turn
our back on a neighbor, but rather to
continue to extend the hand of friend-
ship, knowing through that friendship
not only would the interests of the peo-
ple of the United States be advanced,
but that a neighbor who has been for
too long held in poverty and in oppres-
sion will soon be at the point where
they can live in the full sunshine of de-
mocracy.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Washington Post, Oct. 20, 1993]
(By Brent Scowcroft and Arnold Kanter)
FOREIGN POLICY STRAITJACKET

Following intensive negotiations with the
administration, the Senate last week passed
the Byrd amendment to the fiscal year 1994
defense appropriations bill, setting a variety
of conditions on U.S. military involvement
in Somalia. This action has been described as
a good example of bipartisan leadership in
the Senate, of the spirit of constructive com-
promise between the executive and legisla-
tive branches and as a political victory for
the administration.

But it was something more. Whatever its
impact on our Somalia policy, the Byrd
amendment also sets an important precedent
in redefining the respective roles that the
president and Congress will play in deciding
when, where, why and how U.S. military
forces are used. It is a precedent that has
disturbing implications for this or any presi-
dent's ability to conduct an effective foreign
policy in the post-Cold War world.

This is not the place to debate whether our
Somalia policy is sensible or misguided, or
whether the particular provisions in the Sen-
ate bill are wise or foolish. Somalia may be
the case at hand, but what is at stake is
nothing less than defining the proper role of
Congress in the conduct of foreign policy and
the use of our armed forces as an instrument
of that policy. Not only may the “Dole
amendment” on Haiti present that issue
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again in the days ahead, but we are likely
also to face it with increasing frequency as
part of the larger debate about the purposes
and limits of U.S. engagement in the world.
It is important that we get it right.

From this broader policy perspective, the
Byrd amendment poses two kinds of prob-
lems. First, it goes beyond the legitimate
congressional role in establishing policy pa-
rameters to spell out in detail what the
president may and may not do in carrying
out that policy, including setting a deadline
for the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Soma-
lia, specifying the military mission of our
forces while they remain there, describing
the capabilities they are to possess and even
defining the command arrangements that
are to govern them. Second, it sets out all
these requirements in legislation that is in-
tended to become the law of the land.

There are sound constitutional grounds for
arguing that wherever one reasonably draws
the line that separates the foreign policy re-
sponsibilities of the president from the job of
Congress, the Byrd amendment crosses it.
But there also are practical reasons for being
concerned that if the Byrd amendment be-
comes the model for future congressional in-
volvement, U.S. foreign policy will be the
vietim.

Maneuvering in the complex environment
of a Somalia—or of a Haiti, Bosnia or the
other crises that loom on and just over the
horizon—requires the agility of a ballet
dancer, not the Mack truck of legislation. In
a world that increasingly places a premium
on a rapidly adaptable foreign policy, codify-
ing highly detailed requirements in a public
law is a recipe for ineffectiveness. It under-
mines the president’s ability to threaten, ca-
jole and pressure our adversaries by publiciz-
ing the costs we will and won't pay and by
broadcasting the conditions and constraints
under which our forces will operate. At the
same time, it leaves our friends and allies,
whose cooperation we seek, to wonder
whether Congress will permit the president
to follow through on his promises and com-
mitments. Finally, it stays on the books,
continuing to tie the president’s hands as
circumstances change and Congress’'s atten-
tion shifts to other priorities. Now more
than ever, trying to legislate foreign policy
is simply a bad idea.

The alternative is not for Congress to give
the president a blank check and abdicate its
constitutional responsibilities in foreign pol-
icy. Congress is a valuable sounding board
and source of wise counsel. It can offer in-
valuable assistance in rallying public opin-
ion behind the president and is uniguely po-
sitioned to run political sanity checks on the
president's proposed policies and actions, of-
fering its distinctive insights into the mood
of the country and how best to take the vot-
ers’ concerns into account.

Nor is Congress without leverage in help-
ing presidents remember this essential les-
son. It can hold the president accountable
for his actions before the bar of public opin-
ion—and ultimately the ballot box—by call-
ing hearings and requiring the administra-
tion to send reports detailing the progress,
problems and prognosis of particular issues.
If all else fails, of course, it can resort to the
power of the purse to enforce its will.

The president too must do his job. First, he
must exercise the foreign policy leadership
that is his unique responsibility, or Congress
surely will be tempted—or feel obliged—to
cross the constitutional line and fill the vac-
uum. Second, he must build and sustain pub-
lic and congressional confidence in that lead-
ership by means of frequent, serious con-
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sultations with the Hill and clear expla-
nations to the American people about our
purposes and stakes. The recent congres-
sional actions on Somalia and the current
debate about Haiti can be read as evidence of
what happens when the president does not
accomplish both these tasks.

All presidents know—or learn—that their
foreign policy cannot succeed and their
tough foreign policy decisions will not be
sustained without bipartisan support borne
of clear, honest dialogue between the two
branches of government. But Congress can-
not exercise foreign policy leadership, and
the president must not acquiesce in its ill-
considered efforts to do so. Congress cannot
conduct a successful foreign policy: only the
president can. Likewise, Congress cannot
formulate and execute an effective political-
military strategy to accomplish foreign pol-
icy objectives; only the president can.

Put simply, our country can ill-afford 535
secretaries of state, and still less 535 com-
manders in chief. Congress, for its part, must
participate in the grand debate about the
scope and nature of American engagement in
the new world order, but it also must resist
the temptation to legislate our foreign pol-
icy and how military forces will be used to
support it. For his part, the president should
encourage and benefit from Congress's legiti-
mate participation, but he also must stand
ready to veto any legislation that under-
mines his ability to fulfill his foreign policy
responsibilities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania, Mr. SPECTER.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in con-
sidering the pending amendment by the
distinguished Senator from North
Carolina, I believe the Senate should
be cautious in undercutting Presi-
dential authority based on our con-
stitutional power over the purse, even
where the circumstances show the U.S.
foreign policy is'most unwise.

It is understandable the temptation
is present to bring amendments to
limit Presidential authority in light of
the serious miscalculations in Somalia
and in Bosnia and in Haiti. But I sug-
gest that this is a time for prudence be-
fore we undercut the delicate balance
of constitutional authority between
the President, as Commander in Chief
and the principal architect of foreign
policy, and the authority which the
Congress has in a variety of ways, in-
cluding the power of the purse.

For most of the time prior to coming
to the Senate and after being here, my
concerns have been over excessive exer-
cise of Presidential authority in dero-
getion of the sole power of the Con-
glress to declare war. I recall very well,
as a student at the University of Penn-
sylvania majoring in international re-
lations, the concerns which I had about
the involvement of the United States
in a war, the Korean war, without the
appropriate constitutional declaration
of war by the Congress. I remember
well the day the Korean war started, on
June 25, 1950, because I was among sev-
eral thousand Reserve Officer Training
Corps Cadets at Lowry Air Force Base
in Denver, CO, on a Sunday, June 25,
1950.

As that conflict started, most of us
who were issued khakis that day
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thought we would never return to the
universities for our final year in col-
lege, but we did. That was a very spe-
cial recollection for me about a war
which Congress never declared. I have
raised that issue on this floor on a
number of occasions, including a de-
bate with Senator Percy, then chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, when we were considering the War
Powers Act in about 1983, concerning
Lebanon, and Senator Percy concurred
with my assessment that Korea was a
war.

I have sought, on a number of occa-
sions, as the distinguished Presiding
Officer may recollect, in Judiciary
Committee hearings, to ascertain the
status of Korea as a war in terms of
some guidance from Supreme Court
nominees as to how they might view
the congressional authority to declare
war contrasted with the President's au-
thority as Commander in Chief. Korea
is an event which will never recur, so it
is not a matter to come before the
Court in that form.

This is a matter which has been of
real concern. I also expressed the con-
cern in the debates on the War Powers
Act during Lebanon when it seemed to
me the President was beyond his
power, with the failure of the Congress
to invoke the War Powers Act and the
challenge of the President to the con-
stitutionality of the War Powers Act.

We have seen a significant shift, I
submit, in the course of the past sev-
eral months, as we have had indecisive
and vacillating policy from the Presi-
dent in three major areas: Bosnia, So-
malia, and now Haiti.

There have been a series, really a
raft, of amendments; a number by the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
BYRD]; by the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McCaIn]; the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. NICKLES]; and now by the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS]. It seems to me that we have to
be cautious and not create the con-
stitutional confrontation and the up-
setting of this delicate balance.

When we talk about the constitu-
tionality of the War Powers Act, it is
worth noting, as I mentioned briefly on
the floor yesterday, that there had
been an effort made to have a test case
of the War Powers Act back in about
1983, an effort that was encouraged by
then majority leader Howard Baker,
when a number of us prepared legal pa-
pers seeking the agreement of the
President, but that was not forthcom-
ing, and there was never a constitu-
tional test in the Supreme Court.

I think had the War Powers Act been
sustained, it would have taken a lot of
pressure off the challenges which are
now being made.

Turning to the specific language of
the amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina,
it calls for a cutoff of funds where
there are ‘‘operations of the Armed
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Forces of the United States in Haiti
unless * * * specifically authorized in
* * * advance of the operations, or the
President certifies * * * to Congress
that United States citizens in Haiti are
in imminent danger and that a tem-
porary deployment of armed forces is
necessary in order to protect and evac-
uate United States citizens. * * *»

In my view, Mr. President, it is inap-
propriate and, beyond being inappropri-
ate, dangerous to prescribe limitations
on the actions of the President as Com-
mander in Chief in advance as to what
he may do. It seems to me that the War
Powers Act struck the appropriate bal-
ance in not disallowing the involve-
ment of U.S. troops and hostilities for
at least 60 days and then calling for
their withdrawal at the end of a 60-day
period, unless specifically authorized
by Congress. But there are too many
emergency situations for the Congress
to cut off funding, as drastic a remedy
as that is, in advance of the operations.

Further, it is my view that there
may be other reasons why the Presi-
dent would have to act, beyond the pro-
tection of United States citizens in
Haiti, and that language limiting such
Presidential action through a tem-
porary deployment is also unwise.

There are, of course, very substantial
reasons why the intuitive reaction is
opposed to having United States troops
involved in Haiti. There are very seri-
ous gquestions about the national inter-
est of the United States going there.
There are very serious questions about
the propriety of the role of the United
States in trying to put President
Aristide in power. But it seems to me
that under our constitutional form of
government, those are judgments
which have to be made by the Presi-
dent, and that, if there is to be appro-
priate Executive authority, it would be
a very bad precedent for the Congress
to exercise its authority to cut off
funds, as proposed by this amendment.

The constitutionality of such an
amendment, I think, is in real ques-
tion. Certainly, if there is to be a chal-
lenge of the President’s authority as
Commander in Chief, the strongest
grounds for such congressional action
would most likely be the cutoff of
funds since the Constitution expressly
authorizes the Congress to control the
purse. .

But as a matter of prudence and as a
matter of long-term institutional stat-
ure and stability, it is my view that we
should not interfere in this way with
the power of the President to operate
as Commander in Chief.

There is a considerable body of pres-
sure in the political arena and in the
political context that may be exerted
to preclude unwise actions by the
President. There is certainly oppor-
tunity for consultation and for Con-
gress to make its views known, but the
precedent for cutting off funds on the
limited circumstances prescribed by
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this amendment, and especially requir-
ing authorization in advance of emer-
gency action by the President, I think,
would be very unwise.

Although I understand the reasons
for which my colleague from North
Carolina has brought this amendment
forward—because of his very substan-
tial disagreement with the policy—I
believe, in the first instance, that pol-
icy appropriately remains with the
President, with the power of the Con-
gress to act thereafter in pursuit of the
provisions of the War Powers Act,
which I believe to be constitutional
and enforceable.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WELLSTONE). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. HATFIELD per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1572
are located in today's RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.")

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield the floor.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

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

Mr. MACK addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. MACK. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

What is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is amendment 1072 of-
fered by the Senator from North Caro-
lina.

Mr. MACK. I thank the Chair.

I rise in opposition to the Helms
amendment on Haiti. There are several
reasons why I do so. The first of which
I wish to speak about, which several
others have already touched on, is that
it restricts the power of the President
by limiting his options.

I should like to read a portion of a
letter that the President has sent
which touches on a lot of different
amendments that have been proposed
or that are being offered during this de-
bate.

The letter says:

I am fundamentally opposed to amend-
ments which improperly limit my ability to
perform my duties as Commander in Chief.

He goes on further to say:

And which could weaken the confidence of
our allies in the United States. Such amend-
ments would provide encouragement to ag-
gressors and repressive rulers around the
world who seek to operate without fear of re-
prisal.

That letter could have been written
by any President of the United States.
It addresses an argument and debate
that has gone on in this country for
over 200 years regarding the role of the
Congress and the role of the President
with respect to foreign policy.
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MazzoLl, BRYANT, FISH, and McCoL-
LUM.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, for the consideration of sec-
tions 1351, 1352, and 1354-1359 of the
House bill and sections 654 and 3501-
3506 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. STUDDS, TAUZIN, LIPIN-
SKI, FIELDS of Texas, and BATEMAN.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, for consideration of sections
265, 1314, and 3137 of the House bill and
sections 328, 2841, 2851, 2915, 3103, and
3135 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. STUDDS, Mrs. UNSOELD,
and Messrs. REED, FIELDS of Texas, and
BATEMAN.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Natural Resources, for
consideration of section 2818 of the
House bill and sections 2855, 3132, 3139,
and 3147 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. MILLER of California,
VENTO, LEEMAN, and YOUNG of Alaska,
and Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, for consideration of sections
364, 901, 934, 943, and 1408 of the House
bill and sections 523, 1064, and 3504 of
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Mr.
CrLay, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. MvYERS of Indiana, and Mrs.
MORELLA.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation, for consideration of sections
2816 and 2841 of the House bill and sec-
tions 1063, 1087, 2833, 2842, and 2917 of
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Messrs.
MINETA, APPLEGATE, WISE, SHUSTER,
and CLINGER.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Rules, for consideration
of section 1008 (relating to funding
structure for contingency operations)
of the House bill, and modifications
committed to conference: Messrs. DER-
RICK, BEILENSON, FROST, SOLOMON, and
QUILLEN.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology, for consideration of sec-
tions 215, 262, 265, 1303, 1304, 1312-1318,
and 3105 of the House bill and sections
203, 233, 235, 803, and 3141-3148 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference: Mr. BROWN of
California, Mr. VALENTINE, Ms. E.B.
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WALKER, and
Mr. FAWELL.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Small Business, for con-
sideration of section 829 of the House
bill, and modifications committed to
conference: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. SMITH of
Iowa, and Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Veterans’' Affairs, for
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consideration of sections 1071 and 1079
of the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference:
Messrs. MONTGOMERY, SANGMEISTER,
and STUMP. Provided, Mr. SLATTERY is
appointed in lieu of Mr. SANGMEISTER
solely for the consideration of section
1079.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Ways and Means, for
consideration of sections 653, 705, and
1087 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. ROSTENKOWSKI, GIB-
BONS, PICKLE, ARCHER, and CRANE.

There was no objection.

0 1930

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2519,
DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1994

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 2519) making appropriations
for the Departments of Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State, the judiciary, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1994, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MFUME). Pursuant to the rule, the con-
ference report is considered as having
been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
Thursday, October 14, 1993, at page
24542.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] will be
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the distin-
guished gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
SMITH].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report and the
amendments in disagreement on H.R.
2519, the Departments of Commerce,
Justice, and State, the Judiciary and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act of
1994, and that I be permitted to insert
a table and extraneous matter follow-
ing my remarks on the conference re-
port.

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

There was no objection.

0 1940

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I will only take about 1
minute. This conference report has
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been available for the Members for 5
days. I think most everybody knows
what is in the report. I will just sum-
marize very briefly.

The total amount of money for budg-
et authority is $23,396,781,000. Of that,
$3.8 billion is to continue various pro-
grams for technology enhancement,
economic development incentives, sci-
entific research, fisheries development,
weather forecasting services, inter-
national trade and tourism promotion,
and for small business development.

There is $10.1 billion in discretionary
appropriations for the Department of
Justice and the law enforcement agen-
cies. The conference report also in-
cludes $2.7 plus billion for the judici-
ary. The conference agreement also in-
cludes funding for related agencies
such as, $374.4 million for the Maritime
Administration, $400 million for the
Legal Services Corporation, $657 mil-
lion for the Small Business Adminis-
tration, and $1.142 billion for the U.S.
Information Agency.

Mr. Speaker, 178 amendments were
added to the bill when it went to the
Senate. We have been able to resolve
all of these. I think there is only one
upon which we will probably have a
vote. It is my hope that that is the
case.

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 17T minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I hope not to take that
entire time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the conference report to ac-
company H.R. 2519, the fiscal year 1994
Departments of Commerce, Justice,
State, the judiciary, and related agen-
cies appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, the chairmen of the
House-Senate conference committee,
and all the members of the conference
committee, are to be commended for
their diligence in crafting a conference
report which I believe all Members
should support.

Under the leadership of the chairmen
of the conference committee—the gen-
tleman from Iowa and the gentleman
from South Carolina—and with the
help of a revised 602(b) allocation, the
conferees were able to make some im-
portant improvements over the House-
passed bill, particularly in high prior-
ity areas such as law enforcement, and
immigration controls. In addition, the
conferees have placed controls on U.N.
peacekeeping.

For the Department of Justice, an
area of particular concern to many
Members of this body, the conference
agreement provides a $130 million in-
crease over the House-passed bill. A
sizable portion of this increase finances
a comprehensive immigration initia-
tive which will allow us not only to de-
tect and apprehend, but also to detain
and deport, illegal aliens. The con-
ference report provides a $90 million in-
crease over the House-passed bill for
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democracy are spotted on the open
seas—I might add many times, and
thank God they are spotted by their
Cuban brothers in airplanes flying over
the Florida straits—the United States
Coast Guard goes out and picks them
up and brings them to Florida where
they are welcomed with open arms.

But in the case of the Haitians, as
soon as they get in their boats they are
interdicted by that same Coast Guard
and returned to the island.

It is a policy that will not hold up
very much longer. So I say to my col-
leagues, who have trouble and who are
concerned about what our policy in
Haiti should be, I would ask you to re-
ject this amendment because this
amendment really does not address the
situation in Haiti and, in fact, ham-
strings the President's ability to deal
with that situation.

In conclusion, I would say to my col-
leagues I hope that they will reject this
amendment because this Nation should
continue its commitment to the pro-
jection of the principles and the ideas
of freedom and democracy around the
world.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, what is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the Helms amend-
ment.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you.

I would like an opportunity to ad-
dress that amendment.

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

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, the debate on this amendment
raises two fundamental, basic sets of
issues. One set of issues goes to the
question of Haiti directly and what the
United States policy should be with re-
gard to that country, which is only 600
miles off of the coast of Florida.

The second issue is a much larger
one. It is the relationship between Con-
gress and the Presidency on the con-
duct of U.S. foreign policy in the post-
cold war world. The key question is
whether our foreign policy is going to
be driven by CNN and opinion polls and
political expediency, or a race for the
Presidency, or whether coherent archi-
tecture and criterion can be developed
in the new era.

As my colleagues know, the situation
in Haiti is complex and fast moving.
Our policy, however, Mr. President,
must not simply be reactive. Instead, it
must be based on the fundamentals of
the situation there, and establish a
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framework for dealing with the events
as they arise—based on our interests
and on our values.

Mr. President, Haiti has a long his-
tory of dictatorship and oppression.
Their recent legacy is of the Duvalier's
““Papa Doc" and “‘Baby Doc' and a suc-
cession of military coups. The people of
Haiti, however, want an end to mili-
tary dictatorship and corruption. They
want a chance to choose their own
leaders. Mr. President, they want de-
MOCracy.

The first time the people of Haiti
were given the opportunity to vote in
December 1990, they elected President
Aristide with an overwhelming 67 per-
cent of the vote. This was an enormous
victory for the deepening of democratic
institutions in that country.

Unfortunately, 9 months later, Presi-
dent Aristide was ousted in yet another
illegal coup that has been condemned
by the entire international commu-
nity, including the administrations of
both Presidents Bush and Clinton.

The U.S. Government under Presi-
dent Clinton's leadership, working
under considerable handicaps, in a fast
moving, fluid situation, has consist-
ently worked diplomatically to bring
about the conditions for the restora-
tion of democracy.

It executed a policy of sanctions in-
tended to isolate the Haitian military
and bring them to the negotiating
table. The President revoked the visas
of coup supporters and their family
members. At the request of Ambas-
sador Albright, the U.N. Security
Council passed Resolution 841 on June
23 imposing an arms and oil embargo
on Haiti.

Mr. President, these sanctions were
extremely successful. Haiti does not
have large storage facilities for oil, and
the military leaders did not impose
strict rationing. As a result, after only
2 weeks, the sanctions began to have
real bite, and General Cedras was nego-
tiating with President Aristide at Gov-
ernors Island in New York.

Those of us in Washington who fol-
lowed this event knew that there was
an accord signed by President Aristide
and General Cedras on July 3. This
agreement committed both sides in the
Haitian conflict to peace and democ-
racy. The Governors Island accord was
not widely reported in the media as an
important breakthrough. But this
agreement, Mr. President, is critical to
the future of a peaceful Haiti.

The Governors Island accord is a
nine-step process to deny a dictator-
ship and restore democracy. The accord
required both sides to make significant
compromises, and until last week, was
well on track.

In step 4, the suspension of U.N. sanc-
tions occurred at the end of August.

In step 6, an amnesty granted by
President Aristide to those participat-
ing in the coup that overthrew him was
declared October 3.
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The first six steps had been com-
pleted.

Step 7 was for Police Commissioner
Francois to step down and the Haitian
Parliament to implement legislation
separating the police from the mili-
tary. This was supposed to happen on
October 15. But Mr. Francois did not
step down, breaking, instead, the terms
of the accord.

He decided to defy the Governors Is-
land accord by arranging that the only
slip in the port of Port-au-Prince that
could hold, the U.S. Harlan County,
would be occupied. It is important that
the Harlan County, the ship, was not
bringing in an occupation force. In-
stead, the ship carried United States
forces who were to train the Haitian
police and begin to work on restoring
the country's devastated infrastruc-
ture.

Mr. Francois, head of the police, con-
trols the port, so if he wanted the slip
to be opened, it could have been. In-
stead of assisting efforts to implement
the accord, he organized a group of
armed thugs to protest at the port.
Those protests, and pictures of the mob
harassing U.S. Charge d’Affaires, Vicki
Huddleston, the highest ranking offi-
cial at the U.S. Embassy at the time,
as she tried to meet that ship, were
broadcast into our living rooms.

After the military's abrogation of the
commitment, the U.N. Security Coun-
cil passed Resolution 875, which reim-
poses the oil and arms embargo against
Haiti. President Clinton sent six war-
ships to ensure that oil and arms do
not sail into Haiti. The United States

-is being joined in this effort by Canada,

Argentina, France, the United King-
dom, and the Netherlands. I support
the enforcement of sanctions, and I
support the President's decision to
send those warships.

This policy is prudent. It sends a sig-
nal that the United States will not per-
mit business as usual in Haiti, will not
allow a coup to go forward because, un-
fortunately, business as usual means
dictatorship, oppression, and poverty
for all but a handful of elites.

In the specific case of Haiti, the prac-
tical effect of this amendment is to
embolden those elements in Haiti that
are committed to blocking the imple-
mentation of the Governors Island ac-
cord, which undermines the govern-
ment of President Aristide.

I believe, Mr. President, the U.S.
Government in this situation, and in
many other situations, that, we are
taking up now, must speak with a sin-
gle voice. We must tell the illegitimate
dictators of Haiti that they cannot in-
definitely defy the will of their own
people and of the international com-
munity. We must tell them they can-
not destroy democracy. We do not want
to reward the forces of oppression and
instability by overly restricting Presi-
dent Clinton’s ability to handle the sit-
uation in Haiti and its ramifications. It
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is not prudent policy to weaken the
President’s hand and ensure that the
situation we are trying to avoid in
Haiti, namely, the further entrench-
ment of the military, occurs. It is the
President's concern that this is exactly
what would happen if this amendment
were to pass.

I would like to quote a letter from
President Clinton to the majority lead-
er with regard to this subject gen-
erally. It says:

With regard to the potential amend-
ment on Haiti, let me caution against
action that could aggravate that na-
tion's violent conflict and undermine
American interests. The situation on
the ground in Haiti is highly unstable.
Limiting my ability to act, or even cre-
ating the perception of such a limita-
tion, could signal a green light to Hai-
ti's military and police authorities in
their brutal efforts to resist the return
to democracy, could limit my ability
to protect the more than 1,000 Ameri-
cans currently in Haiti, and could trig-
ger another mass exodus of Haitians at
great risk to their lives and potential
costs and disruption to our Nation and
others.

Mr. President, the United States has
a clear interest in making sure that
the Haitian Government can provide a
secure environment for its citizens.
But if the Haitian people believe the
current human rights abuses and polit-
ical oppression will continue indefi-
nitely, they will begin to build boats
and sail for our shores.

The people of Haiti will travel at
great risk to themselves in search of
freedom. It is imperative the people of
Haiti be able to live in freedom in
Haiti.

Let me say clearly that Haiti's crisis
cannot be solved entirely by us. It can
only be solved by the Haitian people.
All segments of Haitian society must
participate. In the current climate of
violence and intimidation in Haiti, the
majority cannot participate.

This amendment would continue the
instability because it would be inter-
preted by the military that they can
indefinitely delay the return of democ-
racy.

Mr. President, there are some com-
parisons in the discussion between this
and the crisis in Somalia that are on-
going as well, This is not the same sit-
uation. This is not the same as the cri-
sis in Somalia. The American people
understand that. But for timing one
would not be compared to the other.

I would like to quote from an edi-
torial a few days ago from a major
daily newspaper in central Illinois, the
Peoria Journal Star:

Somalia has important lessons for fu-
ture missions. The Haitian one is not
one among them. In the case of Haiti
the cause is callous repression and mis-
ery 600 miles off our shores. Wholly
apart from the humanitarian argu-
ment, a stable, peaceful democratic
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Haiti is very much in the interest of
the United States.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD the entire
editorial.

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

While Somalia has important lessons for
future missions, the Haitian one is not
among them * * *. In Somalia * * * for hu-
manitarian reasons we dropped nearly 30,000
American soldiers into a civil war in a coun-
try 8,000 miles away, where we had not been
invited. We assumed our hosts would be so
grateful they would put away their guns. We
were wrong. In the case of Haiti, the cause is
chaos, repression and misery 600 miles off
our shores * * *, If the fledgling government
falls again to the military, refugees will fall
again this way. For us, they will create an
impossible dilemma. We cannot afford to ab-
sorb all of those who will have a legitimate
claim for political asylum, but neither can
we afford to exempt only Haitians from our
asylum policy. Wholly apart from the hu-
manitarian argument, a stable, peaceful,
democratic Haiti is very much in the inter-
est of the United States.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, last week the Senate passed the
Byrd amendment to pull United States
troops out of Somalia by March 31. We
had a major debate about our policy to-
ward that country. That debate was
important and it is just as important
for this body to debate United States
policy toward Haiti. But we do not
want to do so in a way that creates
precedent on the relationship between
Congress and the Presidency on an ad
hoc basis. That can have enormous
consequences in the future.

The conflict between the Congress
and the President over their respective
roles and responsibilities concerning
the conduct of foreign policy toward
Haiti is not unique. We are likely to
find ourselves in similar situations in
the future.

While, the Congress has the power to
declare war and fund military actions,
the Nation's founders intentionally
created a tension between the execu-
tive and legislative branches of Gov-
ernment, as the distinguished minority
leader so eloquently explained on the
Senate floor on July 20, 1973, during the
debate on the War Powers Act where he
says:

The draftsmen of the Constitution clearly
intended to divide the war power between
the President and the Congress, but just as
clearly, did not intend to precisely define
that boundary. They rejected the traditional
power of kings to commit unwilling nations
to war to further the king's international po-
litical objectives. At the same time, they
recognized the need for quick Presidential
response to rapidly developing international
situations. The Framers of the Constitution,
in making this division of authority between
the executive and legislative branches, did
not make a detailed allocation of authority
between the two branches. But nearly 200
years of practice has given rise to a number
of precedents and usages, although it cannot
be confidently said that any sharp line of de-
marcation exists as a result of this history.
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The distinguished Senator from Kan-
sas went on in that debate to,

* * * digpel any notion that the United
States engage in armed hostility with a for-
eign power only if Congress declared war.
From the earliest days of the Republic, all
three branches of Government has recog-
nized this is not so, and that not every
armed conflict between forces of two
sovereigns is “‘war.”

Mr. President, there are many armed
conflicts in our history in which Con-
gress did not declare war:

In 1801 President Jefferson sent
American naval vessels to the Medi-
terranean to protect commerce against
attack by the Barbary pirates.

In 1846 President Polk ordered mili-
tary forces to Mexico and the independ-
ent Republic of Texas in order to pre-
vent interference by Mexico with the
proposed annexation of Texas to the
United States,

In 1861, President Lincoln called for
75,000 volunteers to suppress the rebel-
lion by the Southern States and pro-
claim a blockade of the Confederacy.

In 1900, President McKinley sent 5,000
United States troops as part of an
international force to stop the Boxer
rebellion in China.

In my lifetime, the Korean war was
not declared as such by the Congress.
And finally, the military action in
Vietnam never received explicit con-
gressional authorization, although the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution was some-
times cited as congressional approval
for that conflict. It was that conflict
that caused Congress to assert its role
in the decision on whether to go to war
by enacting the War Powers Act of
1973.

The War Powers Act was passed to
ensure if U.S. troops were to be used
extensively, for a period longer than 60
days, Congress would have a veto. It
was approved over President Nixon's
veto, by a vote of 75 to 18 with over-
whelming bipartisan support.

The War Powers Act, with its more
precisely defined relationship between
Congress and the President in this
most critical of policy areas, was not
entered into lightly. Extensive hear-
ings were held in both the House and
Senate beginning in March 1973. That
bill did not pass until November of that
year, a full 8 months later. This was
not an example of congressional
gridlock. It was an example of appro-
priately thorough investigation and de-
liberation, because this body recog-
nized the significance of the War Pow-
ers Act and the precedent it set.

Mr. President, we should not revise
the relationship between the Congress
and the President set out in the War
Powers Act by forcing the President to
get congressional authority for United
States policy in Haiti before he takes
action. That would be extraordinary
change in the latitude and the author-
ity of the President to conduct foreign
policy.
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This kind of change must not be
made without full hearings and with-
out careful thoughtful consideration.
Acting on an appropriations bill, as
this is, on a rushed, ad hoc amendatory
basis, ties the President's hands, sets a
precedent for future situations, and is
an unwise way to address the serious
issues involved with Haiti policy. It is
a bad policy. It is bad for the United
States. It is bad for our leadership posi-
tion in the world. It is bad not only for
this President but for future Presi-
dents, and one that we should stop and
seriously consider before we act.

There is no good reason to have a
rushed debate on this appropriations
bill. We are 20 days into a continuing
resolution. This is not the vehicle, nor
is it the time, to take action with con-
sequences that go well beyond this spe-
cifics of Haiti. This amendment would
affect all Presidents in the future and
not just this President. But with this
amendment and the amendment that
was defeated yesterday, we are acting
on legislation which will fundamen-
tally change the relationship between
the executive and the Congress.

Mr. President, in the last few years
with the fall of the Iron Curtain in the
Soviet Union, the world has changed.
This administration has not created
this change. Circumstances have cre-
ated change, and the old framework
just does not necessarily apply. Put-
ting a new framework into place is not
going to happen overnight. While that
process is underway it is not in the
best interest of our country to hastily
revise the relationship between Con-
gress and President, just to respond to
the situation of the moment.

To pass this amendment is not only
to damage this President, but future
Presidents as well. It will be ill-consid-
ered and unwise precedent for us to
adopt.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I just
left a meeting that I was fortunate
enough to be able to attend with Presi-
dent Aristide just moments ago.

It was heartening to hear President
Aristide talk about the situation in
Haiti, how he was committed to the
Governors Island accord, and how he
was committed to the restoration of
democracy.

He said something that was really
very crucial, given the debate that hap-
pened on the floor here about an hour
ago. He said that he has gone to great
extent—and these are my words—to
say yes to democracy; that he has gone
to great extent to say ‘‘yes' to non-vi-
olence.

He gave an account of the ecir-
cumstances of his deposition, if you
will, as the President of that country
when he was actually held under armed
guard and said, even at that point, he
said yes to non-violence as a way of ap-
proaching the situation in his country.

He is working and doing everything
that he can to bring about a peaceful
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resolution of the coup there, of the sit-
uation there in Haiti, so as to bring
peace and prosperity to his people.

He spoke, and I think eloquently,
about the need to establish peace in
Haiti, to give people some security pre-
cisely so they will not build boats and
risk their lives to leave their country
out of fear for that security.

He spoke of the need to bring a halt
to the drug trading that has so charac-
terized the thugs that are now in power
in that country right now.

And he spoke about his love for Haiti
and his love for nonviolence as an ap-
proach to resolution of issues. He spoke
of saying mass, and I will remind the
Members of this body that President
Aristide is a priest. He spoke of saying
mass while 50 people in the church
were killed, the church was burned
when it was over, and he still called for
nonviolence and he still called for
peace.

Mr. President, the question before us
now is whether or not we will, as the
old typing test used to tell us, whether
or not this is the time for all good men
and women to come to the aid of de-
mocracy. That is the question before
us—whether or not we are going to
stand up for the values that we say we
believe in to the rest of the world and
protect a budding democracy not 600
miles mile away from our own border.

It seems to me that we have an obli-
gation to ourselves as well as to our
values, as well as to our future, as well
as to the economies of our region and
our hemisphere, to do everything we
can to send a signal to the tyrants and
the despots that this kind of military
action, this kind of violence, this kind
of coup today will not be tolerated. We
will stand by those who believe and
stand up for the principles that we say
we believe in. Democracy in this hemi-
sphere is important enough a value for
the American people to stand in full
support of the restoration of President
Aristide to the Presidency of Haiti, of
the restoration of democracy to that
country, and of the development of an
infrastructure and a construct for
peace and prosperity for the Haitian
people and for the people of our hemi-
sphere.

I, therefore, Mr. President, urge my
colleagues to oppose this ill-considered
amendment,

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I just want
to commend our colleague from Illinois
for a very eloquent statement, and a
very thorough and comprehensive anal-
ysis of the events that led us up to the
position we are in today, in going back
and discussing the events of the last 2
years, particularly the events of the
last several months that led to the
July 3 Governors Island accord. I also
want to thank her for her very thor-
ough analysis of the 1 hour and 15 or 20
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minute meeting that a rather large
group of us from the U.S. Senate had
with President Aristide. It was a very
frank and open and blunt conversation,
I might say, raising some of the very
issues that some people have raised
here today in the context of the
amendment that is before us.

Our colleague from Illinois is provid-
ing an invaluable service in relating
those responses of President Aristide,
particularly the point that she has
made about his nonviolent commit-
ment in terms of the restoration of de-
mocracy. She said something else that
I think was particularly important, be-
cause we have had a lot of discussion
here today in this room about the im-
plications of various speeches and pic-
tures—which, by the way, he denies
completely.

She said:

This is not about President Aristide; this
is about democracy. It is not about an indi-
vidual here; it is about whether or not this
country has a chance at all to have democ-
racy restored,

And aside from the fact that Presi-
dent Aristide has unequivocally denied
the allegations that have been raised
against him personally, it is impor-
tant, I think, for our colleagues to heed
the words of our colleague from Illi-
nois: This is an issue that transcends
individuals. It is about a country that
has never known, in its almost 200-year
history, a minute of democracy outside
of the 7 months that President Aristide
served as President of this country.
And we have a chance to express our-
selves in this body in terms of trying
to do what we can to see to it that de-
mocracy has a chance.

That is really what all this is about.

So I commend my colleague from Il-
linois again for her thoughtful and
comprehensive statement about the
situation in Haiti.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Chair.

Mr. President, I would just like to
take a moment to thank my .colleague
from Connecticut for his gracious sup-
port. He is an expert on this situation.
He is an expert on Haiti. He spent, as I
understand it, years in the Peace Corps
in Haiti. I daresay that was at least 30
years ago.

Mr. DODD. Be careful.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I am joking.

But he spent some time in that coun-
try. He knows it very well. He knows
its people and he knows the issues. He
is committed, again, to making certain
that our response to the issues raised
by this is an appropriate one, and is
consistent and in the best and highest
interest of U.S. foreign policy.

I am just very grateful to him for his
leadership in that area.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise in op-
position to the pending amendment.
Only 2 days ago, the United Nations re-
imposed an embargo that is designed to
bring the military leaders to the nego-
tiating table. The United States and
other members of the United Nations
have demonstrated their resolve by en-
forcing that embargo. Along with the
rest of the international community,
we have sent a strong message to the
military leaders and their plainclothes
attaches—the thugs who have terror-
ized Haiti for 2 years—that it is com-
mitted to the restoration of democracy
and that it will hold them accountable
for promises made at Governors Island.

This amendment sends the opposite
message. If this amendment is adopted,
the message heard on the streets of
Port-au-Prince would be that the Unit-
ed States is not committed to the res-
toration of the democratically elected
government and the Governors Island
accord contrary to President Clinton’s
statements. As President Clinton has
stated, it would '‘signal a green light
to Haiti’s military and police authori-
ties in their brutal efforts to resist a
return to democracy."

This amendment severely restricts
the President's ability to conduct his
foreign policy in Haiti—it even pro-
hibits the United States from sending
destroyers to enforce the embargo
without prior congressional approval.
The President has articulated a good
policy in Haiti. He has worked closely
with the international community to
use economic pressure to restore the
democratically elected government to
office and acted wisely by withdrawing
the ship carrying United States mili-
tary personnel from Haiti's harbors to
ensure the safety of United States per-
sonnel.

As I understand, there are alter-
native amendments which address the
issue of sending Armed Forces to Haiti
that provide the President greater
flexibility while retaining a key con-
gressional role. Mr. President, I urge
my colleagues to defeat the pending
amendment.

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank
our colleague from Rhode Island, the
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, for his statement.

I would just like to make one other
point, because I did not make it ear-
lier.

Mr. President, in the context of the
implication of this amendment, it is
without much question that Haiti has
become a significant conduit for illegal
drug trafficking. That is not my con-
clusion. That is the conclusion of those
who follow these issues very, very
closely. That has grown considerably, I
am told, since the coup d'etat 2 years
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ago when President Aristide was
thrown out of the country. And the
principal beneficiaries of that drug
trafficking are the very people today
that are in control of Haiti.

The implications of this amend-
ment—putting aside other issues that
have been addressed—the implications
of denying us the opportunity to utilize
resources to be able to deal with that
very issue, I think, ought to be consid-
ered by our colleagues in weighing
whether or not such an amendment
ought to be approved.

Certainly, one would hope other
means might succeed. But to deny us
the opportunity to deal with that prob-
lem—as we have, by the way, in other
countries in the hemisphere—by utiliz-
ing U.S. military forces, I think, would
be a significant mistake. Not that we
would jump to that alternative, but to
deny us that alternative or deny the
President that alternative seems to me
to be a mistake of significant con-
sequences.

President Aristide specifically raised
this issue in our meeting with him this
afternoon. And I note that the Presid-
ing Officer was also present today at
that meeting, along with others who
heard him talk about the serious impli-
cations of the pending amendment.

They say there is no U.S. interest
here at all—that is the statement of
the authors of this amendment. One of
the major transit points of drug traf-
ficking seems to me to be an interest.
It is an interest of people in my State,
and I presume it is an interest of peo-
ple in every State in this country.

To deny the President of the United
States one of the means available to
him for dealing with that issue would
be, I think, a significant error to make.

Second, I note that in the last 2
years, 40,000 Haitians have fled Haiti,
many of whom have sought refuge in
this country. Obviously, we cannot ab-
sorb every refugee who seeks to come
to the United States.

I do not think it is an exaggeration
at all, Mr. President, to suggest that if
this amendment is adopted, if the force
that today control Haiti remain in
power, I think there is a very strong
likelihood that we will once again re-
visit the kind of human floodtide that
washed toward our country in the pre-
vious 2 years.

I note that during the 7 months of
President Aristide's tenure, the depar-
ture of refugees from Haiti virtually
stopped. In fact, emigration from this
country to Haiti began to increase—
people going back to their country that
they had left—because they thought
there was a future for them once again.

So, again, when the authors of this
amendment say the United States has
no interest, tell that to the people in
this country who are already finding it
hard enough to find jobs or keep jobs,
when we find ourselves once again
being inundated with refugees seeking
political asylum.
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I would argue that we would see that
happen once again, were this amend-
ment to be adopted. The message to
General Cedras and Police Chief Fran-
cois, if they were to receive this
evening the good news that the Helms
amendment has been adopted: Relax;
stay where you are. And the message to
the people of Haiti would be: Pack your
bags; leave. To the drug dealers: Relax;
it's OK. Haiti is still a good place.
Transit that illegal cargo to the United
States.

I do not think anyone here wants to
be a party to that. So, again, Mr. Presi-
dent, I urge the rejection of this
amendment.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will just take a few moments to speak
to the Helms amendment.

There have been a number of argu-
ments made on the floor of the Senate,
so I do not think I want to repeat those
arguments. Some of them have to do
with constitutional questions dealing
with the balance of power between the
executive branch and the congressional
branch of Government. Some of them
have to do with national interests and
how we define national interests and
how we define our goals.

There has been some fairly powerful
discussion on the floor of the Senate
about our national interest as defined.
Both Senators from Florida talked
about the number, really the
floodtides, of men, women, and chil-
dren coming here from Haiti, having to
flee persecution—having to flee, I
would argue, murder.

Argument was made by the Senator
from Connecticut that, as we think
about what has happened in Haiti, let
us understand another definition of our
national interest which has to do with
the drug trafficking, much of it coming
from that country. How do we intend
to respond to that?

I would like to just add one more di-
mension to the definition of national
interest. I really love this country and
I really believe in the people in the
United States of America. I think peo-
ple in this country believe that it is in
our national interest—and it is in our
national character—to stop Kkillers.
That is exactly what we have right now
when we look to Haiti: Coup leaders
who are killers. They are murderers.

I simply argue, among the many,
many problems with the amendment
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on the floor is that right now we have
15 ships that are interdicting oil and
arms sales to Haiti. That is the way it
should be. By the way, that is a very
bold action. If you look at that action
with a sense of history, it is not insig-
nificant. Whether or not it will be
enough, I do not know. Whether or not
poor people in Haiti, those who have
nothing to do with the violence and the
murders, will suffer—I worry about
that, as a Senator. But the last thing
in the world we want to do is to send a
message to these murderers, to these
killers in Haiti—and that is exactly
who they are—that there will be no ad-
ditional pressure beyond sanctions.

We do not know what the next step is
yet. But the last thing we want to do is
agree to an amendment that essen-
tially says to them the role of the
United States will be to take some ac-
tion but no more, and they can con-
tinue with impunity murdering their
own citizens.

I hope my colleagues will vote down
this amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

RUSSIAN DUMPING OF LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE
WASTE IN THE SEA OF JAPAN

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want
to take a few moments to alert the
Senate to a serious environmental haz-
ard that I think our Government
should monitor. Last weekend a Rus-
sian naval vessel dumped nearly 2,000
tons of low-level radioactive waste in
the Sea of Japan. This action, which
was witnessed by representatives of
Greenpeace and confirmed by top Rus-
sian officials, is in direct defiance of an
international moratorium on such
dumping, a moratorium, incidentally,
that the former Soviet Union pledged
to uphold. In fact, the dumping came
less than a week after President Boris
Yeltsin visited Japan and signed a dec-
laration expressing concern about the
dumping of radiocactive waste.

It is time for our Government to ex-
press a greater level of concern on this
issue. This is not the first time Russia
has used the seas as a dumping ground
for radioactive garbage. Last year,
Congress included $10 million, at my
request, in the Defense appropriations
bill to identify nuclear waste disposal
by the former Soviet Union and deter-
mine what threat, if any, that waste
poses to the United States.

Incidentally, those funds were the
only resources that have been made
available to our Government to make
such an assessment. It is one of those
notorious earmarks we have been hear-
ing about today. Oversight of the in-
vestigation was headed by the Office of
Naval Research, which we call ONR.
What they have reported to us is most
disturbing.

With the help of a report written by
a committee led by Dr. Alexei
Yablokov, Boris Yeltsin's environ-
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mental adviser, ONR found that since
1950, the former Soviet Union dumped
at sea: 13 nuclear reactors from sub-
marines; one complete submarine with
a liquid metal cooled reactor; three
damaged reactors from the ice breaker
Lenin; and more than 17,000 containers
of liquid and solid radioactive waste.

ONR has documented that the Rus-
sian powerplants and nuclear plants
have dumped untold amounts of radio-
active contaminants into major rivers
which flow into the world’'s oceans.

Last May, I met with Dr. Yablokov
in Moscow, and he assured me that
Russia was getting a better handle on
its control of nuclear waste. Clearly,
Russia has a long way to go to meet
Dr. Yablokov's goals.

Our Government’s preliminary inves-
tigation of this threat and the assess-
ment of these wastes will continue, I
hope, next year under another $10 mil-
lion that I have urged be set aside for
ONR under this bill that is before us
now. There may be additional dump
sites that the United States will iden-
tify that contain radioactive waste
dumped by the Soviet Union or Russia.

We are just now beginning to reveal
the troubling history of what the
former Soviet Union dumped. And, un-
fortunately, now Russia, as its succes-
sor, is dumping more.

When I learned of the Russians’ lat-
est action this last weekend, I had my
staff contact an old friend in Alaska,
Dr. Tom Royer, to determine whether
any of that radioactive waste might
come over to the North Pacific, over
our way in the North Pacific. Dr. Royer
is professor of marine science at the
University of Alaska's Institutes of
Marine Science. He is an expert in Pa-
cific Ocean currents and circulation.

He predicted for me with amazing ac-
curacy the path that the oil from the
Exron Valdez would take after the trag-
ic spill in 1989. I might say, he pre-
dicted with amazing accuracy. He was
really on point and told us where the
oil would go, unfortunately.

Dr. Royer has sent me some maps
which we have produced today. I want
to call these to the attention of the
Senate.

The first is Dr. Royer's map that
shows that waste could be carried to
the northeast where some of it would
pass through the straits north and
south of Hokkaido and will enter into
the Oyashio Current. The Oyashio then
goes on—and this is the second chart
he sent to me—to join the northeast-
ward flowing Kuroshio Current that
eventually forms the sub-Arctic or
North Pacific Current—which is this
one—most important to us. This is the
most important current to the North
American Continent in the Pacific.
That is the bad news.

This current carries water across the
North Pacific where it splits. Some of
it goes south down by California. The
other goes up to the Alaska Current, up
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into Alaska waters. It will go through
Falls Pass and then up on into the Arc-
tic. It will be regurgitated by the polar
seas and then come back down south
again. That is the bad news, Mr. Presi-
dent. This radioactive waste could
eventually find its way into our wa-
ters,

The good news, Dr. Royer tells me, is
that it probably will take several years
to reach us and the level of radiation
so far detected is low.

Mr. President, as Dr. Royer's analy-
sis suggests, United States fisheries
will not be affected immediately by
this latest Russian dumping. But how
many more times can we sit by and
watch Russia dump more and more ra-
dioactive wastes into our oceans?

Today, we can boast in Alaska of the
purest fish in the world. Our fish come
from cold, clear, pure water. But I am
afraid the Russian and Japanese fisher-
men will not now be able to make the
same claim. That is not in our best in-
terest. Fish caught in the North Pa-
cific are the envy of the world, and I
believe they should stay that way, not
only for our North America, but for all
the Pacific nations. We should join to-
gether and send a clear message to
Russia that nuclear dumping in the
North Pacific area will not be toler-
ated.

Russia’s defense for this recent act is
that the storage facilities on land—two
in the North and two in the Far East—
are full and there is no place else for
them to dump this radioactive waste.

I am quite hopeful that we can secure
the cooperation of the Secretary of
State to ask for this administration's
help to protect the fisheries resources
of the North Pacific. We ought to put
an end to this practice and protect the
fisheries of the North Pacific for future
generations.

I think that we ought to see to it and
ask that the President put this issue on
the next summit with Russia to raise
the question. We really ought to open
the eyes of the administration and the
American people to the fact that this
nuclear dumping now will continue. If
what they tell us as their defense is
true—that there is no storage space
left for them on land; that there is no
place else for them to dump spent ra-
dioactive fuel and they are going
through this downsizing of their nu-
clear systems—we can expect more ra-
dioactive dumping, more and more and
more.

This is an issue that cannot wait if
we are to protect the fisheries of the
North Pacific. I am pleased to see the
current occupant of the chair, who I
know is very, very interested in this
issue, is here today to see these charts
that have been sent to me by Dr.
Royer.

As I said, I think he is the most emi-
nent American scientist in knowledge
of the currents of the North Pacific. He
tells me that it is just a matter of
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time—this dumping place, Mr. Presi-
dent, again was down here. As time
goes by, the currents will carry it out
across the Pacific where the current
will split and take these wastes. The
radioactivity of these wastes will come
to us just as they did in the days gone
by when the Russians had their nuclear
test in the air.

I remember so well the problem of
strontium 90 being found in the meat of
caribou and reindeer being consumed
by our Eskimo people. We wondered
where it was coming from, and our
studies showed the prevailing winds at
that time brought the fallout of the
nuclear tests in the air conducted by
the Soviet Union to Alaska.

Eventually, unfortunately—I hope it
is not too soon—the radioactivity of
this spent radioactive fuel will come to
the North Pacific and will come to our
shores. We ought to make sure that
this is the last; that they do not con-
tinue this ocean dumping of radio-
active spent fuel.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would
like to take some time to discuss some
of my feelings about the situation in
Haiti, perhaps to respond to some of
the comments that have been made
earlier on the floor of the Senate.

I understand at the present moment
there is a briefing going on in S-407 by
Under Secretary of State Watson re-
garding Haiti. I would like to be there
for it, but I am told if I do not exercise
my right to the floor at this time I
may not get that right to speak about
Haiti.

So while I wish to be involved in that
briefing, I do want to talk about the
situation in Haiti, what I think our in-
terests are there, and to comment on
some earlier statements made about
President Aristide and the situations
that occurred while he was in office.

I have been disturbed by some of
these comments regarding our inter-
ests in Haiti. Some have effectively
said we have no interest there. Some
have said we have no interests worth
pursuing even with the use noncombat
U.S. military forces, even a statement
somebody made that President Aristide
is not worth one U.S. soldier’s life.

Mr. President, if we cannot support a
duly elected democratic government of
a nation just 800 miles from our shores,
what kind of a message does that send
to other potential coup leaders, mili-
tary leaders who might be considering
the overthrow of other democratically
elected governments? How can we turn
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our backs on all those Haitians who
have bravely backed the government of
President Aristide through their votes,
through their voices, and all too many
with their lives?

At a recent briefing, President
Aristide said that since the coup over
4,000 Haitians have been killed; just
since the Governors Island accord this
summer, over 100 Haitians have been
killed by the killers, the thugs, the
attaches and the members of the mili-
tary in Haiti. So we cannot any longer
turn our backs on the carnage that is
happening there.

We must, indeed, stand up for the
right of the people of Haiti to deter-
mine their own future. They did decide
their future by electing President
Aristide in an election that everyone
has conceded was open and fair, in
which the military—again I com-
pliment General Cedras for that—did
not intervene and in fact protected the
people’'s right to exercise their vote.
About 68 percent of the people voted
for Mr. Aristide to be their President.
As Ambassador Albright said, he re-
ceived more votes than any other
democratically-elected President in
this hemisphere.

But to really understand Haiti one
must understand a little bit of the his-
tory. The people of Haiti have never
really had an elected government as we
know it for almost two centuries. They
received their independence in 1804 and
the United States Marines occupied

Haiti 18 years, from 1915 to 1934. When

they left, they left behind a corrupt
U.S.-trained military.

Again, I might add, Mr. President,
that during all of our incursions in
Haiti in the earlier parts of this cen-
tury and since, our dealings with Haiti
have been to prop up military rulers
and other governments like Duvalier
who basically did the bidding of certain
private interests here in this country.

I am reminded of a comment that
was attributed—I cannot say whether
it is real or not—to a Marine general
who had said, at least was purported to
have said, that he spent all of his life
in Haiti fighting for the United Fruit
Co. No wonder the peasants and poor
people of Haiti did not have too high an
opinion of the United States of Amer-
ica, because for all those years we had
propped up, recognized, dealt with gov-
ernments that brutally repressed their
people.

Haitians suffered for 29 years under
the absolute dictatorship of a Duvalier,
‘“Papa Doc" from 1957 through 1971, and
his son “‘Baby Doc" from 1971 through
1986. Again, that whole history is one
of torture, repression, and most violent
kinds of acts by the Duvalier Tonton
Macoutes against the people of Haiti.

But in 1986, after many years of
struggle, the people of Haiti finally
threw out the Duvalier regime. A new
constitution was unveiled in 1987. Five
interim governments were formed and
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fell over the next 4 years because none
were popularly based. In December
1990, Jean-Bertrand Aristide was elect-
ed President of Haiti with 67.5 percent
of the vote, the largest majority any
elected leader ever got in the Western
Hemisphere. The U.S.-backed can-
didate—sort of backed by the United
States—was far, far behind.

The election was widely held as fair
and honest, with the 7,000-member Hai-
tian military, effectively protecting
the election process. A large contin-
gent of international observers may
have helped to constrain the military,
the same mechanism proposed now to
restrain the Haitian military when
President Aristide is scheduled to re-
turn on October 30.

But after only 8 months in office,
President Aristide was overthrown and
sent into exile on September 30, 1991,
by those same military forces. General
Cedras, whom we have seen often on
CNN lately, reportedly was a reluctant
participant in that coup. He said that
Aristide was deposed for ‘‘meddling in
army affairs.” Given all of the atroc-
ities committed by the Haitian mili-
tary over this century, obviously some
meddling was definitely called for by
the civilian elected President to make
the Haitian military subservient to the
President and accountable to the elect-
ed representatives of the Haitian peo-
ple.

Now, some observers charge that
President Aristide incited some of the
violence during his brief 8 months in
power. Some say that he even incited
the members of the coup who forced
him into exile.

Quite frankly, I have reviewed some
of the speeches, not all of them, that
Father Aristide gave during his Presi-
dency. He gave some rather strong
speeches as the leading opponent and
critic of the Duvalier family dictator-
ship. I am sure his rhetoric made
Duvalier sympathizers very uncomfort-
able, and some of it was pretty strong
language. I have been known to use
some pretty strong language myself in
debates here in the United States, and
certainly he did. But, again, when you
look at the history of Haiti and what
they had to overcome, you can under-
stand strong language to get the people
to understand that they did not have to
live under the violence and terror of
the Tontons, attachés, and the mili-
tary of Haiti.

President Aristide wanted his people
to join together because he understood
that in unity there is strength and that
it was the military and the attacheés
that continued to divide the people up
s0 they could not form these strong
popular organizations to protect and
defend themselves.

But to blame President Aristide for
inciting violence? That reminds me of
J. Edgar Hoover's efforts to falsely
charge that Rev. Martin Luther King,
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Jr., started the violence that accom-
panied the civil rights movement. Both
charges are outrageous.

During his 8-month government,
President Aristide reduced crime in the
city and started to bring the military
under civilian control. More impor-
tantly, the civil society that sprang up
in the rural regions of Haiti after 1986
flourished under President Aristide’s
rule. Again, he wanted people to have
more power, to empower the poor, to
give them some control over their
lives. Peasant cooperatives, church
groups, students, literacy programs,
rural development programs, and other
popular organizations began to take
control of their own lives.

During the 8-month period of
Aristide’s government, there was a
marked decline in violence and mur-
ders in Haiti. Only 25 deaths were re-
corded by human rights observers—25
during his 8-month period versus 241
murders in the 10 months of the
Truilliot government that preceded
Aristide and 89 deaths recorded during
the 10 months of the Avril government
before that. Our State Department has
stated that there were no reported
cases of disappearances during
Aristide’s period in power whereas doz-
ens of disappearances have occurred
since the coup.

During the coup that overthrew Fa-
ther Aristide on September 30, 1991, the
State Department claims, over 300 were
killed, while Amnesty International
says the toll was well over 1,500 killed
by the military during that coup.

Since President Aristide was driven
from the uation that he was elected to
lead, human rights violations escalated
in Haiti. The Lawyers Committee for
Human Rights stated, in September
1992, that ‘‘the human rights situation
in Haiti is worse than at any time
since the Duvalier era.'’ Again, this re-
port from the Lawyers Committee for
Human Rights went on to say:

The military has executed, tortured, and
illegally arrested countless Haitians. Gov-
ernment harassment and intimidation of
journalists, human rights monitors and law-
yers, priests, nuns, and grassroots leaders is
intense. Popular expressions of support for
ousted President Aristide are routinely met
with violent reprisals by the military.

That is a report of the Lawyers Com-
mittee on Human Rights.

Similarly, Amnesty International
stated, in October 1992:

The security forces and thousands of civil-
ians acting in collusion with them carry out
a wide range of abuses with total impunity.
The old repressive structures, which the de-
posed [Aristide] government had partly suc-
ceeded in dismantling, are back in place.

Again, from Amnesty International.

Mr. President, these statistics on
death do not begin to tell the full story
of the horror ripping Haiti today,
threatening it with a return to the
Duvalier past. Fully 70 percent of Hai-
tians live in rural areas. Although they
pay most of the taxes, these impover-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ished citizens receive virtually no Gov-
ernment services.

After *Baby Doc' Duvalier was driv-
en into exile by a popular uprising in
1986, the rural peasants began to orga-
nize. They began to build silos to store
their grain until prices increased. They
began literacy programs. They formed
trade unions and even started inde-
pendent radio stations. Church pro-
grams and self-help activities ex-
panded. In other words, the Haitians
began to construct a civil society.

Much of this newly developed civil
society was a threat to the military
elites who gained their power through
control of the peasant population.
After the September 1991 coup, the
army systematically attacked this
civil structure with arrests, beatings,
torture, disappearances, and murder.

After the 1991 coup that sent Presi-
dent Aristide into exile, all meetings
were banned. Grain silos that the peas-
ants had constructed to store their
grain were systematically destroyed.
Rooms where these groups were meet-
ing were gutted and doors torn off their
hinges so they could not close the
doors. The army stole the weapons of
these peasant groups. I do not mean
guns and weapons, because they did not
have any. What the army took away
from them were typewriters, printing
presses, and other equipment that they
used to communicate with the people.

Nine independent radio stations, the
main vehicle of communication with
the peasant population, were closed
after the September 1991 coup. Nine
radio stations just closed. Remaining
radio stations are under Government
control or no longer broadcast news or
information critical of the military re-
gime.

The popular organizations, which
were the backbone of the support for
President Aristide, were driven under-
ground. Many have been meeting se-
cretly in small groups, but most have
disbanded, giving up the power over
their own lives that they had gained.
This, Mr. President, is the real tragedy
of the military control of Haiti. The
destruction of the civil society that is
necessary for the self-development,
self-rule, education, and economic de-
velopment of the Haitian peasants.

Mr. President, let me turn now to the
Governor's Island accord. As the vio-
lence grew and constant calls for Presi-
dent Aristide's return to power were ig-
nored by the Haitian military and po-
lice, the July 3, 1993, agreement signed
by President Aristide and General
Cedras seemed to offer some hope. This
10-step program would require General
Cedras and the more dangerous police
chief, Col. Michel Francois, to step
down and would lead to the return to
power of President Aristide on October
30, just 10 days from now. The accord
also called on the United Nations to
provide training for both the military
and the creation of a new police force.
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While General Cedras signed this ac-
cord, as did President Aristide, Colonel
Francois did not, and his 2,500-person
police force and his thousands of quasi-
police attachés have been responsible
for another round of escalating wvio-
lence.

Since the Governors Island accord
was signed on July 3, over 100 Haitians
have been murdered, including, as we
know all too well, the public execution
of Antoine Izmery, who was dragged
out of church during mass and shot in
cold blood while the military and po-
lice stood watching. And just recently,
the Justice Minister Guy Malary was
killed with his bodyguards and assist-
ant; again, gunned down in cold blood.
Worse yet, Duvalierists are filtering
back into Haiti, ready to pick up where
they left off in 1986, when ‘‘Baby Doc"
Duvalier was overthrown.

Frank Roumaine, the former mayor
of Port-au-Prince, returned in Septem-
ber. He has remained one of the most
notorious members of the Tonton
Macoutes, one of the most vicious of
the killers in Haiti and Haitian his-
tory. He returned in September and, re-
portedly, is now organizing the old
Tonton Macoutes. Reportedly, he was
responsible for the attack on Father
Aristide’s St. Jean Rosco Roman
Catholic Church that left 12 people
dead.

An openly Duvalierist party has been
formed, called the Front for Restora-
tion of Democracy—how about that
one for a play on words; it should be
called the Front for the Restoration of
Duvalierism—to restore the old
Duvalier Tonton Macoutes regime.

Since General Cedras and Colonel
Francois were not able to maintain
order and quell the violence, the return
of President Aristide is in great doubt.

At this critical juncture, some of my
colleagues would have us throw in the
towel and give up on the first demo-
cratically elected leader of Haiti—
elected with 67.5 percent of the vote.
Give up on democracy? Give up on the
hundreds of thousands of Haitians who
risked their lives to support President
Aristide, who have worked for his re-
turn?

Mr. President, I do not believe that
abandoning Haiti is in the best inter-
ests of our own national security. Haiti
is no Somalia, We have no strategic in-
terests in Somalia. Our military oper-
ation there was purely humanitarian,
or should have been. Quite frankly, I
was very proud almost a year ago when
President Bush sent 25,000 American
troops to Somalia to stop the starva-
tion. And we did. I think that is a great
story that we ought to be proud of,
that we went there and stopped hun-
dreds of thousands of people from
starving to death. We have taken seed
and fertilizer, and we have them grow-
ing crops in Somalia. We should have
maintained a purely humanitarian ef-
fort in Somalia.
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Be that as it may, Haiti is much
more important to the United States of
America. Haiti is in this hemisphere,
800 miles off the coast of Florida. Our
national security would be degraded in
at least three aspects if we let Haiti
fall back into the hands of the mur-
derers, the police, the military, and the
Duvaliers.

First, a return to chaos would dra-
matically increase Haitian refugees be-
yond anything we have ever seen. Hun-
dreds of thousands of Haitians are al-
ready preparing to flock to this coun-
try, flocking to airports to flee. Are we
ready? Are we ready and prepared to
clothe and feed a half million Haitian
refugees? They will come. First of all,
they will hit the Bahamas and sink
them, and then move on to the United
States.

Will President Clinton send destroy-
ers out there to stop their boats, to
sink them and let them drown? Will
President Clinton turn them around
and take them back to Haiti and dump
them off? For surely he knows they
will be killed. No, I do not think so. We
would not stand for it.

What will happen when those 500,000
refugees come fleeing to America? Are
we prepared to deal with that? In no
way are we prepared. Again, Haiti is of
great concern to our national interests.

Second, Haiti is a significant part of
the drug highway from South America.
A return to corruption and military
rule will increase the flow of illegal
drugs to our streets across America.
Already, estimates are that over $500
million a year goes into Haitian mili-
tary coffers because of the illicit drug
trade from Haiti into America.

Are those who say we have no inter-
ests there, and those who say that the
return of President Aristide is not
worth one American life, saying that
stopping the flow of drugs into this
country is not important and not
worth the loss of one American soldier?
Well, Mr. President, what about Pan-
ama? Why did we go there? Twenty-two
American soldiers and three U.S. civil-
ians lost their lives in Panama. Why?
To go after Noriega and get him be-
cause he was sending drugs from South
America to the United States, Twenty-
five Americans lost their lives there.

American people and this Congress
said that was all right because we were
stopping the flow of drugs. The amount
of drugs coming from Panama into the
United States is minuscule compared
to the amount of drugs coming through
Haiti right now, this very minute, into
the United States of America.

Who is behind it? It is not the peas-
ants; they do not have the where-
withal. We know who it is. Our CIA
knows, and so does the State Depart-
ment. It is the military leaders and
some of their friends in high places in
the police forces that are conduiting
these drugs right into the streets of
America, killing our young people.
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Yes, Mr. President, we have a na-
tional security interest in Haiti; and,
yes, we have a national interest in
making sure that President Aristide is
returned to power, if for no other rea-
son, because President Aristide will
stop the flow of drugs into this coun-
try. He will stop the drug trafficking.

We just learned that the President
has seized or frozen all of the assets of
their military in the United States.
You wonder, because military people in
Haiti, as I understand it, make less
than about $20,000 a year in United
States money, how some of them have
bank accounts in this country worth
millions of dollars. That is quite a sav-
ings account. I do not know how you
save up millions of dollars in bank ac-
counts in this country when you are
paid less than $20,000 a year.

Where are they getting their money?
We know where they are getting it.
They are getting it from the drug
trade. I say it is time to stop them. It
was worth going after Manuel Noriega.
It is worth 10 times as much to go after
the ruthless killers and drug cartel in
Haiti, who are shipping death and de-
struction to our streets in America
even as we speak.

Third, Mr. President, if we abandon
Haiti to the military dictators, we will
be sending a strong signal to the rest of
this hemisphere that the United States
has lost the guts and the will to sup-
port and protect democratically elect-
ed governments in our backyard.

What they will learn is that all they
have to do is send a few thugs to the
docks to scare away the U.S. military,
and we will turn around and run and
tuck our tails between our legs. This is
indeed a sad message for newly emerg-
ing democracies in this hemisphere and
elsewhere around the world.

So, Mr. President, I oppose the un-
derlying message and the substance of
the Helms amendment. This amend-
ment suggests that we should abandon
Haiti at this critical juncture in its
history; and, in our leadership in this
hemisphere, abandon our efforts to
stop the drug trade from coming into
this country, as we surely know it is
coming through Haiti.

This would send exactly the wrong
message to the rest of our hemisphere.
The President should have the option
of using or threatening the use of force
if the killers and thugs in Haiti's mili-
tary and police forces continue their
rampage in Haiti.

If we tie the President's hands at this
point, then Haiti military will be given
a green light to continue the torture
and the murder with impunity. They
will be given the green light to con-
tinue their drug trafficking to this
country with impunity.

President Clinton must have the au-
thority as Commander in Chief to pro-
tect the 1,000 or so Americans in Haiti.
By leaving the President the option of
using force to protect Americans, the
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military leaders in Haiti will have
cause for concern and may curb some
of their worst excesses and I hope will
lead to a reimposition of the Governors
Island accord.

Mr. President, we have vital interests
in what happens in Haiti. It is not like
Somalia. And I daresay it is not even
like Bosnia. While I abhor what hap-
pened in Bosnia, and I think we could
have taken a different course of action
a long time ago, we must, I think, put
the burden on our European allies to
pay attention to what is happening in
Bosnia. That is in their national inter-
est. But here Haiti is in our national
security interest.

There has been a lot said about some
words President Aristide has used in
speeches he has given. I have tried to
read as much as I can about President
Aristide, who he is and what kind of an
individual he is.

I have met him on two occasions. I
was impressed at the time in my meet-
ings with him by his intelligence, by
his sincerity, and by his demeanor. He
did not appear to me to be anyone who
incited violtnce. But I heard so much
about it I decided to start reading.

Mr. President, if you really want to
know what someone is about, espe-
cially if it is someone who has attained
a high position in life, a President,
maybe a Senator, take a look at what
they were before. What did they do?
What has their life history been? Where
did they come from? What has been
their intellectual development?

I picked up this book called ‘‘In The
Parish of the Poor.” I recommend it to
everyone. It was written by Jean-
Bertrand Aristide before he was elected
President of the Republic of Haiti. It
was written while he was a parish
priest. And I think if you read this you
will get an idea of just who President
Aristide is and where he is coming
from.

I am going to read a small part of
this because I think it is important. I
cannot read the whole book, and I
would not put the whole book into the
RECORD, but I would recommend it for
anyone to read. Basically the whole
book is talking about his parish that
he ran for the poor in Haiti and how
the people were beaten and tortured,
the disappearances, the murders, the
brutal repression of the people in his
parish. But I think there is one passage
in here that sort of says something
about who Aristide is. Remember, this
was written before he was President,
before he probably had any idea that he
would ever be President.

I will not read the whole chapter, but
he talks about the poor in Haiti, and he
talks about Haiti as being the parish of
the poor. He talks about being a Chris-
tian and what it means to be a Chris-
tian.

Here is, I think, the most telling pas-
sage:

Open your eyes with me, sisters and broth-
ers. It is morning. The night has been a long
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one, very long. Now, the dawn seems to be
climbing up slowly from beneath the hori-
zon. Wisps of smoke are rising up from the
little houses of the village, and you can
smell good cornmeal cereal cooking. The sky
grows pink. An hour later, the children in
their tidy, well-fitting uniforms run off to
school, clutching new books in their arms.
Women wearing shoes head off to market,
some on horseback and donkey, others on
motorcycle and bicycle. They all take the
new paved road, down which buses take
other women and men to market for the day.
If you listen closely, you can hear the sound
of running water, of faucets being turned on
in houses. Then the men emerge, carrying
shiny new tools, laughing together, their
bodies strong and well fed. They head off for
the fields. A new irrigation project has been
installed and the crops are growing where be-
fore there was almost a desert. Throughout
the village, you can hear laughter and the
sound of jokes being told and listened to.

This is the village I call Esperancia. The
day is coming when this village will exist,
though now it is called Despair and its resi-
dents wear rags and never laugh. Yet when
we look around this village I call Esperancia,
we can see that not very much has changed
since it was called Despair. This is what has
changed: Everyone now eats a decent poor
man's breakfast. There is a new road. The
children now have books. The women have
shoes. There is water, and running water.
There is an irrigation project.

This is not very much to change. Yet just
those few changes can turn Despair into
Hope, and all it takes to change them is or-
ganization. In a year, the village of
Esperancia could exist in any of our lands.
Esperancia, El Salvador; Esperancia, Hon-
duras; Esperancia, Guatemala. It is an hon-
orable address in the parishes of the poor.

Let us leave our old homes of cardboard
and mud floors. Let us make a plan to douse
them with gasoline, and burn them to the
ground. Let us turn our backs on that great
fire and on that way of life, and hand in
hand, calmly, intelligently, walk forward
into the darkness toward the sunrise of
Hope. Let us trust one another, keep faith
with one another, and never falter.

That says more than anything who
President Aristide really is, someone
who wants to turn his back on the de-
spair and ravages of the hundreds of
years of hatred and violence, misery
and suffering, and lead his people into
a new village.

Mr. President, I would also suggest
another book, ‘‘Jean-Bertrand Aristide,
An Autobiography.” I am only halfway
through that. But again there is an-
other passage in here I think that says
something about who this individual is.
He talks about Gandhi and Martin Lu-
ther King. He said that they are:

*** in a class 1 will never attain, and
fighting for a long time, a very long time
against the same enemy, but under other
skies.

He is talking about Martin Luther
King and Gandhi.

Both were killed by assassins.* * * I do not
aspire to martyrdom. Those heroes were not
my contemporaries, but my strategy is the
same as theirs: nonviolence. Nonviolence is
collective resistance, not resignation.

A good lesson, right? Nonviolence is
collective resistance, not resignation.

The gospel demands it. I very quickly dis-
covered the congruence between the attitude
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of Jesus and nonviolence: his way of loving
his enemies, his way of giving dignity to the
outsiders, of pardoning those who injured
him, of speaking a word of truth whether it
was pleasant or not—all of these things har-
bor an unbelievable power.

So again, someone who admires Gan-
dhi and Martin Luther King preaching
the gospel of nonviolence. It does not
say resignation. Martin Luther King
never preached that either. He did not
say to the African-Americans of this
country: Just sit down and go home, do
not demonstrate, do not sit in the front
of the bus, do not demand your rights
as human beings and as citizens of this
country.

Through the nonviolence demonstra-
tion of collective power, Martin Luther
King organized black Americans to de-
mand their rightful place in our own
country. Yet it was Bull Connor and so
many others and even, yes, J. Edgar
Hoover, the head of the FBI, accusing
Martin Luther King of inciting the vio-
lence.

It was not Martin Luther King that
incited the violence, it was the seg-
regationists. It was those who wanted
to keep black Americans in a lower
level, who did not want them to exer-
cise not only their God-given rights,
but their constitutional rights in the
country. They were the ones inciting
the violence, not Martin Luther King.

It is the military in Haiti, it is the
police in Haiti, it is the attachés and
the Tonton Maacoutes Duvaliers who
are inciting the violence. It is not
President Aristide. President Aristide
is simply showing a nonviolent way of
giving dignity and hope to the Haitian
people.

Mr. President, earlier today the Sen-
ator from North Carolina took the
floor. I was watching with interest in
my office as the Senator alluded to a
speech given by President Aristide on
September 27, 1991, given in Port-au-
Prince at the National Palace. Ref-
erences were made at that time about
President Aristide talking about using
necklacing—putting rubber tires
around people’s necks and dousing
them with gasoline and lighting them.

I think the remarks made at that
time and that were attributed to Presi-
dent Aristide were as if President
Aristide said that this is what we
should do. There were allusions made
to “Isn’t it a wonderful smell and a
pretty sight.”

Later, about an hour ago, I went to
the recording studio to view a video-
tape that the Senator from North Caro-
lina had. He was kind enough to let me
see it. I wanted to see the actual
speech of President Aristide where he
said we should use necklacing.

Well, I watched it. It is not a very
good tape. What is interesting is the
tape is spliced with speeches—a part of
a speech by President Aristide and
then a picture of burning tires. There
are some other pictures, of a mutilated
human body. I could not quite tell. It
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was pretty gruesome. Then there was
some part of a McLaughlin Group and
a short speech by Pat Robertson. I did
not watch it beyond that. But I lis-
tened to the speech and, of course, I do
not understand Creole, so there was a
translation put at the bottom of bits
and pieces of the speech.

Mr. President, I have here in my
hand the translation of that speech
given by President Aristide on Septem-
ber 27, 1991, given on the occasion of his
return from the United Nations to
Haiti. Remember, it was only 4 days
after he gave this speech that the coup
occurred. And remember that at this
time the coup was really already un-
derway. The coup was already under-
way when President Aristide returned
to Haiti on that day on the 27th of Sep-
tember 1991. So what I have here is a
translation by FBIS, that is the For-
eign Broadcasting Information Service,
by our State Department. I cannot
vouch for anything more than the
translations they have given us. And so
here is all the speech.

I ask unanimous consent that this
FBIS translation of the speech of
President Aristide on September 27,
1991 be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

ARISTIDE ADDRESS AFTER VISIT TOo UN

[Address by President Jean-Bertrand
Aristide at the National Palace in Port-au-
Prince on 27 September, on his return from
the United Nations—live or recorded]

[Excerpts] [passage omitted including in-

distinct portions] to repent and say: I ac-
knowledge that I made this money through
malpractice and, from now on, watching the
national pride dancing like a flag. I will co-
operate by using the money [word indistinct])
to create work opportunities, and to invest
in economic activity so more people can get
obs.
: If you [referring to bourgeoisie] do not do
s0. I feel sorry for you. Really I do. [laughter
from crowd] It will not be my fault because
this money you have is not really yours. You
acquired it through criminal activity. You
made it by plundering, by embezzling. You
got it through the negative choices you
made. You made it under oppressive regimes.
You acquired it under a corrupt system. You
made this money through means that you
know were wrong. Today, seven months after
7 February, on a day ending in seven, I give
you one last chance. I ask you to take this
chance, because you will not have two or
three more chances, only one. Otherwise, it
will not be good for you. [applause]

If 1 speak to you this way, it is because I
gave you a seven-month deadline for making
amends. The seven-month deadline expires
today. [applause] If I speak to you this way,
it does not mean that I am unaware of my
power to unleash public vindication, in the
name of justice, against all these thieves, in
an attempt to recover from them what is not
theirs. A word to the wise is enough. You un-
derstand me because you and I speak Creole.
[applause]

The saying goes: God’s justice is slow. It
appears that justice is going too slow. It is,
however, a reasonable justice because seven
months—during which people have been hun-
gry and unemployed, while you had the
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power to reduce unemployment and hunger—
have passed. As I told you, the deadline ex-
pires today. The ball is in your court. The 7
February ball is at your feet. If you want to
shoot; go ahead. [applause]

Did all of the bourgeoisie make their
money through ill practices? [crowd shouts
“no”] [repeats sentence twice] Congratula-
tions, intelligent people! [repeats sentence
three times] [applause] We call the bourgeoi-
sie who made their money through foul prac-
tices, and who refuse to invest in the coun-
try, false patriots [patripoch]. We call the
bourgeoisie who earned their money through
honest work, and who are cooperative, patri-
ots. [applause] Congratulations to the patri-
otic bourgeoisie. Congratulations to the
bourgeois patriots. They are few. Unfortu-
nately, they are not the majority. Neverthe-
less they do exist. [passage omitted]

I want to use this very occasion to also ad-
dress political parties. I want to hail and en-
courage them to walk on in unity—unity
among them and with the entire popu-
lation—to consolidate themselves so that, in
accordance with the Constitution, we will
build together a strong opposition on the
basis of the law. We will thus foster democ-
racy, unity in political pluralism, unity in
political diversity.

Therefore, political leaders, I am passing
to you the ball of understanding with great
love as usual. If you do not catch the ball,
dribble, and score goals, do not later accuse
me because you will have failed to live up to
expectations in order to gain in popularity
that you [word indistinct]. [crowd cheers] 1
wish you all good luck, good luck to all the
[words indistinct] parties.

I hope that deputies and senators will con-
tinue to work together with the people in
order to personally feel the joy of working to
satisfy the aspirations of the masses, be-
cause we prefer to fail with the masses than
succeed without them, but with the masses,
we cannot fail. [crowd cheers] I am encourag-
ing all the ministers [crowd cheers] I know,
I know, all right! For those of you who are
outside the palace, the brother here said that
the deputies cannot do me any harm. I told
them I know that. [loud cheers from crowd]

1 am encouraging every minister to con-
tinue with the purge that we have already
started. I am also encouraging each state
employee [words indistinct] because you are
the ones pressing on the economic pedal now,
50 that the economic car can run twice as
fast. I am encouraging each state employee—
please, I am speaking to you as a brother of
yours—I encourage you to realize that, as a
state employee, you must work twice as
much so that the job can be done well and
fast. You will thus increase, if not double,
the output of public administration. We will
all benefit from the increased effort that you
all make. I encourage you to do so in the
provinces and in the capital, wherever state
employees work. If you feel that your work
goes slowly, speed it up. You do not need
anyone to supervise you. Be your own
superviser. This is because contrary to the
past, when people used to say that embez-
zling state money is not stealing, today we
know very well that diverting state money is
stealing, and thieves do not deserve to stay
in public administration. [crowd cheers]
[passage indistinct].

You must greet visitors in the same warm
way that Haitians are greeted—with the type
of welcome we received abroad. Greet people
with a smile in state offices. Give people the
information that they need with a welcom-
ing smile of understanding. You too, address
the state employee with great courtesy so
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that we will make double economic effort.
[passage omitted]

However," if I catch a thief, a robber, a
swindler, or an embezzler, if I catch a fake
lavalas, if I catch a fake... [changes
thought] If you catch someone who does not
deserve to be where he is, do not fail to give
him what he deserves. [crowd cheers] Do not
fail to give him what he deserves! Do not fail
to give him what he deserves! Do not fail to
give him what he deserves!

Your tool is in your hands. Your instru-
ment is in your hands. Your Constitution is
in your hand. Do not fail to give him what he
deserves. [loud cheers from crowd]. That de-
vice is in your hands. Your trowel is in your
hands. The bugle is in your hands. The Con-
stitution is in your hands. Do not fail to give
him what he deserves.

Article 291 of the Constitution, which is
symbolized by the center of my head where
there is no more hair, provides that
macoutes are excluded from the political
game. Macoutes are excluded from the politi-
cal game. Macoutes are excluded from the
political game. Do not fail to give them what
they deserve. Do not fail to give them what
they deserve. You spent three sleepless
nights in front of the National Penitentiary.
If one escapes, do not fail to give him what
he deserves. [loud cheers from crowd]

You are watching all macoute activities
throughout the country. We are watching
and praying. We are watching and praying. If
we catch one, do not fail to give him what he
deserves. What a nice tool! What a nice in-
strument! [loud cheers from crowd] What a
nice device! [crowd cheers] It is a pretty one.
It is elegant, attractive, splendorous, grace-
ful, and dazzling. It smells good. Wherever
you go, you feel like smelling it. [crowd
cheers] It is provided for by the Constitu-
tion, which bans macoutes from the political
scene.

Whatever happens to them is their prob-
lem. They should not look for it. [crowd
cheers] As such, under the same flag of pride,
dignity, and solidarity, and hand in hand, we
will encourage one another, so that starting
today, we will all receive due respect—the
type of respect I share with you—and fulfill
common aspiration for justice. Words will
thus cease to be just words and will instead
be translated into action.

Action on the economic front required me
to get the ball and pass it over to you. You
should dribble and kick hard at the ball once
you are in front of the goal, and make sure
to score a goal because if the people do not
see the ball in the net, as I told you, it would
not be my fault if you are given what you de-
serve, as provided for in the Constitution.
Alone we are weak, together we are strong,
tightly united we are an avalanche. Are you
feeling proud? Are you feeling proud? Go
home now as your hearts are full of happi-
ness, energy, and joy and show that you are
working for the progress of the country, and
to make it elegant, graceful, and dazzling,
show that you want to restore its former
image. [loud cheers from crowd]

(Mr, CAMPBELL assumed the chair.)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, it is
quite a rambling speech. Obviously, he
was not speaking from a prepared text.
But I want to read some parts of it to
put it in context.

He said:

I want to use this very occasion to also ad-
dress political parties. I want to hail and en-
courage them to walk on in unity—unity
among them and with the entire popu-
lation—to consolidate themselves so that, in
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accordance with the Constitution, we will
build together a strong opposition on the
basis of the law.

Let me repeat that—

We will build together a strong opposition on
the basis of the law, We will thus foster de-
mocracy, unity in political pluralism, unity
in political diversity.

Does this sound like someone who
wants to take over and be a dictator
and burn people with tires? He is tell-
ing people to form political parties.

He says:

Therefore, political leaders, I am passing
to you the ball of understanding with great
love as usual. If you do not catch the ball,
dribble, and score goals, do not later accuse
me because you will have failed to live up to
expectations in order to gain in popularity
* * * T wish you all good luck, good luck to
all of the parties.

Now I have heard it said that Presi-
dent Aristide did not want other politi-
cal parties forming. He just said there
he wished them luck.

But let me get to the part that has
been misinterpreted, I believe, as say-
ing that somehow he was encouraging
necklacing, this idea of putting rubber
tires around people's heads and burning
them.

I asked President Aristide about this
situation. He said that he never advo-
cated that, and, second, during his 8
months as President, there was not one
recorded incident of necklacing. Let
me repeat that. During President
Aristide’s 8 months as President, there
was not one recorded incident of
necklacing. We have challenged the
State Department and everyone else to
find it. No one can find any instance of
necklacing. There was some before he
came to power, before he became Presi-
dent, but not while he was President.

But I want to read this passage, be-
cause I believe it was not only taken
out of context, words were taken out.
Let us look at the exact translation.
He said: ?

However if I catch a thief, a robber, a swin-
dler, or an embezzler, if I catch a fake
lavalas.

That is someone belonging to his
party—

If you catch someone who does not deserve
to be where he is, do not fail to give him
what he deserves. Do not fail to give him
what he deserves. Do not fail to give him
what he deserves. do not fail to give him
what he deserves.

“Your tool is in your hands. Your instru-
ment-is in your hands. Your Constitution is
in your hand.

This phrase ““Your Constitution is in
your hand” is left out. That is what is
conveniently left out every time I have
seen this speech repeated. There is this
illusion of your tools in your hands,
your instruments in your hands, give
them what he deserves, but that part is
left out.

Your Constitution is in your hand. Do not
fail to give him what he deserves. That de-
vice is in your hands. Your trowel is in your
hands. The bugle is in your hands. The Con-
stitution is in your hands. Do not fail to give
him what he deserves.
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Article 291 of the Constitution, which is
symbolized by the center of my head where
there is no more hair, provides that
macoutes are excluded from the political
game. Macoutes are excluded from the politi-
cal game. Do not fail to give them what they
deserve. Do not fail to give them what they
deserve. You spent three sleepless nights in
front of the National Penitentiary. If one es-
capes, do not fail to give him what he de-
serves.

Then he goes on to say this:

What nice tool! What a nice instrument.
What a nice device. It is a pretty one. It is
elegant, attractive, splendorous, graceful,
and dazzling. It smells good. Wherever you
go, you feel like smelling it. It is provided
for by the Constitution, which bans macoute
from the political scene.

I asked President Aristide about this.
He said you must understand that in
Creole we speak in poetic terms. And
when I read his book “In the Parish of
the Poor,” there is a lot of poetry,
speaking in poetic terms. So when he
was talking about the tool, it was the
fact that the Constitution—the Con-
stitution—banned the Tonton
Macoutes from political power. And he
said, “Isn't it wonderful? Isn't it daz-
zling? It smells good. It is graceful. It
is dazzling that finally our constitu-
tion bans those murderous Tonton
Macoutes from our political struc-
ture?”’ He says, ‘It is provided for by
the constitution, which bans macoutes
from the political scene."

Yet, those who would continue to
support the military in Haiti, who
would support those who traffic in
drugs, I know unknowingly—no one
here would support anyone who traffics
in drugs, but it is well known that the
military in Haiti do traffic in drugs—
but they have taken this speech of
Aristide and they have made a mock-
ery of it by taking it out of context. If
you read it, you can see what he was
talking about.

But if there are those who say that
Aristide was provoking violence, pro-
moting violence, read the last sentence
of his speech. Mind you, he is standing
in the National Palace. He has a huge
crowd around him. The coup was al-
ready basically underway. He has just
returned from the United Nations. He
has told the people go out and organize
political parties, it is your right. He
has told them you have the constitu-
tion in your hands, it bans the
Macoutes from the political process.
And then what does he tell them? Does
he tell them to go out and riot? Does
he tell them to go out and kill people?
No. Listen to this. He says:

Action on the economic front required me
to get the ball and pass it over to you. You
should dribble and kick hard at the ball once
you are in front of the goal and make sure to
score a goal because if the people do not see
the ball in the net, as I told you, it would not
be my fault if you are given what you de-
served as provided for in the Constitution.
Alone we are weak. Together we are strong,
tightly united we are an avalanche. Are you
feeling proud? Are you feeling proud? Go
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home now as your hearts are full of happi-
ness, energy, and joy, and show that you are
working for the progress of the country, and
to make it elegant, graceful, and dazzling;
show that you want to restore its former
image.

Does this sound like someone incit-
ing his people to violence? He tells
them to go home with your hearts full
of pride, with the constitution in your
hands. He says, ""Go home."

He did not say march down the
street. He did not even tell them that.
And, yet, this is the very speech we are
told incited the military to overthrow
him and send him out of the country. I
am glad we got the translation. I am
glad we have this, because if we did not
have this, all we would have is some of
the interpretations by those who obvi-
ously do not want to see President
Aristide returned to his rightful place
as the elected President of Haiti.

Oh, yes, one other thing. Earlier
today the Senator from North Carolina
put a picture on an easel over there. I
saw it on my television screen in my
office. It was a picture of a chair with
some burning tires in front of it, a bot-
tle that reportedly contained gasoline,
a book of matches, a fire, a picture of
Aristide over in one corner, some
writings. It was kind of a montage. I do
not see it here now.

A couple of hours ago I asked Presi-
dent Aristide about that picture. He
absolutely had no knowledge of it.

I asked Ambassador Bob White. I
called him up at that time and I said,
‘““Had you ever visited President
Aristide when he was in office as Presi-
dent, during his 8 months?"’

He said, ““Many times I have been in
his office at Port-au-Prince."”

I told him about this painting. ‘‘Have
you ever seen a painting like this in his
office?”

‘““To the best of my recollection I
have never seen anything like that. If I
had, I probably would have asked him
about it.”

President Aristide says it never was
in his office. So I do not know where
this picture comes from.

Again, I think perhaps the picture
was given to the Senator from North
Carolina, by those who do not have the
best interests, of this country at heart
in terms of making sure that President
Aristide is returned to his rightful
place as President of Haiti.

1 wanted to take this time, first of
all, to describe, why we have a national
interest, a security interest in Haiti;
why the Helms amendment ought to be
defeated overwhelmingly; and, lastly,
why I believe we ought to, again, fall
back on the Governors Island accord.

This summer, in July, President
Aristide and Lt. Gen. Raoul Cedras,
commander in chief of the Armed
Forces of Haiti, signed an agreement.
It has 10 steps to it. To this date and at
this point in time, this Governors Is-
land accord has never been overtly
thrown out by General Cedras or the
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military. There has been no overt re-
jection of the Governors Island accord
by the Haitian military. So as far as
this Senator is concerned it is still in
force and effect. It was signed by Presi-
dent Aristide. It was signed by General
Cedras.

I think it was wrong, I think it was
absolutely wrong, for President Clinton
to order that ship, the Harlan County,
to turn around.

I read in the New York Times just
about that same time, that the U.N.
commanders had given orders to our
forces and to their forces down there
that, at the first sign of trouble, they
were to turn away from it and run. All
I can say is I am proud I was in the
U.S. military at a time when we were
not told to turn and run. The sight of
that ship leaving—because of a few
thugs on the dock creating a little dis-
turbance—sent the wrong signal. 1
think it was a terrible mistake for
President Clinton to do that. It not
only sends the wrong message, I think
it demoralizes our military.

But it is not too late. I speak directly
to the President of the United States.
President Clinton, it is not too late.
Pick up the ball where you left off. The
Governors Island accord is still in force
and effect. It provides for the introduc-
tion of U.N. forces and for security
forces into the Republic of Haiti. It
provides that we can also send our
forces to Haiti. I will read this right
here.

Implementation, following the agreements
of the constitutional Government, of inter-
national cooperation:

(a) technical and financial assistance for
development;

(b) assistance for the administrative and
judicial reform;

(c) assistance for modernizing the Armed
Forces of Haiti and establishing a new Police
Force with the presence of United Nations
personnel in these fields.

It is still in force and effect.

So I say to President Clinton, pick it
up. This is what we have to do—pick up
the Governors Island accord, get the
U.N. forces back there, put our engi-
neers back there again.

But the Governors Island accord en-
visions a security force, a security
force to basically do two things: Pro-
tect the people of Haiti from the mili-
tary and the police, but also to protect
the military from the people of Haiti.
It is in everyone's best interests.

We can send our forces back there
with the United Nations, send our engi-
neers back and our trainers back, but
send them back with United States
military personnel, well armed, only to
protect them—not to engage the Hai-
tians in military activities; not to
shoot Haitians; but United States mili-
tary personnel to make sure that none
of them shoot us.

If we do that, then I believe the Gov-
ernors Island accord can go forward. I
believe some of the well-meaning peo-
ple who are in the military of Haiti
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will come forward because then they
know they are going to be secure and
they will not be afraid. There are good
Haitians in the military. There are
some good Haitians in the police. But
they are afraid to act. They are afraid
to come forward.

So this really is our course of action.
Reject the Helms amendment.

I understand the leader will be offer-
ing a leadership amendment after that
dealing with Haiti.

I read it, and I believe that it pro-
vides for the President of the United
States, as I said, to pick up the Gov-
ernors Island accord and to implement
it. It is not dead. It was put on hold for
a while because of the Harlan County
being turned around, but it is not dead.
I hope that the President will pick it
up and reimplement it.

I think now is the time for'President
Clinton to look beyond the opinion
polls and to realize that we have seri-
ous interest in Haiti, very serious in-
terest in Haiti. It is time for the Presi-
dent of the United States to pick up
the Governors Island accord and act ac-
cordingly by, once again, introducing
the U.N. forces that are called for, our
forces that are called for, for training
and modernizing the police and also
sending the requisite number of United
States military forces to protect those
of our forces that are there, so that we
do not run into the situation like we
ran into in Somalia.

I see the majority leader wanting the
floor. I wanted to take this time to ex-
press my thoughts on Haiti and to cor-
rect some of the misperceptions and
some of the misstatements made about
President Aristide, to put into the
RECORD the full translation of the
speech he gave on September 27, 1991.

Mr. President, with that, I hope we
can defeat the Helms amendment and
adopt the  Dbipartisan, leadership
amendment that will be offered.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
HELMS’ amendment be temporarily laid
aside; that Senator MITCHELL be recog-
nized to offer an amendment on behalf
of himself, Senator DOLE, and others,
on Bosnia; that there be 40 minutes,
equally divided between the two lead-
ers, for debate on the Bosnia amend-
ment; that upon the conclusion or
yielding back of time, the Senate vote
on the amendment; that upon the dis-
position of the Bosnia amendment,
Senator DOLE be recognized to offer an
amendment, on behalf of himself and
Senator MITCHELL and others, on the
subject of Haiti; that there be 60 min-
utes for debate tonight on both the
Helms and Dole Haiti amendments,
equally divided between Senators DOLE
and HELMS; that when the Senate re-
sumes consideration of the Department
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of Defense appropriations bill tomor-
row at 9:30 a.m., there be 90 more min-
utes for debate on both the Dole and
Helms Haiti amendments, equally di-
vided between Senators DOLE and
HELMS; that at the conclusion or yield-
ing back of that time, the Senate vote
on the Helms amendment No. 1072, fol-
lowed by a vote on the Dole-Mitchell
Haiti amendment; that no other
amendments or motions be in order
prior to the disposition of these three
amendments; that the preceding all
occur without any intervening action
or debate.

Mr. GORTON. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, I say to the ma-
jority leader that this Senator has
been here for some time wishing to
speak on the Helms amendment, al-
most certainly on the same side of that
issue represented by the Senator from
Iowa and by the majority leader. But
this Senator wants to make it very,
very clear, while he will vote the same
way the Senator fromm Iowa will, that
he disagrees quite profoundly with the
rationale which has been expounded at
length by the Senator from Iowa.

The Senator from Washington does
not find anything in the unanimous
consent agreement that will allow him,
will guarantee him that ability, a time
relatively close to the time which the
Senator from Iowa has spoken.

Under those circumstances, at least
for a relatively brief period of time,
this Senator will have to object, unless
the distinguished majority leader
would be willing to make the effective
time of his unanimous consent agree-
ment, say, to begin in 10 minutes or so,
during which the Senator from Wash-
ington can easily conclude his re-
marks.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
have no objection to that. This has
been drafted to accommodate Senators
on the Republican side. If the Senator
wants to speak for 10 minutes now and
delay the implementation of this for 10
minutes, push everything back 10 min-
utes—

Mr. DOLE. Why do we not just give
you 10 minutes—I will give him 10 min-
utes out of the Bosnian time, because
many of our colleagues have appoint-
ments starting at about 7. So we are
trying to accommodate about 15 peo-
ple.

Mr. GORTON. The remarks of this
Senator are not on Bosnia.

Mr. DOLE. You can make them on
anything. The Bosnia amendment will
be pending.

Mr. GORTON. If the minority leader
wants to take 10 minutes of his time
immediately or very shortly after this
unanimous-consent agreement to give
me to speak on an entirely different
subject, I think he may be accommo-
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dating other Members. The Senator
from Washington is willing to accept
that and thinks it probably would be
preferable if he spoke now before this
began.

Mr. DOLE. I think in the long run, it
will be accommodating more Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GORTON. Excuse me, reserving
the right to object, am I to understand
then the distinguished minority leader
will yield me his first 10 minutes as
soon as this debate begins?

Mr. MITCHELL. We will do better
than that. As soon as I offer the Bosnia
amendment, I will not say a word. The
Senator from Washington then can
have 10 minutes. |

Mr. GORTON. That is certainly a fine
accommodation to the Senator from
Washington.

Mr. MITCHELL. My life is one of ac-
commodations. I renew my request.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1073
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
on funding for United States Armed Forces
in Bosnia-Herzegovina)

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr, President, in ac-
cordance with the prior agreement, in
behalf of myself, Senator DOLE and
others, I send an amendment to the
desk and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Mr., MITCHELL],
for himself, Mr. DOLE, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.
SimmMpsoN, Mr. WARNER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mrs.
Hutchison and Mr. D'AMATO, proposes an
amendment numbered 1073.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
the following:

SEC. . (a) It is the sense of Congress that
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise
made available by this Act should be avail-
able for the purposes of deploying United
States Armed Forces to participate in the
implementation of a peace settlement in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, unless previously au-
thorized by the Congress.

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the lim-
itation set forth in subsection (a) should not
preclude missions and operations initiated
on or before October 20, 1993, including the
provision of any humanitarian assistance by
the Department of Defense.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, it is
said that in public policy, as in science,
nature abhors a vacuum. I believe it is
the existence of that vacuum in public
policy which has caused so much of the
time of this Senate to have been de-
voted during the last 2 weeks or so on
a defense appropriations bill on mili-
tary and foreign policy questions.



25480

To be very blunt, the military for-
eign policy of the Clinton administra-
tion has been, at the very least, an un-
certain trumpet. As a consequence, we
have debated or will debate extensively
our policies in Bosnia, in Somalia, and
now in Haiti.

In Somalia, which we debated last
week at length, for example, there have
apparently been five switches in the
number of our armed services sent to
or withdrawn from that unhappy na-
tion during the course of the last 2
weeks, and almost as many changes in
the instructions with which they were
burdened during their stay. And yet,
Mr. President, we have had, we have
debated here, we have largely agreed
on a set of rules which ought to be con-
sidered and adopted by the people of
the United States before they put the
men and women of our armed services
at risk, which are essentially those es-
tablished by Secretary of Defense
Weinberger a number of years ago.

To paraphrase the most important of
them, first, before such a risk is under-
taken, we must find that the country
in question represents a vital national
security interest to the United States.

Second, of course, we need clear and
attainable goals, both as we go in, as
we determine what we have accom-
plished and with a very clear way to
get out of such engagements.

Third, and quite obviously, there
should be no reasonable alternative, no
other successful alternative to the
risking of the lives of our men in uni-
form who have enlisted in the armed
services,

And fourth, it is obvious that once we
go in, we have to use force that is
amply sufficient to meet those goals,
not send people in under restrictive in-
structions in dribs and drabs risking
them without the ability to attain
their goals.

Mr. President, it is the view of this
Senator and of many others that not
one of those considerations was present
with respect to our intervention in So-
malia, at least after it moved from pro-
viding food for the starving to creating
a new and different political atmos-
phere in that nation.

On the other hand, and I think rel-
evant to this debate, there is a very
considerable difference with respect to
Haiti. Vital interests of the United
States are clearly present in that na-
tion. It is relatively close to our
shores, and overwhelmingly the dis-
turbances, the violence, the lack of se-
curity in Haiti threatens the United
States with the onset of literally hun-
dreds- of thousands of refugees seeking
freedom, seeking security in a way
with which we all sympathize but in a
place which simply does not have room
for them. We cannot be the recipient of
literally hundreds of thousands of peo-
ple from one small country when there
is any remote other alternative to pro-
vide security there.
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Second, there is at least some goal
which this administration has articu-
lated in this case, the restoration of an
elected government for a government
which took power by a military coup.

It is in this respect that I want to
disagree respectfully but most pro-
foundly with the extended statements
of the junior Senator from Iowa, who
almost sanctified President Aristide of
that country in a way with which this
Senator rather profoundly disagrees.
This Senator is not at all certain that
the situation in Haiti will be any more
peaceful, that there will be any more
justice in Haiti after the restoration of
President Aristide than there is today.
But he was the duly elected President
of that country, and there is at least
some chance that some change might
take place, so it does seem to me that
that is an appropriate goal.

Whether or not there is no alter-
native to military intervention is an
open question, and clearly the adminis-
tration in its abortive attempts of a
week or so ago did not provide amply
sufficient force to enforce the Gov-
ernors Island decision. The disgraceful
dispatch of some 200 American troops
unarmed in an unarmed ship to Haiti
and its withdrawal in the face of a mob
is discreditable to this administration
and shows a lack of foresight or con-
cern for the fate of our Armed Forces
that is reprehensible.

Now, having said all of this, dealing
with vacillation in Haiti, in Bosnia, in
Somalia, one would think, I suppose,
that this Senator would speak in favor
of the Helms amendment, but he does
not. He finds the Helms amendment
much too drastic, greatly oversim-
plified, not itself reflecting the consid-
erations, the multiple considerations,
of the Weinberger rules or of any ap-
propriate substitute for those Wein-
berger rules.

This Senator believes that the Presi-
dent of the United States would be
very well advised to seek authority
from this Congress before he attempts
to put any of our Armed Forces at risk
in that country. It would be wise for
him to seek the advice and consent of
the Senate and of the Congress as a
whole.

But at the bottom, it seems to me far
more likely that we can find an alter-
native which does not risk our soldiers,
our sailors, our marines, and our air-
men if we do not tie the hands of the
President in the way in which the
Helms amendment does. If we do not
require it, he does have more flexibil-
ity. I wish I had a greater degree of
confidence in the ability of this Presi-
dent to conduct foreign policy of this
sort than I do. But I do recognize the
fact that we have only one President. I
voted and spoke for the immediate
withdrawal of our troops from Somalia
because they were at risk and are at
risk there today. Right now, American
men and women in uniform are not at
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risk in Haiti. As a consequence, I think
the President ought to have the broad-
est, possible authority to see to it that
we can succeed in reaching our goals in
Haiti without their use.

I hope he will come to us and ask for
our permission to use them if he deems
that necessary and that he comes with
a plan in which we can have a degree of
confidence. But each of those is more
likely to be the case if we reject the
Helms amendment and take a some-
what more moderate and somewhat
more bipartisan action.

For those reasons, I will oppose the
Helms amendment.

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield
at this point?

Mr. GORTON. I certainly will.

Mr. DODD. I wish to commend my
colleague from Washington. I agree
with his analysis on this. I have no rea-
son not to believe that President Clin-
ton would certainly consult with Con-
gress before taking any dramatic ac-
tion in Haiti or any action militarily.
But the Senator’'s analysis of the par-
ticular approach being advocated by
our colleague from North Carolina is
that it would have the opposite effect.
So I just wanted to associate myself
with his remarks and approach on this.

Mr. GORTON. I thank my friend.

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will
yield again, I wish to compliment the
Senator, my good friend from Washing-
ton, for a very thoughtful statement.

I guess we are under some time con-
straints. I wish we were not.

The Senator from Washington is a
very thoughtful, considerate individ-
unal. Quite frankly, I do not disagree
with anything he said either. I do not
think I am trying to sanctify anyone. I
am just trying to give a different pic-
ture here of an individual through his
writings and things.

But again I say to my friend from
Washington, I would like to ask the
Senator to take a look at the Gov-
ernors Island accord, which it seems
everyone supported on both sides of the
aisle. The military signed off on it,
Aristide. Everyone seemed to sign off
on it. It seemed to point the way to-
ward a more peaceful—I do not say to-
tally peaceful—Haiti.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Washington has
expired. Who yields time?

Mr. GORTON. I do not mind having
the Senator go on. I wish he would go
on on the time of the other side.

Mr. HARKIN. Can I ask for 2 more
minutes?

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, we
have time limited on the Bosnia
amendment. Both Senators, from Iowa
and Washington, have already talked
on the subject of Haiti longer than the
time that I have allotted to me on
Bosnia.

I will yield to the Senator an addi-
tional 2 minutes out of my time with
the understanding that this is the last
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of this and we can get on to the pend-
ing amendment.

Mr. HARKIN. I just want to say I can
associate myself with his remarks, too,
because I thought them very thought-
ful and very straightforward.

If the Senator wants to say anything
else, I yield my 2 minutes to him.

Mr. GORTON. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. MITCHELL. How much time re-
mains on the pending amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader has 19 minutes 43 seconds.
The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE],
has 9 minutes 29 seconds.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
that the clerk read the pending amend-
ment, which we interrupted to accom-
modate the Senator from Washington
earlier.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will read the
amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
the following:

SEC. . (a) It is the sense of Congress that
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise
made available by this Act should be avail-
able for the purposes of deploying United
States Armed Forces to participate in the
implementation of a peace settlement in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, unless previously au-
thorized by the Congress.

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the lim-
itation set forth in subsection (a) should not
preclude missions and operations initiated
on or before October 20, 1993, including the
provision of any humanitarian assistance by
the Department of Defense.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, there
are two notable facts about this
amendment. First, it is a sense-of-the-
Congress amendment. It does not im-
pose legally binding restrictions upon
the President in advance. That is very
significant, and it distinguishes this
amendment sharply from the amend-
ment previously debated, which at-
tempts to do so in what I believe to be
an unwise fashion.

The Congress regularly expresses its
opinion in sense-of-the-Senate, sense-
of-the-House, or sense-of-the-Congress
resolutions. Everyone should under-
stand that these are just that, opin-
ions. They have no legally binding ef-
fect although obviously any Chief Ex-
ecutive should, and sensibly in his self-
interest, will take into account the
opinions of Congress.

So that should be clear. This amend-
ment is a sense of the Congress. It is
not a legally binding document.

The second is that this is consistent,
where indeed responsive to the prior
statements and requests of President
Clinton himself.

Earlier today the President delivered
to me a letter on this subject.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this letter be placed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this point.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, October 20, 1993.
Hon. GEORGE MITCHELL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. LEADER: The violent conflict in
the former Yugoslavia continues to be a
source of deep concern. As you know, my Ad-
ministration is committed to help stop the
bloodshed and implement a fair and enforce-
able peace agreement, if the parties to the
conflict can reach one. I have stated that
such enforcement potentially could include
American military personnel as part of a
NATO operation. I have also specified a num-
ber of conditions that would need to be met
before our troops would participate in such
an operation.

I also have made clear that it would be
helpful to have a strong expression of sup-
port from the United States Congress prior
to the participation of U.S. forces in imple-
mentation of a Bosnian peace accord. For
that reason, I would welcome and encourage
congressional authorization of any military
involvement in Bosnia.

The conflict in Bosnia ultimately is a mat-
ter for the parties to resolve, but the nations
of Europe and the United States have signifi-
cant interests at stake. For that reason, I
am committed to keep our nation engaged in
the search for a fair and workable resolution
to this tragic conflict.

I want to express my lasting gratitude for
the leadership you have shown in recent days
as we have worked through difficult issues
affecting our national security. With your
help we have built a broad coalition that
should provide the basis for proceeding con-
structively in the months ahead. Once again
you have earned our respect and apprecia-
tion.

Sincerely,
BILL CLINTON,

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
wish to quote from this letter. I will
not quote the letter in its entirety but
read what I believe to be the pertinent

part.

In the letter addressed to me the
President says:

The violent conflict in the former Yugo-
slavia continues to be a source of deep con-
cern. As you know, my Administration is
committed to help stop the bloodshed and
implement a fair and enforceable peace
agreement, if the parties to the conflict can
reach one. I have stated that such enforce-
ment potentially could include American
military personnel as part of a NATO oper-
ation. I have also specified a number of con-
ditions that would need to be met before our
troops would participate in such an oper-
ation.

I also have made clear that it would be
helpful to have a strong expression of sup-
port from the United States Congress prior
to the participation of U.S. forces in imple-
mentation of a Bosnian peace accord. For
that reason, I would welcome and encourage
congressional authorization of any military
involvement in Bosnia.

The conflict in Bosnia ultimately is a mat-
ter for the parties to resolve, but the nations
of Europe and the United States have signifi-
cant interests at stake. For that reason, I
am committed to keep our nation engaged in
the search for a fair and workable resolution
to this tragic conflict.
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The letter continues but with provi-
sions that are not immediately rel-
evant to this discussion.

So, Mr. President, I hope our col-
leagues will support this amendment,
both as an expression of congressional
opinion, not as a legally binding prior
restraint upon the President, and be-
cause the President himself has indi-
cated both in prior oral statements,
and today in a letter, that he welcomes
and regards as helpful expressions of
support from the Congress prior to any
such participation by U.S. forces.

The amendment is simple. It is
straightforward. It has the support of
the President and the administration.
It is authored by the majority leader
and the minority leader. I hope very
much that my colleagues will support
the amendment.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time. I note the presence of
the minority leader.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader, Mr. DOLE, is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am sorry
I did not hear all of the majority lead-
er's remarks. We have been upstairs for

a briefing in 8. 407.

But I would just say initially we have
been working for several days trying to
narrow differences on this amendment
and on the Haiti amendment. Obvi-
ously, the constitutional question is
very difficult. They are not going to be
resolved today. Maybe they will never
be resolved. But we have come to an
understanding on the Bosnian amend-
ment, and I think also on Haiti.

In my view, the lesson of the Somalia
debate and the Senate’'s vote last week
is that congressional approval should
be obtained in advance of a significant
deployment, so that we avoid congres-
sional moves to abruptly terminate an
operation after our troops are already
engaged in a mission.

Mr. President, I am not seeking to
place a straitjacket on the President’s
powers as Commander in Chief, as some
former executive branch officials have
suggested. Indeed, I am trying to con-
struct a political flak jacket to protect
against congressional artillery once a
deployment is underway.

Some have suggested that I am offer-
ing my amendments because there is a
Democrat in the White House. Well, I
would call to their attention an Associ-
ated Press story from November 13,
1990—a story which said a Senator
called on the President to call Congress
back into session and seek its approval
for United States troop deployments in
the Persian Gulf. The President was
George Bush, the Senator was the Sen-
ate Republican leader. I said, “I think
it ought to be put to the Congress, put
up or shut up.” It was my view that ob-
taining congressional support for our
Persian Gulf policy would help build a
consensus among the public. Mr. Presi-
dent, my views have not changed.
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My amendments are not designed to
tie the President's hands or to limit his
ability to act in the protection of
American interests. Having read their
numerous editorials in support of thou-
sands of pages of congressional restric-
tions on assistance to Nicaragua, and
certifications on United States troops
in El1 Salvador, I find it fascinating
that the New York Times and the
Washington Post are new converts to
the doctrine of Presidential flexibility.
It is certainly a 180-degree turnaround
from their support for congressional
amendments during the 1980's which
precluded military, intelligence, and
other options with respect to United
States policy toward Central America.
I do not know if the editorial writers
read my amendments, but if they did,
they ignored the flexibility in the text.
In any case, I welcome the Post’s and
Times' conversion and hope it will con-
tinue when a Republican returns to the
White House.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
we should tie the President’'s hands,
but I do not believe the Congress
should sit on its hands, either.

It is a big, big responsibility; Con-
gress has a lot of responsibility. If
more people would listen to the brief-
ing in 8. 407, we would probably under-
stand that responsibility more. I sug-
gest to my friends who did not get the
briefing today that you ought to get
that briefing before we vote on any
Haiti amendments.

What I am seeking to do is to find
the right balance between Presidential
prerogatives in commiting U.S. forces
to military operations, in particular,
multilateral and peacekeeping oper-
ations, and congressional prerogatives
in appropriating funds for those activi-
ties.

To remind those outside the Congress
who are watching and commenting on
this debate, it is the Congress which
has the power of the purse. It is the
Congress which appropriates funds for
foreign aid, for military bases abroad,
for NATO, and for the United Nations,
among other things.

It has not been my intention to usurp
the President's authority in foreign
policy—and in my view even my origi-
nal amendments did not do so. Indeed,
I would not have directed my staff to
meet with administration staff to lis-
ten to the President's concerns and to
make changes in the amendments to
address those concerns if that were the
case.

But, as the debate last week on So-
malia demonstrated, the Congress will
not go along and quietly foot the bill,
especially if Americans are sent into
harm's way for missions that are ques-
tionable, unclear, or do not reflect
United States interests.

Some of my colleagues say that the
Congress should not seek to give ap-
proval prior to a deployment, that we
should wait and pull the plug later, if
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necessary. Mr. President, there is no
constitutional requirement for Con-
gress to wait for body bags before we
make our views on a particular mission
of operation known.

I cannot for the life of me say that
we have a right to bring them home or
to cut off funding, but we do not have
the right to say they should not go in
the first place. If it is a bad idea, if it
is a bad operation, if it is putting
Aristide back in power, for example,
which has now been suggested, then I
think we ought to speak up ahead of
time. We ought to do it in advance, in
fairness to the President, fairness to
the American people, and certainly to
all of us who should have a role in for-
eign policy as explained by many of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle in
the past week.

Moreover, I believe that it is in the
President’s interest to have congres-
sional approval in advance.

A few weeks ago, following his meet-
ing with Bosnian President
Izetbegovic, President Clinton was
asked by reporters whether he would
agree to the Bosnian Government's re-
quest for a guarantee of United States
participation in implementation of a
potential peace settlement. President
Clinton responded and I quote:

I've been willing to do that since February.
But in order to do it, we have to have a fair
peace that is willingly entered into by the
parties. It has to be able to be enforced or, if
you will, be guaranteed by a peacekeeping
force from NATO, not the United Nations,
but NATO. And, of course, for me to do fit,
the Congress would have to agree.

Last week, the Foreign Relations
Committee held a hearing on United
States policy toward Bosnia and
Herzegovina at which Assistant Sec-
retary Stephen Oxman and Ambassador
Victor Jackovich testified. The distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, Senator PELL, of-
fered to hold this hearing during the
Senate's debate on the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill. At that
time, I was considering offering an
amendment which would have called on
the President to seek congressional ap-
proval prior to committing United
States forces to implement a peace set-
tlement in Bosnia.

The Chairman agreed to hold hear-
ings.
In light of the distinguished chair-
man's offer to hold hearings on United
States policy toward Bosnia, I decided
not to offer my amendment. I would
like to thank Senator PELL for acting
80 quickly. Unfortunately, in his testi-
mony, Secretary Oxman seemed to
walk back the President’s remarks.

Mr. President, I believe that it is
critical that the Congress thoroughly
consider United States policy toward
Bosnia, especially since the President
has made a tentative commitment to
send as many as 25,000 United States
troops to enforce a possible Bosnian
settlement. Such a debate, in addition
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to congressional authorization would
be necessary, in my view, even if a
smaller number of ground troops were
to be deployed.

And so, I am pleased that as a result
of my discussions with the White
House, the President has sent a letter
to me which states that, and I quote:

I have also made clear that it would be
helpful to have a strong expression of sup-
port from the United States Congress prior
to the participation of United States forces
in implementation of a Bosnian peace ac-
cord. For that reason, I would welcome and
encourage congressional authorization of
any military involvement in Bosnia.

In view of the President’s letter wel-
coming congressional authorization
prior to sending United States troops
to Bosnia to implement a settlement, 1
have removed the funding prohibition
from my amendment. Therefore, my
amendment now states that it is the
sense of the Senate that none of the
funds appropriated by this bill should
be available for the purposes of deploy-
ing United States Armed Forces to par-
ticipate in the implementation of a
peace settlement in Bosnia and
Hercegovina, unless previously author-
ized by the Congress. It also states that
such authorization should not apply to
missions and operations initiated on or
before today, such as the humanitarian
airlifts into Sarajevo, the NATO no-fly
zone, current NATO overflights, or
NATO airstrikes designed to stop the
shelling of Sarajevo, which has dra-
matically increased over the past few
days.

Mr. President, I believe that I was
not alone in thinking that the Presi-
dent had committed to seeking con-
gressional approval, and, I believe that
I am not alone in thinking that the
President should receive congressional
approval in advance of sending United
States ground forces to Bosnia. I am
pleased that the President has taken
the same view.

Mr. President, sending 25,000 troops
to Bosnia is not a minor matter. This
is a massive undertaking which would
put American lives in harm’'s way for a
dubious and, in my view, unprincipled
purpose. This proposal must be thor-
oughly considered by the Congress and
voted on.

I have long believed that the United
States has clear interests in Bosnia
and Herzegovina. I believe that the in-
tegrity of international laws and prin-
ciples, including the Helsinki accords
and the United Nations Charter, are at
stake in Bosnia. I believe that regional
stability is also at stake in Bosnia.

However, I do not believe that the
current Owen-Stoltenberg plan pro-
tects or promotes those interests. This
U.N.-mediated plan rewards aggres-
sion—and in so doing, it undermines
the international order and fundamen-
tal international principles, such as
the territorial integrity of internation-
ally-recognized states.

And so, if the Bosnians succumb to
international pressure and agree to
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this plan, what the Congress will have
to decide is whether to send thousands
of American men and women into a
dangerous environment, to protect ter-
ritorial gains made through the most
deplorable means of ethnic cleansing.

Mr. President, my hope is that as we
discuss this issue further, the adminis-
tration will realize what some of us
here already realize: that the Owen-
Stoltenberg plan is fatally flawed, but
that there are still other options—op-
tions which would support the sov-
ereignty of the Bosnian State, promote
its survival, are less costly in lives and
in dollars, and which would not under-
mine the very values and principles
that this country stands for.

There have been consultations with
the Congress on Bosnia, and in those
meetings, Members have raised moral,
political, and military concerns about
the current Owen-Stoltenberg plan.
Yet, in those same meetings and in
House and Senate legislation, the Con-
gress has supported the President on
lifting the arms embargo—unilaterally,
if necessary—and we have authorized
the necessary funds to provide arms
and other military equipment to the
Bosnian Government. It seems to me
that the administration, until re-
cently, has listened more to the United
Nations and Europeans, and less to the
Congress.

I hope that through this amendment,
and my amendment on Haiti we will
have started a process of genuine con-
sensus-building between the executive
branch and the Congress, not just on
Bosnia and Haiti, but on all of these
difficult post-cold-war foreign policy
matters. I hope that we can come to a
mutual understanding on the appro-
priate role of the United Nations in
U.S. foreign policy, as well. I would
like to thank the President and his
staff for working with me on these
amendments and look forward to con-
tinuing such a dialog and constructive
relationship on foreign policy in the fu-
ture.

I guess the final point I would make,
this is a very, very gray area. It is not
going to be easily resolved. But Con-
gress does have some authority. I do
not fault the President of the United
States. Every President of the United
States has always said that any en-
croachment upon his power as Com-
mander in Chief or President of the
United States as outlined in article 1 of
the Constitution, would be inappropri-
ate, whether it is President Bush, or
President Carter or, I suppose it goes
back to George Washington.

If we are talking about sending 25,000
Americans to Bosnia to keep a peace,
that may be forced on this small coun-
try of Bosnia at a cost of a couple bil-
lion dollars a year, if Congress does
nothing, if we do not have something
on the record to indicate at least we
wanted prior authorization, then I be-
lieve we would be making a mistake.
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And then I believe the American people
can properly say, ‘“Where was Con-
gress? They waited until the 25,000
Americans were there. They waited
until some were killed, or wounded,
and then they said, ‘Bring them
home.'"

My view is that it helps the Presi-
dent, and it also brings together the
American people, just as it did in the
gulf crisis when we voted to authorize
the use of U.S. military force in that
region.

So, Mr. President, I do not want to
overuse my time, but I think the ma-
jority leader discussed the President’s
letter, and I appreciate that very
much.

This is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion, not a statute, but it is still a very
clear message from the Congress on
what we believe should happen. I have
every confidence that the President
will respect that.

We have changed the amendment,
and I thank my colleague, the majority
leader for his initial efforts and for the
efforts of the past couple of days. We
make it very clear what missions this
does not apply to in our amendment. It
does not apply to humanitarian airlifts
in Sarajevo, the NATO no-fly zone, cur-
rent NATO overflights, or NATO air
strikes, which have been talked about
by the administration, to stop the
shelling into Sarajevo, which has in-
creased in the past few days.

I reserve the time I have left.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the
Constitution assigns to the President
the sole authority as Commander in
Chief of the Armed Forces of the Unit-
ed States. The very same Constitution
assigns to the Congress the sole au-
thority to declare war and the author-
ity to raise, in our terminology, ‘“‘ap-
propriate’ funds for the maintenance
of any Armed Forces.

This is one part of an overall con-
stitutional scheme that is intended to
prevent the accumulation of power in
any one branch of Government, in any
institution, or individual. The war-
making power cannot be properly eval-
uated in isolation from the entire divi-
sion of the powers which underlies the
entire Constitution.

The men who wrote the American
Constitution had as their central pur-
pose the prevention of tyranny in
America. They were brilliantly suc-
cessful, and in more than 200 years of
national history, we have had 42 Amer-
ican Presidents and no American
kings. But, inevitably, the division of
power creates ambiguities, it creates
problems and inefficiencies that lead to
tension and conflict between the two
branches of Government, and nowhere
has that tension been repeated more
often, and been less capable of final
resolution than in the area of war-
making powers.

It has been especially a problem in
recent years when we have repeatedly
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encountered circumstances in which
conflict occurs, but falls short of a gen-
eral war. The War Powers Resolution,
adopted by the Congress in 1973, was an
attempt to bring the war-making pow-
ers of the Constitution up to date. It
was a well-intended, well-meaning ef-
fort; it plainly was defective. No Presi-
dent, Democrat or Republican, has ever
acknowledged the validity or the effec-
tiveness of the act, and no Congress
has been able to implement the act in
all the time since then. The result is
that we now have the current situa-
tion.

I support this amendment because it
is an expression of congressional opin-
ion, a right which every Congress, of
course, has, indeed, every American
has. I also support it because it does
not purport to impose prior restraints
upon a President performing the duties
assigned him under the Constitution.
Any President acting in self-interest
and in the interest of the country,
must and will take into account the
views of Congress—that is just plain
common sense—as [ am confident this
President will.

But I think it is a very different mat-
ter, and everyone should understand
the significance of the difference, for
the Congress to say, ‘‘Mr. President,
here is what we think you ought to
do."” It is very different for the Con-
gress to say, ““Mr. President, by law, we
prohibit you from doing this.”” This
falls in the former category. This is not
a prior restraint. I do not favor prior
restraints. I believe they plainly vio-
late the Constitution.

But this is an important matter, This
is an area of substantial conflict, and it
is conceivable that Americans may be
called upon to participate in the imple-
mentation of a peace settlement there.
The President has said, both orally and
today in writing, that he welcomes
congressional support prior to any
major action and, therefore, this
amendment is not only appropriate as
an expression of congressional view but
is consistent with the previously ex-
pressed view of the President himself.

I think we all ought to be careful
when we get into the areas of trying to
legislate, by law, prior legal restraints
upon a President's authority. And so,
Mr. President, I hope very much that
Members of the Senate will support
this amendment in the context, and in
the spirit, which I have described and
in which it has been offered.

I say further that a few years ago, I,
and a group of other Senators, pro-
posed a series of substantive changes to
the War Powers Resolution. Senator
BIDEN, who is present on the floor, is
perhaps the Senate’s leading expert on
the subject, and he himself had other
suggestions with respect to that same
resolution. I hope before we finish, we
will take action on an expression by
the Senate of our desire to revisit that
subject in the light of what is occur-
ring in the world today.
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Mr. President, how much time do I
have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader has 8 minutes 10 seconds.

Mr. MITCHELL. I would like to com-
ment on that, if I might, in a minute.
If no other Senator wishes to use part
of my time on this subject, other-
wise—

Mr. NUNN. I wanted to comment on
the War Powers Act.

Mr. MITCHELL. I will make a brief
further comment on that, Mr. Presi-
dent. I believe this to be particularly
significant in light of the unigue situa-
tion in world history and the unique
status of the United States in the
world.

The United States now has the most
powerful military force in the world.
Indeed, it is the most powerful military
force in all of human history. The
United States is regularly referred to
as the sole superpower, and that is
clearly the case.

If you go back through history, the
time of domination of the so-called
British Empire, the Hapsburg Empire,
the Ottoman Empire, Roman Empire,
rarely, if ever, in history, has the dom-
inant military power been invited by
other countries to send its military
forces onto their lands. Indeed, almost
always throughout history, the domi-
nant military power had to fight its
way onto other's soils. It had to gain
control of other peoples by force and
maintain control by force.

Because of what I believe to be the
greatness of American ideals, because
of the greatness of America as a coun-
try which does not seek control and do-
minion over other people, people the
world over trust us.

I have met with the leaders of almost
every country in Europe, including the
leaders of the current Republics that
used to make up the Soviet Union. I
asked each of them since the Soviets
are withdrawing their forces from
Western Europe, do they believe Amer-
icans should withdraw military forces
from Western Europe. The answer
unanimously has been ‘“No."” They
want American military forces on their
soil.

It is a situation unique in history,
but it also is one that means we are
going to be called upon over, and over,
and over again to deploy forces to
other countries, and we have to think
about that very carefully. We have to
try to devise standards or criteria by
which we can measure such requests,
to be able to say ‘‘no" when it is appro-
priate, to be able to say ‘‘yes'’ when it
is appropriate.

That is why I think we want to get
back to a careful and thorough review
of the War Powers Resolution. I hope
we will do that.

Before I use up my time, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WOFFORD). The Senator from Georgia.
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Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I commend
the majority leader for his leadership
in working this matter out. I, myself,
if I had my preference, I see no need to
legislate on Bosnia because the Presi-
dent of the United States has made a
public commitment that he is going to
seek the authority of the Congress be-
fore he makes a large troop deploy-
ment in Bosnia. He has made that com-
mitment. He has reiterated this in a
letter that I believe the majority lead-
er has already put in the RECORD. But
if we are going to speak on this sub-
ject, I think this is the way to do it: A
sense-of-the-Senate resolution.

This is not a part of law, but it is
part of a political statement and an ex-
pression of expectations by the United
States Senate that I think has a con-
siderable amount of sway and certainly
reiterates what the President of the
U.S. has already committed in this re-
spect.

So if we are going to speak on the
subject, the sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion, I think, is the appropriate way to
handle it.

On the War Powers Act, the majority
leader, Senator MITCHELL, and I, Sen-
ator BYRD, and Senator WARNER—and 1
believe Senator LUGAR and others—
about 2 years ago introduced a revi-
sion, a very substantial revision of the
War Powers Act. I welcome the oppor-
tunity to revisit that legislation and to
see if it is appropriate for the cir-
cumstances today.

But one thing is for sure, Mr. Presi-
dent: The War Powers Act, as it is now
constructed, will never work, because
the War Powers Act basically says if
Congress does not act, the President of
the United States has to remove Amer-
ican forces from countries where they
are to be committed. In other words,
the omission by Congress, or the non-
feasance by Congress, would require
the executive branch to make troop
movements out of a commitment al-
ready made by the Commander in
Chief.

If Congress is going to deal with
these matters, we have to deal with
them by affirmative action, and I think
that is the heart of the revision we
need to think about on war powers.
Plus, we need to strengthen the con-
sultative mechanism so we have much
more consultation between the execu-
tive branch and Congress.

Mr. President, I thank the majority .

leader, and I yield back any time I
have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Delaware.
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Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thank
the majority leader. I will just take 30
seconds.

I share the view expressed by every-
one here on the floor that it is time for
us to address in an institutional sense
the relationship between the executive
and legislative branch relative to the
conflict in the Constitution. We tried it
through the War Powers Act.

For all the reasons the majority lead-
er said, it has not functioned; it has
not worked. Our discussions, all of us
on this floor, with the administration,
as well as among ourselves, has led us
to the conclusion this is a propitious
time for us to revisit that subject, and
it should be done in that comprehen-
sive manner.

I wish we were not even doing these
piecemeal efforts here. They are nec-
essary as a political requirement, as
well as a substantive requirement. But
I hope tomorrow we will have available
for the Senate a similar resolution
calling on the Congress, with the con-
sent of the administration, to work out
a new mechanism over a period of time
resulting in a piece of legislation to
come back at some point for the con-
sideration of the Senate.

I thank the leader. I appreciate his
yielding me the time.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, do I have
any time remaining on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 51 seconds.

Mr.. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to
quote from a letter from the ACLU,
which I have rarely done in my life-
time. In fact, they will probably close
up if I do this.

But this is what the paragraph says:

The ACLU believes that the Constitution
requires prior congressional authorization
for the President to use any type of military
force in Haiti—

The same to apply to Bosnia—
other than in self-defense or to protect the
lives of Americans. The general constitu-
tional war powers embodied in Article I, sec-
tion 8, clause 1l1—which grants to Congress
“‘the power to declare war [and] grant letters
of marque and reprisal’—applies to all situa-
tions in which U.S. forces are authorized to
use military force abroad, except '‘to repel
sudden attacks.”'

The Clinton Administration has suggested
that any congressional limitation on the use
of force would interfere with the President's
Commander in Chief powers. The President
claims that the ‘‘Constitution leaves to the
President, for good and sufficient reasons,
the ultimate decision-making authority™” on
when to use force. This is a gross misinter-
pretation of the Constitution. The decision
on whether to commit the United States to
military action abroad 1is explicitly
Congress's to make. Once the initial decision
has been made, then the President does have
full authority as Commander in Chief to de-
cide how to use them. In addition, the Presi-
dent can act unilaterally in emergency situ-
ations involving attacks on U.S. territory,
U.S. forces, or U.S. persons held abroad.

This is the last time I may quote the
ACLU for some time.
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I ask my colleagues to weigh their
opinion very carefully, because it is
precisely what we suggest in our
amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I support
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution on
the subject of potential deployment of
United States Armed Forces as part of
any effort to support a peace accord in
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Relative thereto, I believe that Presi-
dent Clinton has made it very clear
that he would consult fully with Con-
gress and would seek expression of sup-
port from Congress.

I also believe that this resolution’s
goals would be satisfied if President
Clinton makes a good faith effort to
give Congress a chance to approve or
disapprove any deployment of U.S.
forces if Congress is not in session at
the time, by giving the congressional
leadership an opportunity to call Con-
gress back into session for that pur-
pose.

If a majority of Congress supports a
deployment or shows an unwillingness
to disapprove a deployment, I believe
that would also constitute good faith
compliance with the intent of this
amendment. Otherwise, a filibuster in
the Senate could deny the President
the expression of majority sentiment
this resolution contemplates.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the Dole-Mitchell
amendment, which expresses the sense
of the Congress that the President
should seek prior congressional ap-
proval fcr any deployment of United
States troops to participate in the im-
plementation of a peace settlement in
Bosnia.

I have long advocated a cautious ap-
proach to United States military in-
volvement in the tragic civil war in
Bosnia. United States military person-
nel should not be put at risk in Bosnia
unless Congress authorizes United
States military involvement.

If the three warring factions in
Bosnia are able to conclude a peace
agreement—and they are truly com-
mitted to implementing it—the United
States should consider providing
troops, along with our allies, to help
monitor the implementation of that
peace plan.

Congress must play a major role in
making any decision to commit United
States forces to Bosnia to implement a
peace agreement, because those troops
may find themselves in harm'’s way.

The administration has discussed the
possibility of sending 25,000 United
States troops to Bosnia for such a
peacekeeping mission. The administra-
tion has conditioned U.S. troop partici-
pation in such an operation on a num-
ber of factors, including the following:
NATO command and control for the op-
eration; an agreed exit strategy; an un-
derstanding about which nations will
contribute forces and who will bear the
financial responsibilities for the oper-
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ation; and congressional authorization
prior to the deployment of United
States ground troops to Bosnia.

Regardless of the fact that U.S.
troops participating in a peace plan
implementation mission would tech-
nically be considered peacekeepers,
peacekeeping troops in volatile situa-
tions can quickly find themselves in a
hostile and deadly environment.

The Dole amendment is intended to
allow the Congress to play its appro-
priate role in the decision to deploy
U.S. troops to such a hostile environ-
ment.

When and if all sides in Bosnia agree
to a peace plan, the President should
present his plan for United States
troop deployments to the Congress for
approval.

As the Republican leader noted, de-
bate has occurred for 200 years over the
respective military and foreign affairs
powers of the President and the Con-
gress under the Constitution. He re-
ferred to this as a gray area. I see it as
an area of shared powers. Our goal is to
find the best way to advance the Na-
tion's interest through the coordinated
exercise of these shared powers. The
Dole-Mitchell amendment is designed
to accomplish this on the guestion of
support for implementation of a peace
plan for Bosnia. I urge support of the
Dole-Mitchell amendment.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I want to
be clear about my reasons for support-
ing this amendment.

I recognize and support absolutely
the power of the President to make and
carry out foreign policy. However, I am
mindful of the consequence of this par-
ticular action by the Senate.

This amendment represents the sense
of Congress. It lacks the force of law.
Thus, it is utterly devoid of meaning
insofar as it restricts the ability of the
President to act as he sees fit. How-
ever, the message behind this action is
unmistakable.

The President has lost the confidence
of the Senate and the American people
in his ability to create and administer
foreign and military policy. In coming
to this judgment, I am filled with sad-
ness and anger that the brave men and
women of the U.S. Armed Forces
should be sent into harm's way under
these conditions.

This amendment, though toothless,
is a clear warning shot directed at the
Clinton administration's foreign and
military policy team. They would do
well not to try the patience of the Con-
gress and American people any further.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I con-
clude by thanking the Republican lead-
er for his cooperation on this matter,
and the Senators involved—Senator
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BIDEN, Senator DODD, Senator NUNN,
Senator GRAHAM, and Senator PELL,
who has been very much involved in
this effort in a most constructive
way—and many others.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I
yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on amendment No.
1073, offered by the Senator from Maine
[Mr. MITCHELL]. On this question, the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 320 Leg.]

YEAS—99
Akaka Faircloth MecCain
Baucus Feingold McConnell
Bennett Feinstein Metzenbaum
Biden Ford Mikulski
Bingaman Glenn Mitchell
Bond Gorton Moseley-Braun
Boren Graham Moynihan
Boxer Gramm Murkowski
Bradley Grassley Murray
Breaux Gregg Nickles
Brown Harkin Nunn
Bryan Hatch Packwood
Bumpers Heflin Pell
Burns Helms Pressler
Byrd Hollings Pryor
Campbell Hutchison Reid
Chafee Inouye Riegle
Coats Jeffords Robb
Cochran Joh Rockefell
Cohen Kassebaum Roth
Conrad Kempthorne Sarbanes
Coverdell Kennedy Sasser
Craig Kerrey Shelby
D'Amato Kerry Simon
Danforth Kohl Simpson
Daschle Lautenberg Smith
DeConcini Leahy Specter
Dodd Levin Stevens
Dole Lieberman Thurmond
Domenici Lott Wallop
Dorgan Lugar Warner
Durenberger Mack Wellstone
Exon Mathews Wofford

NAYS5—1
Hatfield

So the amendment (No. 1073) was

agreed to.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was

-agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Republican
leader is to be recognized to offer an
amendment on Haiti on which there
will be 60 minutes of-debate tonight.

The majority leader is recognized.
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MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod of morning business for 15 min-
utes, with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 5 minutes each.

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

The Senator from Arizona.

FREEDOM OF THE PRESS

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, there
is no doubt President Yeltsin faced a
grave crisis 2 weeks ago when armed
insurgents threatened to take Moscow
by force, but the army's backing of
Yeltsin demonstrated that he has the
power to crush his opposition. There is
also no doubt that Mr. Yeltsin retains
real popularity among most Russians
while his opponents in the Parliament
were held in very low esteem.

Mr. President, as history clearly
demonstrates, power and popularity
will not necessarily lead to democracy
and reform. I regret Mr. Yeltsin has
been acting very much the authoritar-
ian in dealing with the opposition
party. One specific instance is a gov-
ernment decree that has closed 13 oppo-
sition newspapers. Two other news-
papers have been ordered to change
their names and to fire their editors.

Granted, some of these newspapers
were detestable, filled with rabid na-
tionalist and antisemitic ravings. But
there are laws in Russia to deal with
slander and libel and such matters
should be handled by an independent
judiciary, not executive fiat.

These moves against the press and
the barring of certain parties from par-
ticipating in the upcoming parliamen-
tary elections are ominous. As chair-
man of the Helsinki Commission, I
urge Mr. Yeltsin to reconsider these ill-
conceived and undemocratic attempts
to silence his opposition.

I fully recognize the nature of the
provocation and danger that President
Yeltsin has faced. Even much better es-
tablished democracies ban political
parties on occasion. Germany does not
allow the Nazi party to function, and
last spring banned several neo-Nazi
parties after antiforeign violence and
criticism outside Germany of judicial
leniency toward pro-Nazi perpetrators
was paramount.

Much of the international commu-
nity welcomed these moves, but Ger-
many did not confront an armed at-
tempt to overthrow the state, as took
place in Moscow on October 3 and 4. It
is understandable that the urge to push
such fringe groups and individuals out
of the political process will be much
stronger in Russia. But President
Yeltsin must distinguish between truly
marginal hate groups and those that
represent more serious constituencies
and political perspectives that simply
are at variance with his own. Despite
Yeltsin’s disapproval, Pravda, for ex-
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ample, is a mainstream publication
even if it longs for the U.S.S.R., a
planned economy and social guaran-
tees.

The issues Pravda addresses speaks
to many Russian citizens whose living
standards have plunged. Yeltsin's
planned reforms, which will lead to
bankruptcies of large state enterprises
and unemployment, affect millions of
people who have the right to voice
their disagreement, plain and simple,
and Pravda was that voice.

Merely demanding that editors step
down will not change that fact. I firm-
1y believe President Yeltsin still offers
the best hope for reform. The reform
process itself must be driven objec-
tively, in my judgment, in order to
have credibility with the United States
and other foreign nations.

For that reason, Congress and the ad-
ministration must voice concern when
Russia's reformer No. 1 uses unaccept-
able means to achieve those reforms.

A Washington Post article quoted the
head of Mr. Yeltsin's security min-
istry—formerly the KGB—as saying
that “his agency would monitor politi-
cal opponents more carefully.” This is
an unpromising beginning and a dan-
gerous thing. If we do not say so, we
will not help Yeltsin and could, in fact,
strengthen the hardliners.

The critical preelection period should
be an open political process. Opposition
parties must be allowed to freely con-
duct their campaigns within the limits
of Russian law. The Helsinki Commis-
sion, like many other election mon-
itoring groups, will observe the ballot-
ing on election day. But the Commis-
sion also intends to send staff to Rus-
sia before voters go to the polls to
study the opportunities candidates
have to campaign freely.

President Yeltsin has often dem-
onstrated his courage in the past. I
urge him now to demonstrate his lead-
ership by restoring an essential compo-
nent of any democracy and any reform
process—freedom of the press—to Rus-
sia. Without this, I see little hope that
the upcoming Russian elections will
yield anything more than further in-
stability in that troubled country. The
dreams and talents of the Russian peo-
ple deserve better.

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, anyone
even remotely familiar with the U.S.
Constitution knows that no President
can spend a dime of Federal tax money
that has not first been authorized and
appropriated by Congress—both the
House of Representatives and the U.S.
Senate.

So when you hear a politician or an
editor or a commentator declare that
‘“‘Reagan ran up the Federal debt' or
that ‘‘Bush ran it up,” bear in mind
that it was, and is, the constitutional
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duty of Congress to control Federal
spending. Congress has failed miserably
in that task for about 50 years.

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con-
gress has created a Federal debt which
stood at $4,403,899,372,803.47 as of the
close of business yesterday, October 19.
Averaged out, every man, woman, and
child in America owes a share of this
massive debt, and that per capita share
is $17,145.20.

A TRIBUTE TO BROTHER
AUGUSTINE PHILIP NELAN, FSC

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, on Oc-
tober 5, 1993, Brother Augustine Philip
Nelan, FSC passed away in New York
at the age of 88 years. Brother Philip
had returned to Manhattan College in
New York City from Washington last
November after completing his work as
an adviser to the National Restaurant
Association on the hiring of the handi-
capped in the food service industry.
For 14 years, Brother Philip worked
closely with food service companies,
State vocational rehabilitation pro-
grams, and private training agencies to
encourage the employment of people
with disabilities. He testified before
Congress during the consideration of
the Americans With Disabilities Act
and served on the President's Commit-
tee on Employment of People With Dis-
abilities. His contributions to advanc-
ing the cause of handicapped workers
were great, but they were only one part
of a lifetime vocation to serve.

Brother Philip returned to Manhat-
tan College to pursue his fourth career
as art curator. In this capacity Brother
Philip worked to catalog and prepare
for sale art that had been donated to
the college in order to further Manhat-
tan’s role as a first class institution.
At the end of the summer Brother's
health began to fail and after a coura-
geous fight to recover he passed from
us. At Brother Philip’s wake his good
friend Brother Luke Salm, FSC deliv-
ered a beautiful eulogy that I ask
unanimous consent to be included in
the RECORD.

BROTHER AUGUSTINE PHILIP NELAN, FSC

It is common at the wake of elderly per-
sons to hear that death has come as a mercy,
sometimes even with the implication that
the entry into the possession of an eternal
reward was long overdue. Except for the last
week or two, that was hardly the case with
Brother Philip Nelan. His rapid decline and
sudden death come as a shock to us who
knew so well his vigor and vitality, his wide-
ranging interests, and his zest for life. It is
as if we were mourning the loss of a young
man cut down in his prime.

Brother Philip did not speak very much
about his early childhood. An outsider can
only reconstruct what the source of young
Thomas Nelan's zest for life must have been
in the family of his parents, Philip and Han-
nah Nelan. The subsequent history of the
siblings gives a clue: witness the religious
vocations of his sister Margaret and his
brother Fred, the vibrant families raised by
his sister Helen and her husband Stephen
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Schweitzer, those of his brothers and their
wives, John and Kathleen, Philip and Mae,
Joseph and Marie, Raymond and Marguerite.
The Nelan grandchildren now grow in the
glow of ancestral love and life.

Baptized in the Church of the Ascension
and educated in Holy Name School, Thomas
Nelan must have developed something of his
competitive edge in the famous rivalry that
developed between those two New York Irish
parishes. Upon graduation from Holy Name
School in 1920, he responded with typical and
youthful generosity to God's call to share in
the mission entrusted by the Church to the
Institute of St. John Baptist de La Salle.
After two years in the Juniorate at
Pocantico Hills, he entered the Novitiate and
on September 7, 1922, was invested with the
religious habit, and given the name Brother
Augustine Philip. In those days it was not
uncommon for Brothers to be given names
like Aquilinus or Berthulian or Castoris. But
Brother Philip was lucky, and all his life he
preferred to sign .himself and be known as
Augustine Philip.

It didn't take long for the superiors to rec-
ognize that they had a talented young man
on their hands. After only one year of teach-
ing grade school in Newburgh, Brother Philip
was assigned to the big time. At Bishop
Loughlin High School in Brooklyn (later
named St, Augustine’s), a scholarship school,
he joined a distinguished faculty, many of
whom later became his confreres at Manhat-
tan College. In the course of seven years in
Brooklyn in an age before specialization, the
record shows that he taught courses in math,
chemistry, English, Latin, and, of course,
Religion, Teaching religion, and teaching it
with creativity and verve, remained a pas-
sion with him right through his college
teaching career.

In 1933 he came to Manhattan College. For
the next thirty years, he exercised his talent
for vigorous and imaginative leadership. As
professor and chair of the English depart-
ment, executive wvice-president, and then
president, he used his intelligence, vision,
and clout to bring into being an impressive

“list of new academic ventures: the innova-
tive program in the liberal arts, the begin-
nings of the full time faculty in theology, an
independent department of psychology, a
program in nuclear physics, a new depart-
ment of chemical engineering, a program in
forensic psychology for the police, and the
air force officers training program. In the
days of fiscal conservatism he prevailed over
the nervous nellies among the higher superi-
ors and his own financial officers to build
Jasper and Thomas Hall.

In the midst of all this, he never lost his
love of learning and letters. Ever the omniv-
orous reader, for more than thirty years he
met regularly and informally with a circle of
faculty, their wives, and some of the Broth-
ers to discuss and dissect everything from
Qedipus to Undset.

As Director of the Brothers’ community,
Brother Philip was considerate of the needs
of the Brothers and, despite the pressures of
college affairs, was ever available to them.
His Sunday morning conferences to the com-
munity were well prepared and models of
their kind. He had the courage and the tact
to deal effectively with the divisions among
the Brothers, the faculty, and the resident
clergy over the issues that surfaced during
the McCarthy hearings. At the end of his
term as president and Director in 1962, he
could look backward on a mighty achieve-
ment and would have been excused if he
sought a sinecure assignment to disguise a
well deserved retirement.
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But retirement was not on his mind. His
experience was at first brought to bear on a
proposal for a new college in the LI-NE Dis-
trict. When that project, through no fault of
his, came to naught, he answered the call of
the Pacific to become Auxiliary Visitor in
charge of the Philippines. Shaken out of
their complacency, both the missionary and
the Philippine Brothers entered into a period
of modernization and development that has
yet to run its course. Back in the States,
Brother Philip turned his experience, his
faith, and zeal to direct the Foreign Services
Council (FSC) designed to assist the mission-
ary activities of the Brothers in Latin Amer-
ica, Asia, and Africa. In that capacity he
participated actively in the mission commis-
sion of the 1967 General Chapter.

Brother Philip celebrated his golden jubi-
lee in 1972. No sign of retirement. Soon he
was actively engaged in bringing to a suc-
cessful conclusion the negotiations for the
sale of De La Salle College, Washington. In
1978 at the age of 72 he became involved with
the National Restaurant Association and its
programs for rehabilitating the handicapped.
For the next fourteen years, with amazing
determination and energy, he logged tens of
thousands of miles annually, flying from
coast to coast and remote places in between,
to find jobs for the handicapped in the food
industry. Not only did this effort restore a
sense of usefulness and dignity to countless
handicapped persons nationwide, but the res-
taurant owners and managers themselves
were enriched by the presence of this black-
suited witness to the living Christ. We can be
sure Saint De La Salle would have approved.

In 1992 Brother Philip returned to Manhat-
tan, but not to retire. He was able and anx-
ious to help in the development program and
agreed as well to take charge as curator of
the College's art collection. He continued his
daily walks, to read everything he could get
his hands on, and would enter into earnest
conversation with anyone who will listen.
One would have thought that he could live
forever.

Joining last August with a group of Broth-
ers in a week of relaxation at Montauk,
Brother Philip began to experience weakness
and loss of appetite. The eventual diagnosis
indicated by-pass surgery, which, at 87 years
old, he survived with remarkable resiliency
and so pursued an apparently successful pro-
gram of rehabilitation. Meanwhile, the doc-
tors prescribed a new course of treatment for
a chronic skin problem. The side effects of
the medication proved to be painful and de-
bilitating and ultimately too much for his
noble heart.

The theme that was stressed in the cele-
bration of Brother Philip's 70th anniversary
a year ago was vision and vitality, his zest
for life. Despite his death, these perdure, His
vision, we believe in faith, must now be bea-
tific, his life now eternal, his zest for life ful-
filled in the full possession of the dynamic
life of his living and ever-loving God.

LUKE SALM, FSC.

TRIBUTE TO MR. ARCHIE D.
GRIMMETT

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise
today to salute my constituent Archie
D. Grimmett on the occasion of his re-
tirement from the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. Grimmett, a native of East St.
Louis, IL, will retire as Assistant Dep-
uty Chief of Staff, Civilian Personnel,
of the U.S. Army, Europe and 7th Army
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Unit 29351 this week. The Federal per-
sonnel community is indeed far richer
as a result of Mr. Grimmett’'s contribu-
tions. From his early days at the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights to his
many programmatic innovations while
at Army, Mr. Grimmett has embodied
what it means to be a true human re-
source professional.

A culminating achievement of Mr.
Grimmett's outstanding career as a
Federal executive is the way in which
he has supported the drawdown of our
forces in Europe. His humanity and
concern for people marked every phase
of the initiative, requiring a complete
reorganization of the civilian personnel
office structure to support the entire
effort. All of this was achieved in a cli-
mate of caring and concern, with peo-
ple’'s needs being the primary value.
This was indeed a true accomplishment
in a difficult time.

Mr. Grimmett is one of those very
special people who exemplifies the spir-
it of what it means to be a public serv-
ant to America. I would like to offer
my sincere congratulations and thanks
to him for his enormous contribution
over a distinguished career and I wish
both him and his family well in their
future endeavors.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Edwin R. Thomas,
one of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 10:22 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 914. An act to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act to designate certain seg-
ments of the Red River in Kentucky as com-
ponents of the national wild and scenic riv-
ers system, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House agrees to the report of commit-
tee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2491) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
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offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes;
it recedes from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered
18, 57, and 129 to the bill and agrees
thereto; and that the House recedes
from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of Senate numbered 38 and 113 to
the bill, and has agreed thereto, each
with an amendment, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
3(a) of Public Law 86-380, the Speaker
appoints to the Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations the
following Members on the part of the
House: Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr.
MORAN, and Mr. SCHIFF.

The message also announced that the
House disagrees to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2401) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year
1994 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, to prescribe
personnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes, and agrees to the conference
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon; and
that the following Members be ap-
pointed as the managers of the con-
ference on the part of the House:

From the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, for consideration of the entire
House bill and the entire Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Mr. DELLUMS,
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr.
HuTTO, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. McCURDY,
Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SPRATT,
Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. AN-
DREWS of Maine, Mr. EDWARDS of
Texas, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. HARMAN,
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. HUNTER,
Mr. KASICH, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. HANSEN,
Mr. WELDON, Mr. KYL, Mr. RAVENEL,
Mr. DORNAN, Mr. HEFLEY, and Mr.
MACHTLEY.

As additional conferees from the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, for consideration of matters
within the jurisdiction of that commit-
tee under clause 2 of rule XLVIII: Mr.
GLICKMAN, Mr. RICHARDSON, and Mr.
COMBEST.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs, for consideration of sec-
tions 812 and 1316 of the House bill and
sections 1087, 2854, and 2908 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference: Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr.
KANJORSKI, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and Mr.
RIDGE.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Education and Labor,
for consideration of sections 373, 1303,
1331, 1333-1337, 1343, 1344, and 3103 of the
House bill and sections 338, 532, 1088,
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and 2853 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. PETRI, and
Mr. GOODLING.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Energy and Commerce,
for consideration of sections 267, 382,
601, 1109, 1314, 2816, 2822, 2829, 2830, 2839,
3105 (b) and (c), 3132, 3137, 3140, and 3201
of the House bill and sections 322, 325,
327, T05, 822, 1088, 2802, 2803, 2833, 2842,
2844, 2913, 3106 (c), (d), (j), and (1), 3131,
3132, 3133, 3136-3147, 3149, 3150, 3201, and
3202 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. SHARP, Mr.
SWIFT, Mr. MOORHEAD, and Mr. OXLEY:
Provided, That Mr. BLILEY is appointed
in lieu of Mr. OXLEY solely for the con-
sideration of sections 267, 601, and 1109
of the House bill, and sections 705 and
3106 of the Senate amendment: Pro-
vided further, That Mr, BILIRAKIS is ap-
pointed in lieu of Mr. OXLEY solely for
the consideration of sections 1314, 3137,
3140, and 3201 of the House bill, and sec-
tions 322, 2802, 2803, 3132, 3136, 3139-3147,
3149, 3150, 3201, and 3202 of the Senate
amendment: Provided further, That
Mr. STEARNS is appointed in lieu of Mr.
OXLEY and Mrs. CoLLINS of Illinois is
appointed in lieu of Mr. SWIFT solely
for the consideration of section 822 of
the Senate amendment: Provided fur-
ther, That Mr. SCHAEFER is appointed
in lieu of Mr. OXLEY solely for the con-
sideration of section 3138 of the Senate
amendment.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, for con-
sideration of sections 234, 237, 241, 1005,
1008—relating to funding structure for
contingency operations—1009—relating
to report on humanitarian assistance
activities—1021, 1022, 1034, 1038, 1041,
1043-1045, 1048, 1051-1055, 1105, 1107, 1108,
1201-1203, 1205-1208, 1360, 1501-1510, and
3136 of the House bill and sections 216,
221, 223, 224, 241-245, 547, 1041, 1042, 1051~
1054, 1061, 1067, 1077, 1078, 1083-1085, 1087,
1093, 1094, 1101-1103, and 1105-1107 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference: Mr. HAMIL-
TON, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
GILMAN, and Mr. GOODLING.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Government Operations,
for consideration of sections 818, 829,
1023, 1050, 2816, 2821, 2823, 2839, and 3140
of the House bill and sections 825, 2843,
2844, and 2902-2908 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to
conference: Mr. CONYERS, Mrs. COLLINS
of Illinois, Mr. ENGLISH of Oklahoma,
Mr. CLINGER, and Mr. MCCANDLESS.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on the Judiciary, for con-
sideration of section 262 of the House
bill, and modifications committed to
conference: Mr. BROOKS, Mr. SYNAR,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FisH, and Mr. MOOR-
HEAD.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on the Judiciary, for con-
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sideration of section 1022 of the House
bill, and modifications committed to
conference: Mr. BROOKS, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, and
Mr. FISH.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on the Judiciary, for con-
sideration of section 1082 of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Mr. BROOKS, Mr.
MazzoLl, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. FISH, and
Mr. MCCOLLUM.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, for the consideration of sec-
tions 1351, 1352, and 1354-1359 of the
House bill and sections 654 and 3501-
3506 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. STUDDS, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, and Mr.
BATEMAN.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, for consideration of sections
265, 1314, and 3137 of the House bill and
sections 328, 2841, 2851, 2915, 3103, and
3135 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. STUDDS, Mrs. UNSOELD,
Mr. REED, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, and Mr.
BATEMAN.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Natural Resources, for
consideration of section 2818 of the
House bill and sections 2855, 3132, 3139,
and 3147 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
VENTO, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska, and Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, for consideration of sections
364, 901, 934, 943, and 1408 of the House
bill and sections 523, 1064, and 3504 of
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Mr.
CLAY, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. MYERS of Indiana, and Mrs.
MORELLA.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation, for consideration of sections
2816 and 2841 of the House bill and sec-
tions 1068, 1087, 2833, 2842, and 2917 of
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Mr. MiI-
NETA, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. WISE, Mr.
SHUSTER, and Mr. CLINGER.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Rules, for consideration
of section 1008 (relating to funding
structure for contingency operations)
of the House bill, and modifications
committed to conference: Mr. DERRICK,
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. FROST, Mr. SOLO-
MON, and Mr. QUILLEN.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology, for consideration of sec-
tions 215, 262, 265, 1303, 1304, 1312-1318,
and 3105 of the House bill and sections
203, 233, 235, 803, and 3141-3148 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications
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committed to conference: Mr. BROWN of
California, Mr. VALENTINE, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WALK-
ER, and Mr. FAWELL.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Small Business, for con-
sideration of section 829 of the House
bill, and modifications committed to
conference: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. SMITH of
Iowa, and Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, for
consideration of sections 1071 and 1079
of the Senate amendment and modi-
fications committed to conference: Mr.
MONTGOMERY, Mr. SANGMEISTER, and
Mr. STuMP: Provided, That Mr. SLAT-
TERY is appointed in lieu of Mr.
SANGMEISTER solely for the consider-
ation of section 1079,

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Ways and Means, for
consideration of sections 653, 705, and
1087 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. GIB-
BONS, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. ARCHER, and Mr.
CRANE.

At 2:08 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House insists upon its
disagreement to all amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 2492) making
appropriations for the government of
the District of Columbia and other ac-
tivities chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1994, and for other purposes, and asks a
further conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon; and appoints Mr. DIXON, Mr.
STOKES, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
SKAGGS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. NATCHER, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. BONILLA, and
Mr. MCDADE be the managers on the
part of the House.

At 5:58 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 25619) making ap-
propriations for the Department of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju-
diciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994,
and for other purposes, it recedes from
its disagreement to the amendments of
the Senate numbered 7, 11, 62, 79, 80, 99,
120, 137, 145, and 171, and has agreed
thereto; and that the House recedes
from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 3, 5, 10,
21, 22, 23, 27, 30, 31, 34, 37, 44, 52, 63, 64,
67, 71, 73, 75, 78, 81, 84, 93, 97, 101, 110,
111, 113, 114, 115, 122, 129, 130, 132, 133,
135, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 147, 148, 149,
150, 159, 161, 162, 166, 169, 170, 174, and
175 to the bill, and has agreed thereto,
each with an amendment, in which it
requests the concurrence of the Senate.
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MEASURES REFERRED

The following measure was read the
first and second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 914. An act to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act to designate certain seg-
ments of the Red River in Kentucky as com-
ponents of the national wild and scenic riv-
ers system, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

The following bill, previously re-
ceived from the House of Representa-
tives for concurrence, was read, and re-
ferred as indicated:

H.R. 2677. An act to authorize the Board of
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to
plan, design, and construct the West Court of
the National Museum of Natural History
building; to the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration.

The following concurrent resolution,
previously received from the House of
Representatives for concurrence, and
referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res, 143. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress concern-
ing the historic opportunity for peace in the
Middle East; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and placed on the calendar:

H.R. 2351. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal years 1994 and 1995 to carry
out the National Foundation on the Arts and
the Humanities Act of 1965, and the Museum
Services Act.

H.R. 2632. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the Patent Trademark Office in the
Department of Commerce for fiscal year 1994.

H.R. 2840. An act to amend title 17, United
States Code, to establish copyright arbitra-
tion royalty panels to replace the Copyright
Royalty Tribunal, and for other purposes.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-165T. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report of the study of buoy
chain procurement practices; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-1658. A communication from the Acting
Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port of abnormal occurrences at licensed nu-
clear facilities for the period April 1 through
June 30, 1993; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

EC-1659. A communication from the Acting
General Counsel, Department of Commerce,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
entitled “Fair Trade in Auto Parts Exten-
sion Act of 1992"; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC-1660. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Merit Systems Protection Board,
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transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti-
tled ‘““Whistleblowing in the Federal Govern-
ment: An Update'; to the Committee on
Governmental Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. RIEGLE, from the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with
amendments:

5. 483. A bill to provide for the minting of
coins in commemoration of Americans who
have been prisoners of war, and for other
purposes.

S. 1159. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of women who have served in the Armed
Forces of the United States.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources:

William B. Gould IV, of California, to be a
member of the National Labor Relations
Board for the remainder of the term expiring
August 27, 1993;

William B. Gould IV, of California, to be a
member of the National Labor Relations
Board for the term of 5 years expiring Au-
gust 27, 1998;

John Calhoun Wells, of Texas, to be Fed-
eral Mediation and Conciliation Director;
and

Martin John Manley, of California, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Labor.

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.)

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. WELLSTONE:

8. 1570. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prevent persons who have
committed domestic abuse from obtaining a
firearm; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and
Mrs. BOXER):

S. 1571. A bill to improve immigration law
enforcement; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. HATFIELD:

S. 1572, A bill to amend the Family Vio-
lence Prevention and Services Act to author-
ize the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to administer a Federal demonstration
program to coordinate response and strategy
within many sectors of local communities
for intervention and prevention of domestic
violence; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

By Mr. SIMON:

S. 1573. A bill to provide equal leave bene-
fits for adoptive parents; to the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources,
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By Mr, BRADLEY:

5. 1574. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the Coastal Heritage Trail Route in the
State of New Jersey, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Ms. MIKULSKI:

S. 1575. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for the establishment
of programs to encourage Federal employees
to commute by means other than single-oc-
cupancy motor vehicles; to the Committee
on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. WOFFORD:

S.J. Res. 146. A joint resolution designat-
ing May 1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as "'Na-
tional Walking Week'; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. WELLSTONE:

S. 1570. A bill to amend title 18, Unit-
ed States Code, to prevent persons who
have committed domestic abuse from
obtaining a firearm; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

THE DOMESTIC VIOLENCE FIREARM PREVENTION

ACT OF 1993

e Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
today, I am introducing a bill to take
guns out of the hands of people who are
violent toward their spouse or children.
The Domestic Violence Firearm Pre-
vention Act is one more important step
toward breaking the cycle of domestic
violence. I am proud to say that Min-
nesota was the first State to enact this
type of legislation on a State level.

This is critical legislation. We know
that the only difference between a bat-
tered woman and a dead woman is a
gun. According to the FBI a woman is
beaten every 12 seconds in the United
States. Over 4,000 women are killed
each year at the hands of their
batterers. An estimated 150,000 inci-
dents of domestic violence involve a
weapon. A recent study in the New
England Journal of Medicine found
that battered women and others who
have been physically abused in a pre-
vious family fight are almost five
times more likely to be murdered or
involved in a fatal shooting.

Currently, under Federal law, there
is a list of circumstances, including
conviction of a felony and mental in-
competence, that prevent individuals
from legally owning a gun. This legis-
lation would add to that list those who
have been convicted of domestic vio-
lence. Under this bill, anyone who has
been convicted of abusing their spouse
or child, or who has a restraining order
issued against them because of threat-
ened abuse, would be prohibited from
obtaining a firearm. This bill would
also prohibit anyone from selling or
giving a gun to someone they know, or
should know, is a perpetrator of domes-
tic violence or has a court issued re-
straining order.

Just this past weekend in Minnesota,
it was reported that a man fatally shot
his girlfriend at his apartment after
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she tried to break up with him. He then
shot and killed himself.

Representative TORRICELLI, along
with Representatives SCHROEDER,
LowEY, and DELAURO, is introducing a
companion bill in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

My wife Sheila and I have worked to-
gether over the past several years on
strategies to protect victims of domes-
tic abuse and to break the cycle of vio-
lence.

Earlier this year I introduced two
other bills that deal with prevention of
domestic violence—the Child Safety
Act, S. 870, a bill to establish super-
vised visitation centers for families
that have a history of violence, and the
Violence Reduction Training Act, S.
869, a bill to train health care providers
to identify and refer victims of domes-
tic abuse.

Next week we are having a hearing
on domestic violence. One of the wit-
nesses was herself a victim of domestic
violence. She was shot by her ex-hus-
band as was her 6-year-old son. She
now lives with an artificial leg as a re-
sult.

Next week Sheila and I are sponsor-
ing an art exhibit from Minnesota
called the Silent Witness. This exhibit
is an extraordinary visual display of
the impact of domestic violence. It is a
traveling memorial honoring the 26
women who were murdered in Min-
nesota during 1990 in acts of domestic
violence. The exhibit is made up of 27
life-size silhouettes. Twenty-six of
them represent women whose lives
ended violently at the hands of a hus-
band, ex-husband, partner, or acquaint-
ance. The 27th figure represents those
uncounted women whose deaths went
unreported or unacknowledged. Ten of
the twenty-seven died from gunshot
wounds.

We must stop the violence—in homes
as well as in the streets. This bill takes
a strong step toward stopping the
crime of domestic violence.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
sponsoring this important legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

5. 1570

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 ‘‘Domestic
Violence Firearm Prevention Act’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—

(1) domestic violence is the leading cause
of injury to women in the United States be-
tween the ages of 15 and 44;

(2) firearms are used by the abuser in 7 per-
cent of domestic violence incidents; and

(3) individuals with a history of domestic
abuse should not have easy access to fire-
arms.
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SEC. 3. PROHIBITION AGAINST DISPOSAL OF
FIREARMS TO, OR RECEIPT OF FIRE-
ARMS BY, PERSONS WHO HAVE COM-
MITTED DOMESTIC ABUSE.

(A) PROHIBITION AGAINST DISPOSAL OF FIRE-
ARMS.—Section 922(d) of title 18, United
States Code, is amended—

ﬁ(11 by striking “‘or"' at the end of paragraph
(6);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (7) and inserting **; or""; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol-
lowing:

*(8)A) has been convicted in any court of
the United States of an offense that—

(1) has as an element the use, attempted
use, or threatened use of physical force
against a spouse, former spouse, domestic
partner, child, or former child of the person;
or

*(ii) by its nature, involves a substantial
risk that physical force against a spouse,
former spouse, domestic partner, child, or
former child of the person may be used in the
course of committing the offense; or

‘(B) is required, pursuant to an order is-
sued by a court of the United States in a case
involving the use, attempted use, or threat-
ened use of physical force against a person
described in subparagraph (A), to maintain a
minimum distance from the person so de-
scribed.”.

(b) PROHIBITION AGAINST RECEIPT OF FIRE-
ARMS.—Section 922(g) of title 18, United
States Code, is amended—

6(1,1 by striking “‘or" at the end of paragraph
(6);

(2) by inserting ‘‘or'" at the end of para-
graph (7); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol-
lowing:

“(B)A) has been convicted in any court of
the United States of an offense that—

*(i) has as an element the use, attempted
use, or threatened use of physical force
against a spouse, former spouse, domestic
partner, child, or former child of the person,
or

*(ii) by its nature, involves a substantial
risk that physical force against a spouse, do-
mestic partner, child, or former child of the
person may be used in the course of commit-
ting the offense; or

*(B) is required, pursuant to an order is-
sued by a court of the United States in a case
involving the use, attempted use, or threat-
ened use of physical force against a person
described in subparagraph (A), to maintain a
minimum distance for the person so de-
scribed;".®

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself
and Mrs. BOXER):

S. 1571. A bill to improve immigra-
tion law enforcement; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

IMMIGRATION LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1983

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce to the Immigra-
tion Law Enforcement Act of 1993,
which sets forward a plan for the Fed-
eral Government to effectively enforce
our Nation's borders.

Mr. President, I am proud that this
legislation is coaunthored by my col-
league and friend, Senator BARBARA
BOXER.

A few days prior to July 4, I think a
very special holiday for all of us in
America because we celebrate our her-
itage of independence and the growth
of our Nation, I first spoke out on the
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issue of immigration, an idea which is
really at the core of our Nation's iden-
tity.

I spoke out for one fundamental rea-
son: Concern that America's inability
to control her borders, to adeguately
deter and prevent illegal immigrants
from flocking to the United States,
could—and most probably would—
cause a backlash against all immi-
grants.

According to a House Government
Operations Committee report released
in August of this year, 77 percent of all
of the legal immigrants of this country
reside in six States. They are Califor-
nia, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois,
and New Jersey.

So, essentially, six States are home
to 77 percent of all of the immigrants
in our country. 3

It is also estimated that almost 9
million, 8.9 million, people have come
to this country legally over the past 10
years. But another 3 million have en-
tered our country illegally. According
to unofficial Census Bureau figures,
California is home to 52 percent of all
of the undocumented immigrants of
this Nation. That is 2,083,000 illegal im-
migrants in my State alone.

This steady stream of illegal immi-
grants across our borders, particularly
in the Southwest region, has resulted
in many immigrants, including those
here quite legally, feeling decidedly un-
welcome.

To encourage a rational discussion of
what is an emotionally charged issue, I
advanced seven moderate steps this
summer to enforce our borders, to
begin to streamline the asylum proc-
ess, and to deport illegal immigrants
convicted of aggravated felonies to
serve their prison time in their country
of origin rather than in our jails.

I have discussed these proposals with
the President, the Attorney General,
INS Commissioner-designee Doris
Meissner, my colleagues on the Senate
Judiciary and Appropriations Commit-
tee, Hispanic-American and Asian-
American elected officials and commu-
nity leaders, and many others.

Additionally, I have written to Presi-
dent Salinas of Mexico urging that his
country to step up efforts, which are
now nonexistent, to enforce its borders
and received a response stating that
the Mexican Government is amenable
to discussing these matters. I ask
unanimous consent that a copy of this
letter and the Mexican Government’'s
response be printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing my remarks.

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
August 17, 1993,
His Excellency, CARLOS SALINAS DE GORTARI,
President of the Republic of Merico, Mezico
City, Merico,

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On June 30th of this
year I took the floor of the United States
Senate to speak at length about immigra-
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tion, a subject of great importance to the
United States and my State of California. As
the daughter and granddaughter of immi-
grants, I expressed concern that—unless the
United States took immediate and effective
steps to control illegal immigration—{rus-
tration with the economic burden of that in-
flux could cause a retreat from our nation’s
longstanding commitment to legal immigra-
tion.

It is the responsibility of our respective
governments to prevent such a tragedy, Mr.
President. That is why I have written to you
today.

According to United States Census figures
just released, of the 4 million undocumented
persons now estimated to be living in the
United States, over half (2.083 million or
52%) are living in California. Moreover, the
U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service
reported in 1992 (the last year for which fig-
ures are now available) that 95.8% of all per-
sons apprehended entering the United States
illegally were Mexican citizens.

We both understand the tremendous eco-
nomic burden of caring for these people
placed upon border states like California. I
respectfully submit, Mr. President, that nei-
ther of our nations can tolerate any longer
the inadequately regulated illegal outflow of
Mexican citizens into the United States.

As detailed in my recent remarks, a copy
of which are attached, I will continue to
work to build further support in Congress for
the expansion, equipment and
professionalization of the United States Bor-
der Patrol. It is clear to me that the United
States cannot—and, frankly, should not—
unilaterally bear the burden of substantially
curtailing illegal immigration from Mexico.

Consequently, I have urged President Clin-
ton and Ambassador Kantor te make Mexi-
co’s affirmative commitment to help control
the border with the United States a pre-
condition of America's endorsement of the
North American Free Trade Agreement.
Such a commitment would, I believe, facili-
tate Senate ratification of the Agreement. It
certainly would encourage my affirmative
support.

As a matter of equity and economics, Mr.
President, I feel strongly that working to-
gether to control our border is the right
thing for both of our nations to do. Accord-
ingly, in my capacity as an individual Mem-
ber of Congress, I respectfully ask that you
and your government make control of our
mutual border as high a priority in Mexico
as it clearly has become, and will remain, in
the United States today.

If I or my staff can assist you in any way,
Mr. President, please do not hesitate to call
on us. I look forward to an ongoing and pro-
ductive dialogue with you on this and other
matters of common concern.

Respectfully yours,
DIANNE FEINSTEIN,
U.S. Senator.

EMBASSY OF MEXICO,
Washington, DC, September 15, 1993,
Hon. DIANNE FEINSTEIN,
Senate Hart Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR FEINSTEIN: Please find en-
closed a letter addressed to you by Mr. Fer-
nando Solana, Secretary of Foreign Rela-
tions of Mexico.

Yours sincerely,
JORGE MONTARNO,
Ambassador.
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[Translation]

SECRETARY OF FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Tlatelolco, Merico, September 10, 1993,

Hon., SENATOR FEINSTEIN: I am writing in
reference to your considerate letter of Au-
gust 17th, in which you addressed your con-
cerns with respect to the migration of illegal
immigrants from Mexico to California.

Mexico respects the right of Mexicans to
emigrate as a constitutional guarantee. At
the same time, however, the Mexican govern-
ment wants to export merchandise to the
United States, not people. This goal was es-
sential in the decision to open up negotia-
tions for a North American Free Trade
Agreement. Only through the advancement
of mutual prosperity can we administer, to-
gether, this purpose.

We should recall that the report by the Bi-
partisan Commission of the United States
Congress on the Study of International Mi-
gration and Cooperative Economic Develop-
ment of July 1990, shows the economic aspect
as one of the principal causes of the problem.

Nevertheless, my government has been and
is in the best disposition to continue an hon-
est and open dialogue with the government
of the United States to confront the immi-
gration problem while protecting the human
rights of the Mexican migratory workers.

In sum, through the Group on Immigration
Issues of the Binational Mexican-American
Commission, the Mexican Government will
continue to maintain high level contact with
the government of the United States and is
also disposed to continue a dialogue with
you and other Congressional Representatives
as well as the Executive Body of the State of
California with respect to this issue.

Cordially Yours,
FERNANDO SOLANO.

I have also made two visits to the
border in the past 4 months, one with
Attorney General Janet Reno and Sen-
ator BARBARA BOXER. Both trips have
reinforced the need for Federal action.

There I saw literally hundreds of ille-
gal immigrants lined up on one side of
the border, waiting for night to fall to
play a cat-and-mouse game with a
vastly outnumbered Border Patrol. In
many places on that border, a single
Border Patrol agent is responsible for
securing up to 3 miles of border with
literally hundreds of people standing
atop buildings waiting to see when his
back is turned so that they can sneak
across. And about 2,000 a day do just
that.

I saw helicopters, 25 years old and so
rickety that the Border Patrol would
not take a civilian up in them.

I saw an underground tunnel, 65 feet
deep with air-conditioning and light-
ing, going from the inside of a ware-
house on one side of the border to the
inside of another warehouse on our side
of the border, built for one purpose: to
smuggle drugs from Mexico to the
United States.

I saw border gates at San Diego run-
ning at half staff—just 12 out of the 24
lanes in use—with miles of backed-up
traffic pumping pollution into the air,
costing untold dollars as people waited
hour after hour to be legally author-
ized to cross the border.

The facts are clear: Our immigration
laws are meaningless without the re-
sources to enforce them. And the re-
sounding conclusion is that the men
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and women of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service, its Border Pa-
trol, and the Customs Service—the
three agencies primarily responsible
for enforcing our borders—are over-
whelmed.

During testimony earlier this sum-
mer, before a House committee, I heard
Henry Wray, of the General Accounting
Office, state:

We have effectively lost control of the
Southwest border, and I think there are tre-
mendous shortages in staff on the part of the
Border Patrol.

The recent Operation Blockade ex-
periment in El1 Paso, where 450 agents
working overtime saturated a 20-mile
strip of border, has shown that illegal
immigration can be reduced. It is sim-
ply not true that we cannot enforce our
borders. Arrests have dropped substan-
tially, from about 1,000 a day to just
about 100.

While I would like to see a variation
of Operation Blockade along the south-
west border in California as an interim
measure, I think the long-term Federal
Government solution must be a dif-
ferent one.

I rise today, therefor, to introduce
the Immigration Law Enforcement Act
of 1993, which is designed both to im-
plement a number of proposals that I
made this summer and to complement
President Clinton’s asylum reform and
antismuggling initiative introduced by
Senator KENNEDY in late July.

First and foremost, this legislation
will provide the resources clearly need-
ed to enforce our borders. Specifically,
in addition to the 700 new agents for
which we have obtained funding in this
year's appropriations cycle, it would
add 1,400 Border Patrol agents over the
next 2 fiscal years.

It would dedicate a lion’s share of the
new agents to the southwest border.

It would give bilingual applicants
priority in the hiring process.

And it would authorize the Attorney
General to obtain, from other Federal
agencies and the private sector, air-
craft, vehicles, detection devices, and
other equipment needed for the Border
Patrol to function effectively.

When I visited the border between
San Diego and Tijuana, while 2,000 peo-
ple were coming over illegally a night,
there was just one infrared detection
system available to the Border Patrol.

Second, it is my hope and expecta-
tion that this legislation will help re-
duce cases of abuse by the small minor-
ity of Border Patrol agents responsible
for them. Reports by the American
Friends Service Committee and Ameri-
cas Watch documented over 1,000 inci-
dents of abuse in immigration law en-
forcement over the last 3 years. These
incidents involved verbal and physical
abuse, illegal searches, and the de-
struction of property. They can and
should be curtailed by the additional
training-in-service ongoing of current
agents and enhanced training of new
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agents funded by this bill. In addition,
the Attorney General will be required
to report annually to the Congress
under this legislation on the status of
the Department of Justice's effort to
reduce Border Patrol abuse.

Third, this legislation provides addi-
tional resources to boost efforts to
interdict drugs along the border.

In 1990, along California's southern
border, the INS, Customs, and Drug En-
forcement Agency, working together in
Operation Alliance, seized nearly
400,000 pounds of marijuana with a min-
imum street value of $1.2 billion and
34,000 pounds of cocaine conservatively
valued at $326 million if sold on our
streets. In just one night at the border,
I myself saw a car that had just at-
tempted to enter the United States
whose entire interior was rimmed with
kilos of marijuana.

The legislation I am introducing
today authorizes additional funds, to
be spent at the discretion of the Attor-
ney General, for the Organized Crime
Drug Enforcement Task Force pro-
gram. Since its inception in 1982, this
interagency program has put almost
25,000 drug traffickers and criminals
behind bars and seized cash and prop-
erty worth more than $2.5 billion. It is
exactly the kind of interdiction effort
worth an additional investment by our
Government, an investment that this
bill can help fund.

Fourth, this legislation will speed

legal crossings at all land borders of
our country by fully staffing existing
border gates and authorizing the con-
struction of new facilities needed to
handle the transborder crossing vol-
ume.
Today in San Diego, commuters and
tourists often wait 2 and 3 hours to
pass through our busiest port of
entry—often times, because only half
of the available gates are staffed.

This legislation would provide for the
staffing of all land border crossing
lanes along the southwest border dur-
ing peak hours within 3 years; estab-
lished lanes for fregquent border cross-
ers; build additional facilities, if need-
ed, to speed border crossing; and fund
construction of the fences, buildings
and infrastructure needed by the INS,
Customs and DEA to more effectively
monitor the border.

Fifth, the Immigration Law Enforce-
ment Act compliments the President’s
asylum reform efforts by revoking part
of the 1990 Executive order granting en-
hanced consideration in the political
asylum process for persons claiming
that they are fleeing restrictive birth
control policies.

In other words, now all somebody has
to do is say ‘‘abortion,” and they are
granted political asylum. That is not
what political asylum was meant to be.
Such persons, in my opinion, are not
the refugees that the asylum process
was meant to shelter.

Sixth, this legislation addresses a
costly problem that affects prisons in

October 20, 1993

several States. Today, if an illegal im-
migrant is convicted of an aggravated
felony and sentenced to our prison sys-
tem, the prisoner can veto any attempt
by our Government to deport him or
her, even if we have a reciprocal treaty
with the prisoner's country of origin to
do so. That option should be removed,
and prisoner transfer treaties nego-
tiated or renegotiated with our neigh-
bors and other nations, so that con-
victed alien felons can be returned to
their countries of origin to serve their
prison time,

The California Department of Correc-
tions reported on January 7 of this
year that over 21,000 of the 109,000 in-
mates in California prisons are foreign
born, and an estimated 16,000 of these
inmates are subject to deportation
once they complete their sentences. In
11 percent of the cases, the criminal
aliens are in prison for murder, while
37 percent have been found guilty of
the sale, manufacture, or possession or
sale of drugs.

Almost 50 percent of them therefore,
either committed murder or sold drugs.
The Los Angeles County Board of Su-
pervisors estimates that criminal
aliens account for about 11 percent of
the L.A. County jail population, result-
ing in over §75 million a year in crimi-
nal justice system costs. I say that it is
time to help local government and re-
quire that illegal immigrants, con-
victed of aggravated felonies—murder,
gun or drug trafficking, or any violent
crime that carries a prison sentence of
5 years or more—serve their jail time
in their countries or origin.

This legislation addresses this prob-
lem in two ways. It allows Federal
judges, at the time of sentencing, to
authorize the deportation of illegal im-
migrants convicted of these crimes
once they serve their time in an Amer-
ican prison. Believe it or not, today,
there must be a second deportation
hearing often held after the prisoner
has been released.

Also, it would empower the Secretary
of State and the Attorney General to
negotiate agreements allowing the
United States to return for incarcer-
ation in their home countries any ille-
gal immigrants convicted of a deport-
able offense.

Seventh, the Immigration Enforce-
ment Act also includes a funding mech-
anism, a modest and reasonable border
crossing fee, to make these improve-
ments. The bill establishes a revolving
fund within the Treasury to accept rev-
enues generated by a border crossing
fee of $1 to be paid by anyone, whether
citizen, tourist or immigrant, entering
the United States at any land border
crossing or seaport: north, south, east,
or west.

Based on 1992 Customs Service fig-
ures, a dollar crossing fee could raise
more than $400 million annually. This
bill also provides the Attorney General
with the authority to adjust the fee
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from time to time and to institute dis-
count fee programs for frequent border
crossers.

I am pleased to say that the border
fee concept is under serious consider-
ation by the administration, has been
endorsed by newspapers such as USA
Today and the Los Angeles Times; my
colleague, Senator BARBARA BOXER; the
Governor of the State of California;
California Treasurer, Kathleen Brown,
and the Boards of Supervisors of Los
Angeles and San Diego County. A re-
cent Los Angeles Times poll shows that
more than 70 percent of the people of
the State of California support such a
fee.

Finally, in addition to accomplishing
the primary purposes of the bill just
outlined, the Immigration Law En-
forcement Act also authorizes the use
of border fee revenues to fund asylum
reform and antismuggling measures in
the administration’s proposals, if need-
ed. Funds may also go to fight drug
smuggling and to assist legal immi-
grants to become naturalized American
citizens—something we should all want
to see.

When I took the floor on June 30 to
address the importance of preserving
legal immigration by controlling ille-
gal breaches of our borders, and to out-
line the program which is now at the
core of the Immigration Law Enforce-
ment Act, I did so not simply as a U.S.
Senator, but as the daughter of an im-
migrant and the granddaughter of im-
migrants.

It is my belief that this legislation,
in conjunction with the administra-
tion's complimentary efforts to re-
make our troubled asylum system, and
to heavily punish alien syndicate
smugglers, constitutes a substantial
step toward regaining control of our
borders. Such control is a prerequisite
to silencing the anti-immigration rhet-
oric now being heard from California to
Washington.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this legislation and, in
doing so, to protect the thousands of
men and women who risked everything
to make America their own.

By Mr. HATFIELD:

S. 1572. A bill to amend the Family
Violence Prevention and Services Act
to authorize the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to administer a
Federal demonstration program to co-
ordinate response and strategy within
many sectors of local communities for
intervention and prevention of domes-
tic violence; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE COMMUNITY INITIATIVE ACT

Mr. HATFIELD. Madam President,
today I am introducing legislation that
speaks to one of the most pervasive
and devastating of the root causes of
crime and violence in our society: vio-
lence in the home. Throughout history
we have known that violence begets vi-
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olence. This truth was illustrated
sharply in a comprehensive study last
year by the National Institute of Jus-
tice which stated that being abused or
neglected as a child increased the like-
lihood of arrest as a juvenile by 53 per-
cent, and increased the chance of ar-
rest for violent crime by 38 percent.

Domestic violence is the single larg-
est cause of injury to women in Amer-
ica—up to 4 million women suffer its
consequences annually; every 15 sec-
onds a woman is beaten in this coun-
try, and each day 10 women die from
its effects according to a report by the
Department of Health and Human
Services. But, men are often its vic-
tims also. Violence can be initiated by
or suffered by any member of the fam-
ily. It does not limit itself within gen-
der, racial, or economic lines. It is a
disease that, in our society, is repul-
sively rampant.

In Portland this year, almost twice
as many people have been murdered
from domestic violence as those killed
in gang-related murders. We like to
cite statistics because they often prove
useful in the business of setting na-
tional policies. However, these stagger-
ing statistics eventually begin to
bounce off of us like so many nightly
news tallies of the day’s worldwide car-
nage. It is not easy to reach out, to get
personally involved in a sensitive issue
that welcomes denial. But, in this in-
stance we must reach out—in our
schools, our hospitals, our churches,
and our civic groups. This is a problem
national in scope but embedded in the
most private of settings; the home.
Without widespread individual involve-
ment, any attempt by Government to
tackle the issue will fail.

The Domestic Violence Community
Initiative Act of 1993 which I introduce
today would address a need currently
unmet by any existing program. The
purpose of this bill is to facilitate a co-
ordinated community-based response
to domestic violence. It would estab-
lish a Federal demonstration program
authorizing grants to organizations in
communities throughout the country
to coordinate strategies amongst all
sectors including the education com-
munity, health-care providers, the jus-
tice system, the religious community,
business and civic leaders, State chil-

dren services divisions, and domestic .

violence program advocates.

In meetings with community rep-
resentatives in my State I found that
there was a lack of interaction, com-
munication, and coordination among
the various sectors attempting to
break this cycle of tragedy and vio-
lence. Each specialty area is working
on a piece of the puzzle, but there is
not a comprehensive approach to this
problem which cuts across all special-
ties. For example, those in the medical
and education communities tell me
that there is now some training to rec-
ognize abuse, but that there is often no

25493

coordination with other professionals
on when, how, or to whom signs of
abuse should be reported. Efforts at co-
ordination are being made in many
communities, but there is a noted lack
of resources for such organization.

This proposal would tie these groups
together to share information, enhance
awareness of the problems surrounding
this issue, and coordinate action plans
for intervention and prevention of do-
mestic violence. Specifically, it would
authorize $20 million to allow the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
to make grants to assist these efforts.
This would enhance the effectiveness of
current statewide programs which
focus on providing shelter and counsel-
ing. And, as with other programs under
the Family Violence Prevention and
Services Act, this demonstration
project would be periodically evaluated
for effectiveness by the Secretary of
HHS. The eventual goal is to form a
commitment by communities and the
families who live in them to take posi-
tive action to stop this cycle of abuse.

The extent of family violence is
frightening. In Oregon, domestic crisis
centers take over 51,000 crisis calls per
year. In Multnomah County alone,
shelters and hotlines logged over 13,000
domestic violence crisis calls. Even
more horrifying is the fact that over 40
percent of child fatalities in Oregon
occur in homes where there is adult do-
mestic violence. When I visit shelters
in Oregon I am struck by the tragedy
of women trying to keep their lives to-
gether, by the faces of the innocent
children at the shelter who feel the ef-
fects of this violence so poignantly,
and by the knowledge that these are
the lucky ones—that Portland area
shelters must turn away 9 of 10 re-
quests for help because they are filled
to capacity.

In recent years we have made some
progress in recognizing the extent of
this problem. In the Appropriations
Committee we have overseen an in-
crease in funding for shelter and coun-
seling programs from $8.2 million in
1989 to $24.7 million last year. All
across the country during the month of
October an effort is being made to en-
hance the awareness of domestic vio-
lence. Upon this foundation of will, we
must continue to build our resolve to
eradicate violence in the home.

I am also a cosponsor of the Violence
Against Women Act and applaud the
general funding for domestic violence
programs included in that bill by
Chairman BIDEN and others, The bill I
introduce today is a natural enhance-
ment to those proposals in that it spe-
cifically focuses on the concept of ac-
tive involvement by all sectors of a
local community. This is an idea that
should be tested in a variety of forms
in many different States. I welcome
the support of my colleagues and hope
that you will join me in this effort.
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I ask unanimous consent that the
letters from community groups sup-
porting the need for this demonstra-
tion program be printed in the RECORD
immediately following my remarks. I
also ask unanimous consent that the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 1572

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United Stales of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the '‘Domestic
Violence Community Initiative Act of 1993"".
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMUNITY PRO-

GRAMS ON DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.

The Family Violence Prevention and Serv-
ices Act (42 U.8.C. 10401 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

“SEC. 316. DEMONSTRATION GRANTS FOR COM-
MUNITY INITIATIVES.

“(a) IN GENERAL,—The Secretary shall pro-
vide grants to nonprofit private organiza-
tions to establish projects in local commu-
nities involving many sectors of each com-
munity to coordinate intervention and pre-
vention of domestic violence.

*‘(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a grant
under this section, an entity—

‘(1) shall be a nonprofit organization orga-
nized for the purpose of coordinating com-
munity projects for the intervention in and
prevention of domestic violence;

‘*(2) shall include representatives of perti-
nent sectors of the local community,
incuding—

*‘(A) health care providers;

**(B) the education community;

*Y(C) the religious community;

‘(D) the justice system;

*(E) domestic violence program advocates;

*(F) human service entities such as State
child services divisions; and

“(G) business and civic leaders;

*(¢) APPLICATIONS.—An organization that
desires to receive a grant under this section
shall submit to the Secretary an application,
in such form and in such manner as the Sec-
retary shall prescribe through notice in the
Federal Register, that—

*(1) demonstrates that the applicant will
serve a community leadership function,
bringing together opinion leaders from each
sector of the community to develop a coordi-
nated community consensus opposing domes-
tic violence;

**(2) demonstrates a community action
component to improve and expand current
intervention and prevention strategies
through increased communication and co-
ordination among all affected sectors;

*(3) includes a complete description of the
applicant’s plan for the establishment and
operation of the community project, includ-
ing a description of—

*(A) the method for identification and se-
lection of an administrative committee
made up of persons knowledgeable in domes-
tic violence to oversee the project, hire staff,
assure compliance with the project outline,
and secure annual evaluation of the project;

**(B) the method for identification and se-
lection of project staff and a project evalua-
tor;

*(C) the method for identification and se-
lection of a project council consisting of rep-
resentatives of the community sectors listed
in subsection (b)(2);
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‘(D) the method for identification and se-
lection of a steering committee consisting of
representatives of the various community
sectors who will chair subcommittees of the
project council focusing on each of the sec-
tors, and

“(E) a plan for developing outreach and
public education campaigns regarding do-
mestic violence; and

‘(4) contains such other information,
agreements, and assurances as the Secretary
may require.

*(d) TERM.—A grant provided under this
section may extend over a period of not more
than 3 fiscal years.

‘*(e) CONDITIONS OF PAYMENT.—Payments
under a grant under this section shall be sub-
ject to—

(1) annual approval by the Secretary; and

*(2) availability of appropriations.

*(f) GEOGRAPHICAL DISPERSION.—The Sec-
retary shall award grants under this section
to organizations in communities geographi-
cally dispersed throughout the country.

“(g) USE OF GRANT MONIES.—

**(1) IN GENERAL.—A grant made under sub-
section (a) shall be used to establish and op-
erate a community project to coordinate
intervention and prevention of domestic vio-
lence.

*(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In establishing and
operating a project, a nonprofit private orga-
nization shall—

“{A) establish protocols to improve and ex-
pand domestic violence intervention and pre-
vention strategies among all affected sec-
tors;

*(B) develop action plans to direct re-
sponses within each community sector that
are in conjunction with development in all
other sectors; and

*(C) provide for periodic evaluation of the
project with a written report and analysis to
assist application of this concept in other
communities.

*(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRAITIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section—

(1) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; and

*(2) such sums as are necessary for each of
the fiscal years 1995, 1996, and 1997,

to remain available until expended.

(1) REGULATIONS,—Not later than 60 days
after the date of enactment of this section,
the Secretary shall publish regulations im-
plementing this section. Not later than 120
days after the date of enactment, the Sec-
retary shall publish final regulations imple-
menting this section.”.

CITY OF PORTLAND, OR,
BUREAU OF POLICE,
Portland, OR, April 2, 1993.
Senator MARK O. HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: This is a letter of
support from the Portland Police Bureau's
Family Services Division for the proposed
Community Initiative to End Domestic Vio-
lence.

It is the immediate intention of the Police
Bureau to provide some enhanced service and
support to the victim's of domestic abuse.
We will investigate for prosecution more
cases, and certainly concentrate on cases
with serious indications for future violence.
In our planning, it became immediately ob-
vious that there is an important need for co-
ordination of all components of the domestic
violence systems and for heightened public
awareness and support. We believe Federal
assistance i{s necessary to the success of our
system.
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Law enforcement is only one piece of the
answer to domestic violence in Portland. We
support the initiative and request for consid-
eration.

If you have any questions about police re-
sponse to domestic violence, please call (503)
T796-3161.

Sincerely,
ROBERT BROOKS,
Captain, Family Services Division.
OREGON MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,
Portland, OR, February 8, 1993.
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: The Oregon Med-
ical Association is committed to the preven-
tion of domestic violence, and to that end,
supports the “Community Initiative to End
Domestic Violence' proposal.

Oregon physicians have identified domestic
violence as a priority public health issue be-
cause of its high cost to the health care sys-
tem and adverse impact on families. In fact,
the issue is so important to our members, we
have formed a Task Force on Family Vio-
lence and become involved in a community-
based coalition of groups, “Professionals in
Partnership.” This group is comprised of
health care and domestic violence represent-
atives committed to educating health care
professionals about their role in prevention.

As successful as the efforts of ‘‘Profes-
sionals in Partnership™ are, it is limited to
health care. The '"Community Initiative to
End Domestic Violence' is a comprehensive
plan integrating all sectors of the commu-
nity. The Oregon Coalition Against Domestic
& Sexual Violence has done an excellent job
in bringing together key community organi-
zations in this first-of-its-kind effort. With-
out federal funding, this broad-based solu-
tion to the domestic violence crisis will not

be possible.
OMA {s supportive of an initiative that
will develop a coordinated, systemic,

proactive response to eliminating domestic
violence. We thank you for your efforts to
make this project reality. With your help, we
have the opportunity to prevent countless
women and children from needless harm.
Sincerely,
JAMES A. CRoss, M.D.,
President.
PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
Portland, OR, March 29, 1993.
Re Proposed Community Initiative to End
Domestic Violence.
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: Portland Public
Schools wholeheartedly supports the Com-
munity Initiative to End Domestic Violence
proposal. We encourage your energy in work-
ing toward an appropriation to meet the
goals of this proposal for the next three
years.

Educators grades K-12 recognize the cor-
relation between domestic violence and its
impact on children. We are reminded daily
that domestic violence and the physical
abuse of students go hand in hand: our school
police investigated 258 allegations of phys-
ical abuse of students between July 1992 and
the end of February 1993. They estimate
most of this abuse occurs in conjunction
with domestic violence, and this figure is an
increase over the 1991-92 school year.

The emotional and physical trauma these
youngsters face when domestic violence oc-
curs is an enormous barrier to their school



October 20, 1993

success. Attendance, interpersonal skills,
and academic progress all suffer. School
staffs spend many hours with students and
families trying to counteract the negative
impact on both the total learning environ-
ment and individual student achievement.
Unfortunately, we find only a tiny number of
women turn to shelters or have access to re-
sources to get them and the family away
from their home violence. Our experience is
that neglect is also correlated to domestic
violence, and we find there are even fewer
community resources for this type of child
abuse.

Finally, domestic violence increases the
likelihood that students will resort to vio-
lence at school to settle problems. To offset
this we allocate many resources to keep
schools a safe place in which to learn by
teaching and modeling peaceful problem
solving skills.

At a time when community resources for
families are dwindling, including school re-
sources, more than ever before there is a
greater need for integrated services between
community agencies. An important strength
of this proposal is that it insures planning
and collaboration between seven community
sectors to bring intervention and prevention
programs to out community.

Thank you for your personal efforts and in-
volvement addressing this community prob-
lem.

Sincerely,
CAROLYN SHELDON,
Assistant Director,
Student Services Department.
CATHRYN C. SCHAR,
Supervisor,
Student Discipline Programs.
ECUMENICAL MINISTRIES OF OREGON,
Portland, OR, May 20, 1993.
Hon. MARK HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MARK: On behalf of Ecumenical Min-
istries of Oregon, I wish to express our active
interest in the proposed Coordinated Domes-
tic Violence Intervention Initiative that you
proposed. Our strong support has roots in our
growing awareness of the incidence of vio-
lence in our communities. Qur empirical
knowledge comes from our observation of
the Oregonians seeking services from our
medical, treatment and socialization pro-
grams. It also comes from the experience of
our 17 denominations and approximately 2000
congregations with their own members and
with the wider parish, the neighborhoods in
which they have facilities.

We acknowledge the need for prevention,
intervention and treatment. We recognize
our responsibility to be part of the response.
We share your concern about the widespread
tragedy of violence in the family and believe
it is essential for the religious community to
be a motivating factor in the development of
an effective community response, Through
our representative, Ellen Lowe, we have been
involved in the planning and development of
the Initiative.

As you know, we have enthusiastically
agreed to sponsor the project. We believe
this will promote the participation of the re-
ligious community. We also know that for
there to be a significant impact on this prob-
lem, the whole community must mobilize.
The initiative will enable us to do that. I un-
derstand the Initiative will be a model of
community coordination and mobilization
around domestic violence. There couldn't be
a better place to do it than Portland, as
many of us have developed cooperative rela-
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tionships in addressing other community
needs. As a statewide organization, we also
believe we can share our expanded knowledge
through congregations in all parts of Oregon.
Our Community Ministries Commission has
established sexual and domestic violence as
its highest priority.

Your long history of supporting peace and
justice efforts makes your leadership in this
endeavor most important. Your acknowl-
edgement of the importance of the family to
a just community and, ultimately, to a just
world is welcome leadership. The Initiative
will be a significant step in our long quest
for justice, equity and harmony.

Thank you for your continuing efforts on
behalf of Oregonians.

Sincerely,
The Reverend RODNEY I. PAGE,
Ezrecutive Director.
U.S. BANCORP,
Portland, OR, January 27, 1993.
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Senate Hart Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: As you Kknow,
U.S. Bancorp actively participates within
the communities where we do business to
make Oregon a better place for all citizens.
This letter is to convey to you U.S.
Bancorp’s support for a community wide ini-
tiative to end domestic violence.

Violence inflicted on women and children
in family settings is a prevalent and serious
societal problem that touches the lives of
too many. Up to 50% of all women will be
battered in an intimate relationship at some
time in their lives. These women are employ-
ees, neighbors, friends and family members.
It is a problem that results in homelessness,
death, psychological and physical injury for
a significant number of them. The cost to so-
ciety has to be enormous. Yet, current pro-
grams and services are very poorly funded,
both nationally and locally. With cutbacks
in all sectors, the picture will only get worse
unless we come together as a community to
initiate change.

U.S. Bancorp has supported the Oregon Co-
alition Against Domestic and Sexual Vio-
lence (OCADSV) with monetary contribu-
tions as well as the support of staff. Our in-
tent is to provide continued support. In addi-
tion, we would like to see a concerted effort
on the part of business, in partnership with
other community groups, to end the problem
of domestic violence.

To gain momentum for such a project, fed-
eral leadership is needed. We urge you to
consider and work for such an initiative.
Without strong support from all sectors, too
many women and children will continue to
become victims with no place to turn.

Sincerely,
JUDITH R. RICE,
Ezecutive Vice President.
JEWISH FEDERATION
OF PORTLAND,
Portland, OR, May 18, 1993.
Senator MARK HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: We are pleased to
learn about the Coordinated Community Do-
mestic Violence Intervention Initiative that
is being developed as a result of your inter-
est.

Domestic violence is a real problem which
must be addressed. While small grassroots
organizations have worked untiringly on the
issue for nearly two decades, the community
as a whole has not assumed responsibility for
it.
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The Community Initiative will mobilize all
sectors of our community to determine what
can be done to end domestic violence. It will
also provide a way for all sectors to share in-
formation and ideas and work together in a
coordinated fashion. The Community Rela-
tions Committee of the Jewish Federation of
Portland supports this initiative. The
project has great potential for significantly
impacting the longstanding and tragic prob-
lem of domestic violence in our community.

Given the fiscal climate here in Oregon, we
cannot hope to undertake this endeavor
without national resources and leadership.
We appreciate your leadership in helping to
find solutions to this most serious and dev-
astating problem.

Sincerely,
PENNY ROBERTS, Chair.
PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
Portland, OR, April 1, 1993.
Re: Proposed Community Initiative to End
Domestic Violence.
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I join with many
others in lending my whole-hearted support
for the proposed community initiative to end
domestic violence.

As a teacher and school administrator for
many years and as the current administra-
tive supervisor of the Portland Public
Schools Police Department, I have long been
concerned about the impact on children and
their ability to learn caused by domestic vio-
lence. First hand observation of young vic-
tims dramatically illuminates the harrowing
reality embodied in our national statistics
on violence in American homes.

It is time for our community to take the
step of bringing together organizations and
leaders throughout the community to ad-
dress this problem on a large scale. The pro-
posed initiative presented to you recently is
well conceived and offers real promise to not
only make domestic violence a priority in
this community, but also to take strong and
positive action.

To succeed, this project requires staff and
will incur some expense. We sincerely appre-
ciate your efforts in working toward an ap-
propriation to accomplish this goal for the
next three years.

If I can be of assistance in any way, please
let me know,

Sincerely,
JOHN LASHLEY,
Director.
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN RESOURCES,
Salem, OR, January 29, 1993.
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
475 Cottage NE, Salem, OR.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: 1 support the
proposal by the Oregon Coalition Against
Domestic and Sexual Violence to develop the
community infra-structure necessary to sup-
port and coordinate prevention and interven-
tion services for victims of domestic vio-
lence.

I am the state coordinator for one source
of funds for the domestic violence shelters,
safe home networks and crisis lines in Or-
egon. Through my contact with these pro-
grams, I see the strong need for increased ad-
vocacy for ending domestic violence. Too
often, violence is still seen by the public and
other agencies as a family problem or domes-
tic dispute without a recognition of the seri-
ousness of the problem.
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I also see the strong need for increased
support for the domestic violence programs
themselves. They are providing direct serv-
ices to victims of domestic violence, both
those who come to shelter as well as those in
the community, and they are educating the
community and other professionals. There is
a definite lack of understanding of the issue
or commitment within some sectors of the
community. There is also the need for better
coordination of all the players involved. It is
a daunting task and the domestic violence
programs lack the staff and resources to ade-
quately take this on.

The Federal Government, through funding
this project, can take a leadership role in
stressing the importance of taking domestic
violence seriously and through helping de-
velop a model of a coordinated system. Even
when agencies and professionals understand
the issue and want to effect change, their re-
sources are often stretched beyond the abil-
ity for them to act as the primary change
agent. The project can mobilize and maxi-
mize the resources of the agencies and build
additional support.

Children's Services Division is in a unique
position. Our agency administers one source
of funding for domestic violence programs.
We work closely with an Advisory Commit-
tee with domestic violence program provid-
ers and interested community people. Addi-
tionally, we are the child protective services
agency and witness the effects of domestic
violence on children and our workload. We
support the call for increased coordination
and believe this project will positively im-
pact the delivery of services.

Sincerely,
BONNIE JEAN BRAEUTIGAM,
R rce Develop t Unit.

MULTNOMAH COUNTY,
LEGAL AID SERVICE,
Portland, OR, January 26, 1993.
Re Coordinated Domestic Violence Interven-
tion Initiative.
Senator MARK HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am writing to
indicate Multnomah County Legal Aid's
strong support for the Coordinated Domestic
Violence Intervention Initiative. The project
will stimulate community initiative to de-
velop a coordinated, systemic, proactive re-
sponse to domestic violence. The project in-
cludes all sectors of the community, includ-
ing health care, the courts, the religious
community, victim and offender programs,
and other human service providers, business
and civil leaders, the education system and
the media.

Multnomah County Legal Aid Service
(MCLAS) has worked on domestic violence
issues for over 20 years, providing represen-
tation to victims, education to the courts,
and public advocacy. For many years, we
have worked in conjunction with the Oregon
Coalition Against Domestic and Sexual Vio-
lence and local grassroots domestic violence
programs. One of the landmarks in this work
was the formation of the Multnomah County
Family Violence Steering Committee (con-
sisting of service providers and policymakers
in the legal system). The Steering Commit-
tee conducted a needs assessment and pro-
duced a report showing a 90% turnaway rate
for domestic violence shelters. The report
recommended developing coordinated com-
munity intervention as an important next
step in ending family violence. Through the
Steering Committee, MCLAS and other par-
ticipants have learned the value of coordi-
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nating the community's response to family
violence. The Steering Committee has laid
the groundwork for the Coordinated Domes-
tic Violence Intervention Initiative effort
and will be able to influence participation of
other community sectors.

The Steering Committee, on which MCLAS
is represented, has been involved in the de-
velopment of the Coordinated Domestic Vio-
lence Intervention Initiative and will con-
tinue to be actively involved in the project.
We support this project because it is an im-
portant project with great potential for hav-
ing a significant impact on domestic vio-
lence and the ways in which the community
deals with crime and social problems. What
is learned from this project should be trans-
latable and transferable to other geographic
and social problem areas.

However, without federal funding, there is
little likelihood that this project will be able
to advance. We appreciate your past efforts
in this area and hope that you will support
the Coordinated Domestic Violence Interven-
tion Initiative.

Very truly yours,
TERRY ANN ROGERS,
Erecutive Director.
RAPHAEL HOUSE OF PORTLAND,
Portland, OR, January 28, 1993.
Senator MARK HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am writing in
support of the proposed Community Initia-
tive to End Domestic Violence, a project de-
veloped by the Oregon Coalition against Do-
mestic and Sexual Violence and other local
groups.

There are many important projects being
developed in this area which will impact
services for domestic viclence victims and
perpetrators. It is critical that all of these
projects and groups work together to make
the prevention of domestic violence a prior-
ity in this area. The Community Initiative
to End Domestic Violence would be a signifi-
cant factor in coordinating the existing
projects and in stimulating other necessary
community action.

I am particularly excited about the in-
volvement of Ecumenical Ministries of Or-
egon in this project and the goal to educate
religious leaders about domestic violence.
Raphael House is looking forward to working
with the Initiative.

Thank you for your continuing interest in
and concern for viectims of domestic violence.

Sincerely,
MITCHELL JACOVER,
Ezxecutive Director.
CIRCUIT COURT OF OREGON,
FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT,
Portland, OR, January 26, 1993.
Re Proposed Community Initiative to End
Domestic Violence.
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I join with many
others in lending my whole-hearted support
for the proposed community initiative to end
domestic violence.

I first became interested in this issue a lit-
tle over five years ago when I was asked by
the National Council of Juvenile and Family
Court Judges to chair the first of several na-
tional projects aimed at improving court and
community response to domestic violence.
As part of that project, I convene a multi-
disciplinary group in Multnomah County
which has evolved to become the Multnomah
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County Family Violence Steering Commit-

tee.

It is now time for this community to take
the additional step of bringing together or-
ganizations and leaders throughout the com-
munity to address this problem on a larger
scale. The proposed initiative presented to
you a month or so ago is well conceived and
offers real promise to not only make domes-
tic violence a priority in this community,
but to take strong and positive action.

To succeed, this project requires staff and
will incur some expense. We sincerely appre-
ciate your efforts in working toward an ap-
propriation to accomplish this goal for the
next three years.

If I can be of assistance in any way, please
let me know, Best personal regards.

Cordially yours,
STEPHEN B. HERRELL,
Judge.

CiTY OF PORTLAND, OR,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES,
Portland, OR.
OREGON COALITION AGAINST DOMESTIC AND
SEXUAL VIOLENCE,
Portland, OR.

DEAR COALITION MEMBERS: I am writing in
enthusiastic support for the proposal which
has been developed to submit for a federally
funded pilot project on domestic violence
intervention strategies for our area. I think
it a particularly propitious time for this
project to come forward. Locally I hear in-
creasing concerns about the interrelated im-
pacts of violence in the home—impacts felt
in our corrections systems, in alcohol/drug
problems, in the stability of our children’s
lives, and in the safety of our schools and
neighborhoods.

Although concern about family violence
has been with some of us for more than twen-
ty years, the problem has finally come out of
the “domestic’’ and into the public policy
sphere. At a recent briefing on the police
budget, the topic of family violence came up
in several ways. Clearly, we cannot make
significant headway on preventive measures
until we are willing to deal directly, com-
prehensively, and resourcefully with rela-
tionship violence.

In recognition of the connection between
family violence and public safety issues, the
City Council allocated resources for shelter
beds and program development for the first
time this year. Although the amount was
small ($95,000) it was significant given the
competition for funding and the impending
cuts. The Council based its decision on the
local study From Harassment to Homicide pro-
duced by a local volunteer committee. As I
understand the proposal you have developed,
the project will build on and extend what we
have been struggling to achieve here.

I deeply hope for your success. Please let
me know if there is anything I might do to
further that possibility.

Sincerely,
GRETCHEN KAFOURY,
Commissioner.
MICHAEL D. SCHRUNK,
Portland, OR, February 10, 1993.
Senator MARK O. HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I'm writing in
support of the proposed Community Initia-
tive to End Domestic Violence, which
evolved from an Issue Day on Domestic Vio-
lence you held in Oregon last fall.

My office has participated in the Multno-
mah County Family Violence Steering Com-
mittee for over 5 years, helping produce the
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report “Free Harassment to Homicide"
which delineated the great need for collabo-
rative efforts to address this problem. One
example of a project that resulted from col-
laborative efforts is the deferred sentencing
program for batters which we implemented
in June of 1992. Eligible offenders can now
enter a six-month treatment program. While
in treatment the offenders are closely super-
vised by probation officers. Upon successful
completion criminal charges are dropped. To
set up and operate this program, we worked
with domestic violence shelter providers, po-
lice, the court, and parole and probation,
among others.

The Steering Committee's work dem-
onstrates the success of cooperative models
as well as the need to involve all relevant
sectors of the community in addressing the
tragic problem of domestic violence. The
Community Initiative will allow Multnomah
County to extend efforts begun by the Steer-
ing Committee to the religious, educational,
health care and business sectors in a truly
innovative approach to the problem. My of-
fice is eager to participate in this next im-
portant step.

The Community Initiative is a logical next
step, but one we cannot take without federal
assistance. I appreciate your personal con-
cern and involvement in this community
problem.

Very truly yours,
MICHAEL D. SCHRUNK,
District Attorney.
U.S. WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.,
Portland, OR, February 2, 1993.
Hon. MARK HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am pleased to
learn that you have been in contact with the
Oregon Coalition Against Domestic and Sex-
ual Violence for a community initiative to
deal with the crisis of spousal and family
abuse,

Cooperation of all sectors of the commu-
nity is necessary to address this complex and
far reaching problem. Federal-level leader-
ship could build the environment and direc-
tion for local business and civic involvement
as well as offset diminishing local funding.

As a company, we are considering how we
can most productively join in a leadership
role as this project develops.

We at U.S. West recognize the value of ad-
dressing these issues in a cooperative under-
taking with community-based organizations.
For example, domestic violence victim advo-
cates have been active participants in the de-
velopment of Caller 1.D. service for Oregon
telephone users.

Please accept my thanks for launching this
project.

Sincerely,
MARSHA B. CONGDON,
Vice President and CEO.
MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OR,
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES,
Portland, OR, January 29, 1993.
Senator MARK HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am writing in
support of the proposed Community Initia-
tive to End Domestic Violence, a project de-
veloped by the Oregon Coalition Against Do-
mestic and Sexual Violence and other local
groups.

Multnomah County Housing and Commu-
nity Services Division recognizes the wide-
spread, negative impact that domestic vio-
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lence has on our community. We are com-
mitted to advocating for the prevention of
this violence, and see a coordinated, commu-
nity initiative as a critical step in ending do-
mestic violence.

The Housing and Community Services Di-
vision will support this initiative in what-
ever way we can and hope to be involved in
its implementation. Thank you for your con-
tinuing interest in and concern for victims of
domestic violence.

Sincerely,
NORM MONROE,
Director.
BRADLEY-ANGLE HOUSE,
Portland, OR, January 28, 1993.
Senator MARK HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am writing in
support of the proposed Community Initia-
tive to End Domestic Violence, a project de-
veloped by Oregon Coalition against Domes-
tic and Sexual Violence and other local
groups.

Currently, in the Tri-Country area of Or-
egon, there are important projects being de-
veloped which will impact services for do-
mestic violence victims and perpetrators. It
is critical that all of these projects and the
groups which are developing them commu-
nicate and work together to make preven-
tion of domestic violence a priority. The
Community Initiative to End Domestic Vio-
lence would be a significant factor in coordi-
nating the existing projects and in stimulat-
ing other necessary community action.

Bradley-Angle House is currently working
with several groups in the community to ex-
pand services to domestic violence victims.
These groups include: Health Care Profes-
sionals, including the Oregon Medical Asso-
ciation, Oregon Nursing Association, staff
from Oregon Health Sciences University, to
develop protocols for emergency room and
medical offices to assess and intervene with
domestic violence victims and to develop
training materials and workshops to present
this information.

Portland Public Schools, through a grant
from Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, Administration for Children and Fami-
lies, Family Violence Prevention funds, to
develop curricula for elementary, middle and
high school students on domestic and dating
violence.

Portland Police Bureau, Multnomah Coun-
ty Corrections and District Attorney's office
and other criminal justice officials, through
the Portland Family Violence Steering Com-
mittee.

El Programo Hispana, a Gresham-based,
Catholic Community Services program for
the Hispanic community, to develop support
groups, case management and outreach
projects.

I have worked in the field of domestic vio-
lence intervention and prevention in several
capacities for the last 13 years. During that
time, I have seen an increase in the number
and severity of assaults. I have also seen
many women and men work hard to prevent
this violence and to provide safety and sup-
port for women who have been assaulted. I
believe that only through a coordinated,
community-wide commitment to ending do-
mestic violence will this violence eventually
decrease.

I and other members of the staff and Board
of Bradley-Angle House would be excited and
pleased to work with the Community Initia-
tive to End Domestic Violence, when it is
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funded. This is an important project, which
needs your support.
Sincerely,
CHIQUITA ROLLINS,
Ezecutive Director.
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN RESOURCES,
Portland, OR, February 3, 1993.
Senator MARK O, HATFIELD,
Hart Senate Office Building.
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: This letter is
written to support the proposal for a Com-
munity Initiative to End Domestic Violence
in Multnomah County. Metro Region, Chil-
dren’'s Services Division is supportive of this
project because of the plan to involve key
sectors of the community in a coordinated
effort to address family violence.

Most significant to the Children’'s Services
Division (CSD) is the opportunity to address
the correlation between wife abuse and child
abuse. Last year in Oregon, 27 children died
from abuse and neglect. In almost half the
cases, domestic violence was also confirmed
and may have occurred in several more. This
reflects national studies showing that do-
mestic violence was present in anywhere
from 40% to 75% of child abuse cases.

The opportunity for collaboration between
child abuse experts and domestic violence
experts holds great potential for signifi-
cantly impacting both problems. CSD ea-
gerly looks forward to participation in the
Community Initiative. However, with de-
creasing state resources, this project cannot
be undertaken without assistance from the
federal government. We greatly appreciate
your efforts to help us address these tragic
social problems which affect all Oregonians.

Sincerely,
KAY DEAN TORAN,
Regional Administrator.
COMMUNITY ADVOCATES,
Portland, OR.

I am writing in support of the “Commu-
nity Initiative to End Domestic Violence."” I
strongly support the initiatives’ goal of
making the prevention of domestic violence
a priority in our community.

Community Advocates is a Portland area
non-profit whose programs work to prevent
violence against women and children
through community education. Through our
violence prevention programs, we know that
there is a great need in the community for
further education about domestic violence,
coordination of services and resource-shar-
ing. I believe that the Community initiative
would enable education and much needed
collaboration to take place.

The entire community needs to work to-
gether to end family violence. Community
Advocates would welcome the opportunity to
participate with local agencies in this effort.
I believe that this initiative has the poten-
tial to greatly improve services to battered
women and abused children and it will ulti-
mately help us create a community with less
family violence. Please don’t hesitate to call
me if you have any questions,

Sincerely,
BELLE BENNETT,
Executive Director.

By Mr. BRADLEY:

S. 1574. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the Coastal Heritage Trail
Route in the State of New Jersey, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.
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NEW JERSEY COASTAL HERITAGE TRAIL FUNDING

REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1993
e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a simple funding reauthoriza-
tion for the New Jersey Coastal Herit-
age Trail. This bill brings forth the
funding authorization, which was for
the first year's efforts, up to date and
allows for future needs.

Since 1988, the National Park Service
has been working with other Federal
agencies, the State of New Jersey, and
local officials and citizens. Right now,
the Park Service is putting the finish-
ing touches on a series of trails that
will link sites of special interest by one
of several themes. These trails, which
will be identified by maps, road signs,
and wayside exhibits, will create a
force that will add meaning and vital-
ity to critical landmarks that too often
become lost or overlooked.

Mr. President, this effort is a pio-
neering one to preserve and strengthen
key elements of our collective heritage
without an intensive Federal role or
ownership. This is a new approach and
is the first of its kind. It has taken
time and resources. But, I feel strongly
that the return to the public will more
than compensate for the Federal ex-
penditures. I urge the passage of this
increased authorization.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

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

S. 1574

Be it enacted in the Senate and the House of
Representatives in the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That section 6 of Pub-
lic Law 100-515 (16 U.S.C. 1244 note) is amend-
ed by striking ‘'$250,000" and inserting in
lieu thereof, ‘'$2,500,000" .

By Ms. MIKULSKI:

S. 1575. A bill to amend title 5, Unit-
ed States Code, to provide for the es-
tablishment of programs to encourage
Federal employees to commute by
means other than single-occupancy
motor vehicles; to the Committee on
Governmental Affairs.

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES CLEAN AIR INCENTIVES

ACT
¢ Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I in-
troduce the Federal Employees Clean
Air Incentives Act. A companion bill
was introduced today in the House of
Representatives by Congresswoman EL-
EANOR HOLMES NORTON.

This legislation gives Federal agen-
cies the ability to offer public trans-
portation benefits to their employees.
It reauthorizes a program which I spon-
sored in 1990 and which expires Decem-
ber 31, 1993.

I believe it is appropriate for public
and private employers to encourage
those employees who are able to do so
to ride public transportation instead of
driving to work. Increased commuting
by public transportation reduces
wasteful energy use, air and noise pol-
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lution, and congestion on our roads and

highways.

Private employers can take advan-
tage of a provision in the tax law which
allows up to $60 a month in public
transportation benefits to be offered to
an employee tax-free. Many Federal
employers offer these benefits as well,
but they need this reauthorization leg-
islation to continue to do so.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this legislation
appear in the RECORD at the conclusion
of my remarks.

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

8. 15875

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; PURPOSE.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Federal Employees Clean Air Incentives
Act',

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
improve air quality and to reduce traffic
congestion by providing for the establish-
ment of programs to encourage Federal em-
ployees to commute by means other than
single-occupancy motor vehicles.

SEC. 2. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH PROGRAMS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter T9 of title 5,

United States Code, is amended by adding at

the end the following:

“§7905. Programs to encourage commuting
by means other than single-occupancy
motor vehicles
“(a) For the purpose of this section—

“(1) the term ‘employee’ means an em-
ployee as defined by section 2105 and a mem-
ber of a uniformed service;

(2) the term ‘agency’ means—

““(A) an Executive agency;

‘(B) an entity of the legislative branch;
and

‘(C) the judicial branch;

**(3) the term ‘entity of the legislative
branch’ means the House of Representatives,
the Senate, the Office of the Architect of the
Capitol (including the Botanic Garden), the
Capitol Police, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the Copyright Royalty Tribunal, the
Government Printing Office, the Library of
Congress, and the Office of Technology As-
sessment; and

“'(4) the term ‘transit pass’ means a transit
pass as defined by section 132(f)(5) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986.

“(b)(1) The head of each agency may estab-
lish a program to encourage employees of
such agency to use means other than single-
occupancy motor vehicles to commute to or
from work.

*(2) A program established under this sec-
tion may involve such options as—

“(A) transit passes (including cash reim-
bursements therefor, but only if a voucher or
similar item which may be exchanged only
for a transit pass is not readily available for
direct distribution by the agency);

*(B) furnishing space, facilities, or services
to bicyclists; and

*(C) any non-monetary incentive which
the agency head may otherwise offer under
any other provision of law or other author-
ity.

**(c) The functions of an agency head under
this section shall—

“{1) with respect to the judicial branch, be
carried out by the Director of the Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts;
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*(2) with respect to the House of Rep-
resentatives, be carried out by the Commit-
tee on House Administration of the House of
Representatives; and

**(3) with respect to the Senate, be carried
out by the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration of the Senate.

‘(d) The President shall designate 1 or
more agencies which shall—

*(1) prescribe guidelines for programs
under this section;

*(2) on request, furnish information or
technical advice on the design or operation
of any program under this section; and

*(3) submit to the President and the Con-
gress, before January 1, 1995, and at least
every 2 years thereafter, a written report on
the operation of this section, including, with
respect to the period covered by the report—

*(A) the number of agencies offering pro-
grams under this section;

*(B) a brief description of each of the var-
ious programs;

*(C) the extent of employee participation
in, and the costs to the Government associ-
ated with, each of the various programs;

‘(D) an assessment of any environmental
or other benefits realized as a result of pro-
grams established under this section; and

“(E) any other matter which may be appro-
priate.".

(b) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The analysis for
chapter 79 of title 5 United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:
**7905. Programs to encourage commuting by

means other than single-occu-
pancy motor vehicles."'.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by

this Act shall take effect on January 1, 1994.e

e ——————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

s. 371
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S.
327, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to permit rollovers
into individual retirement accounts of
separation pay from the Armed Serv-
ices.
S. 691
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. MATHEWS] was added as a cospon-
sor of 8. 691, a bill to terminate certain
economic sanctions against Vietnam,
to provide for less restrictive controls
on exports of sensitive technology, ma-
terial, and data to Vietnam, and to in-
crease access by United States citizens
to the territory of Vietnam in order to
obtain a fuller accounting of the fate of
certain American servicemen from the
Vietnam war.
8. 132
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. SARBANES] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 732, a bill to provide for the
immunization of all children in the
United States against vaccine-prevent-
able diseases, and for other purposes.
S. 815
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 815, a bill to amend the
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Federal Water Pollution Control Act to
provide special funding to States for
implementation of national estuary
conservation and management plans,
and for other purposes.
S. 839
At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 839, a bill to establish a
program to facilitate development of
high-speed rail transportation in the
United States, and for other purposes.
S, 1040
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. BoXER] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1040, a bill to support systemic
improvement of education and the de-
velopment of a technologically literate
citizenry and internationally competi-
tive work force by establishing a com-
prehensive system through which ap-
propriate technology-enhanced cur-
riculum, instruction, and administra-
tive support resources and services,
that support the national education
goals and any national education
standards that may be developed, are
provided to schools throughout the
United States.
5. 1458
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the name of the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1458, a bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to establish time
limitations on certain civil actions
against aircraft manufacturers, and for
other purposes.
S. 1478
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
names of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. BURNS] and the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. GRASSLEY] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1478, a bill to amend the Fed-
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act to ensure that pes-
ticide tolerances adequately safeguard
the health of infants and children, and
for other purposes.
8. 1511
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
GLENN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1511, a bill to eliminate the crediting of
‘‘good time' for violent and repeat of-
fenders in Federal and State prisons,
authorize funding for boot camps and
the conversion of military facilities to
regional prisons, and for other pur-
poses.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 98
At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the
names of the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Doop] and the Senator from Texas
[Mrs. HUTCHISON] were added as cospon-
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 98, a
joint resolution to designate the week
beginning October 25, 1993, as ‘‘Na-
tional Child Safety Awareness Week."
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 118
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the names of the Senator from Arizona
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[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
LIEBERMAN], the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KERRY], the Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CralG], the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. DoDD], the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN],
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
CHAFEE], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. SASSER], the Senator from
Utah [Mr. HATCH], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. SiMON], the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WOFFORD], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN],
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. WAR-
NER], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
EXoN], the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GRASSLEY], the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. PELL], the Senator from Kan-
sas [Mrs. KAaSSEBAUM], the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN], were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 118, a joint resolution to
designate the week of October 17, 1993,
through October 23, 1993, as ‘‘National
Radon Action Week."
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 130

At the request of Mr. KEMPTHORNE,
the name of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution
130, a joint resolution designating Oc-
tober 27, 1993, as ‘*National Unfunded
Federal Mandates Day."”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 140

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the names of the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. KOHL], and the Senator
from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN]
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Joint Resolution 140, a joint resolution
to designate December 7, 1993, as ‘‘Na-
tional Pearl Harbor Remembrance
Day.”

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35

At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL], the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. MATHEWS],
the Senator from New York [Mr. Moy-
NIHAN], the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Senator
from Washington [Mr. GORTON], the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN],
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
DASCHLE], the Senator from Maine [Mr.
COHEN], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
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PAcKwooD], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. SASSER], the Senator from
Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER], the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. ForbD], the Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER], the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN], were added as cosponsors of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, a
concurrent resolution to express the
sense of the Congress with respect to
certain regulations of the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration.
SENATE RESOLUTION 64

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Texas [Mrs.
HuTcHISON] was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 64, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that
increasing the effective rate of tax-
ation by lowering the estate tax ex-
emption would devastate homeowners,
farmers, and small business owners,
further hindering the creation of jobs
and economic growth.

SENATE RESOLUTION 70

At the request of Mr. DOLE, his name
was withdrawn as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Resolution 70, a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate regarding
the need for the President to seek the
advice and consent of the Senate to the
ratification of the United Nations Con-
vention on the Rights to the Child.

R —
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

BRADLEY (AND SMITH)
AMENDMENT NO. 1070

Mr. BRADLEY (for himself and Mr.
SMITH) proposed an amendment to the
bill (H.R. 3116) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 34, line 13, strike out ‘*$785,000,000""
and insert in lieu thereof ‘*$635,000,000"".

MCcCAIN (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1071

Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. NUNN, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr.
SMITH) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3116, supra; as follows:

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following:

SEc. 8142. No provision of this Act concern-
ing programs, projects, or activities involv-
ing community adjustment assistance, re-
search or development at colleges or univer-
sities, strategic environmental research, or
environmental restoration may be construed
as requiring a contract to be awarded, or as
requiring a grant to be made, to a specific
non-Federal Government entity for a new
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program, project, or activity; Provided, That
it is the policy of Congress that contracts
and grants for programs, projects, and ac-
tivities funded by the Department of Defense
should be awarded through merit-based se-
lection procedures.

HELMS (AND BROWN) AMENDMENT
NO. 1072

Mr. HELMS (for himself and Mr.
BROWN) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 3116, supra; as follows:

At the end of the committee amendment
on page 154, insert the following:

SEC. 8142. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be obligated or expended for the Armed
Forces of the United States to conduct oper-
ations in Haiti unless (1) operations of the
Armed Forces of the United States in Haiti
are specifically authorized in a law enacted
in advance of the operations, or (2) the Presi-
dent certifies in writing to Congress that
United States citizens in Haiti are in immi-
nent danger and that a temporary deploy-
ment of the Armed Forces of the United
States into Haiti is necessary in order to
protect and evacuate United States citizens
in Haiti. In the event of a certification under
clause (2) of the preceding sentence, funds re-
ferred to in that sentence may be obligated
and expended for the Armed Forces of the
United States to conduct operations in Haiti
only to the extent necessary for the Armed
Forces to provide the protection and com-
plete the evacuation certified as necessary.

MITCHELL (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1073

Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr.
DoLE, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr.
WARNER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, and Mr, D’AMATO) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 3116,
supra,; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
the following:

SEC. . (a) It is the sense of Congress that
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise
made available by this Act should be avail-
able for the purposes of deploying United
States Armed Forces to participate in the
implementation of a peace settlement in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, unless previously au-
thorized by the Congress.

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the lim-
itation set forth in subsection (a) should not
preclude missions and operations initiated
on or before October 20, 1993, including the
provision of any humanitarian assistance by
the Department of Defense.

DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 1074

Mr. MITCHELL (for Mr. DoOLE for
himself, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WAR-
NER, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr.
MURKOWSKI, Mr. DobpD, and Mr. DOMEN-
ic1) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 3116, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE USE OF
FUNDS FOR UNITED STATES MILI-
TARY OPERATIONS IN HAITL

(a) STATEMENT OF PoLicy.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) all parties should honor their obliga-
tions under the Governors Island Accord of
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July 3, 1993 and the New York Pact of July
16, 1993;

(2) the United States has a national inter-
est in preventing uncontrolled emigration
from Haiti; and

(3) the United States should remain en-
gaged in Haiti to support national reconcili-
ation and further its interest in preventing
uncontrolled emigration.

(b) LIMITATION.—It is the sense of Congress
that funds appropriated by this Act should
not be obligated or expended for United
States military operations in Haiti unless—

(1) authorized in advance by the Congress;
or

(2) the temporary deployment of United
States Armed Forces into Haiti is necessary
in order to protect or evacuate United States
citizens from a situation of imminent danger
and the President reports as soon as prac-
ticable to Congress after the initiation of the
temporary deployment, but in no case later
than forty-eight hours after the initiation of
the temporary deployment,; or

(3) the deployment of United States Armed
Forces into Haiti is vital to the national se-
curity interests of the United States, includ-
ing but not limited to the protection of
American citizens in Haiti. there is not suffi-
cient time to seek and receive congressional
authorization, and the President reports as
soon as practicable to Congress after the ini-
tiation of the deployment, but in no case
later than forty-eight hours after the initi-
ation of the deployment; or

(4) the President transmits to the Congress
a written report pursuant to subsection (c¢).

(c) REPORT.—It is the sense of Congress
that the limitation in subsection (b) should
not apply if the President reports in advance
to Congress that the intended deployment of
United States Armed Forces into Haiti—

(1) is justified by United States national
security interests;

(2) will be undertaken only after necessary
steps have been taken to ensure the safety
and security of United States Armed Forces,
including steps to ensure that United States
Armed Forces will not become targets due to
the nature of their rules of engagement;

(3) will be undertaken only after an assess-
ment that—

(A) the proposed mission and objectives are
most appropriate for the United States
Armed Forces rather than civilian personnel
or armed forces from other nations, and

(B) that the United States Armed Forces
proposed for deployment are necessary and
sufficient to accomplish the objectives of the
proposed mission;

(4) will be undertaken only after clear ob-
jectives for the deployment are established;

(5) will be undertaken only after an exit
strategy for ending the deployment has been
identified; and

(6) will be undertaken only after the finan-
cial costs of the deployment are established.

(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term “‘United States military operations
in Haiti'' means the continued deployment,
introduction or reintroduction of United
States Armed Forces into the land territory
of Haiti, irrespective of whether those Armed
Forces are under United States or United
Nations command, but does not include ac-
tivities for the collection of foreign intel-
ligence, activities directly related to the op-
erations of United States diplomatic or other
United States Government facilities, or op-
erations to counter emigration from Haiti.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
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the Senate and the public that the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions of the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs, will hold hearings on
abuses in Federal student grant pro-
grams.

This hearing will take place on
Wednesday, October 27, and Thursday,
October 28, at 9 a.m. each day, in room
342 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing. For further information, please
contact Eleanore Hill of the sub-
committee staff at 224-3721.

S ———

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation be authorized to meet on Oc-
tober 20, 1993, at 9:30 a.m. on TV vio-
lence and S. 1383, S. 973, and S. 943.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE AND
TRANSPORTATION

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation be authorized to meet on Oc-
tober 20, 1993, at 2 p.m. on S. 1427, Ant-
arctic Scientific Research, Tourism
and Marine Research Act.

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC

WORKS

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the full Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, October 20, beginning at 2 p.m., to
hear—Mary Dolores Nichols, nomi-
nated by the President to be Assistant
Administrator for the Office of Air and
Radiation, Environmental Protection
Agency; and Jonathan Z. Cannon, nom-
inated by the President to be Assistant
Administrator for the Office of Admin-
istration and Resources Management
and Chief Financial Officer, Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Finance be permitted to meet
today at 10 a.m. to consider legislation
authorizing the fiscal year 1994 and 1995
budget for the U.S. Customs Service,
and to consider recommendations for
legislation to implement the North
American Free-Trade Agreement.

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, be authorized
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to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, October 20, 1993, at
3:30 p.m. to hold nomination hearings
on Larry Byrne, to be Associate Ad-
ministrator for Finance and Adminis-
tration of AID; and Jennifer Hillman,
for the rank of Ambassador during her
tenure of service as Chief Textile Nego-
tiator.

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, October 20, 1993, at
10 a.m. to hold a hearing on Somalia,
the United States, and U.N. peacekeep-

ing.

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

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Indian Affairs be authorized to
meet on Wednesday, October 20, 1993,
beginning at 9:30 a.m., in 485 Russell
Senate Office Building on self-govern-
ance.

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

COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, October 20, 1993 to hold
a hearing on the nominations of Mar-
tha Craig Daughtrey to be U.S. Circuit
Judge for the Sixth Circuit, Thomas M.
Shanahan to be U.S. District Judge for
the District of Nebraska, and Lawrence
L. Piersol to be U.S. District Judge for
the District of South Dakota.

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, October 20, 1993, at 9:30
a.m. to hold a hearing on interim na-
tional drug control strategy: ‘‘breaking
the cycle of drug abuse.”

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

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources be
authorized to meet on October 20, 1993,
at 9:30 a.m., for an executive session to
consider the Disadvantaged Minority
Health Improvement Act of 1993; S.
1523, Stewart B. McKinney Homeless
Assistance Reauthorization Act of 1993;
and the nominations of William B.
Gould IV to be Chairman of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board; Martin
John Manley to be Assistant Secretary
for the Office of the American Work-
place at the Department of Labor; and
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John Calhoun Wells to be Federal Me-
diation and Conciliation Director.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources be
authorized to meet for a hearing on the
nomination of Diane Frankel to be Di-
rector of the Institute for Museum
Services, during the session of the Sen-
ate on Tuesday, October 20, 1993, at 2:30

p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources be
authorized to meet for a hearing on
Health Alliances: Building a Structure
for the Health Security Act, during the
session of the Senate on Tuesday, Octo-
ber 20, 1993, at 10 a.m.

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

IF THE U.S. PUBLIC KNEW ABOUT
ITS PRISONS

e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, one of the
most ridiculous and wasteful policies
we have is to try to stop all crime sim-
ply by putting people into prison.

People who are violent should be in
prison. Others who commit nonviolent
crimes probably should have short
stays in prison and then be compelled
to do some type of work that benefits
society, such as working in a home for
the homeless.

But for us to have by far the highest
ratio of prisoners per 100,000 people of
any nation in the world, simply has
been a flawed policy, and the statistics
show it.

For some reason, it remains politi-
cally popular to do so.

Recently, I was pleased to read a col-
umn in the National Catholic Reporter
by Father Robert F. Drinan, with
whom I had the privilege of serving in
the House.

He calls for some common sense in
our prison policies.

I ask to insert the Drinan column
into the RECORD at this point.

The column follows:

IF THE U.S. PUBLIC KNEW ABOUT ITS PRISONS
(By Robert F. Drinan)

Of all the developments in 12 years of
Reagan and Bush, one of the least known is
the astonishing increase of people in prison.
The number of federal prisoners more than
tripled, from 24,500 to 80,259. The total num-
ber of prisoners grew from 329,821 in 1980 to
883,593 in 1992—an increase of 167.9 percent.

The upward trend has not leveled off de-
spite mounting criticism. In 1992, federal
prisoners increased by 8,651, while there were
50,809 additional state prisoners. This trans-
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lates into a need for 1,143 new prison beds
each week. In 1990, more people were admit-
ted to prisons for drug offenses than for
property crimes.

All these factors make melancholy reading
in a recent study by the U.S. Advisory Com-
mission on Intergovernmental Relations.

Among the reasons for this increase is the
abolition of parole by the federal govern-
ment and several states, and the enactment
of more laws requiring a mandatory sen-
tence. There are now almost 100 federal laws
whose violation requires a mandatory jail
sentence.

Another reason is the increase in the num-
ber of federal prosecutors in the Reagan
years.

Federal officials, moreover, in the 1980s
concentrated on catching street criminals
and putting drug users in prison. Although
the framers of the Constitution and the con-
servative tradition in America never con-
templated the federal government getting
into local and neighborhood crime, the White
House in the 1980s introduced that new and
dangerous direction in law enforcement.

The United States with a ratio of 455 pris-
oners per 100,000 inhabitants and almost 1
million persons behind bars, can claim the
distinction of being the world leader in both
categories. In 40 states and the District of
Columbia, courts have ruled that jail condi-
tions violate federal or state constitutions.

Women have a particularly difficult time
in prison. The numbers, now 6 percent of the
total, have since 1980 been growing at a
greater rate than men. New York is the only
state that allows women to keep their babies
with them in jail.

A 303-page book, Global Report on Prisons,
recently published by the Human Rights
Watch, reveals the grim conditions in pris-
ons around the world. Prisoners are often
treated in inhuman and degrading ways.
Prisons usually fall below the level of de-
cency required by the U.N. standard mini-
mum rules for the treatment of prisoners.
The report also finds that “pretrial inmates
are generally confined in far worse condi-
tions than those endured by prisoners con-
victed of the most heinous crimes."”

It is obvious that appropriate treatment
for serious crime has never been an easy
question. But the simplistic solutions of the
past decade have not brought about a de-
crease in crime nor have they diminished the
drug problem on which the federal govern-
ment alone spends $11 billion each year.

Attorney General Janet Reno is beginning
to urge a substantial change in the nation's
programs and priorities on law enforcement.
Although she was a prosecutor in Florida for
15 years, she see the counterproductive ef-
fects of the draconian measures adopted in
the past dozen years.

The most effective way to punish and deter
crime is to educate and motivate those per-
sons convicted of crime so they will abandon
their evil ways. A big problem is the number
of recidivists. The traditional objectives of
imprisonment are deterrence, punishment
and rehabilitation. There is little evidence
that rehabilitation is being substantially
achieved in today's prisons.

It is lamentable that religious groups are
seldom involved in helping prisoners. Most
jails have a chaplain, but support groups
from local communities are discouraged. In-
deed, prisons are kept largely invisible.
Human Rights Watch makes one of its top
recommendations a ‘‘general call to open the
prisons to the public in every way possible.”

If the public knew of the vast billions
being spent on prisons and saw the meager
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results, they would demand a thorough reex-
amination of imprisonment.

Dostoyevski once wrote that the morality
of a civilization can be judged by the way it
treats its prisoners. On that basis the United
States has a long way to go.®

HONORING THREE NEW YORK
HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS, AND
THEIR TEACHERS, WHO WERE
AMONG 20 NATIONAL WINNERS
OF NASA'S 13TH ANNUAL SPACE
SCIENCE STUDENT INVOLVE-
MENT PROGRAM [SSIP] COMPETI-
TION

e Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor three fine young New
Yorkers who were among the 20 na-
tional winners of NASA's 13th annual
Space Science Student Involvement
Program [SSIP] competition. The
three students, along with their respec-
tive teachers, were honored here in
Washington at the National Space
Science Symposium, October 2-6.

The competition, which is cospon-
sored by NASA and the National
Science Teachers Association, involves
thousands of students annually. SSIP
engages students with various aca-
demic strengths in a broad spectrum of
competitions. Elementary, junior high,
and high school students compete for
all-expense-paid trips to NASA centers,
1-week internships, space camp schol-
arships, medals, ribbons, certificates,
and other forms of national recogni-
tion, utilizing an impressive array of
skills in mathematics, science, tech-
nology, art and creative writing.

Philip Chang, a resident of Brooklyn,
and a junior at the Bronx High School
of Science, was a national winner for
his work entitled, ‘‘The Application of
Neural Networks to Radiation Prob-
lems."” Philip was accompanied by his
teacher, Mitchell Fox.

Jeffrey D. Stanaway, a resident of
Yorktown, and a junior at Lakeland
High School in Shrub Oak, was a na-
tional winner for his project, which
tested a wing design with enhanced
maneuverability as a result of its being
able to alter its profile during flight.
Jeffrey was accompanied by his teach-
er, George Naumann.

Ryan E. Sours, a resident of Manlius,
and a junior at Fayetteville-Manlius
High School in Manlius, was a national
semifinalist for his project entitled,
“‘The Search for Gravity Waves.” Ryan
was accompanied by his teacher, Mar-
tin Alderman.

I would like to offer the highest com-
mendation to these three fine young
men. Their valuable work, and the rec-
ognition they have received, should
serve as an inspiration to all of us. I
am sure all New Yorkers join me in tip-
ping our hats to these three winners.e

HURDLE TO PEACE: PARTING THE
MIDEAST'S WATERS

e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, recently,
the New York Times had a front-page
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story about water being an important
factor for the future of the Middle
East, and a few weeks prior to that,
they had an interview with King Hus-
sein, who said that if Israel and Jordan
ended up in conflict, it would likely be
over water.

Recently, the Jerusalem Report, a
weekly magazine out of Israel, had a
full-page ad titled, ‘‘Needed: Water on
the Border.”

The reality is that we have to move
soon to escalate our research so that
we find less expensive ways of convert-
ing salt water to fresh water. That is
vital in the Middle East, it is vital in
parts of Africa and South America.

It is important to the future of Cali-
fornia, Florida, and other States.

The reality is the world population is
growing and our water supply is not
growing.

And yet, we find that except for
drinking water, the two-thirds of the
world surface covered by water is unus-
able.

We simply have to make a break-
through.

I am pleased to have legislation
pending that is cosponsored by Sen-
ators MOYNIHAN, BRADLEY, JEFFORDS,
BRYAN, REID, SHELBY, LIEBERMAN, and
ROBB.

I hope we can move soon on this and
creatively use the brains of this coun-
try and of other countries to solve an
extremely significant problem.

I ask to insert into the RECORD the
New York Times story titled, ‘‘Hurdle
to Peace: Parting the Mideast's Wa-
ters” written by Alan Cowell and the
advertisement that appeared in the Je-
rusalem Report.

The articles follow:

[From the New York Times, Oct. 10, 1993]
HURDLE TO PEACE: PARTING THE MIDEAST'S
WATERS
(By Alan Cowell)

KuTAYFA, JORDAN.—Beyond all the hopeful
talk of peace in the Middle East, a battle is
shaping over an issue as powerful as land, as
basic as oil: the region is running out of
water, and no one, Israeli or Arab, is pre-
pared to do with less so others can have
more.

In a region where barren deserts and cloud-
less skies make water life's most precious
commodity, the dispute may prove even
more complicated than the brave new steps
promised by Israel and the Palestine Libera-
tion Organization.

‘“At present it's a zero-sum game,”
Munther Haddadin, Jordan's chief negotiator
on water rights, said in an interview in
Amman. “What is taken by Israel is taken
away from other people. And what is taken
by other people is taken from Israel.”

Since the Middle East peace talks began in
1991, regional discussions on water rights
have proved frustrating and inconclusive.
But the issue is gaining urgency as the
agreement on Palestinian self-rule prompts
Jordan, Syria and Lebanon to seek separate
accommodations with Israel.

““We say, you will not take water from us,”
said the Israeli negotiator on water,
Avraham Katz-Oz, who spars with Mr.
Haddadin in the regional water talks that
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are supposed to accompany progress toward
a comprehensive Middle East peace. **But we
are ready to work with you because water is
money. We don’t say, no, you will not get
water. We say, yes, we can work together.”

As might be expected in a region steeped in
hostility and mistrust, the dispute is viewed
through utterly different prisms.

What Arabs depict as Israel's dispropor-
tionate use—even theft—of water, Israelis
portray as the result of foresight, techno-
logical advances like computerized irriga-
tion and good management in securing and
exploiting supplies.

And what some Arabs prefer to cast as a
straight fight between them and Israel over
water rights, Israelis and some foreign ex-
perts depict as a situation in which Arab has
taken from Arab, where offers of regional co-
operation have been spurned and even basic
estimates of who gets what now are as decep-
tive as the starting price set by a rug-seller
in a bazaar.

Whatever their differences, there is a pro-
foundly held view, particularly in arid Jor-
dan, that water sharing will be central to
any peace deal beyond the accord signed in
September by Israel and the P.L.O.

“If there's no agreement on water, there'll
be no peace settlement,” said Dr. Elias
Salameh, a hydrologist at Jordan University
in Amman. ““Unless we come to terms on the
redistribution of water, nothing will hap-
pen.”

The reasons for worry are clear. The Israeli
and Arab populations have expanded, but
water resources have not.

In Jordan, Israel and the Israeli-occupied
West Bank and Gaza Strip, rivers and
aquifers have been so heavily tapped that
some have been exhausted or spoiled. The
desert horizons offer neither the prospect of
more generous rain nor the terrain to utilize
the rain that does fall.

When generous rains do come, as they did
in 1991-92, they may offer only temporary
respite because storage sites are limited and
some aquifers are already brackish.

From the Arabs’ point of view, the issue
resembles their demand for territory in re-
turn for peace. To feed Tel Aviv and the
Negev region, Israel consumes more than
twice Jordan's supply from the same rivers—
the Jordan and the Yarmuk—though the
population of Israel outstrips its neighbor by
only about one-third.

Under Israel's rationing system, according
to Jordanian figures, each Israeli is entitled
to almost four times as much water as a Pal-
estinian on the West Bank—even though rain
gathers in aquifers beneath the West Bank,
Israel also controls water that rises in the
Golan Heights, captured from Syria in 1967.

Though it acknowledges some disparities,
Israel resents the suggestion that it is a
water thief, arguing that its investment in
water-management over the decades has to-
taled some $30 billion, only to be challenged
by interpretations of who is entitled to what.

“There is no reason for Palestinians to
claim that just because they sit on lands,
they have the rights to that water,” Mr.
Katz-Oz said. “The mountains do not own
the water that fall on them. It's the same
with Canada and the United States. It's the
same all over the world."

But the pressure for concessions is grow-
ing. An agenda that was formally initialed
by Jordan and Israel on Sept. 15 specifically
identifies water rights as an issue that must
be resolved in negotiations before a com-
prehensive peace treaty for the region can be
reached.
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THE VIEW FROM JORDAN: LACK OF WATER, RISKS
IN FARMING

In this farming area 20 miles southeast of
Amman, where crops are coaxed from stubby
land, Princess Nafaa Ali, has come to accept
that neither wealth nor technology can
produce water if there is none.

A member of Jordan's royal househeld who
farms family holdings on a bald hillside, she
sank a well two years ago to irrigate fields of
barley to feed her sheep and garlic to send to
market. Without the well, she said, there is
no guessing how the spring rains might treat
her crop. She has experienced everything
from drought to flash floods that turn the
dry stream-beds, or wadis, to sudden tor-
rents.

Even with the well, whose waters are too
steeped in iron for humans to drink, there is
no guarantee how long the aquifer it taps
will survive to feed the long, black lines that
stretch across her fields to provide drip-irri-
gation to the seeds.

“It's still a gamble,’ she said.

Indeed, for the country as a whole, farming
is a gamble with virtual no-win odds.

“The Jordanians have tapped most of the
water in the country,” a Western specialist
said. “*“They have tapped the aguifers so that
they are depleted or contaminated by over-
pumping. The demand <xceeds the known re-
sources.”

Dr. Salameh, the hydrologist at Jordan
University, agrees.

“We are now living in a water crisis,"” he
said in an interview in Amman, whose sum-
mer water supply is rationed to two days of
pumping a week and is stored in tanks atop
many homes. *'It's not yet a catastrophe, but
by the year 2010, we'll end up having noth-
ing."”

HISTORY OF THE DISPUTE: POPULATION GROWTH,
AND A NEW ENTITY

For centuries, water has set the rhythms
of life in the Middle East, from the odysseys
between oases of lean desert tribes to the
lassitude of the Nile Valley. In this century,
water has spawned tension as much as it has
sustained life, as tribes and empires drew
lines in the sand to mark the frontiers of
modern statehood.

Nowhere is the struggle more evident than
in the tiny triangle of land below the Sea of
Galilee, where the Yarmuk and Jordan Riv-
ers meet.

The natural expansion of populations had
already strained those water resources. Then
came an influx of hundreds of thousands of
Soviet Jews into Israel beginning in the late
1980's. And in 1990-91, some 300,000 Palestin-
ians arrived in Jordan after they fled or were
expelled from Kuwait and other gulf states
because of the P.L.O.'s support for Iraq in
the Persian Gulf war.

“The population of Jordan increased at
once by 12 percent,” Dr. Salameh said, “and
that's not easy to accommodate.”

The demographics of war and peace now
threaten to strain resources further. With
talk of a new Palestinian authority rising in
the occupied West Bank, after Israel's peace
with the P.L.O,, there will be another claim-
ant to the same waters, seeking an increased
share for economic and agricultural growth
and for a population likely to be swollen be-
yond its current one million as refugees re-
turn home.

Even now, said Dr. Haddadin, the Jor-
danian negotiator on water rights, Israel
provides its own population of about five
million with nearly 400 cubic meters of water
per person per year. But in the West Bank,
he said, the water supply now amounts to
about 115 cubic meters per person per year.
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“Why should anyone entertain a disparity
of that magnitude?"' he asked. ‘“‘There has
been a unilateral usage by Israel of the en-
tire flow of the Jordan River."

A new Palestine authority would almost
certainly demand the right to tap more deep-
ly into the aquifers of the West Bank to pro-
mote its agricultural potential than Israel
now allows the Palestinians to do. The Pal-
estinians, possibly in tandem with Jordan,
would also urge Israel to release more water
into the Jordan River from the Sea of Gali-
lee, which Israel uses as its main water res-
ervoir.

At the same time, water is running out for
the 800,000 Palestinians of the barren Gaza
Strip, which has been linked with the West
Bank town of Jericho as the embryo of a fu-
ture Palestinian government. Arab special-
ists say because the aquifers beneath Gaza,
which are sapped by the burgeoning popu-
lation above, have been contaminated with
salt water from the Mediterranean.

Israeli control over water is also a crucial
issue for Syria because one of the three main
streams of the Jordan River—the Bajias—
rises in the Golan Heights, annexed by Israel
in 1981,

THE SOURCES: PRESSURE EXERTED FROM ALL

SIDES

Just a glance at the region’s water sources
suggests the complexity of the struggles to
come.

Israel taps the Jordan River, the Sea of
Galilee and the Yarmuk River to pump sup-
plies to Tel Aviv through the National Water
Carrier, a system of pipelines. It also draws
on rain-fed aquifers that run beneath the
West Bank toward the Mediterranean. Sup-
plies to the West Bank are limited by regula-
tions covering the depth and use of Arab
wells.

Syria has access to the Euphrates in the
north and to the Yarmuk in the south where
it has built dams that divert water from Jor-
dan and Israel farther downstream.

For its agriculture in the Jordan Valley,
Jordan depends on water from the Yarmuk,
which it pumps into the East Ghor irrigation
canal; on rain-fed aquifers further east, and
on the small Zerga river, the only river that
rises on its territory. Farmers in southern
Jordan have stirred controversy by tapping
nonrenewable fossil water lying under the
border with Saudi Arabia, and the Saudis
have drawn criticism for exploiting the same
resource.

PLANS, PAST AND PRESENT: PROPOSED QUOTAS;
WINNERS AND LOSERS

A tentative plan for sharing water was
first negotiated by the parties in 1953, when
Eric Johnston, an envoy of President Eisen-
hower, visited the Middle East to broker an
accord on the division of the Yarmuk and
Jordan Rivers. The plan never went into ef-
fect because, the Jordanians said, the Arab
League rejected it after a technical commit-
tee from the region's riparian countries ac-
cepted it.

The quotas proposed in the plan, however,
serve as a yardstick for what has happened
over the last four decades. According to the
Jordanian study, both Syria and Israel have
vastly increased the amount of water they
take from rivers to which they have access.

According to a study published recently by
Jordan's Royal Society for the Conservation
of Nature, the Johnston plan allocated Israel
376 million cubic meters of water per year
from the Jordan River and 25 million cubic
meters form the Yarmuk. Israel now takes
650 million from the Jordan and 100 million
from the Yarmuk, the study says.

25503

The Jordanians were allotted 100 million
cubic meters from the Jordan River and ac-
cess to a flow of 377 million cubic meters
from the Yarmuk.

Today, the study said, Jordan takes only
about 100 to 110 million cubic meters from
the Yarmuk and none from the Jordan River.
Jordanian specialists attribute that limit
primarily, to the water's being contaminated
by saline spring water pumped downstream
from the Sea of Galilee by the Israelis.

Syria was allotted 42 million cubic meters
from the upper Jordan River and 90 million
from the Yarmuk. Today it takes twice its
proposed share from the Yarmuk but none
from the upper Jordan because of Israel's an-
nexation of the Golan Heights. The Jordan
rises in three main springs in the Golan,
Lebanon and Israel.

“Jordan is the major lower and Israel is
the major winner,”” the Jordanian report
concludes.

There has been much talk in recent years
of ambitious projects to pump water into the
area from Turkey or Iraq. And Israel, which
has access to the Mediterranean and is ex-
panding its use of desalting, has suggested
joint investment in desalting projects with
Jordan to meet both countries’ needs.

Wealthy gulf nations like Kuwait and
Saudi Arabia already rely heavily on oil-
powered desalting plants, which use a com-
plex distillation process to turn seawater
into drinking water.

Many experts say the desalting technology
is still too expensive for countries like Jor-
dan. A domestic consumer in Jordan would
have to pay $3 to $5 for every cubic meter
{about 264 gallons) of drinking water that is
desalted, specialists there estimate.

Some experts argue that water supplies in
the region could simply be used more effi-
ciently. Jordan, for instance, could use its
Yarmuk supply first for drinking water rath-
er than for irrigation, and then recycle
urban wastewater to keep the crops growing,
as Israel does.

Israeli representatives assert meanwhile
that the debate over water has been skewed
by the Arabs’ emphasis on disparities in con-
sumption.

A person living in a high-rise apartment
building in Tel Aviv with a sink, dishwasher,
washing machine and toilet is likely to use a
lot more water than someone in a Palestin-
ian refugee camp where such amenities are
minimal.

“I'm not saying that's good,'" said Mr.
Katz-0Oz, the Israeli negotiator. But that dis-
parity, he said, is ‘‘a socioeconomic prob-
lem—it's not a water problem."

NEEDED: WATER ON THE BORDER

“In the Middle East, a reservoir is a pre-
cious resource,”” commented Caroline
Krumeh, an American-born member of Kib-
butz Neve Ur, located on Israel's border with
Jordan. ‘‘However, to Israelis who depend on
shared water sources with Arab countries, a
reservoir also means survival,' she asserts.

Ms. Krumeh is referring to the Neve Ur
Reservoir, currently being built by the Jew-
ish National Fund as an alternative water
source to the Jordan River., Survival along
the border depends on a reliable water sup-
ply. So when the region’s supply came under
constant threat, the Israeli government
turned to the JNF.

Availability of water has always been a
central problem for Israel, which is subject
to seasonal rainfall as well as uneven dis-
tribution of that rainwater and periodic
droughts. For years, the JNF has been find-
ing solutions to Israel's water availability
and conservation problems.
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In the North, JNF built the reservoirs to
meet the irrigation needs of 15 farming com-
munities, In the South, JNF built storage
dams to retain water from the winter rains
and prevent them from causing flash floods
that erode the soil and lose water to the sea.
JNF is also involved in research to develop
additional water sources and explore the bet-
ter utilization of available sources,

JNF's work has become even more urgent
in light of the current peace talks. Of all the
countries in the Middle East, Israel and Jor-
dan, which both rely on water from the Jor-
dan River, have the most severe water prob-
lems. JNF is therefore building dams and
reservoirs around the country, enabling Is-
rael to capture and store run-off water and
create reliable water sources.

Today, JNF is focusing on the commu-
nities along the borders of Israel, which
critically need reservoirs. For over 40 years,
Kibbutz Neve Ur has lived less than one mile
from the border of Jordan, dependent on the
water it receives from the Jordan River.
Originally founded by a group of Iraqi immi-
grants, the current population is 420, includ-
ing 165 children. Neve Ur absorbed nine Rus-
sian immigrant families in 1990.

Relying on the water from the Jordan
River, the kibbutz has had constant disputes
with Jordan over the water supply. In addi-
tion, it has had to contend with a decreased
water supply from the river in the summer
and destructive floods in the winter.

To alleviate this life-threatening situa-
tion, the JNF has started the construction of
the Neve Ur Reservoir to ensure the water
for Kibbutz Neve Ur and the entire Beit
She'an Valley, south of the Sea of Galilee.
Besides providing an alternative to the water
supplied by the Jordan River, the Neve Ur
Reservoir will alleviate the strain on Israel’s
National Water Carrier.

The reservoir will also aid the economy of
Kibbutz Neve Ur, which is dependent on
water. The fields of the kibbutz produce al-
falfa crops, grapefruit, mangoes and dates.
Kibbutz members also run a fish farm, raise
cattle, and plan to establish recreational fa-
cilities around the new reservoir. These ac-
tivities provide jobs and ensure the stability
of communities in the Beit She'an Valley.

The reservoir, including service areas and
ponds, will comprise 85 acres. Holding 800,000
cubic meters of water, it will allow 500,000
cubic meters for irrigation and the balance
for fish farming. The projected investment in
the Neve Ur project is 5 million dollars.

JNF regions around the United States have
started campaigns to promote this crucial
project. In partnership with its supporters,
JNF of America plans to give the people in
Kibbutz Neve Ur and the Beit She'an Valley
the water they so desperately need.e

R —

DOMESTIC ASSAULT AWARENESS
MONTH

e Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, despite
the profound gains American women
have made toward equality in our soci-
ety, violence against women is still a
critical problem. Sadly, some Ameri-
cans still believe that this type of vio-
lence is rare, and that when it does
occur a woman is asking for it, and can
easily leave if she wants to. Unfortu-
nately, statistics show that domestic
violence is shockingly common, affect-
ing women in every social and eco-
nomic strata.

An estimated 3 to 4 million American
women are battered each year by their
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husbands or partners. More than 1 mil-
lion abused women seek medical help
for battery injuries each year.

The FBI estimates that a woman is
battered every 15 seconds in the United
States.

Battery is the single major cause of
women'’s injuries that require medical
treatment—more prevalent than rape,
muggings, and auto accidents com-
bined.

Twenty percent of women seen in
emergency rooms are victims of bat-
tery.

Thirty percent of female homicide
victims are killed by their husbands or
boyfriends.

Once violence begins in a relation-
ship, it frequently escalates over
time—trapping its victims through a
pattern of terrorism. Sixty percent of
battered women are beaten while preg-
nant. Many assaults last for hours.
Many are planned. Clearly, society has
underestimated and ignored this epi-
demic for too long. A comprehensive
approach to dealing with domestic vio-
lence is critically needed.

Many people do not understand why
it is so difficult for battered women to
just pack up and go somewhere else.
Every woman considering leaving her
abusive partner must face the real pos-
sibility of further injury or even death.
Oftentimes, the assailants have delib-
erately isolated their partners, depriv-
ing them of careers, educational oppor-
tunities, and job skill improvement.
This isolation, combined with unequal
job opportunities for women and the
lack of affordable child care, can make
it financially impossible for a battered
woman to leave a violent relationship.

While many women do leave their
abusers permanently, often it is not
without extreme difficulty and danger.
According to experts in this field, when
a woman tries to leave a violent rela-
tionship, the perpetrator dramatically
escalates his violence in order to re-
assert control and ownership. It is at
this point that legal protection and in-
stitutional support are most ineffec-
tive—unfortunately, our communities
and legal system are not adeguately
equipped to assist and protect battered
women. In the past, police were reluc-
tant to pursue to domestic assault
cases, perceiving these situations as
private matters. Even today, they are
oftentimes only able to separate the
couple temporarily, leaving the woman
vulnerable to future violence.

Because of the current shortcomings
within our legal system, some battered
women have resorted to killing their
abusers in self-defense. Usually, these
women have tried repeatedly and un-
successfully to obtain police protection
from their abusers. A Police Founda-
tion study in Detroit and Kansas City
found that in 85 to 90 percent of partner
homicides, police had been called to
the home at least once during the 2
years preceding the incident; in more
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than half of these cases they had been
called five times or more. Without
critically needed improvements in
legal and community support, women
will continue to be condemned to
choose between victimization or im-
prisonment.

These are just some of the compel-
ling reasons why I believe that Federal
legislation must be passed to help vic-
tims and survivors of domestic vio-
lence. I am proud to be a cosponsor of
the Violence Against Women Act (S.
11). This legislation, currently await-
ing floor action, takes the following ac-
tions:

Authorizes funds for law enforcement
and increased lighting in areas where
women are most endangered;

Helps ensure women's safety on col-
lege campuses;

Extends civil rights protection to
victims of gender-motivated crimes;

Establishes programs to educate
judges and prosecutors on battered
women syndrome;

Improves enforcement of protective
orders for battered women; and

Increases funding for shelters.

It is crucial that the Violence
Against Women Act becomes law this
year. It is the least that our country
can do to help women who suffer or
who have suffered from domestic vio-
lence. For too many years, our idea of
crime has allowed us to ignore the
growing epidemic of violence against
women. Congress must take a leader-
ship role in changing this pattern.

Through the Violence Against
Women Act, attention will be focused
on this critical issue, and solutions will
be provided that work toward aiding
the survivors, increasing police and
prosecutor responses, and breaking
stereotypes which portray violence
against women as less serious than
other violent crimes. These measures
are urgently needed, and are the nec-
essary first steps toward eradicating
violence against women in our culture,
on our streets, and in our homes.®

————————

NO PLACE TO RUN, NO PLACE TO
HIDE

e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, earlier
this month the Chicago Tribune ran an
editorial entitled, ‘‘No Place To Run,
No Place To Hide."' With this editorial,
the Tribune continues to provide news
coverage, focus, and leadership, as it
has through its series, ‘‘Killing Our
Children,” in the area of violence
against and among children.

The editorial begins by describing
the deaths of several Illinois students—
students who have met violent deaths
in the suburbs, in small towns, in rural
Illinois. The editorial asks, “How far
from the city do you think you could
move to make sure your family is safe
from gun violence?'' The reality is that
there is no place immune to gun relat-
ed violence any more. A Lou Harris



October 20, 1993

poll, commissioned earlier this year by
the Chicago-based Joyce Foundation,
found that a large majority of Amer-
ican teenagers believe they can get a
gun whenever they want one. A even
larger group said they feel endangered
by guns in and around their schools
and communities.

Illinois and the city of Chicago are
attempting to come to grips with the
escalation of gun related violence. Two
bills are currently pending before the
Illinois general assembly, bills that
pattern efforts here in Congress. One
would ban assault weapons in the
State. The other addresses an issue I
have been involved with—licensing of
gun dealers. The city of Chicago has re-
cently shut down a number of gun deal-
ers because they failed to comply with
local ordinances.

These kinds of reasonable efforts to
stop gun related violence are going on
across the country. I only hope Con-
gress will follow the lead of many local
and State governments. I urge my col-
leagues to read the editorial from the
Tribune and ask that it be printed in
full in the RECORD.

The editorial follows:

[From the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 4, 1993]

No PLACE To RUN, No PLACE To HIDE

How far from the city do you think you
could move to make sure your family is safe
from gun violence?

How about to Du Page County, one of the
nation's richest? How about sending your
child to Hinsdale South High School, one of

the state’s finest?

Barrett Modisette, the student mascot of
the Hinsdale South Hornets, was shot to
death as he left a football game in Downers
Grove. A fellow student is charged with
shooting Modisette in the head with a .25-
caliber semiautomatic handgun.

So that's not far enough. Perhaps you'd
better go farther afield—say, to Plainfield.
It's a booming community at the outer
reaches of the metropolitan area, where new
housing is ringed by cornfields.

Chris Pesavento was a star football player
for Plainfield High School, headed for college
on a scholarship. Now he is paralyzed, the re-
sult of a bullet from a .45-caliber semiauto-
matic handgun. Four local teens are charged
in his shooting, which originated in a quarrel
that didn't involve Pesavento.

No, there is no running away. Maybe you
should get your own gun to protect your
family.

Shannon Herrod took her mother’s re-
volver from home to fend off some local bul-
lies. When the 10-year-old Chicago girl pulled
her gun on the boys, one of them pulled a
gun in turn and she ran home. Shannon and
her 14-year-old best friend turned to playing
with the weapon; the game ended with Shan-
non dead.

In a nation with almost as many firearms
as people, there is no place distant from guns
and there are few kids who can't get their
hands on one. To many adolescents, a hand-
gun seems an increasingly tempting, easy
way to gain the upper hand.

Modisette and Pesavento had expected the
squabbles that ended in their shootings to be
settled by fistfights. But fists and words are
no longer the weapons of choice in adoles-
cent duels. Not when a gun is so easy to
come by—at home, from a friend, from a
dealer with a trunkful to sell to any taker.
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Federal, nationwide legislation to stem the
avalanche of handguns and assault weapons
holds the best promise of effective action.
Congress, tragically, is still to cowed to take
such a step, But public sentiment is growing
for meaningful gun control, and those on
Capitol Hill need to see and hear counter-
vailing influences to the unduly powerful
gun lobby.

In this regard, state action can play a val-
uable role. And if state measures are crafted
pointedly, they hold the promise of making
some dents in the gun trade, saving at least
some lives—each one precious.

To this end, Illinois handgun safety and
control advocates have fashioned a package
of proposals to state legislators. Two that
hold the most promise are a statewide ban
on assault weaponry—similar to laws al-
ready passed by other states—and a measure
to force licensed gun dealers to operate in
the open.3

An assault weapons ban—federal or state—
should need no lengthy explanation. The
firepower of these mini-machine guns makes
them awesome instruments for killing and
crippling people and offers no genuine sport
to the serious hunter.

A less publicized problem is the ridiculous
ease of getting a license to sell guns and the
lack of limits that follow. For $30, almost
anyone can get a three-year federal firearms
dealer license. More than 286,000 people hold
licenses—nearly 11,000 in Illinois. Only abut 7
percent sell from established stores; the rest
deal from homes, offices, cars and street cor-
ners,

About 60 percent of the guns used in crimes
in Illinois were bought legally in this state,
according to the Federal Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms; 30 percent came from
out of state, and only 10 percent were ob-
tained by theft.

A proposal from the Illinois Council
Against Handgun Violence would require gun
sellers to operate from fixed store sites. This
is a reasonable requirement that would help
force gun dealing out into the public eye and
provide penalties against those who peddle
weapons on the sly.

The council also makes a good argument
for a purchase tax—I15 percent on handguns,
5 percent on long guns—that would go to
compensate society somewhat for the costs
of the predictable misuse of weapons.

Another citizens group, Handgun Control
Inc., seeks a state law that would make
adults responsible for securing weapons they
own. Households with children under age 14
would have to store guns in a locked box,
keep triggers locked or store weapons in a
spot that a *‘reasonable person’ would deem
secure.

Opponents argue that present laws already
provide punishment for adults who are lax in
protecting children from harm. But punish-
ment is not the real goal here. The aim is
public education, in the way seatbelt and
child-restraint laws carry the message on
those basic precautions. A gun-safety bill
coupled with a public campaign would have
positive effect.

In a survey this year sponsored by the
Joyce Foundation, a large majority of U.S.
teens said they can get a gun when they
want one; an even larger number said they
feel endangered by guns.

It's something that we didn’'t think would
ever happen in this area. Now it's always in
the back of your mind,” said Doug Sutor,
dean of students at Sandburg High School in
Orland Park.

A Hinsdale South mother said after
Barrett Modisette's death: “It just was so
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frightening that something hit so close to
home. . . . The outside forces that we didn’t
think would enter our little world did.”

This whole nation is one little world, inter-
woven and interlocked. None of us is out of
firing range.»

UNDERGROUND RAILROAD
DEDICATION IN BATTLE CREEK

e Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise
today in honor of the underground rail-
road dedication celebration taking
place on October 24, 1993, in Battle
Creek, MI.

The underground railroad was an ille-
gal network of hiding places used in
moving escaped slaves from the South
into the North to safety and freedom.
It is estimated that somewhere be-
tween 40,000 and 100,000 escaped slavery
through this network. Hiding places
were located about a day’s journey
apart. Peoples’ homes, basements,
barns, attics, and cellars were used as
places of refuge for those who sought
their freedom.

There were at least six underground
railroad routes that crossed through
southwestern Michigan. Battle Creek,
MI, became a major hub in the under-
ground railroad network as part of the
Quaker, Chicago, and Michigan central
routes to Canada. The stationmaster in
Battle Creek was Erastus Hussey, a
Quaker and abolitionist. With the help
of his wife, Sarah, and daughter,
Susan, Erastus Hussey helped trans-
port over 1,000 fugitives to safety. It
was through the strength and courage
of individuals like the Husseys that
hiding slaves seeking freedom were
able to find food and shelter.

As a dedication to this strong com-
mitment to human rights, a sculpture
was commissioned to pay tribute to the
slaves who sought freedom in the
North as well as those who helped them
in their escape. The sculpture to be
dedicated this weekend is the largest
sculpture in the Nation commemorat-
ing the underground railroad. This sili-
cone bronze sculpture, which stands 14
feet high and is 28 feet long, was cre-
ated by Ed Dwight, an African-Amer-
ican sculpture from Denver. It brings
to life the story of an African-Amer-
ican family seeking safety in a hide-
out, and the people who courageously
helped them to safety.

This new sculpture is not only a
monument to those involved in the un-
derground railroad network, but is also
represents an ongoing effort in Battle
Creek, MI, to the goal of guaranteeing
human rights for everyone. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to commend all of
those involved in this important
project, and thank them for their ef-
forts to commemorate this important
part of our country's history.e
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HONORING THE 120TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE POLISH ROMAN
CATHOLIC UNION OF AMERICA

® Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, on the
occasion of the 120th anniversary of the
Polish Roman Catholic Union of Amer-
ica [PRCUA], I extend my warmest re-
gards to its membership and salute its
ambitious achievements during the
20th century.

Since its inception in 1873, the
PRCUA has evolved into the largest
Polish Roman Catholic fraternal orga-
nization in the United States. Today,
the PRCUA's membership stands over
90,000 strong, of which more than 10,000
reside in my State of Michigan.

The PRCUA has a rich history. The
organization, which held its first con-
vention in Detroit in 1873, decided to
assume a Catholic character. As Polish
immigrants arrived in large numbers in
the late 1800's the PRCUA was integral
in helping them become acclimated to
the American way of life. In 1891, the
Polish Emigration House of S. Joseph
was establish in New York City as a
haven for immigrants. During this dif-
ficult period, the suffering of the poor,
widows, and orphans was eased through
the group's generosity.

The PRCUA's dedication to the arts
and enlightenment through education
is equally impressive. In 1913, it opened
a Polish library in its Chicago head-
quarters which has now become the
largest collection of Polish works in
the western hemisphere. Later, in 1935,
the Polish Museum of America was es-
tablished, offering Poles an oppor-
tunity to display a unigue collection of
rare treasures from Poland.

PRCUA remains as vivacious and ac-
tive today as ever. It encourages all
Americans of Polish descent to explore
their Polish-Roman Catholic roots.
Lessons in Polish language, folk danc-
ing, singing, traditions, and customs
are aimed to reinforce our knowledge
of Polish heritage, diversify our cul-
turally rich society, and from tighter
bonds within the Polish-American com-
munity. I would particularly like to sa-
lute the 11 Polish dance schools cur-
rently operating in Michigan which
PRCUA administers.

Civic and social activities are of
equal importance to the PRCUA. Wom-
en's and children’s groups have pro-
vided a constructive outlet for social
work, brought members together, and
forged lifelong friendships. The PRCUA
often organizes special events for reli-
gious holidays dear to the Catholic
faith, such as Easter and Christmas, in
addition to dances, dinners, perform-
ances, and pilgrimages to the mother-
land.

Roman Catholicism plays a role in
steering the organization’s moral
sense. The Catholic faith provides a
strong ethical compass for the
PRCUS’s members. Historically, most
Polish people have been staunch sup-
porters of the Roman Catholic church,
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a tradition carried on by the immi-
grants who settled in this great coun-
try. Even the darkness cast on Polish
religious freedoms during the 40 years
of Soviet totalitarian and atheistic
rule was not sufficient to extinguish
the spark of religious faith in the Pol-
ish heart.

The PRCUA’s dedication of time, car-
ing, and resources to young people is
indeed a wise investment for the fu-
ture. The PRCUA's goals of preserving
Polish-American heritage while foster-
ing greater appreciation of other na-
tionalities and cultures is a powerful
positive step in promoting greater un-
derstanding. The many achievements
of the organization and its dynamic
membership have made the people of
Michigan and the other 23 States in
which it operates more aware and ap-
preciative of the Polish-American ex-
perience, and better citizens through
participation in civic, social, and reli-
gious activities. As the Polish Roman
Catholic Union of America continues in
its second century of service, I wish its
members continued success in meeting
the challenges our modern society
poses.®

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 2519

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate considers the conference report on
H.R. 2519, the Commerce, State, Jus-
tice appropriations bill; that the yeas
and nays be ordered on the conference
report; that upon disposition of the
conference report, the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table; that the
Senate without any intervening action
or debate concur en bloc in the House
amendments to the Senate amend-
ments; that the motions to reconsider
be laid on the table en bloc; and that
any statements thereon appear at the
appropriate place in the RECORD as
though read.

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it is
my intention to call up this appropria-
tions conference report tomorrow im-
mediately following the votes that will
occur on the Haiti amendments, pursu-
ant to the prior agreement. So there
will now be three votes occurring in
succession in the morning. This will
permit Senators who come for one vote
to remain and be present for the three
votes. That is my intention with re-
spect to this Commerce, State, Justice
appropriations bill.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—INTERIOR APPROPRIA-
TIONS CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the cloture
motion I will shortly send to the desk
on the Interior Appropriations Con-
ference Report be in order, notwith-
standing the fact that the Senate has
not yet received the official papers
from the House, and that the con-
ference report is not now pending.

I further ask unanimous consent that
there be 1 hour for debate tomorrow,
October 21, following the votes now
scheduled to ocecur at 11 a.m., equally
divided between Senators BYRD and
WALLOP or their designees, and 2 hours
for debate on Friday, October 22, from
8 am. to 10 a.m., controlled in the
same fashion just prior to the cloture
vote with the mandatory live quorum
waived.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object and I shall not
object, this has been cleared on our
side and is satisfactory.

I thank the majority leader.

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

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the agreement, I now
send a cloture motion to the desk and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate on the con-
ference report accompanying H.R. 2520, the
Interior Appropriations bill:

Robert C. Byrd, Wendell Ford, Harry
Reid, Claiborne Pell, Russell D.
Feingold, J. Lieberman, Paul Simon,
Patty Murray, Pat Leahy, D. Pryor,
Ernest Hollings, Harris Wofford, Bar-
bara Boxer, Edward Kennedy, Paul Sar-
banes, Joe Biden, D. Inouye.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues for their coopera-
tion.

There will be no further rollcall votes
this evening. There will be the intro-
duction of an amendment pursuant to
the previous order and debate on that
amendment.

I remind Senators that beginning at
11 a.m. tomorrow, there will under the
current schedule be three votes. Sen-
ators should be aware three votes will
occur beginning at about 11 a.m. to-
morrow morning.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to
support, strongly, the amendment that
is about to be offered by Senator DOLE
and Senator MITCHELL. I understand
that there are a couple of items to be
worked out. I have read the amend-
ment. I have had a chance to be in-
volved in the formulation of it. I think
it is a very important amendment and
one that strongly expresses the emerg-
ing consensus in the Senate that the
administration would be well advised
to seek seriously the advice of Mem-
bers before they embark on any new
military adventures in Haiti or any-
where else.

I would like to point out that, again,
my esteemed friend and colleague, Sen-
ator DOLE, has been involved in this
issue. He is concerned about the pos-
sible risk of American lives, and I ap-
preciate his efforts on this amendment.
I also thank Senator MITCHELL, the
distinguished majority leader, who
again chooses to approach these issues
of national security in a bipartisan
fashion.

As my colleagues know, I have strong
reservations about prospectively limit-
ing the President’s role as Commander
in Chief. However, Senator DOLE's
amendment avoids such constitutional
pitfalls. It is a timely and constructive
attempt to inject some much needed
realism into the foreign policy formu-
lations of the administration. His
amendment strikes a fine balance be-
tween expressing concern over the di-
rection of our policy toward Haiti, on
the one hand, and preserving the pre-
rogatives of the Commander in Chief
on the other.

I commend the framers of this
amendment, the sponsors of it, and the
Republican leader for his statesman-
like attempt to prevent the adminis-
tration from recklessly stumbling into
a foreign policy debacle like we have
experienced in Somalia, the cost of
which would be measured in American
lives.

Senator DOLE has pursued this mat-
ter tirelessly. It is my sincere hope
that his efforts, and the considerable
support they have in Congress, have
convinced the President that it is time
to formulate a coherent foreign policy.

For evidence that such coherence has
been wholly lacking from much of the
administration’s foreign policy to date
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we need look no further than the front
page of today's Washington Post. The
administration has now determined to
withdraw the U.S. Army Rangers from
the conflict in Somalia. Two weeks
ago, the President ordered the deploy-
ment of additional thousands of Amer-
ican troops to Somalia. Today, he is
withdrawing the Rangers.

Apparently, the mission of the re-
maining thousands of American serv-
icemen and women who are obligated
to remain there until March 31, is to
hunker down in enclaves to serve as
targets for any Somali warlord who
may crave a headline in the inter-
national press. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to insert into the
RECORD a report in the Washington
Post dated today, October 20, 1993, enti-
tled: *U.S. Pulls Rangers Out of Soma-
lia.”

Such a confused, purposeless, and
dangerous policy makes the most com-
pelling case for Senator DOLE's efforts
to bring the administration to the un-
derstanding that it urgently needs help
in setting a sensible, hard-headed di-
rection for its foreign policy in Haiti
and elsewhere, a policy that is based on
a realistic assessment of the national
interests at stake and the prospects for
protecting them through the use of
force.

I believe the efforts of Senator DOLE
have given the administration ample
warning that before it commits troops,
it better have the support of Congress
and the American people.

The President should understand
that the way to gain the support of the
American people and their representa-
tives in Congress, for any foreign pol-
icy initiative is to demonstrate a read-
ily understandable connection to
American national interests.

American service men and women
understand the risks that their jobs en-
tail. They volunteer to take these risks
in service to our Nation. But before
they are put in harm’s way, they and
their families deserve a clear expla-
nation of how their mission will affect
the interests of the Nation to which
they have pledged their allegiance.

I do not believe that the administra-
tion has succeeded in making clear its
case for our involvement in Haiti.

In considering the scope of our in-
volvement in Haiti, we should remem-
ber the lessons of history. Our last
military adventure in Haiti, which
lasted 19 years, from 1915 to 1934, devel-
oped on an ad hoc basis. The develop-
ment of that policy, and the difficul-
ties faced by our marines in imple-
menting it, illustrate the dangers that
the direction of our current policy to-
ward Haiti may entail.

Mr. President, there is an old saying
that those who ignore the lessons of
history are doomed to repeat it.

President Wilson had no intention of
staying in Haiti for 19 years when he
decided to intervene. The marines
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landed in July of 1915 to protect Amer-
ican property and the lives of Amer-
ican citizens from the threat posed by
violent civil disturbances and the col-
lapse of governing institutions.

Our mission in Haiti during our pre-
vious involvement changed from one of
protecting America interests, a legiti-
mate reason for landing troops, to one
of establishing order. It then changed
once again to include creating a civil-
ian government and supervising public
works projects.

Our roughly 2,000 troops were en-
gaged in policing the streets, creating
an indigenous police force, and running
the civilian government. Before they
left in 1934, our marines had been
dragged into a civil war and had estab-
lished armed garrisons throughout the
country.

And the results of our efforts and the
sacrifice of our marines: In the Haiti of
today, very much like the Haiti of 1915,
political differences are settled at the
whim of the mob, or the point of a gun,
and government is rendered ineffective
by massive corruption.

Intervention in the civil affairs of
any nation should not be taken lightly.
When we interfere in the internal af-
fairs of other nations, we ask our serv-
ice men and women in the field to ac-
quire an understanding of an alien soci-
ety, an understanding that policy-
makers in Washington, in the safety of
their offices, have difficulty grasping.

It is not at all clear that given their
history and their support for Aristide,
a man with connections to democracy
that are tenuous at best, the people of
Haiti understand what democracy
means. Democracy is considerably
more complex than holding an elec-
tion. The founding documents of our
own democracy and the writings of our
Founders are a testament to the many
complex protections required to guar-
antee freedom.

In our zeal to promote democracy in
Haiti, we should not confuse the popu-
lar mandate of Father Aristide with
support for American or U.N. interven-
tion to restore him to power. Restoring
democracy is one thing, intervention is
another. As evidenced by recent events
in Somalia, despite hardships and tyr-
anny, often a people care more about
sovereignty than democracy. Often
they care more about nationalism than
the well-being of their own people.

Many of those Haitians who first sup-
ported our intervention in 1915 came to
oppose it. Even the efforts of the ma-
rines to supervise public works projects
met with the resentment of the Haitian
people. Our effort to help was met with
resistance and our efforts to cope with
the resistance was met with armed
conflict. It became impossible for our
policymakers, and the Haitian people,
to distinguish between armed conflict
and assistance.

The result was a resentment toward
the United States that continues today
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as a principle aspect of our relationship
with Haiti.

Before I support any United States
action in Haiti, the President will have
to convince me that our intervention
has limited objectives and that it
might do some good. The administra-
tion allowed our policy in Somalia to
be determined in the United Nations,
only to wake up and find that the mis-
sion had changed.

I have no intention of sitting quietly
by while the administration engages
our forces in Haiti in a ill-defined and
constantly changing mission. Creating
objectives and rationales after our
troops are deployed will not win the
confidence of Members of this body or
of the American people.

Neither will I support a policy of idle
threats. We cannot have a policy that
proposes the use of force unless we are
clearly committed to using it. Idle
threats only undermine our credibility
and our efforts to effectively use the
threat of military force to achieve im-
portant foreign policy objectives.

To be effective and to gain the sup-
port of the American people, foreign
policy must be purposeful, coherent,
and forceful.

Again, Mr. President, I commend the
Republican leader for his efforts to
avoid further disasters abroad for the
United States, with their consequent
loss of American life, and to work in a
nonpartisan manner with the adminis-
tration to develop and implement a
foreign policy that serves the wvalues
and the best interests of our Nation. I
am pleased to support his amendment
and I urge my colleagues to do like-
wise.

Mr. President, I commend to the at-
tention of all of our colleagues a chap-
ter from the history of the United
States Marine Corps entitled ‘‘Occupy-
ing Haiti, 1911 to 1934.”" It has some
very hauntingly familiar aspects that
can be true today.

With all the best intentions, the
United States entered Haiti with mili-
tary force. They were welcomed. We set
about forming a government, doing
good works throughout the country.
And then there was a group of Haitians
who were called Cacos, much like the
Tonton Macoute that are there today,
who began to take up first civil and
then military disobedience, and we
ended up in a quagmire from which
took us 19 years to extricate ourselves,
the residue of which still exists in
Haiti today.

So, I commend that chapter for read-
ing by my colleagues because I think it
is clear that we do not want to make
that mistake again.

Again, I would like to thank Senator
DoLE for his leadership, for his non-
partisan efforts on behalf of trying to
help the administration and the Amer-
ican people see a clear and coherent
policy toward Haiti.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first, let
me thank my distinguished colleague
from Arizona, one of our true American
heroes, who understands a lot more
about this than anybody on the Senate
floor. His endorsement and his support
means a great deal to many of us on
each side of the aisle.

As he has indicated, I think there has
been bipartisanship, as there should be,
in foreign policy. And there has been
no effort to tie the President’s hand or
to put him in a straitjacket. As I said
earlier, we are trying to protect him
with a flak jacket. I think sometimes
when Congress speaks out on these is-
sues, it means a great deal to the
President of the United States. I said
back in 1990 that we should not be
sending troops to the gulf without au-
thorization by Congress, and eventu-
ally Congress did authorize use of force
in the gulf, offensive force. It certainly
is my view that from that day forward
it changed the whole attitude of the
American people toward our mission in
the gulf.

I certainly hope and I do believe the
President of the United States will ac-
cept what we are doing in the spirit in
which it is done, not in any way to
shackle the President of the United
States. But we do have responsibilities
under the Constitution. Congress has
responsibilities. The President has re-
sponsibilities.

The President has responsibilities,
and we tried to blend those two, with-
out doing what the Senator from Ari-
zona was concerned about, getting into
some constitutional gquestion where it
might appear that Congress was usurp-
ing the rights that properly belong, in
the Constitution, to the President.

The purpose of this amendment, to
use Senator LUGAR's phrase, since we
are not in an emergency circumstance
in Haiti is to get sort of a time out;
give us a chance to take a look.

After we have had a lot of discussion
with the administration in the last few
days, we made about a dozen changes
in the amendment. There is still one
change being contemplated as I speak.
We hope we can make one additional
change. We have removed the funding
limitation; we have made this a ‘‘sense
of the Congress.”” We did explicitly
make sure the amendment does not
cover the naval blockade—even though
I am not convinced that the blockade
is the best course—but the President
has already deployed the forces. We
fine-tuned the conditions, moved some
paragraphs around and tried to accom-
modate as many concerns as possible.

With the events of the past 2 weeks,
it is clear that United States troops
should not casually be put in harm’s
way in Haiti—as trainers, construction
engineers, or anything else. Two weeks
ago —before the Haitian ‘‘rent-a-mob’
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scene on the dock in Port-au-Prince—I
urged the President not to deploy
American troops, and to withdraw the
advance team already there. That mis-
sion does not meet the President's own
criteria for U.N. operations: What is
the threat to international peace? That
is the first thing he asked. What are
the clear objectives? What is the end
point, and what will it cost?

Had the mission gone forward, it
would have virtually guaranteed Amer-
ican casualties for another question-
able exercise in nation building.

It would have made more sense for
the U.S. soldiers to wear targets than
to wear camouflage. When we announce
that United States troops will with-
draw as soon as they are shot at, we en-
sure that any Haitian with a gun has
an incentive to be the one that ‘‘chased
out the Yankees."

When we announced that U.S. troops
are only there to train and to build
roads, the American people wondered
why—why can we not train in the Unit-
ed States out of harm’s way, and why
AID or civilian contractors cannot
build roads. With 80 percent unemploy-
ment in Haiti, someone might want to
consider putting Haitians to work
building roads.

My amendment lays down a marker
for the administration: Tread very
carefully in using American force in
Haiti.

Mr. President, I am not certain what
our policy in Haiti is. We seem deter-
mined to put Aristide back in power,
and I say to my colleagues who have
not seen the briefing up in 5407, you
might want to. Even though the State
Department recognizes that he incited
mob violence while he was President, 1
am not certain someone is automati-
cally a democrat—with a small *‘d"—
just because they received a lot of
votes. I do not think we ought to lose
American lives to return him to power.
Restoring democracy is one thing; re-
storing Aristide is quite a different
matter altogether. The officer who
wanted United States troops in Haiti
for training—General Cedras—was sup-
posed to retire last week, and we do
not have any idea who will replace
him.

America does have an interest in
Haiti—in preventing the massive out-
flow of Haitians that seek to land in
the United States. We all agree that
democracy and economic growth in
Haiti would be the best way to prevent
such an exodus. But the problem is
that Haitian history does not give
many examples of good government. It
would be a mistake to try to impose
Aristide. Maybe what we need to do is
step back in Haiti—maybe we could
look at the Vatican for mediation, and
we could look at an independent fact-
finding commission. What we should
not do is rush into military interven-
tion. We tried that from 1915 to 1934,
and the Senator from Arizona just
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placed in the RECORD the history of
that escapade. We tried it with the U.S.
Marines, and we did not get a whole lot
of nation-building done.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to
make it crystal clear that nothing in
my amendment should be read as any
comfort to the bloodthirsty killers run-
ning wild in Haiti. I condemn, as I am
certain every Member of this body
does, political murder and intimidation
in Haiti—and everywhere else. Unfortu-
nately, political violence seems to be
the rule and not the exception in Haiti.

This amendment puts the Congress
on record before our troops are de-
ployed in large numbers. It makes
clear we want no confusion over the
mission of our role next week or the
week after that. The administration
should view this as helpful to their po-
sition. They need the input of Congress
at the front end, The amendment of-
fered by myself, Senator MITCHELL, and
colleagues on both sides of the aisle,
would let everybody know where we
stand. I urge my colleagues to support
the amendment.

I will say one additional thing. There
is a lot of question as to whether Con-
gress has any right to act before some-
body is deployed. It is a very close
question. I read earlier from a legal
opinion of the American Civil Liberties
Union supporting my position. They do
not do that too often. If fact, I do not
think I have had many letters from the
ACLU. I put it in the RECORD, I guess,
because it agreed with my position.
They say very flatly that we have the
authority to determine, and then the
Commander in Chief, the President,
has the right to carry that out.

As I said in a statement on Bosnia,
we do not have to wait until the body
bags start coming back to America be-
fore we can say we made a mistake, or
we have the wrong policy, or we are
moving too fast, or someone messed up
somewhere down the line.

So I believe that the amendment is
offered in the spirit of cooperation and
partnership with the President of the
United States. It has the flexibility
that he wanted. I thank Mr. Paster at
the White House for his help, and I
thank others in the Defense and State
Departments, along with my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle who have
been involved in negotiating what we
have now, and what we will have before
the Senate in very short order.

I will send the amendment to the
desk as soon as we resolve one small
point.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would
like to congratulate and thank the dis-
tinguished minority leader. I know he
felt very strongly, as many Members
here in the Senate do, that we do not
want the troops placed unadvisedly in
Haiti, and I think he felt very strongly
about taking action to do that. Others
here were clearly concerned about the
constitutional prerogatives, and I
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think that the Senator has worked ex-
tremely effectively. And there has been
a good coming together, which allows
the U.S. Senate and the country to
speak with one voice. It allows the
President to send the message that he
has been sending, while simultaneously
listening to the U.S. Senate.

I think that is the way it is supposed
to be. It is in the best tradition that
this House is to advise, sometimes to
consent, and sometimes to dissent.
Here I think we have advised, and we
have advised well. We have said to
Haiti that it is critical that all parties
adhere to the Governors Island agree-
ment. But we have also urged—and I
think cautioned—what we will ask of
all of our branches of Government in
the effort to try to pull people together
to have a consensus when and if we de-
cide that other steps are necessary.

I also thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona, Senator MCCAIN,
who has worked hard on this, and the
majority leader and others who
brought us together on it. I see the dis-
tinguished whip is on his feet.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank my friend from Massachusetts. I
have very much listened and have been
attentive, and I thank Senator MCCAIN,
Senator DOLE, and Senator KERRY for
their remarks and, indeed, I think we
are on the right track. I think that the
language of the amendment will short-
ly be ready. I will therefore speak for
just literally 3 or 4 minutes.

What is the situation regarding time
on the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no limit on debate at this point.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Chair. Mr.
President, the amendment will be pre-
sented in moments. I think the pending
amendment represents a very remark-
able, good-faith effort to assure that
Congress is heard and consulted in this
vital policy area, while at the same
time preserving in full the constitu-
tional authority of the President.

I agree with Senator DOLE, we should
heed the Senator from Arizona. He
speaks from a position of experience
and tragic circumstance that none of
us can possibly discern.

I point out that this was a good-faith
effort because I have taken careful
note of the various critical and uncom-
plimentary things which have been
written and said this week in the
media about our fine Republican lead-
er. From the start, Senator DOLE has
approached this issue with the aim of
protecting Presidential prerogatives,
but there has been precious little rec-
ognition of that among many of the
Nation’s media.

I think that represents an astonish-
ing shortness and shallowness of mem-
ory. It was just last week that Senator
DOLE was leading the effort to preserve
the President’'s flexibility in Somalia,
to assist him mightily, as we recall.
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This was, I might point out, an unpopu-
lar position among some in his own
party. If he were of the mind to do the
easy or the political thing, Somalia
was just the place to do that. I can tell
you that virtually all of our constitu-
ent phone calls were saying—and mine,
too—'‘Get out of Somalia, now.” That
sentiment was not rooted in partisan-
ship. There were many people of good
faith saying **do that.” There are those
in our party who felt very strongly
both ways, just as on the other side.
But it would have been easy, if our
leader were of a mind to score some
easy political points, to do so last week
during the Somalia debate.

It is singularly perplexing to me to
see this week's debate about Bosnia
and Haiti interpreted in the light of
partisanship, or even as some serious
power struggle between Republicans
and the President. I can tell you there
has been every single effort to accom-
modate the administration's legiti-
mate concerns about preserving Presi-
dential flexibility in the conduct of for-
eign policy. That may be very hard for
the cynical and jaded to believe, espe-
cially if they have not been part of the
discussion. But it ought to strike them
as unlikely that Senator DOLE would
be magically and inexplicably trans-
formed from last week’'s statesman
into this week’s archpartisan. There
must be a simpler explanation.

Let me just acquaint those critics
with some of the very real concerns we
have about Haiti. First, there is the
fact that we allowed the United Na-
tions to gradually change the nature of
our involvement in Somalia and that
Americans were killed, captured, and
abused before Congress collectively
rose in alarm to demand a more re-
sponsible use of American troops.

We saw similarly disturbing trends in
Haiti. We saw a pathetic attempt to
dock a small band of lightly armed
Americans, when for weeks prior to
this, incidents of mob violence and
murder had been occurring in Haiti
that ought to have served as an ample
warning that this might not work.

It seems to me a legitimate question
to ask whether we have to wait until
Americans are killed or held captive
before we become involved. We remem-
ber the debate from last week. We
agreed we could not cut and run from
Somalia, because we were already en-
gaged. So if we cannot oppose our in-
volvement after the fact, the only al-
ternative is to try to do so before a cri-
sis occurs. It seems to me a poor de-
scription of congressional authority to
declare that Congress can only act sub-
sequent to great tragedy, whether the
loss of American lives, injuries to
American personnel, or the capture of
American soldiers.

Not everyone, -even within my own
party, agrees that Congress should
have such a role before the fact. It is a
postulation that concerns me as well,
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just as it concerned our leader. That is
why discussions occurred with the ad-
ministration—to ensure that Presi-
dential powers were upheld. In the end,
it was deemed necessary to vastly re-
duce the binding effects of these
amendments, both amendments, in the
interest of the powers of this President
as well as future Presidents.

So there has been a perfect and clear
consistency on the part of our Repub-
lican leader throughout this process,
even if the same cannot be said of the
many detractors in the fourth estate. I
would be most interested to know how
many of the noted and biased col-
umnists lambasting Senator DOLE over
Haiti were just one decade ago explain-
ing, in panting prose, why it was so
marvelously appropriate to limit the
President’s powers to act in Nicaragua
and El Salvador. I recall more than a
few of those worthies took exactly that
position.

So this amendment represents our
best effort to ensure congressional par-
ticipation in this debate before the fact
of a crisis, while at the same time up-
holding in full the powers of this Presi-
dent.

I commend the efforts of those who,
in a very remarkable bipartisan fash-
ion, drafted this language, and I cer-
tainly urge adoption of the leadership
amendment.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM). The Senator from Pennsylvania.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

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

TAOS CONVEYANCE ACT

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 59, H.R. 328, re-
lating to a land conveyance in Taos,
NM, that the bill be deemed read a
third time, passed; that the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table; and
that any statements relative to the
passage of this item appear at the ap-
propriate place in the RECORD.

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

So, the bill (H.R. 328) was deemed
read a third time and passed.

MEASURE PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—H.R. 2351
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that H.R. 2351, a
bill to reauthorize the National Foun-
dation on the Arts and the Humanities
Act be placed on the calendar.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—H.R. 2632 AND H.R. 2840

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that H.R. 2632, the
Patent and Trademark Office Author-
ization Act, and H.R. 2840, the Copy-
right Royalty Tribunal Act, just re-
ceived from the House, be placed on the
calendar.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

—————

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

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

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
would like to speak on the subject of
Haiti.

I have been very troubled by our pol-
icy toward Haiti. It is a difficult issue
to resolve. In foreign policy, there are
no easy answers. This is an example of
the struggle our country has with for-
eign policy.

I have been dissatisfied with the Clin-
ton administration in terms of the
process that has been followed with re-
gard to both Haiti and Somalia.

Many years ago, I worked as a young
lawyer in the State Department. I do
not always agree with the State De-
partment. I think the State Depart-
ment frequently is not in touch with
the rest of the United States. But, in
any event, I worked as a young lawyer
there, and I participated as a very jun-
ior grade assistant in a number of
meetings. It was then that I became
fascinated with the public administra-
tion and organization of foreign policy.

Having served as a member of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
since 1980, I have been fascinated with
how we organize to formulate our for-
eign policy. Recently, on “60 Minutes,”
I addressed some problems that I
thought existed regarding the United
Nations in terms of how foreign policy
is made.

I have discovered, with regard to So-
malia and Haiti, that the normal meet-
ings were not held in this administra-
tion they did not run the traps, so to
speak.

There are deputies’ meetings, where
the Deputy Secretaries of the CIA and
the Defense Department and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the State Depart-
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ment and the National Security Coun-
cil are supposed to meet. And there
they digest policy—at least they are
supposed to—on Haiti or Somalia.
Those meetings were not held.

I have been trying to hold hearings in
the Foreign Relations Committee, of
which I am a member. They have been
refused by the administration and by
the majority party in the Senate. One
can only guess that they are trying to
cover up what went on in the early
days of Somalia. Those meetings are
being held again now, but they were
not held then.

There are also principals' meetings in
which the Secretary of State, the Sec-
retary of Defense, the National Secu-
rity Adviser, the head of the CIA, the
head of other intelligence agencies, and
the Joint Chief of Staff meet. They are
supposed to run the traps on a decision.
Those meetings were not held on So-
malia or Haiti. Both cases have pro-
duced foreign policy disasters in the
early days of the Clinton administra-
tion.

Let me address Haiti first. In the
case of Haiti, the United States finds
itself supporting Aristide.

Now, who is Aristide? He was demo-
cratically elected. I will concede that.
But so was Papa Doc, who preceded
him. So was Adolf Hitler popularly
elected.

Once Aristide was elected, he did not
rule as if he believed in democracy. He
did not behave as a democrat. And I am
speaking with a small “d,"” a democrat
with a small ‘‘d.”’

Indeed, Aristide proceeded to hold
rallies in which he advocated the
necklacing of his political opponents.
Indeed, he held meetings in which he
insisted on the death penalty for politi-
cal opponents of his, rather than the
15-year sentence which was allowed
under law.

There are many quotes that I can
read about Mr. Aristide. According to
newspaper reports, he reportedly or-
dered a murder. We want a hearing to
find out if that is absolutely true. If
that is true, U.S. troops are standing
by to defend a murderer.

Let us think about that a little bit,
and what kind of reaction that would
produce.

The State Department and the Clin-
ton administration are trying to cover-
up, to cover up these facts. But they
are coming out in spite of the coverup.

We have repeatedly asked on my side
of the aisle for hearings in the Foreign
Relations Committee with the Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of
Defense as witnesses to tell us about
the principals’ meetings, about the
deputies’ meetings, and why the formu-
lation of these policies was not run
through the traps. When did the Presi-
dent of the United States learn about
Aristide’s psychological problems?
When did the President of the United
States learn that he was a murderer, or



October 20, 1993

did he learn? On what date? Was he
ever briefed?

Now, the Defense Department and
the State Department seem to be ad-
libbing. Nobody knows who is reporting
to whom over there. We have people
running about without responsibility
for who is reporting to whom? Foreign
policy decisions are not being made in
a rational, staffed way. They are being
made on a helter-skelter basis. Hope-
fully that is changing now.

We have had, in this Chamber, some
debate on the Nickles amendment, the
Dole amendment, and the Byrd amend-
ment on the Democratic side, which I
cosponsored and on which I helped Sen-
ator BYRD.

None of those amendments would be
showing up if foreign policy was being
formulated . properly, if there were
hearings being held up here, if the
high-level people were showing up.

We did have a hearing in the Foreign
Relations Committee at which a Prin-
cipal Deputy Under Secretary of De-
fense and an Under Secretary of State
testified. But neither one of them had
participated in any of the other meet-
ings. We cannot seem to get anybody
who has actually been in the meetings
to come up here and testify to Sen-
ators.

When did we learn that Aristide is a
murderer, if he is? When did we learn
that he has deep psychological prob-
lems, if he does? When did we learn
that he advocated necklacing? Did the
President of the United States know
this when we embraced him? Have we
sent warships down there to defend
him, and are we on the brink of sending
United States troops to Haiti to put
this person into office? Let us think
about our actions very carefully.

Who is President Aristide? I have be-
fore me a Washington Post article by
Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993. She
says,

[If you see] a faker who pretends to be one
of our supporters * * * just grab him. Make
sure he gets what he deserves * * * with the
tool you have now in your hands [the burn-
ing tire] * * * You have the right tool in
your hands * * * the right instrument. It is
nice, it is chie, it is classy, elegant and snap-
py. It smells good and wherever you go, you
want to smell it.

For everybody who does not know,
necklacing is putting a tire around a
victim's neck, pouring gasoline in it
and lighting it. I had a necklacing
amendment on the floor with respect
to South Africa some years ago, every-
one on the floor voted for it and I
thank them. It is one of the most hid-
eous of crimes. This gentleman who we
are supporting and trying to put back
into power in Haiti advocated
necklacing. I have it here from Lally
Weymouth's article.

According to the Catholic Standard of the
Archdiocese of Washington, Aristide was sus-
pended from the Salesian Order of the Catho-
lic church in 1988 after being accused of *‘in-
citement to hatred and violence' and em-
phasizing ‘‘class struggle' in his sermons.
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These are quotes from Aristide.

Don't neglect to give him what he de-
serves. Three days and three nights you're
keeping watch in front of the National Peni-
tentiary (see Note). If someone escapes, don't
neglect to give him what he deserves.

NOTE.—A reference to Roger Lafontant,
who had begun to serve a life sentence in the
penitentiary for attempting to overthrow
the government. He was murdered two days
later in his cell as the coup was beginning
under circumstances that remain obscure.

According to newspaper reports he
was murdered under the orders of
Aristide whom the United States is
protecting and wants to use U.S. troops
to put back in power.

We should have discovered in the electoral
campaign of this devil called Reagan, the sa-
tanic spirit was dancing in Reagan’s head
* * * The same spirit that Jesus chased while
He was on Earth, forced these experts and
Reagan to produce this document called
Santa Fe * * * A bad spirit like this, don't
you see, is the same bad spirit that danced in
the heads of the Roman Emperors that Jesus
fought.

This a quote from the man we expect
young Americans to die for. He referred
to Reagan as a satanic spirit.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? Could the Senator
indicate how long he intends to pro-
ceed?

Mr. PRESSLER. I wish to proceed for
as long as it takes me to finish this. I
have the floor. If the Senator wishes to
ask a question—I respect the majority
leader very much—I will answer him.
Does he want to ask me a question?

Mr. MITCHELL. No; I want to intro-
duce the amendment and get a consent
agreement regarding the schedule to-
morrow; then have the Senate be pre-
pared to go into recess. If the Senator
will let me do that, the Senator can
continue and I can leave.

Mr. PRESSLER. Can I have 3 more
minutes and I will leave and let him do
that? If the Senator will give me 3
more minutes, because I want to finish
this particular line.

* * * what we need to destroy these people
we do not yet have. The day will come when
we will have it. Nicaragua had it in 1979.
Cuba had it in 1958 and 59.

This is the man we are supporting.
Next he said:

When you are sitting on top of the moun-
tain teaching the peasants how to use
necklacing, the peasant, having never seen a
car before, having never seen a tire before,
he will ask you, ‘What is Necklacing?' He
could also ask if the use of Necklacing is in
the Constitution. You might answer, ‘If the
pressure of Necklacing in front of the Court-
house on September 29 (the judgment day of
Roger Lafontant) was not there, then he
would not have received the life sentence. In-
stead, he would have only received 15 years!

The three previous excerpts are from
a transcript of a videotape of various
Aristide speeches and sermons at Mass.

The 1991 State Department Human
Rights Report said:

President Aristide appeared less concerned
about prosecuting members of the military
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accused of human rights abuses if they were
supporters or appointees of his Government
* * * President Aristide also failed to con-
demn categorically all recourse to popular
justice through mob violence. The Aristide
Government made no effort to identify and
to bring to justice those responsible for the
wholesale killing, looting, and burning * * *

Mr. President, the only possible Unit-
ed States interest in Haiti would be to
stop the flow of refugees into our
southern border. The United States es-
tablished three immigration centers in
Haiti and they are working. Virtually
all Haitian refugees who have come to
the United States are economic refu-
gees. If they were political refugees
they would walk across the border into
the Dominican Republic.

There is no justification to risk the
life of even one United States soldier in
Haiti now or in the future. Aristide,
whom we support and whom the Clin-
ton administration supports, is a
human rights abuser. The State De-
partment has admitted in Senate hear-
ings that President Aristide incited
mob violence and encouraged
necklacing while in power. Father
Aristide was suspended by the Catholic
Church because of his activities.
Aristide ordered the destruction of the
Vatican Embassy.

About the practice of necklacing,
Aristide said ‘‘it is beautiful, it is chic,
it is elegant; you want to smell it ev-
erywhere you go'’. Aristide had a
painting in his Presidential office glo-
rifying necklacing.

Aristide has known ties to Fidel Cas-
tro and had some of his henchmen
trained in Cuba. Aristide publicly
cursed the United States and promised
to give Haitians what Castro has given
the Cuban people.

Mr. President, I could go on and on,
and I planned to talk longer. Out of re-
spect for the majority leader, I shall
cease.

But what I am crying out for are
hearings. I asked the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, today,
for hearings tomorrow morning with
people at the highest level of the ad-
ministration to explain to us how these
decisions were made.

What is taking place is a great deal
of ad-libbing by Les Aspin and others
without consulting with the CIA, with-
out consulting with the military.
There is a process—and I learned it as
a young lawyer in Washington many
years ago—that should have been uti-
lized. If you are appointed Secretary of
Defense or State, that does not mean
you give your opinion to the President
without consultation with the other
pertinent agencies. You check with the
CIA, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and so
on and so forth.

When I asked about public adminis-
tration and the Deputies meetings in a
Foreign Relations Committee hearing,
1 was told they would check on it.
When all is said and done, the foreign
policy of the Clinton administration
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was formulated on a shoot-from-the-
hip basis, on a basis that did not take
into consideration the experts' opin-
ions. We have been told, we have seen
people in the Defense Department on
TV say, ““We learned lessons in Soma-
lia.” I served in the Army as a lieuten-
ant in Vietnam. We learned those les-
sons there. The military knows those
lessons and would have conveyed them
if they had them in their meetings, but
they were not included.

I can assure you that some of the
things that have been published about
Aristide never reached the President of
the United States until some of us in
this body started to protest.

I am very curious. I hope we have a
hearing as to when the President of the
United States learned these facts about
Aristide and when the United States
decided to support him and why. This
is a very strange situation to be in. I
am very worried about—I am not try-
ing to put down the Clinton adminis-
tration. As Members of this body know,
I am considered to be bipartisan, and
that has been one of my biggest prob-
lems.

But I will conclude.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I just
would like to make one comment, be-
fore my colleague leaves, on his re-
marks. There will be a full debate to-
morrow morning on this subject, and I
have no interest in debating the sub-
stance of his remarks, although I think
it is very much open to debate.

Mr. PRESSLER. Will my friend yield
for one brief question, respectfully?
Would my friend support hearings at
the highest level in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee tomorrow or the next
day as to how these decisions on Haiti
were made?

We had a large meeting today, and I
know the Secretary of State just left
the country, but many of us want to
help out. We want this President to be
successful. I have helped the majority
leader on many occasions. I like the
majority leader, and I like the Presi-
dent. He has been my friend for 20
years.

The reason behind all of these resolu-
tions being introduced on the floor is
not that people want to hear constitu-
tional arguments, it is because there is
a sense that foreign policy formulation
mechanisms of this country have bro-
ken down,

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it is
to that precise remark to which I wish
to address myself. The suggestion has
been made, and just repeated, that the
reason we have amendments relating
to foreign policy and debate in the Con-
gress and criticism of the administra-
tion's foreign policy is because that
policy has broken down. The clear im-
plication of that is that things are
going well when Congress does not talk
about foreign policy.

Mr. President, I say to my colleague,
I have been in the Senate for 13 years.
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In 12 of those years, we have had Re-
publican Presidents, and every year I
have been here, there have been amend-
ments in Congress about foreign policy,
debates about foreign policy, criticism
over foreign policy. I cannot speak for
the time earlier than when I arrived in
the Senate, but my impression is the
same. The suggestion that the exist-
ence of amendments and debates in
Congress is in and of itself proof of a
failure of foreign policy by the admin-
istration is simply incorrect. If that is
the case, then every administration
has failed because there is always de-
bate and amendments and criticism in
Congress.

If the Senator’s remarks are friendly
toward the President, I can only tell
the President, with friends like that,
he does not need enemies.

Mr. PRESSLER. If my friend will
yield very briefly, I have been on the
Foreign Relations Committee since
1980 and a little bit of the experience
has rubbed off, not much. The Sec-
retary of State would normally be up
here within a day or two—especially
after an incident in which many Amer-
ican lives were lost. We are told the
Secretary of State will not be available
until November 4. What is this Senator
supposed to do until November 4 on
Haiti and Somalia?

I ask my friend from Maine, whom I
respect very much, who has been a Fed-
eral judge and who is the majority
leader and who is very respected, when
can we get some hearings up here so
Senators can find out how this policy
was formulated, whether Les Aspin
consulted the Joint Chiefs, whether the
CIA was consulted.

There is a we-they attitude in the
Defense Department. In the State De-
partment, nobody knows who is report-
ing to whom.

This is a subject that is of great con-
cern to many of us. We are crying out
for some help.

During the Bush and Reagan admin-
istrations, they would have had at
least the Deputy Secretary up here the
next day. We cannot even get the Dep-
uty Secretary, and the majority party
in the Senate is not demanding it. But
the majority party did demand it then,
when the Republicans were in the
White House. Bush responded and
Reagan responded. Now, we cannot get
anybody above a Deputy Under Sec-
retary up here to talk to us.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I
might say, the Secretary of State left
for Russia and other States of the
former Soviet Union, I believe, within
the past several hours. And so it is ob-
vious that the Secretary of State on a
trip long planned on other matters can-
not be present——

Mr. PRESSLER. But would my friend
just yield? The Secretary did not say
that. He was scheduled to come up here
on Tuesday, and he canceled for no rea-
son. I think—this is my thought—the
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President asked him to cancel because
the administration would be embar-
rassed by their foreign policy disasters
in Somalia and Haiti.

The Secretary of State was scheduled
to come here on Tuesday. Why did he
cancel?

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, Mr. President,
I do not know and I submit neither
does the Senator, and I think we would
all be wise not to impute reasons or
motives to others when we do not know
the reason for it.

Second, I would just say that the
Secretary of State in the previous ad-
ministration, someone who I admire
greatly, Secretary Baker, traveled
much, much more than does Secretary
Christopher, and so he was not avail-
able to testify when he was on a trip.
Nobody got up here when he was in Eu-
rope or Asia or the Middle East and
said, ‘“Well, why won't the Secretary of
State come here to testify?" And im-
pute motives to him for not testifying.

I think the question of the hearings
is best left to the chairman of the com-
mittee. Of course, that has always been
my practice. I am asked almost every
day on almost every subject to order
some chairman to hold a hearing on
some subject or other. I think it is best
left to the individual chairmen. I have
great confidence in the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee.

If I might, Mr. President, without
wanting to prolong this, I came very
early this morning and if the Senator
would permit I would like to get on
with this and conclude. Then we can
have this debate tomorrow.

I do want to make this one comment,
unrelated to all of the charges. If we
start requiring a psychological exam-
ination of every elected official in this
country, I submit to my colleague from
South Dakota a lot of Senators better
start worrying. If we are now going to
say that we are going to have psycho-
logical examinations by people who
have never met us, and have these long
distance psychological examinations
read out, my gosh, I think it is some-
thing every Senator ought to be con-
cerned about.

Mr. PRESSLER. My friend will have
to yield to me once more. Yes, but we
are not sending U.S. troops to South
Dakota to keep U.S. Senators in office,
yet.

Let me also say that Secretary Chris-
topher was scheduled to testify here
yesterday. He was not on a trip. He
canceled. It is part of a pattern before
our committees. We cannot get the ad-
ministration to explain the process. I
am not in the business of psychology.

If you read what has been written in
the press about Aristide, it is pretty
freightening that we support a fellow
like this. I am very, very concerned.

Mr. MITCHELL. I understand the
Senator’s concern. But the Senator
says he is not into the psychological
business after having spent a great deal
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of time in debate discussing psycho-

logical analyses. Precisely, what he is

saying is I am not doing what I have
just been doing.

Mr. PRESSLER. If the majority lead-
er will yield, in regards to human
rights abuses, what I said is the State
Department's records show Aristide’s
violations of human rights and abuses.
That is very serious. I take the State
Department’'s human rights reports
very seriously.

Senator SPECTER, who sits here, and
I went to B8 African countries this
spring armed with 8 human rights re-
ports. Aristide exceeds—he is one of
the leading human rights abusers in
the world. He did not rule as a demo-
crat with a small “d'’. My friend, the
majority leader, is a Democrat with a
large “D'. But in any event, Aristide
was not a democrat, even with a small
“d.”” He was a dictator, authoritarian,

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, to place all these materials in the
RECORD.

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

QUESTION FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO
WILLIAM LACY SWING, SENATE FOREIGN RE-
LATIONS COMMITTEE, SEPTEMBER 29, 1993
Question. Did President Aristide incite mob

violence when he was in power in Haiti?

Answer. There was evidence that President
Aristide incited intimidating or violent be-
havior among his followers. This has been
documented in our 1991 Human Rights re-

rt.

poOur Ambassador at that time and other

U.S. officials made clear to him our abhor-

rence of these tactics.

QUESTION FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO AL-
EXANDER F. WATSON, SUBMITTED BY SEN-
ATOR HELMS, SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS
COMMITTEE, MAY 5, 1993

HAITI

Question. What information does the U.S.
Government have regarding the human
rights record of President Aristide?

Answer. There is evidence of several
human rights violations under the Aristide
presidency that we have spelled out in our
annual Human Rights Reports.

These include condoning or failure to con-
demn mob violence and at least three inci-
dents of politically motivated killings that
may have been officially sanctioned.

Question. Would you agree with human
rights activists that Aristide incited popular
violence when he was in power?

Answer. There was ample evidence that
President Aristide incited intimidating or
violent behavior among his followers.

Our Ambassador and other U.S. officials
made personally clear to him our abhorrence
of these tactics.

1991 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE COUNTRY
REPORTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS

However, the Government proved to be un-
willing or unable to restrain popular justice
through mob violence and ensure the rule of
law for all citizens irrespective of partisan
interests.

President Aristide, however, appeared less
concerned about prosecuting members of the
military accused of human rights abuses if
they were supporters or appointees of his
Government.
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President Aristide also failed to condemn
categorically all recourse to popular justice
through mob violence.

The Aristide Government made no effort to
identify and bring to justice those respon-
sible for the wholesale killing, looting, and
burning that occurred after the failed
Lafontant coup in January.

The only response to three official requests
to the Aristide Government for information
on the status of the investigation into the
death of an American citizen, Richard Andre
Emmanuel, who was killed by mob violence
in late February, was that the investigator
“‘was still in progress."

However, there were several credible re-
ports of torture and other abuse of detainees
and prisoners both during the initial Aristide
tenure and since the coup.

The Aristide Government repeatedly at-
tempted to interfere with the judicial proc-
ess or usurp it through “‘mob justice.”

On August 13, the Parliament, as well as
the offices of a number of the Aristide Gov-
ernment’s critics—the labor union Autono-
mous Central of Haitian Workers (CATH),
and the political organizations National
Front for Change and Democracy (FNCD)
and United Democratic Committee (KID)—
were attacked by mobs who many observers
believe were inspired by those close to the
Administration.

The most serious 1991 violations of freedom
of travel occurred shortly after President
Aristide took office when hundreds of former
official of previous governments were sub-
jected to a constitutionally questionable ban
on foreign travel.

After his election victory, President
Aristide and his supporters often excluded or
intimidated their political opponents or
those perceived as such.

U.S. BENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.
ARISTIDE'S STATEMENTS ON NECKLACING

“What a beautiful tool! What a beautiful
instrument! It's beautiful, it's cute, it's pret-
ty, it has a good smell: wherever you go you
want to inhale it. Since the law of the coun-
try says Macoutes aren't in the game, what-
ever happens to them they deserve. * * *
This is the word of justice I share with you.
I throw the ball to you. You dribble it. You
shoot from the penalty box. * * * All alone
we are weak, but together we are strong. To-
gether we are the flood!" (Aristide Speech,
Haiti, September 27, 1991)

Aristide, referring to wealthy Haitians who
refuse to help Haiti's poor majority, repeat-
edly urged his listeners not to ‘‘neglect to
give him [or her] what he [or she] deserves."
(Aristide Speech, Haiti, September 27, 1991)—

“If you [nou in the original Creole—mean-
ing either the plural form of ‘‘you" or “we"]
catch a thief, if you catch a false Lavalassien
[referring to the popular movement respon-
sible for Aristide's election], if you catch
someone who doesn't deserve to be there,
don't neglect to give him what he deserves.

“Your tool is in your hand. Your instru-
ment is in your hand. Your Constitution is in
your hand. Don't neglect to give him what he
deserves.

“Your equipment is in your hand. Your
trowel is in your hand. Your pencil is in your
hand. Your Constitution is in your hand.
Don't neglect to give him what he deserves.

“Article 291 [of the Constitution, which
bars from public office for ten years all tor-
turers, ‘zealous’ Duvalierists, and embezzlers
of public funds] is always on our minds. It
says: No Macoutes, no Macoutes!
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“Don't neglect to give him what he de-
serves. Three days and three nights you're
keeping watch in front of the National Peni-
tentiary (see Note). If someone escapes, don't
neglect to give him what he deserves.”

NoTE.—A presumed reference to Roger
Lafontant, who had begun to serve a life sen-
tence in the penitentiary for attempting to
overthrow the government. He was murdered
two days later in his cell as the coup was be-
ginning under circumstances that remain ob-
scure.

“Throughout the four corners of the coun-
try, we are watching, we are praying, we are
watching, we are praying, when we catch one
of them, don't neglect to give him what he
deserves,

“What a beautiful tool! What a beautiful
instrument! What a beautiful appliance! It's
beautiful, it's beautiful, it's pretty, it looks
sharp! It's fashionable, it smells good and
wherever you go you want to smell it * * *."’

During the trial of Lafontant and his ac-
cused co-conspirators, a crowd of two thou-
sand had gathered around the courthouse,
chanting and calling for a life sentence for
Lafontant. A few people carried tires on
their heads. Lafontant thereafter received a
life sentence, even though the Haitian legal
code allows a maximum of only fifteen years
for those found guilty of plotting against
state security, the offense with which
Lafontant was charged.

On August 4, 1991, Aristide spoke with ap-
proval of the crowd’s actions:

“When they spoke of 15 years inside the
courthouse, according to the law,” Aristide
said, *‘outside the people began to clamor for
Pere Lebrun, because the anger of the people
began to rise a little. That's why the verdict
came out as a life sentence.”

Aristide: “Was there Pere Lebrun inside
the courthouse?"

Students: “‘No.”

Aristide: “*Was there Pere Lebrun outside
the courthouse?"

Students: *Yes."

Aristide: “Did the people use Pere Le-
brun?"

Students: “*No.”

Aristide: “Did the people have the right to
forget it?"

Students: “‘No.”

Aristide: “Don't say it's me who said it.
Pere Lebrun or a good firm bed, which is
nicer?”

Students: ‘'Pere Lebrun.”

Aristide: “For 24 hours in front of the
courthouse, Pere Lebrun became a good firm
bed. The people slept on it. Its springs
bounced back. They were talking inside the
courthouse with the law in their hands; the
people also have their own pillows. They
have their little matches in their hand, they
have their little gasoline not too far away.
Did they use it?”

Students: ‘No."

Aristide: ‘“‘That’'s because the people re-
spect the Constitution. But does the Con-
stitution tell the people they have a right to
forget little Pere Lebrun?"

Students: *'No."

Aristide: “‘Then, when they knew inside
what was going on outside, inside they had
to tread carefully ([literally, walk on thir-
teen so as not to break fourteen].”

“Fourteen is the masses of the people. The
masses have their own tool, their own secret
way, their own wisdom. When they spoke of
fifteen years inside the courthouse, accord-
ing to the law, outside the people began to
clamor for Pere Lebrun because the anger of
the people began to rise a little. That's why
the verdict came out as a life sentence.”
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‘“The people, who respect the law, who up-
hold the Constitution, when they heard ‘life
in prison’ they forgot their little matches,
little gasoline and little Pere Lebrun.”

Students: “‘No."

Aristide: “But if it hadn't gone well,
wouldn't the people have used Pere Lebrun?"

Students: “‘Yes."”

Aristide: ""That means that when you are
in your literacy class and you are learning to
write ‘Pere Lebrun,’ you are learning to
think about Pete Lebrun, it's because you
know when to use it, how to use it and where
to use it.”

‘*And you may never use it again in a state
where law prevails (that's what I hope!) as
long as they stop using deception and cor-
ruption. So, that's what they call real lit-
eracy!""

(]ig:xcerpt.s from Americas Watch, November
1, 1991)

If you see “‘a faker who pretends to be one
of our supporters . . . just grab him. Make
sure he gets what he deserves . . . with the
tool you have now in your hands [the burn-
ing tire]. . . . You have the right tool in your
hands . . . the right instrument. It is nice, it
is chic, it is classy, elegant and snappy. It
smells good and wherever you go, you want
to smell it." (Washington Post article by
Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993)

‘“‘What a beautiful instrument—what a
beautiful device. It's beautiful—it's such a
nice smell—you like to breathe it wherever
you go." (Los Angeles Times article by Wil-
liam Eaton, October 5, 1991)

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.
ARISTIDE'S HUMAN RIGHTS RECORD

Aristide turned on his own church when
Archbishop Francois Wolff Ligonde, in a New
Year's homily in 1991, denounced him for in-

stalling a “holshevik government."
Aristide's mobs destroyed one of Port-au-
Prince's oldest cathedrals and the

Nunciatura, the Vatican embassy. The Papal
nuncio (ambassador) was stripped to his
shorts and paraded through the streets; his
assistant, a priest form Zaire, was gravely
wounded by a machete blow. [The Vatican is
the only government to accord recognition
after the military coup of 1991. (The Plain
Dealer, February 27, 1993)]

According to the Catholic Standard of the
Archdiocese of Washington, Aristide was sus-
pended from the Silesian Order of the Catho-
lic church in 1988 after being accused of ‘‘in-
citement to hatred and violence" and em-
phasizing ‘‘class struggle' in his sermons.

In early October 1991 “‘an Aristide-inspired
mob attacked Sylvio Claude, the founder of
the Democratic Christian Haitian Party—a
man who had been jailed and tortured by
Duvalier but was a political opponent of
Aristide. Although Claude sought shelter in
a police station, he was turned over to the
mob and burned to death." (Washington Post
article by Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993)

“According to senior U.S. government offi-
cials, Aristide also participated in a cover-up
of the killing of five teenagers on July 26,
1991. Members of an anti-gang unit claimed
the killings occurred when they became in-
volved in a struggle with the youths as they
tried to escape. Photographs, however,
showed that the young men were severely
beaten and shot at point blank range by sev-
eral weapons. The Haitian armed forces—in
particular Interim Commander-in-Chief
Raoul Cedras—demanded that the incident
be investigated. But Aristide,who had been
building his own security forces outside the
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military chain of command, tried to block
the investigation and sided publicly with one
of the officers involved in the slaying."”
(Washington Post article by Lally Wey-
mouth, January 24, 1993)

“U.8. Government officials cite extensive
evidence showing that Aristide personally
gave the order to kill Roger Lafontant. . ., ."
In a December 1993 interview, Lt. General
Raoul Cedras revealed that he has informa-
tion *‘that Aristide intended to have other
political prisoners killed, not just Lafontant:
He [Aristide] gave the orders to kill around
20 people, but they had the courage to exe-
cute only Lafontant.” (Washington Post ar-
ticle by Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993)

“In August 1991, Haitian legislators met to
deal with the government's abuses. They
planned to question Prime Minister Rene
Preval—who, according to the State Depart-
ment haman rights report, had personally
interrogated political prisoners and denied
them recourse to legal counsel—and then to
consider censuring him. Before parliament
met, shots were fired outside the head-
quarters of the National Front for Change
and Democracy (FNCD)—a political party
that had originally supported Aristide but
had begun to criticize some of his actions.
The home of an FNCD legislator was also
stoned.

“When the parliament met, its members
found themselves surrounded by about 2,000
demonstrators, many carrying burning tires.
Under the threat of the mob, the legislators
decided to recess.” (Washington Post article
by Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993)

Cedras on Aristide, ‘“He spent seven
months violating the constitution of this
country which he was there to guarantee.”
(Washington Post article by Lally Wey-
mouth, January 24, 1993)

Aristide kept a color painting on the wall
in his presidential office. The painting de-
picts the following: Aristide smiles down on
a crowd brandishing auto tires; to the side is
another pile of tires, a bottle of gasoline and
a book of matches. [The poster further por-
trays the presidential chair atop the Haitian
constitution, indicating that Aristide is
“‘above’ the constitution.] A poster in the
background, in Creole, explains, °‘If our
power is threatened Ti Tid [Little Aristide],
if you have a problem, command us to march
and solve them with necklacing.’

Photographs reveal ‘‘how Aristide and his
street mobs let ‘Pere Lebrun' deal with polit-
ical opponents. The body shown is that of
Sylvio Claude, a Baptist minister and head
of the Haitian Christian Democratic Party
who had the temerity to oppose the ‘populist
priest.” In September 1991, the same night
that the army moved against Aristide, a mob
of the president's supporters set upon Claude
and beat him senseless. Claude died an ago-
nizing death. According to eyewitness ac-
counts, an Aristide henchman then severed
the penis from Claude's corpse, put it in his
mouth, and danced derisively around his
body. Next, an automobile tire filled with
gasoline was draped around his neck and set
ablaze. Confident that Aristide had survived
the military's move against him, the hench-
man had a photographer record this moment
of triumph.” (Accuracy in the Media Report,
August-A, 1993)

“[Aristide] sometimes brandished a ma-
chete from his pulpit and demanded violent
revolution to physically eliminate the coun-
try's elite. Violence, he argued, was the only
way to reform Haiti economically and so-
cially. ‘Revolution, not elections,' he would
chant with followers.” (Accuracy in the
Media Report, August-A, 1993)
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“*A neurosurgeon and former dean at a Hai-
tian medical school had Aristide as a student
of neuro-psychology during the school year
1978-79. . . . According to a statement cir-
culating among Haitian dissidents, the phy-
sician declared, 'l was especially attracted
by the tremendous instability of personality
of [Aristide]. My ultimate diagnosis
took the direction of the bipolar disease
called ‘psychotic manic depressive,’ and 1
prescribed for Jean-Bertrand carbonate of
lithium . . .' Haitian exiles say that some of
Aristide’s worst excesses come when he is
not taking his lithiom." (Accuracy in the
Media Report, August-A, 1993)

Aristide's accused violations of Haitian
law:

Haitian constitution bars presidential
paramilitary armies. Aristide created a force
called “Special Intelligence for the Presi-
dent,”” or SIP, which was trained by French
and Swiss military experts, and armed with
weapons that bypassed the army when
shipped into Haiti.

Aristide packed the Haitian Supreme
Court with five new justices and refused to
submit them to the Senate for confirmation.
Contrary to law, he appointed several mem-
bers of the electoral commission as ambas-
sadors. When the Senate blocked the nomi-
nation of another commission member as
ambassador to France, Aristide made him
foreign minister. In towns in the interior,
Aristide replaced elected mayors with his
lavalas, and relied upon mobs to keep them
in office.

When the Parliament resisted Aristide, his
mobs appeared, tires and gasoline in hand.
Several legislators were dragged out and
beaten. Union offices and opposition politi-
cal headquarters were torched.

Aristide is accused of ordering the murders
of Roger Lafontant and Sylvio Claude the
night he left office. They were murdered two
days after Aristide's speech encouraging
necklacing.

Aristide was the patron of an organization
devoted to the welfare of children. VOAM, a
Creole acronym for *send Haiti to the
skies.”” At his request, Haitian refugees in
the U.S. sent an estimated $2 million to
VOAM; the republic of China gave another $6
million. According to Aristide's opponents,
Aristide diverted $4.5 million (or more) of
these funds to his own projects.

But an older Haitian friend put it more re-
alistically: “I hear that you Americans are
going to force us to take back that dreadful
man who says he wants to put flaming tires
around our necks.”" (National Review, July 5,
1993)

WHO 1S PRESIDENT ARISTIDE?

“[If you see] a faker who pretends to be
one of our supporters .. . just grab him.
Make sure he gets what he deserves . . . with
the tool you have now in your hands [the
burning tire] . . . You have the right tool in
your hands . . . the right instrument. It is
nice, it is chic, it is classy, elegant and snap-
py. It smells good and wherever you go, you
want to smell it.” (Washington Post article
by Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993)

According to the Catholic Standard of the
Archdiocese of Washington, Aristide was sus-
pended from the Salesian Order of the Catho-
lic church in 1988 after being accused of “in-
citement to hatred and violence™ and em-
phasizing *‘class struggle™ in his sermons.

“Don’'t neglect to give him what he de-
serves. Three days and three nights you're
keeping watch in front of the National Peni-
tentiary (see Note). If someone escapes, don't
neglect to give him what he deserves.”
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[Note: A reference to Roger Lafontant, who
had begun to serve a life sentence in the pen-
itentiary for attempting to overthrow the
government. He was murdered two days later
in his cell as the coup was beginning under
circumstances that remain obscure.]

“We should have discovered in the elec-
toral campaign of this devil called Reagan,
the satanic spirit was dancing in Reagan's
head . . . The same spirit that Jesus chased
while He was on Earth, forced these experts
and Reagan to produce this document called
Santa Fe .. . A bad spirit like this, don't
you see, is the same bad spirit that danced in
the heads of the Roman Emperors that Jesus
fought.”

Y. .. What we need to destroy these people
we do not yet have. The day will come when
we will have it. Nicaragua had it in 1979.
Cuba had it in 1958 and 59."

““When you are sitting on top of the moun-
tain teaching the peasants how to use
necklacing, the peasant, having never seen a
car before, having never seen a tire before,
he will ask you, ‘What is Necklacing?' He
could also ask if the use of Necklacing is in
the Constitution. You might answer, ‘If the
pressure of Necklacing in front of the Court-
house on September 29 (the judgment day of
Roger Lafontant) was not there, then he
would not have received the life sentence. In-
stead, he would have only received 15
years.'

[The three previous excerpts are from a
transcript of a videotape of various Aristide
speeches and sermons at Mass.]

The 1991 State Department Human Rights
Report said:

“President Aristide appeared less con-
cerned about prosecuting members of the
military accused of human rights abuses if
they were supporters or appointees of his
Government . . . President Aristide also
failed to condemn categorically all recourse
to popular justice through mob violence. The
Aristide Government made no effort to iden-
tify and to bring to justice those responsible
for the wholesale killing, looting, and
burning . . ."

[From the Congressional Research Service,

Library of Congress, Translation from the

French]

GENERAL HEADQUARTERS,
ARMED FORCES OF HAITI,
Port-au-Prince, Haiti, October 14, 1993.
His Excellency JEAN BERTRAND ARISTIDE,
President of the Republic, Palais National

MR, PRESIDENT: I would be very grateful if
you would give the necessary instruction to
the responsible Government officials to
begin the necessary proceedings for my an-
ticipated retirement provided for in Point 8
of the Governors Island Political Agreement
which I signed in good faith on July 3, 1993 to
lift the blockade of the country and to pre-
serve the institution of the military.

I believe that you, as well as I, are aware
of the obligation parallel to this procedure of
making all the necessary arrangements for
granting amnesty by parliamentary law, as
indicated in Article 5 of the Governors Island
Agreements and Article 5 (paragraph ii) of
the New York Treaty.

My concern is shared by the Prime Min-
ister and the Special Envoy who agreed in
the course of a tripartite meeting held at Mr.
Malval's residence on Tuesday, October 7,
1993 to send you the Minister of the Interior
for this purpose of choosing the Commander-
in-Chief, according to the oath in the Con-
stitution and the Armed Forces General Reg-
ulations and by personal letter of appoint-
ment, and the Senate ratification of the
Commander-in-Chief.
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I will then officially hand over the com-
mand of the Haitian Armed Forces to my re-
placement,

Sincerely yours,
RAOUL CEDRAS,
Lieutenant General, Armed Forces of
Haiti, Commander-in-Chief.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
think the point has been made.

Many of the assertions made by the
Senator are, of course, open to dispute
and refutation. I am sure they will be
and have been, during the course of the
debate. I have no wish to engage in
that because that is not the matter
which I am involved in at the moment.

I just simply repeat that if the no-
tion that long-distance psychological
examinations be made of elected offi-
cials, and that they be made public,
knowing best, as I do, about Members
of the U.S. Senate, we all should be
very leery of that.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, will
my friend yield for one more question?

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly.

Mr. PRESSLER. I am not saying we
are in the psychological business, but
here is a case where we are committing
the prestige of our Government to
someone who, according to newspaper
reports, had very severe problems; who
according to newspaper reports, has
committed murder; who according to
our State Department has committed
human rights abuses.

I want to make that clear. We are
not in the business of psychologically
evaluating people. But here we are put-
ting the force of the U.S. Government,
the U.S. taxpayers, the overburdened
American people, behind this person.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, may I
ask the Senator a question? The Sen-
ator has referred three times to news-
paper reports.

Does the Senator from South Dakota
hereby state that everything that ever
appeared about human rights in news-
papers is true?

Mr. PRESSLER. Absolutely not.

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PRESSLER. But I have had to
deal with the press. I hope we deal with
these accounts.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that the pre-
vious consent granted governing the
conference report accompanying H.R.
2519 be executed upon disposition of the
Dole-Mitchell amendment relating to
Haiti; and that it now be in order to re-
quest the yeas and nays on adoption of
the conference report.

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

Mr. MITCHELL. I now ask for the
yveas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays are requested.

Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 1074
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
on funding for the deployment of United

States Armed Forces in Haiti)

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in be-
half of Senator DOLE, myself, Senator
GRAHAM, Senator SIMPSON, Senator
THURMOND, Senator DOMENICI, Senator
WARNER, Senator HUTCHISON, Senator
D'AMATO, Senator MURKOWSKI, and
Senator DoDD, I send an amendment to
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL],
for Mr. DOLE, for himself, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.
DoMENICI, Mr. WARNER, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr,
D'AMATO, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. Dobp,
proposes an amendment numbered 1074.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

Sec. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE USE OF
FUNDS FOR UNITED STATES MILI-
TARY OPERATIONS IN HAITL

(a) STATEMENT OF PoOLICY.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) all parties should honor their obliga-
tions under the Governors Island Accord of
July 3, 1993 and the New York Pact of July
16, 1993;

(2) the United States has a national inter-
est in preventing uncontrolled emigration
from Haiti, and

(3) the United States should remain en-
gaged in Haiti to support national reconcili-
ation and further its interest in preventing
uncontrolled emigration.

(b) LIMITATION,—It is the sense of Congress
that funds appropriated by this Act should
not be obligated or expended for United
States military operations in Haiti unless—

(1) authorized in advanced by the Congress;
or

(2) the temporary deployment of United
States Armed Forces into Haiti is necessary
in order to protect or evacuate United States
citizens from a situation of imminent danger
and the President reports as soon as prac-
ticable to Congress after the initiation of the
temporary deployment; or

(3) the deployment of United States Armed
Forces into Haiti is vital to the national se-
curity interests of the United States, includ-
ing but not limited to the protection of
American citizens in Haiti, there is not suffi-
cient time to seek and receive Congressional
authorization, and the President reports as
soon as practicable to Congress after the ini-
tiation of the deployment, but in no case
later than forty eight hours after the initi-
ation of the deployment; or

(4) the President transmits to the Congress
a written report pursuant to subsection (C).

(c) REPORT.—It is the sense of Congress
that the limitation in subsection (b) should
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not apply if the President reports in advance
to Congress that the intended deployment of
United States Armed Forces into Haiti—

(1) is justified by U.S. national security in-
terests;

(2) will be undertaken only after necessary
steps have been taken to ensure the safety
and security of U.S. Armed Forces, including
steps to ensure that U.S. Armed Forces will
not become targets due to the nature of their
rules of engagement;

(3) will be undertaken only after an assess-
ment that—

(A) the proposed mission and objectives are
most appropriate for the U.S. Armed Forces
rather than civilian personnel or armed
forces from other nations, and

(B) that the U.S. Armed Forces proposed
for deployment are necessary and sufficient
to accomplish the objectives of the proposed
mission;

(4) will be undertaken only after clear ob-
jectives for the deployment are established;

(5) will be undertaken only after an exit
strategy for ending the deployment has been
identified; and

(6) will be undertaken only after the finan-
cial costs of the deployment are estimated.

(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘‘United States military operations
in Haiti’ means the continued deployment,
introduction or reintroduction of United
States Armed Forces into the land territory
of Haiti, irrespective of whether those Armed
Forces are under United States or United
Nations command, but does not include ac-
tivities for the collection of foreign intel-
ligence, activities directly related to the op-
erations of U.S. diplomatic or other U.S.
government facilities, or operations to
counter emigration from Haiti.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that under the order
there would now be up to 60 minutes
for debate on that amendment this
evening, controlled by Senator DOLE
and myself.

Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct; 60 minutes, equally di-
vided.

Mr. MITCHELL. In behalf of Senator
DOLE and myself, I now yield that
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has
been yielded back.

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous
consent that when the Senate com-
pletes its business today, it stand in re-
cess until 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, Octo-
ber 21; that following the prayer, the
Journal of proceedings be deemed ap-
proved to date; that the time for the
two leaders be reserved for their use
later in the day; and that the Senate
then resume consideration of H.R. 3116,
the Department of Defense appropria-
tions bill.

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

October 20, 1993

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 9:30
A.M.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate today, I now ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate stand in
recess as previously ordered.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 8:45 p.m., recessed until tomorrow,
Thursday, October 21, 1993, at 9:30 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate October 20, 1993:
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

OLIVIA A. GOLDEN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO
BE COMMISSIONER ON CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND FAMI-
LIES, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES.
(NEW POSITION)

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

JANE M. WALES, OF NEW YORK, TO BE AN ASSOCIATE
DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECH-
NOLOGY POLICY, VICE J. THOMAS RATCHFORD, RE-
SIGNED.

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMFENT
TO THE GRADE OF ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSI-
TION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601:

To be admiral
VICE ADM. WILLIAM A. OWENS 0B E I U.S. NAVY.

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE AS-
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON-
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-
TION 601:

To be vice admiral

VICE ADM. THOMAS J. LOPEZPSSSYSEN U.S. NAVY.
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