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United States
of America

Congressional Record

d
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE | ()3 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

SENATE—Wednesday, November 10, 1993

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable HARLAN
MATHEWS, a Senator from the State of
Tennessee.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray:

For rulers are not a terror to good
works, but to the evil. * * *—~Romans
13:3.

Almighty God, sovereign Lord of his-
tory, Ruler of the nations, as we ob-
serve the democratic process, the deli-
cate balance between separation of
powers, and the often difficult struggle
of legislation, our hearts are filled with
gratitude for the political process con-
ceived by our Founding Fathers and
verbalized in the Constitution. Thank
you, Lord, for the United States of
America and its political system.

Dear Lord, when we contemplate the
fact that the opinions and demands of
millions of people and thousands of
special interests, not to mention the
opposing views of Senators, Represent-
atives, and their staffs, come to focus
in Congress, we are amazed that the
process works at all. And we realize it
is the greatest system in the history of
nations.

Gracious Father in heaven, may Your
blessing of grace and love be focused on
the U.S. Senate, that each person who
works here and his/her family will be
aware of that grace and love.

We pray in His name who is Love In-
carnate. Amen.

—————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

(Legislative day of Tuesday, November 2, 1993)

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, November 10, 1993.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable HARLAN MATHEWS, a
Senator from the State of Tennessee, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. MATHEWS thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I in-
quire of the Chair: Is the bill now pend-
ing before the Senate?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be pending as soon
as it is reported by the clerk.

Mr. MITCHELL. Am I correct in my
understanding that the pending busi-
ness when the bill is reported is the
Feinstein amendment?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Feinstein amendment is the
pending question.

The Senator from Maine is recog-
nized.

————

SCHEDULE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, as
soon as I complete my brief remarks, I
will ask that the bill be reported, and
the pending business will be the Fein-
stein amendment.

As I stated last night on the floor in
a colloquy with the Republican leader
just prior to the Senate’s recessing, we
had several meetings last evening both
prior to and following the vote on the
Feinstein amendment in an effort to
determine the best way to proceed on
the bill.

Appropriately and understandably,
both Senators DOLE and HATCH on the

Republican side and Senator BIDEN and
I on the Democratic side wanted to
consult with our colleagues before at-
tempting to reach agreement, if agree-
ment is possible, and we agreed that
that would occur late last evening on
our side and early this morning on the
Republican side. I have not yet re-
ceived a response from Senators DOLE
and HATCH.

Therefore, under the circumstances, I
believe it appropriate that the legisla-
tion remain in its current status, that
is, with the Feinstein amendment
pending, and, while we are continuing
our discussions, I anticipate that Sen-
ators can speak on the bill or, indeed,
on any subject of their choosing, but
that no action will occur to disturb the
current status of the bill until such
time as I have a chance to consult fur-
ther with Senator DOLE.

I repeat what I have previously said
on several occasions: In observance of
Veterans Day, the Senate will not be in
session tomorrow, Friday, or Monday.
If we do not complete action on this
bill today, we will remain in session for
a long time, late into the night, and
perhaps into the early morning hours
tomorrow to make as much progress as
we can before leaving. However, it is
my hope that that will not be nec-
essary and that we will, in fact, be able
to complete action on the bill.

Once we return from the recess on
next Tuesday, there will be a total of 9
days remaining, including next Satur-
day and Sunday and the Wednesday be-
fore Thanksgiving. We will be in ses-
sion on that Saturday and on Sunday,
if necessary.

My hope is we can complete action
on business on Tuesday prior to
Thanksgiving so Senators can be with
their families and travel back to their
home States if they intend to do so.

To reach that objective will require a
good deal of progress involving very
long legislative days on the days we
are in session, with votes possible at
any time.

I will, before this day’'s session is
completed, make an announcement

@ This “buller” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a member of the Senate on the floor.

28359



28360

with respect to the schedule for next
Tuesday when we return.

Mr. President, I thank all my col-
leagues for their cooperation. I will re-
port to the Senate as soon as I receive
a response from Senators DOLE and
HATCH.

I now yield the floor,

VIOLENT CRIME CONTROL AND
LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1993

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the pending
business.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 1607) to control and prevent
crime.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

(1) Levin amendment No. 1151, to improve
Federal and State automated fingerprint
systems to identify more criminal suspects.
(By 49 yeas to 51 nays (vote No. 365), Senate
failed to table the amendment.)

(2) Feinstein amendment No. 1152 (to
Amendment No. 1151), to restrict the manu-
facture, transfer, and possession of certain
semiautomatic assault weapons and large ca-
pacity ammunition feeding devices.

Mr. WELLSTONE and Mr. COATS ad-
dressed the Chair.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

I say to my colleague from Indiana I
will try to be quite brief.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE FIREARM PROTECTION

AMENDMENT

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
was hoping to have a chance to speak
with the Senator from Delaware and
the Senator from Utah, since I know
time is of the essence, to see whether
or not I might be able to obtain unani-
mous consent to lay the pending
amendment aside. Clearly, we are not
going to do that if we are involved in a
very important discussion on the Fein-
stein amendment. That will not be my
purpose. But I thought I might speak
just for a short period of time about an
amendment that I do plan to offer later
on today as a part of the crime bill.

I urge my colleagues to support an
amendment, which I call the domestic
violence firearm protection amend-
ment, and what this amendment does
is take guns out of the hands of people
who are violent toward their spouse or
children.

Mr. President, I will just read from
the headline of an editorial in the
Washington Post. I believe it was No-
vember 6. I will quote, and this is an
explanation of a bill introduced by
Congressman TORRICELLI in the House.
I introduced the same bill on the Sen-
ate side. And I want to offer this as an
amendment later on today. I quote:

The bill would make it clear—

And in this particular case we will be
talking about an amendment—
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that if you are not responsible enough to
keep from doing harm to your spouse or your
children, then society does not deem you re-
sponsible enough to own a gun.

I think that it is pretty clear, Mr.
President, what the Post is saying in
its editorial and it is pretty clear what
this amendment says: If you have been
convicted of an act of violence against
a spouse or a child, then you should not
be able to own or to obtain a gun.

Currently under Federal law, there is
a list of circumstances, including con-
viction of felony and mental incom-
petence, that prevent individuals from
legally owning a gun. This amendment
would add to that list those who have
been convicted of violently abusing
their spouse or child. Anyone who has
been convicted of that kind of crime or
who has a restraining order issued
against them because of threatened
abuse would be prohibited from obtain-
ing a gun.

And this amendment would prohibit
anyone from selling or giving a gun to
someone they know or they have rea-
son to believe has been a perpetuator of
domestic violence or is the subject to a
court-issued restraining order.

Mr. President, I am going to be very
brief because other colleagues are on
the floor. I think the best way I can
summarize the importance of this
amendment as a part of a crime bill to
fight, to intervene, to prevent crime
and violence in our country is to make
it crystal clear that in all too many
cases the only difference between a
battered woman and dead woman is a
gun. Let me repeat that one more time.
In all too many painful cases the only
difference between a battered woman
and a dead woman is a gun. Over 4,000
women are killed each year at the
hands of their spouse or a relative or a
friend, and each year an estimated
150,000 incidents of domestic violence
involve use of a weapon.

Mr. President, again, I could go on
and on about this, but I am not going
to because I think the amendment is
very straightforward and I think it is
self-explanatory and I think it is of
such fundamental importance that my
colleagues will very quickly grasp what
is at stake, what is at issue.

I just want to conclude this way. For
a good number of years now, my wife
Sheila and I have been working on
strategies, working with women and
children and families and men and law
enforcement people and ministers and
people in the community to get a han-
dle on and try to break this cycle of
family violence. Recently, we spon-
sored an art exhibit from Minnesota
called The Silent Witness, that came
out here, that was in the Russell ro-
tunda. Many colleagues were Kind
enough to come by and view it.

This exhibit was and is an extraor-
dinary display of the impact of domes-
tic violence. It is a memorial honoring
26 women who were murdered in Min-
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nesota in 1990 in acts of domestic vio-
lence. The exhibit is made up of life-
size silhouettes representing women
whose lives ended violently at the
hands of their husband, ex-husband,
partner, or acquaintance.

Mr. President, 10 of the 26 died from
gunshot wounds. Ten of the 26 died
from gunshot wounds.

We must stop the wviolence in the
streets and, Mr. President, even though
I do not like to say this, we must also
stop the violence in the homes.

This bill was passed by the Min-
nesota State Senate with only one vote
against it this past year and it passed
the statehouse unanimously. In the
State of California, a similar bill was
passed by the legislature and signed
into law by Governor Wilson Ilast
month.

Mr. President, I said to the Senator
from Indiana that I would be very
brief, and I intend to honor that com-
mitment to him.

I will be back on the floor later on
when it will be an appropriate time to
offer this amendment. I hope I will
have strong support from my col-
leagues.

I would say to my colleagues, I have
talked to a good many people in the
law enforcement community and, just
as important as that, a good many peo-
ple who do not even agree with me, for
example, on other pieces of legislation,
like the Brady bill, but who have said
to me, “‘Listen, if what you are saying
has nothing to do with people’s right to
hunt and own sporting rifles and all
the rest, but what you are saying is, in
the words of the editorial from the
Washington Post, ““No Guns for Abus-
ers,’ for gosh sake, if someone has not
been responsible enough so that he—or
sometimes it could be she—has a
record of violence against a spouse or a
child, then we have no responsibility
whatsoever to enable that person to go
out and buy a gun or, for that matter,
own a gun,”

This would provide a tremendous
amount of protection for women and
children and, in some cases, men in our
families. It would be a huge step for-
ward. I hope there will be good support
from my colleagues.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank
my friend for his brevity and for rec-
ognizing that others want to speak.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, will
my colleague from Indiana yield for
just a few seconds without losing his
right to the floor?

Mr. COATS. I am happy to yield.

HABEAS CORPUS

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
asked Senator COATS to yield for just a
moment because I have been on the
floor since before 10, and I want to say
very briefly that I was on the floor last
night at 11:30 p.m. with the managers
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and the leadership stating my inten-
tion to proceed with my amendments
on habeas corpus which have been filed
and, in fact, have been pending for
some 4 years, going back to 1989.

It is my view that these are ex-
tremely important provisions so that
criminal justice can move forward in
the State system.

I have been on the floor for 5 days
now—Thursday, Friday, Monday, Tues-
day, and Wednesday—and I was on time
for a 9:30 meeting this morning, which
I heard overnight was canceled, and I
will be off the floor but available on a
few minutes notice to come back to the
floor to present my amendments.

But I just wanted to give the Chair
notice and all parties notice that I do
intend to proceed with these amend-
ments. They are listed. I am ready to
go and will cooperate with the man-
agers in presenting them at the earli-
est possible moment.

I thank my colleague from Indiana.

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

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, we have
been on this floor debating the crime
bill for a week. While not all have been
legislative days, 1 week has elapsed
since we began.

In the 1-week period of time that the
Senate has been debating the crime bill
and our response to crime in our Na-
tion, I think it is important to note
that this Nation has experienced 480
murders, 2,016 rapes, 13,148 robberies
and 20,855 assaults, 31,832 cars have
been stolen, and 60,408 burglaries have
been committed.

Those are staggering numbers. And
that has occurred just in the time the
Senate has been debating what our re-
sponse to crime in America ought to
be.

But we need to understand that
crime is more than numbers, more
than these cold statistics. Because for
every crime committed, there are pro-
found psychological shocks to the vic-
tim, their families, their friends, their
community and this Nation. Louis
Haigt Harrington wrote in 1992:

Crime has made victims of us all. Aware-
ness of its danger affects the way we think,
where we live, where we go, what we buy,
how we raise our children, and the quality of
our lives as we age. Every citizen of this
country is more impoverished, less free,
more fearful, less safe, because of the ever-
present threat of the criminal. Rather than
alter a system that has proven itself incapa-
ble of dealing with crime, society has altered
itself.

And so Congress responds—with a
massive, costly, almost hysteria-driven
response; $6.5 billion for new prison
construction and incarceration alter-
natives—three times the money we
now spend on operating our Federal
prison system—$7.1 billion to put
100,000 new cops on the street—death
penalty in 47 new circumstances—up
from 2—13-year-olds tried and sen-
tenced as adults.
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Some of this is a necessary and ap-
propriate response.

Because one of the primary functions
of government, indeed our constitu-
tional mandate, is to preserve domestic
tranquility, and the present state of
domestic affairs in this country is any-
thing but tranquil. And so we must act.

Prison space must be provided be-
cause those engaged in violent crime
have to be separated from society. We
have to have prison space so we can
end the revolving door of suspended
sentences or reduced sentences that
simply repeat the process of putting
the criminal back on the street to com-
mit more crimes.

Laws have to be passed forbidding
criminal activity. And policemen have
to be added if we are going to make the
arrests necessary. The judicial system
has to be strengthened to expedite the
process.

Our direct legislative approach to
crime and punishment, I think, needs
to focus on two key principles. Prin-
ciple No. 1, get those who pose a danger
to others out of society and behind
bars. In the legislation before us, we do
that and we do it to an extent we have
never seen before. Prisons are essential
for isolating violent and dangerous
criminals. That is what prisons do best;
bars and walls, in these cases, are a
type of societal self-defense. They
mark the boundaries which the preda-
tor cannot cross.

Principle No. 2, however, I think is
equally important and I am pleased we
address it in this bill. We have to find
alternatives for the nonviolent. It is
clear there is no substitute for the pun-
ishment of prison where the violent are
concerned. But it ought to be equally
clear to us that some other form of
punishment must be found for young,
nonviolent offenders, for their sake as
well as for ours. There must be some
middle ground between the prison's
gradual destruction of the soul and a
half-hearted slap on the wrist.

This bill incorporates the concept of
boot camps, something I have been pro-
moting for some time. Boot camps are
a promising alternative to traditional
prisons for those individuals who are
nonviolent youthful offenders, usually
first-time offenders, because boot
camps provide tough punishment
through work, discipline, and a highly
regimented program of physical train-
ing, hard labor, and drill exercises
much like basic training in military
camps. The goal is to punish, but un-
like conventional prisons the attempt
is also made to make boot camps
places of character building, not char-
acter destruction.

We need to ask ourselves whether
prisons should really hold young non-
violent offenders when crowded cells
are not available for rapists, mur-
derers, armed robbers, and violent drug
dealers. And we need to ask ourselves
whether or not we can find a way to
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punish and hopefully rehabilitate these
young people in a way in which the
taxpayer gets a better bargain for his
dollar. It is clear the establishment of
boot camps is a viable alternative.

We also need to examine the whole
question of restitution. The bill before
us does have some designated programs
and funds for some experimental pro-
grams which may incorporate the con-
cept of restitution. Restitution for
property crime is simply forcing the
criminal to pay back his victim for
their loss. This is not an entirely for-
eign idea in America.

In 1790, the first Congress enacted a
law against theft that provided that
any offender on conviction be fined not
exceeding the fourfold value of the
property stolen. One-half of this fine
was to be paid to the owner of the
goods and one-half was a reward to the
informer and to the prosecutor. Res-
titution in American law is not unprec-
edented.

The goal of restitution is to heal the
wounds of crime, not just to punish of-
fenders. Victims deserve to be paid
back for their losses. And with some of-
fenders, restitution is a responsibility
that can help change attitudes.

Psychologist Albert Eglash argues,
“‘restitution is something an inmate
does, not something done for him. . . .
Being reparative, restitution can alle-
viate guilt and anxiety, which can oth-
erwise precipitate further offenses.”

This bill incorporates some experi-
mental programs in the area of restitu-
tion. I think it is worthy of our atten-
tion to determine if it can make a dif-
ference. But whether or not it makes a
difference in the attitude of the crimi-
nal, it certainly will make a difference
in the pocketbook of the victim. Too
often, we have solely focused on the
criminal, the criminal’s rights and
punishment for the criminal, without
looking at the victim and the damage
and loss to the victim. And restitution
can help us focus in that direction.

The bill before us today takes some
important steps in these directions. We
will build regional prisons for the vio-
lent; we will fund boot camps at un-
precedented levels; and we will encour-
age programs of restitution. But when
the final vote is taken on this bill, and
this massive response—a response more
than double what the President re-
quested—is passed, I wonder if Sen-
ators will leave the floor secure in the
knowledge that we have fully addressed
the problem of crime. Will we be able
to go back to our States and tell our
constituents that we have fully re-
sponded to their concerns and they can
now rest easy; that these new prison
cells and police on the streets and new
laws and death penalties and stiffer
sentences—will alleviate their con-
cerns? I assume most Senators share
my sense of disquiet and unease over
this question. Clearly something else is
going on in society, something very
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disturbing. And while our get tough on
crime response is necessary—it does
not begin to fully address the problem.

No matter how many police we put
on the street, no matter how tough we
make the penalties, no matter how
many additional prison cells we build,
this legislation falls short of a com-
prehensive solution to crime in Amer-
ica.

In this regard let me make two obser-
vations. First, our approach to crime
and punishment I am convinced re-
quires a more basic reassessment of
fundamental questions and assump-
tions of our current system. The most
basic of these is our nearly universal
reliance on prison to solve the problem
of crime. As prisons are built and
filled, we have not seen the rate of
crime reduced by the real reform of
criminals. In just 5 years, State prison
population has grown by over 85 per-
cent, from 450,000 inmates in 1986 to
711,000 in 1991. The number of State
prisons has grown from 903 in 1986 to
1,239 in 1991.

In 1973, there were 210,000 people in
prison in the United States. Last year,
those imprisoned in America numbered
856,000, plus 425,000 in jails waiting to
be imprisoned for a longer sentence.

Our rate of incarceration was 512 per
100,000 Americans. Despite prison
growth and an increase in the number
of criminals incarcerated, crime has
grown by 75 percent in 20 years. By
some estimates, four out of five crimes
in America are committed by ex-con-
viets. Prisons, it seems, have done lit-
tle to deter or to rehabilitate.

I want to make the point here I made
before and I will make again: Prisons
are essential for isolating violent and
dangerous criminals. That is what pris-
ons do best. But we cannot fool our-
selves that barbed wire and wasted
hours are a recipe for rehabilitation, or
for fully addressing the problem of
crime in this country. In this regard, I
believe this bill evades the fundamen-
tal causes of crime.

Quite simply, the bill is inadequate
because we as legislators are not
equipped to address the underlying
cause of crime, which I believe is the
moral breakdown in society.

In the 1950's, a psychologist, Stanton
Samenow, and a psychiatrist, Samuel
Yochelson, shared the conventional
wisdom that crime is caused by the en-
vironment. Setting out to prove their
point, they began a 17-year study in-
volving thousands of hours of clinical
testing of 250 inmates in Washington,
DC. To their astonishment, they dis-
covered the cause of crime cannot be
traced to environment; it cannot be
traced to poverty; it cannot be traced
to oppression. Instead, they said, crime
is the result of individuals making, as
they put it, ‘‘wrong moral choices.”

When basic values are no longer
taught at home and in school, Wilson
said, self-interest reigns and crime is
the result. Wilson concludes:
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No culture can survive without a moral
consensus, shared beliefs about right and
wrong, a common standard of truth. This is
what defines the rules we live by. It moti-
vates self-sacrifice. It undergirds the law. It
permits freedom without anarchy. It is the
agreement that society is governed more by
transcendent truths than by individual de-
sires, that society is more than the sum of
the choices individuals make. Without this
consensus, the individual is abandoned to
self-interest alone.

Charles Colson of Prison Fellowship
Ministries wrote to me recently:

It is clear that America has a crime prob-
lem. What is not as clear to many people is
that the problem isn't a lack of law enforce-
ment or sound corrections policy. It is a pov-
erty of values. In our violent, inner-city
neighborhoods and in our formerly peaceful
suburbs, people are crying for the order that
grows only out of moral character and moral
courage.

Crime, after all is the result of moral fail-
ure—either of a failure to discern right from
wrong, or of a deliberate choice of wrong
over right. Crime is a mirror of a commu-
nity's moral state. Today that mirror re-
flects a broken consensus. A set of tradi-
tional beliefs that defined the content of our
character has been shattered like glass,
Americans are left to pick their way among
the jagged pieces.

My second observation is that there
is a changing face of crime.

Crime, it was once believed, was root-
ed in rational acts. Poverty prompted
robbery, burglary, or car theft. Murder
had a motive—premeditated—or re-
sulted from the heated passion of a mo-
ment. Rape was rooted in severe psy-
chological sexual abnormality—trace-
able, not excusable, causes. Assault re-
sulted from insults, invasion of terri-
tory, jealousy. And when we saw irra-
tional acts, we attributed them to
abuse of drugs or alcohol.

So we rationalize crime. Each crime,
no matter how despicable or horrible it
was, we seemed to attach an expla-
nation to it. We thought there was at
least some rational link. Even if we did
not agree with that cause, we felt there
was some link between the crime com-
mitted and the motive.

But today, what we are witnessing is
a new face of crime and it is a pro-
foundly disturbing face. Daily we read
of crimes that defy any rational expla-
nation and of perpetrators without
conscience.

Newsweek reported that an individ-
ual by the name of Charles Conrad, 55
years old, crippled by multiple sclero-
sis, using a walker or wheelchair to get
around, was attacked by young peo-
ple—aged 17, 15, and 14—and that at-
tack was ruthless. Police say that
when Conrad returned to his suburban
Atlanta condominium while they were
burgling it, the boys did what they had
to do: They got rid of him perma-
nently.

Over a period of many hours—stretching
from dusk on July 17 until dawn on the next
day—they stabbed him with a kitchen knife
and a barbecue fork, strangled him with a
rope, and hit him on the head with a hammer
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and the barrel of a shotgun, according to a
statement one of the boys, 14-year-old Carlos
Alexander Nevarez, reportedly gave to the
police. At one point they realized they were
hungry. So they heated up the macaroni and
cheese they found in Conrad’'s kitchen, and
washed it down with Dr. Pepper.

After dinner, they tortured Conrad
some more, then left with a stereo,
VCR, camcorder, and shotgun.

October 25, 1993:

Two white men were sentenced Friday to
life behind bars for dousing a black tourist
with gasoline and setting him on fire. The
two showed no emotion when they received
the maximum sentence for the attempted
murder of a New York City stock brokerage
clerk Christopher Wilson.

October 24, 1993:

Three schoolboys surrounded a ninth-grade
classmate and stabbed him to death. After-
ward they laughed and traded high-fives, like
basketball players after a slam dunk.

August 31, 1993:

* % % A 20-year-old Lindenhurst man was
sentenced to life in prison for beating to
death an 84 year old woman and cutting off
her finger so he could steal her ring. After a
lengthy trial, he was found guilty of inten-
tional murder, felony murder, two counts of
burglary, and one count each of arson and at-
tempted burglary. The jury cleared him on
two charges that he sexually abused victim
Beatrice “Billie"” Morgan, with a chair leg.
They determined that the women already
was dead during the alleged abuse, so he
could not be convicted of the crime * * * the
assistant district attorney detailed the acts
of brutality.* * * I saw that woman in her
own home, spread eagle on the floor with her
nightclothes wrapped around her neck. I saw
her with a chair leg shoved down her
throat."

August 2, 1993:

In February, Margaret Ensley’s 17-year-old
son Michael caught a bullet in the hallway of
his high school in Reseda, California. She
says a teen shot her son because he thought
Michael gave him a funny look.

More startling than even the crimes
themselves are the attitudes behind
those who commit them. A recent arti-
cle in U.S. News & World Report put it
this way: ‘“‘Behind the rash of violence
is a startling shift in adolescent atti-
tudes. Suddenly—chillingly—respect
for life has ebbed sharply among teen-
agers and not just in embattled inner
cities.” A recent survey of suburban
high schoolers by Tulane researchers
Joseph Sheley and M. Dwayne Smith
revealed that 20 percent endorsed
shooting someone ‘““who had done some-
thing to offend or insult you.' The re-
searchers concluded, ‘‘one is struck
less by the armament among today's
teenagers than by the evident willing-
ness to pull the trigger.”

The Wall Street Journal recently la-
mented our society’s loss of Guardrails.
The Washington Post mused over a so-
ciety increasingly characterized by in-
cidents in which the actions of adults
or children seem bereft of morality or
conscience. The New Republic edito-
rialized about a destructive sense that
nothing is true and everything is per-
mitted. The Wall Street Journal com-
mented,
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If America is to decline, it will not be be-
cause of military overstretch. Nor the trade
balance, Japanese management secrets or
even the Federal deficit. If a decline is un-
derway, it's a moral one. Not petty morality
about nanny taxes, but the profound moral-
ity of whether a community can insist that
its members bear certain responsibilities,
and enforce them when necessary.

Mr. President, If we are to fully ad-
dress the problem of crime in America,
we must do more than arrest the per-
petrator of the crime. We must be will-
ing to confront the moral decay of our
society. But the questions is how, as a
legislative body, do we do this?

As we compare the problem with our
response, the words of Judge Learned
Hand come to mind:

I often wonder whether we do not rest our
hopes too much upon laws and upon courts.
These are false hopes, believe me, these are
false hopes. Liberty lies in the hearts of men
and women; when it dies there, no laws, no
courts can save it.

Dr. Samuel Johnson observed, ‘‘How
small, of all that human hearts endure/
that part which kings or laws can
cure.”

Responding to the heart of the crisis
requires a level of work and commit-
ment best done outside the halls of
Congress, although we can have a role.

First, we must recognize and ac-
knowledge the role of the family in the
cultivation of conscience and moral re-
straint in children, and the tragic con-
sequences of the distintegration of the
family that is characteristic of current
society.

In her Atlantic Monthly article, enti-
tled “Dan Quayle Was Right," Barbara
Dafoe Whitehead said:

Divorce and out-of wedlock childbirth are
transforming the lives of American children.
In the postwar generation more than 80% of
children grew up in a family with two bio-
logical parents who were married to each
other. By 1980 only 50% could expect to spend
their entire childhood in an intact family. If
current trends continue, less than half of all
children born today will live continuously
with their own mother and father through-
out childhood. Most American children will
spend several years in a single-mother fam-
ily. Some will eventually live in stepparent
families, but because stepfamilies are more
likely to break up than intact (by which I
mean two biological parent) families, an in-
creasing number of children will experience
family breakup two or even three times dur-
ing childhood.

According to a growing body of social-sci-
entific evidence, children in families dis-
rupted by divorce and out-of-wedlock birth
do worse than children in intact families on
several measures of well-being. Children in
single-parent families are six times as likely
to be poor. They are also likely to stay poor
longer. Twenty-two percent of children in
one-parent families will experience poverty
during childhood for seven years or more, as
compared with only two percent of children
in two-parent families. A 1988 survey by the
national center for health statistics found
that children in single-parent families are
two to three times as likely as children in
two-parent families to have emotional and
behavioral problems. They are also more
likely to drop out of high school, to get preg-
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nant as teenagers, to abuse drugs, and to be
in trouble with the law. Compared with chil-
dren in intact families, children from dis-
rupted families are at a much higher risk for
physical or sexual abuse.

The national Commission on Ameri-
ca’s Urban Families echoes these find-
ings.

The trend of family fragmentation drives
the Nation's most pressing social problems:
Crime, educational failure, declining mental
health, drug abuse, and poverty.

Research indicates that even after control-
ling for factors such as income, boys from
one-parent homes are more likely to commit
crimes and become involved in the juvenile
justice system.

About one third of all children today live
apart from their fathers. Father absence is
an important predictor of problems such as
juvenile crime, poor school performance, and
adolescent pregnancy.

Dr. Urie Bronfenbrenner of Cornell
University has this to say:

Controlling for associated factors such as
low income, children growing up in single-
parent households are at greater risk for ex-
periencing a variety of behavioral and edu-
cational problems * * * especially the so-
called “‘teenage syndrome'’ of behaviors that
tend to hang together—smoking, drinking,
early and frequent sexual experience, and in
the most extreme cases, drugs, suicide, van-
dalism, violence, and criminal acts. Most of
these effects are much more pronounced for
boys than for girls.

In ‘“Beyond Economic Security
Elaine Kamarck, who now works for
the Vice President, and William
Galston, who is the President’s domes-
tic policy adviser, formerly worked to-
gether at the Progressive Policy Insti-
tute and in their report they quote
Karl Zinsmeister:

There is a mountain of scientific evidence
showing that when families disintegrate
children often end up with intellectual, phys-
ical, and emotional scars that persist for life
* * * We talk about the drug crisis, the edu-
cation crisis, and the problems of teen preg-
nancy and juvenile crime. But all these ills
trace back predominantly to one source;
Broken families:

Kamarck and Galston go on to say:

As more and more children are reared in
one-parent families, it becomes clear that
the economic consequences of a parent’s ab-
sence (usually the father) may pale beside
the psychological consequences—which in-
clude higher than average levels of youth
suicide, low intellectual and educational per-
formance, and higher than average rates of
mental illness, violence, and drug use. No-
where is this more evident than in the long-
standing and strong relationship between
crime and one-parent families.

Kamarck and Galston cite a recent study
in which Douglas Smith and G. Roger
Jarjoura found that *‘neighborhoods with
larger percentages of youth (those aged 12 to
20) and areas with higher percentages of sin-
gle-parent households also have higher rates
of violent crime.

Kamarck and Galston go on to say:

The relationship is so strong that control-
ling for family configuration erases the rela-
tionship between race and crime and between
low income and crime. This conclusion shows
up time and time again in the literature;
poverty is far from the sole determinant of
crime.
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In “Putting Children First: A Pro-
gressive Family Policy for the 1990’s,”
Kamarch and Galston say:

Today we stand at a crossroads. We are
just beginning to understand the full range
of costs that society bears when families
raise children less effectively. We need a pro-
gressive child centered policy that both ac-
knowledges new realities and affirms endur-
ing values; a policy that recognizes that two-
earned families are frequently necessary—
and that two-parent families are usually
best.

Tragically, a growing number of
America’s children will never experi-
ence the nurture, and the cultivation
and the transformation of values that
can occur in a two-parent home. These
are the millions of illegitimate chil-
dren who will never see their father.

In saying this, Mr. President, I do not
want to any way diminish the enor-
mous responsibilities and contributions
being made by single-parent mothers
and fathers. They bear the hardest bur-
den of all. Most find themselves in the
situation not of their own choice. They
are making heroic efforts to raise chil-
dren in a culture that is screaming
against the values that they are trying
to teach. I believe those men and
women are heroic. But the facts and
the statistics are clear. Whether we are
talking about the economic well-being
of the family or the social well-being of
the family, a two-parent family is
clearly superior. So we need to find
ways to encourage two-parent families.

When we look at the illegitimacy
that is taking place in this country, we
are staggered by the numbers.

In an October 30 column in the Wall
Street Journal, Charles Murray wrote:

Every once in a while the sky really is fall-
ing, and this seems to be the case with the
latest national figures on illegitimacy * * *
in 1991, 1.2 million children were born to un-
married mothers, within a hair of 30% of all
live births. How high is 30%? About four per-
centage points higher than the black illegit-
imacy rate in the early 1960s that motivated
Daniel Patrick Moynihan to write his fa-
mous memorandum on the breakdown of the
black family.

The 1991 story for blacks is that illegit-
imacy has now reached 68% of births to
black women. In inner cities, the figure is
typically in excess of B0%.

George Will commented, ‘‘People
tend to parent as they were parented
* * * America is undergoing a demo-
graphic transformation the cost of
which will be crushing."”

Mr. President, it is in families that
children learn the tools of economic
success and the lessons of moral re-
straint. It is in families that they learn
honesty, self-respect, compassion, and
confidence. When these families fail,
the effects ripple to every area and
level of society. Until all of us are will-
ing to respond to the crisis of Amer-
ican families, we cannot hope to put
anything more than a small dent in the
crime in America.

So one obvious answer is to do what
we can to encourage and strengthen
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families. While Government cannot
legislate strong families, it can enact
policies that promote the two-parent
family.

There are a host of ideas shared by
individuals and groups across the ideo-
logical spectrum—from the Democratic
Progressive Policy Institute—to the bi-
partisan National Commission on
Urban Families—the Conservative
Family Research Council.

I have offered a number of these ini-
tiatives in wvarious forms, and other
Members have also.

These include measures restoring the
rewards of marriage, child rearing and
adoption; changing our economic poli-
cies to relieve the burden on families
through an increase in the personal ex-
emption and the earned income tax
credit to provide much needed eco-
nomic assistance. Making the work-
place family friendly, promoting paren-
tal responsibility, and reforming di-
vorce laws are additional ways in
which Government can play a con-
structive role.

We can also look carefully at the role
our education system can play in pro-
moting character and reinforcing val-
ues.

In an odd paradox, our schools have
often set themselves against the virtue
of students in their charge. In the last
few decades, many districts adopted
programs which said, in essence, ‘‘there
is no right and wrong. We are going to
throw out all these values and let chil-
dren pick and choose between them."—
whichever ones fit the occasion, which-
ever ones are relevant to their particu-
lar situation. And they have done noth-
ing but spawn a generation which is
morally confused.

I recently saw the story of a high
school values clarification class con-
ducted by a teacher in Teaneck, NJ. A
girl in the class had found a purse con-
taining $1,000 and returned it to its
owner.

The teacher asked the class’ reac-
tion. Every single one of her fellow stu-
dents concluded the girl had been fool-
ish. Most of the students contended
that if someone is careless, they should
be punished.

When the teacher was asked what he
said to the students, he responded,

Well, of course, I didn't say anything. If I
come from the position of what is right and
what is wrong, then I am not their counselor.
I can't impose my views.

J. Allen Smith, considered a father of
many modern education reforms, fi-
nally concluded,
the trouble with us reformers is that we've
made reform a crusade against all standards.
Well, we've smashed them all, and now nei-
ther we nor anybody else have anything left.

When we continue to initiate an education
system void of standards,

Argues George Roche—
void of authority, void of responsibility, void
of the ideal, is there really any question as
to why the lives of our youth develop lacking
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moral standards, self discipline or a sense of
responsibility?

Moral education cannot be success-
fully cultivated by the political proc-
ess. While politicals depends on indi-
vidual character, it can do precious lit-
tle to create it.

As growing numbers of families fail,
there is even more pressure on the
schools. Patricia Grahm, dean of Har-
vard's Graduate School of Education
argues,
the school’s responsibility for forming char-
acter is subsidiary to that of the family and
perhaps even the community. But any school
that does not recognize the need for enhance-
ment of character is inadequate.

What realistically can be done? First,
at least, schools should do no harm.
You can argue, for example, over ex-
actly what hospitals should do. But at
the very least, they shouldn't be
spreading disease. When schools con-
tradict home-taught morality by
preaching relativism and value-free de-
cision making, they can do irreparable
damage to young minds. Teaching
nothing at all on the moral agenda is
better than this.

Second, I believe it is clear that one
thing we can agree on is to take great-
er pains to expose children to the
moral imagination embodied in great
literature. “Crime and Punishment,”
‘‘the Bible,” ‘*“To Kill A Mocking Bird,”
“Lord Jim." Works like these expose
the workings of moral reasoning, the
consequences of sin, the necessity of
virtue.

Third is the question of using schools
directly to teach moral rules. Support
for the idea is overwhelming. Parents
of public school students want moral
values taught in schools by a majority
of 84 percent in one poll.

There are models. A joint statement
on moral education in public schools
issued by an ecumenical group of con-
cerned denominations published ‘A
Lesson of Values.” In it, they said:

There is broad consensus among Ameri-
cans, regardless of religion and cultural
background, concerning these wvalues * * *
values like honesty, compassion, integrity,
tolerance, loyalty, and belief in human
worth and dignity. * * * Traditionally, the
family, the church or synagogue, the school,
and the government have worked to educate
children in basic values. But in recent years,
there has been a growing reluctance to teach
values in our public educational system out
of a fear that children might be indoctri-
nated with a specific religion.

All major religions advocate these values
as do the Constitution and the Bill of Rights,
much of the world's greatest literature, and
ethical business practices as well, We are
convinced that, even apart from the context
of a specific faith, it is possible to teach
these shared values.

Surely, Mr. President, we can come
together in our educational system and
teach values where there is a consen-
sus.

Honesty, compassion, integrity, tol-
erance, and loyalty and belief in
human worth and dignity is not an in-
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trusion of any particular faith or reli-
gion or of the church on the secular
purpose of education in our school sys-
tem.

There is nothing more important to
the future of free institutions than the
preparation of young minds—equipped
with a moral compass and disciplined
by a demand for excellence. Our char-
acter is at issue, and our future is at
stake. We have a responsibility to help
our children escape from the shadows.
For the sake of their hopes. For the
sake of the culture we inherited.

Third, Government can and should
work to actively encourage non-Gov-
ernment entities and intermediary in-
stitutions.

Mentoring programs work. Big broth-
ers—Big Sisters has paved the way for
nearly a century linking at-risk chil-
dren with caring role models.

The senior Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] authored and won
funding for a new program called
“JUMP” aiming to link kids with cops
in high crime neighborhoods.

The Boy Scouts of America which
have influenced the lives of 83 million
young men since 1908. Its congressional
charter recognizes the purpose: “‘To
teach patriotism, courage, self-reli-
ance, and kindred virtues.”

There are other programs. Barbara
Jordan and Actor Tom Selleck are
heading a new effort called Character
Counts Coalition. The coalition hopes
to reach 20 million kids with a clear-
cut message about six core Pillars of
Character: trustworthiness, respect, re-
sponsibility, fairness, caring, and citi-
zenship.

The president of the Institute of Eth-
ics, Michael Josephson says, ““What we
have to do is come off these situational
ethics approaches and to acknowledge
there are some clear things in life. Vio-
lence is wrong. Cheating is wrong.
Using and abusing other people is
wrong."

But what do we all too often have in
our public school system today? We
have teachers that say,

Oh, it would not be right for me to take a
position. After all, these students have to
pick and choose from the basket of values,
those which most directly apply and are ap-
plicable and relevant to them.

So we cannot have teachers standing
up saying cheating is wrong, and that
there are absolute moral truths.

We should consider encouraging the
charitable contribution base by in-
creasing the charitable deduction for
some of these nontraditional, non-
governmental entities. We should rec-
ognize that Federal investment in
some of these organizations works.

Finally, Mr. President, we ought to
open up the debate on the role of reli-
gion in our society. It is something
that no one wants to talk about. It is
something that we fear to openly ad-
dress.

But no government commitment can
ever fully support the psychological
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and spiritual ingredients so necessary
in addressing our cultural ills. No one
said it better, Mr. President, than a
very humble black minister from the
Macedonia Missionary Church in
Waycross, GA, in addressing the Chil-
dren Youth Family Committee that I
was ranking member of, during my ten-
ure in the House of Representatives.

Though all the other sociological ex-
perts testified, it was left to Reverend
McKinney to put it to us in a way that
we needed to hear.

Reverend McKinney in addressing the
problems faced by the young people of
his community said:

If these problems are to be properly ad-
dressed, the individual must be ministered to
in a holistic fashion: Mind, body, soul, and
spirit. The government is now learning what
the church has always known. It is impos-
sible to heal a person physically without
ministering to the totality of the person.
This same approach must be taken when the
community is being served also. An obvious
example can be drawn from the programs of
the public health departments of our com-
munities. The State has recognized that
technologies have reduced or eliminated
many of the infectious and communicable
diseases’ that plagued our communities in
the past. The contemporary causes of illness
and death are, for the most part, the diseases
that develop and accelerated in severity as a
result of unhealthy life styles. The Govern-
ment is ill-equipped to address the issues in-
volved with the changing of life styles.

The Government, even when it has the fi-
nancial resources and the political will, can-
not properly address the causes of many
health and welfare issues of the poor and the
disadvantaged. At best, the Government can
deal with the surface symptoms of these
problems.

For example, everyone in the Nation
agrees that we are currently engulfed by an
epidemic of teenage pregnancies. The liberal
segment of the Government wished to ad-
dress this issue by the unhampered and in-
discriminate distribution of birth control.
The church knows that birth control only
addresses the physical symptoms or the re-
sults of the problem. Birth control informa-
tion and articles should result in a decrease
in the number of babies born to teenagers,
but birth control does not address the cause
of the epidemic: Sexual activity amongst the
members of the community who are least
prepared, physically and emotionally and fi-
nanciaily to pursue this activity. When teen-
age mothers are questioned about their rea-
son for early sexual activity, the majority
respond they were seeking an expression of
love and affection. Sexually active teenage
males are often found to be attempting to
prove their manhood.

The Government cannot adequately ad-
dress the need for love of self-esteem.

Does Government have a role to
play? Yes. Can Government provide the
total solution to our problems? No.

That is the danger of our focusing all
of our attention on the mechanics of
dealing with crime without looking at
the root causes or at ways to address
the underlying reasons for crime.

And which solutions seem to work
best? Which address more than ‘‘the
surface symptoms?"

I have been much taken by an article
which appeared in the Washington Post
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by William Raspberry. In it, he spoke
to social service providers on the front
lines in the inner cities.

For 20 years, says Robert L. Woodson Sr.,
he had been observing the phenomenon but
not really seeing it. People, including me,
would check out the successful social pro-
grams—I'm talking about the mneighbor-
hood—based healers who manage to turn
people around—and we would report on such
things as size, funding, leadership, tech-
nique.

Only recently has it crystallized for me
that the one thing virtually all these pro-
grams had in common was a leader with a
strong element of spirituality.

The thing I'm talking about may or may
not be specifically religious. It can happen
with people who don’t even go to church. But
its spiritual, and the people who are touched
by it know it.

Raspberry questions, “What are the
implications of Woodson's insight for
social service programs?”’ “I'm not
sure I know yet,” Woodson admits. I do
know that the hunger I sense in Amer-
ica is not a hunger for things but a
search for meaning. We don’t yet have
the scales to weigh the ability some
people have to supply meaning—to pro-
vide the spiritual element I'm talking
about. I do not know how the details
might work themselves out, but I know
it makes as much sense to empower
those who have the spiritual where-
withal to turn lives around as to em-
power those whose only qualifications
is credentials.

The power of spirituality. I think of
our efforts to build prisons in this leg-
islation, and I think of the 50,000 volun-
teers who work in the prisons around
the world through groups like Prison
Fellowship, who reach out each Christ-
mas time and provide the wherewithal
for prisoners to buy Christmas gifts for
their children, 271,000 young people,
through a volunteer organization.
Surely it makes sense for us to discuss
ways in which we can empower those
groups to perform services that we can-
not legislate, or that we should not leg-
islate.

There have been studies that have
compared groups of ex-offenders, those
who have been ministered by various
groups and those that have not. The
rate of recidivism, the rate of rehabili-
tation is dramatically different. .

These are observations which should
prompt us to ask if there is a better
way, or at least an additional way.
These are the questions this Congress
needs to press our society to address.

I fear today, Mr. President, that we
will congratulate ourselves on passing
‘‘the most significant Federal effort to
deal with violent crime in America
that the Senate has ever considered,”
in the words of the chairman. Yet, we
will ignore the broader challenges that
our society confronts. Help for the fam-
ily will be trumpeted in campaigns,
only to be forgotten once elections are
past. Welfare reform will provide an
opportunity to be tough on those who
do not work, rather than an explo-
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ration of the breakdown of the inner
city family. Education will be an op-
portunity to talk about national goals,
but will we pay heed to national val-
ues?

Ultimately, the war on crime will not
either be won or lost in our action on
this crime bill; nor will it be won or
lost in the legal changes or Govern-
ment programs alone; nor will it be
won by putting more police officers on
the beat, building more prisons, pass-
ing tougher laws, establishing boot
camps, or setting up restitution pro-
grams, because crime is the mirror
image of a community’'s moral state.
Criminal acts are not primarily fail-
ures of society or failures of deter-
rence; they are failures of character.

President Reagan made the point
well:

Controlling time is. . . ultimately a moral
dilemma—one that calls for a moral, if you
will, spiritual solution. . .The war on crime
will be won only when our attitude of mind
and a change of heart takes place in Amer-
ica, when certain truths take hold again and
plant their roots deep in our national con-
sciousness.

Attitudes of mind and changes of
heart. Moral truths and spiritual solu-
tions. These are ideas that make us
somewhat uncomfortable. They do not
translate easily into a quick legislative
fix. But the mantle and burden of lead-
ership for this and future generations
of Americans rests on our shoulders.
We do have an influence on our culture
which runs more deeply than the bills
that we introduce or the laws that we
pass.

For the sake of our future, for the
sake of the civilization we have inher-
ited, let us responsibly demonstrate
the courage to challenge our culture.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DECONCINI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
ROBB). The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
have had an opportunity to listen to
the Senator from Indiana, and I whole-
heartedly agree with his observation
and pointed remarks in reference to
studies of experts about the family in
decay, the moral decay, and the lack of
religion in our society today. I only
wish that I had an answer. Maybe the
Senator from Indiana has an answer of
what we can do, if anything, in a body
like this to correct that.

I do believe that the crime bill is not
the panacea and it is not going to alter
the fundamental problems that the
Senator so ably pointed out. But I also
believe that the crime bill is an im-
provement, it is something that is nec-
essary and something that we should
adopt here.

I think it can be improved even more
with additional amendments, and I
hope we get on with that business
today.
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
have been authorized by both the mi-
nority and the majority side here, and
the majority leader’s office, to pro-
pound a unanimous consent request. I
will do so at this time.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the majority leader, with the
consent of the Republican leader, may
at any time turn to the consideration
of Calendar No. 224, S. 1301, the intel-
ligence authorization bill and that the
bill be considered under the following
limitation: thirty minutes for debate
on the bill, including the committee
amendment, and three amendments to
be offered by the managers on behalf of
themselves and others, equally divided
in the usual form; two hours and 10
minutes for debate on Senator METZEN-
BAUM's sense-of-the-Congress amend-
ment regarding the disclosure of the
annual intelligence budget, with the
time to be divided as follows: 75 min-
utes under control of Senator METZEN-
BAUM; 45 minutes under control of Sen-
ator WARNER; and 10 minutes under
control of Senator SPECTER; that no
other amendments or motions to re-
commit be in order; that upon third
reading of the bill, the Intelligence
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of the House companion,
H.R. 2330; that all after the enacting
clause be stricken and the text of S.
1301, as amended, be substituted in lieu
thereof and the Senate, without any in-
tervening action or debate, vote on
final passage of H.R. 2330, as amended;
that upon the disposition of H.R. 2330,
the Senate insist on its amendment, re-
quest a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses, and the Chair be authorized to
appoint conferees; and that the Senate
bill be indefinitely postponed at that
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest propounded by the Senator from
Arizona on behalf of the Senate major-
ity leader and Republican leader?

The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, the mi-
nority has reviewed this unanimous-
consent request and has no objection.

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

VIOLENT CRIME CONTROL AND
LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1993

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
ASSAULT WEAPONS

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, re-
turning to the crime bill before us
here, I would like to make a slight fur-
ther comment regarding the vote last
evening on the assault weapon amend-
ment of the Senator from California.

It was another good time for the Sen-
ate. It was a time that this body stood
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up. It was a high-risk time for many
Members because this is a very politi-
cally risky thing to do, and that is to
participate in any kind of restrictions
on the use of guns.

But indeed the Senator from Califor-
nia, along with many others, was able
to put together an amendment that is
reasonable, that preserves the rights of
each person as it relates to the second
amendment of our Constitution, does
not infringe upon those rights, and will
have some impact on the carnage and
the misuse of these semiautomatic
military-type assault weapons.

I compliment this Senator and I com-
pliment this body. It is not too often
that we get a chance to do that. Mem-
bers took some political risk. I have
been in that spot before, many times.
It is always easy to say no. It is always
easy not to take a chance. And there
are chances here that maybe it will not
stop the violence and the drug use, and
what have you. But there is every pro-
vision here, including a sunset provi-
sion, so that if it does not work, the
worst is going to happen is that some
of these awful weapons are not going to
be manufactured, imported, and sold in
the United States for the period of the
sunset, which is 10 years. That is not
too big a risk, and the chances are
based on what the law enforcement
people tell us in this country that it
will save lives both of law enforcement
and the citizens on the street.

So, it was a high mark for this body
last night that we agreed to that.

In 1991, we passed a lesser assault
weapons bill that took nine weapons
and banned them. That was an historic
time where we passed it by one vote
three times in 1991, and then in 1992, we
once again passed it that time with a
voice vote or with no vote. It was part
of the bill.

Last night we expanded that, and the
legislation is better. I think the coun-
try and the Senate is better for that.

NORTH AMERICAN FREE-TRADE
AGREEMENT

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, last
night, as hopefully millions of Ameri-
cans watched the debate between Mr.
Perot and Vice President GORE, there
were some clear observations, in my
opinion, that need to be commented on.

No. 1 is that, although you had con-
tentious circumstances there of these
two very fine people debating very pas-
sionately their position, it was clear to
this Senator—and I am a supporter of
NAFTA—that indeed the Vice Presi-
dent was able to spell out very clearly
how advantageous NAFTA is for the
United States, how it will, in fact,
bring about jobs, and how some of
these bogus arguments that have been
put up time and time again do not hold
any water. They cannot be substan-
tiated.

And, yes, there is fact and truth to
the fact that Mexico is a much less eco-
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nomically developed country than the
United States or Canada. But I believe
the Vice President clearly stated what
benefits that has to us, the fact that
their GNP is growing faster than ours;
the fact that that government has
taken very strong steps for privatiza-
tion; the fact that that government
under President de la Madrid Hurtado 5
yvears ago enacted and put Mexico into
the 20th century by joining GATT and
lowering their tariff down to an aver-
age now of about 9 percent. Some items
are still 20 percent. They were averag-
ing close to 80 percent prior to 5 years
ago.

Also the Vice President -clearly
pointed out that the trade deficit has
completely switched over the last 5
years from a deficit of $5.7 billion to a
surplus of $5.4 billion, and, yes, as Mr.
Perot pointed out, some of that are
items that go into Mexico that are put
into items that are exported. The point
is they are items that are built in the
United States, jobs in the United
States. So it does not make any dif-
ference, in my judgment, whether or
not they stay in Mexico and are used
by Mexicans or they are put into ob-
jects that are sold throughout the
world, including the United States.
Americans made them and that is a
good market.

So, my feeling is that indeed NAFTA
took a step up last night, and I hope
the American public agrees that we
should adopt it, and I truly hope that
the House of Representatives will
do so.

e —————
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, in
this morning’s Washington Times,
there is a story about the National Se-
curity Council and the staff that is
there. It is entitled ‘"Many key staffers
came up under Bush, and it is by Mr.
Gertz. It is a very interesting article.

I can only comment, having been the
chairman of the Intelligence Commit-
tee now for roughly 10 months, that I
find the NSC to be very professional
and, though I would like to see them
devote more time in the area of intel-
ligence, they have had their calendar
and agenda very, very full.

But there is an interesting misquote
in our misperception that could be
drawn from this article, and it relates
to Mr. George Tenet, who is at the NSC
and has been since I believe January or
February. Mr. Tenet, who was a former
staff director of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee for 6 years, worked
for Senator Heinz, then for Senator
LEAHY, and then Senator BOREN on
that committee. I had an opportunity
to work with him for 6 years when he
was staff director. He is one of the
most knowledgeable people, I believe,
in this country in the field of intel-
ligence and he heads the intelligence
area of the NSC.
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There is a statement here:

Associates say Mr, Tenet is politically as-
tute but lacks a thorough understanding of
the intelligence business.

That is nonsense. I have seen the
depth of Mr. Tenet, and he has been a
source of tremendous value to the com-
mittee and I know a source of tremen-
dous value today to the NSC.

I think, quite frankly, that if the ad-
ministration followed more rec-
ommendations and advice from people
like Mr. Tenet we would have less acri-
mony that we had in developing an in-
telligence budget. And we have had
problems. We finally got them re-
solved, I believe, and finally moved
ahead. But we are late in the year, well
into a CR in 1994, and we have not
conferenced yet nor have we based the
conference report on defense appropria-
tions that funds the intelligence de-
partment.

I have talked to Mr. Tenet a number
of times. I know that his advice has
been very sound to the administration
and I hope that they would now start
to take even more of it.

But, also, Mr. Tenet has been in-
volved in a number of decisions that in-
volve the intelligence gathering and in-
terpretation of the intelligence as it
relates to judgments the President
must make. Mr. Tenet has given good
advice and is truly one of the experts
in the area of intelligence in this coun-
try.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Montana [Mr. BAUCUS).

NAFTA

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would
like to join the Senator from Arizona
in complimenting the Vice President
for his wvery informative statements
last night during his debate with Ross
Perot on the Larry King program.

The main point, Mr. President, is
that NAFTA is good for America. We
presently have a one-way free-trade
agreement with Mexico. In other
words, the United States has virtually
no tariffs, and few barriers to trade of
Mexican products coming into the
United States, while today Mexico has
high tariffs against American products
attempting to try to go to Mexico.
That is one-way free trade in Mexico’s
favor.

What does NAFTA do? NAFTA says
we will remove all tariffs and lower
other trade barriers close to zero so we
end up with two-way free trade.

Reversing the present inequity is a
very critical point. If most Americans
would understand it, they would then
realize that NAFTA is a good deal for
America and American workers.

A complaint you sometimes hear
about NAFTA is “Well, gee, it's not
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good enough. It doesn’'t protect the en-
vironment enough. It doesn't protect
labor enough. It doesn't protect jobs
enough. We can do better.”

Mr. President, I remind everyone
that sometimes Americans let perfec-
tion be the enemy of the good. Some-
times we cannot. get a whole loaf and
sometimes it is better to agree on a
substantial improvement, take what
we have, and move forward. Later, we
can build upon what we have.

I suggest, Mr. President, that is ex-
actly what NAFTA does. It moves the
ball forward. It may not be perfection,
but it is much better than the status
quo.

I think the Vice President made both
of those points last night. He noted
that NAFTA would create a two-way
free-trade agreement, and that it is
much better than the status quo.

I think, again, if most Americans
think about these points, they are
going to realize NAFTA is a good
agreement for America.

VIOLENT CRIME CONTROL AND
LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1993

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

THE ASSAULT WEAPONS AMENDMENT

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, last
night, I voted against a motion to table
the assault weapons amendment of-
fered by the Senator from California
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN]. I want to take this
opportunity to discuss this amendment
and my reasons for opposing the mo-
tion to table.

RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Throughout my service in Congress, I
have been a strong suppoter of second
amendment rights. And I remain firm-
ly convinced that the legitimate rights
of American sportsmen must be pro-
tected. Our constitutional rights—in-
cluding the right to bear arms—are
precious.

Yet no right is absolute. Just as the
right to free speech does not cover
slander, certain fighting words likely
to provoke violence, or yelling fire in a
crowded theater, the right to bear arms
must necessarily be limited when it is
clearly necessary to protect society.

For this reason, I believe that every
right carries with it a responsibility—
a responsibility to, at a minimum, do
no harm to others in the exercise of
that right.

I am fortunate to represent a State
where, for the most part, people exer-
cise their second amendment rights re-
sponsibly. Montana is a State of
sportsmen. Hunting is part of our her-
itage. It is something that makes life
in Montana special. And I take a back
seat to no one—absolutely no one—in
protecting the legitimate rights of
Montana’s hunters and sportsmen.

Growing up on a ranch, I also grew up
around guns. My father taught me to
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hunt and to handle firearms respon-
sibly. In the process, I developed a
healthy respect for firearms and the
damage they can do.

Sadly, though, this respect seems to
have faded away in many communities
throughout this Nation. The right to
bear arms is alive and well, but the re-
sponsibility that should accompany
this right is too often lacking. Too
many guns—and too little respect for
human life—have caused many Ameri-
cans to live in fear.

Just blocks away from this Capitol,
people are dying virtually every night
from gunshot wounds. Washington has
become known as the murder Capital of
the Nation. A national disgrace.

And Washington, DC, is not unique.
The story is the same in New York, Los
Angeles, Detroit, and many cities
across this Nation.

Beyond our cities, it is clear that
crime has become a serious problem in
rural America. Several years ago, I
worked with the distinguished chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, Sen-
ator BIDEN, to add a comprehensive
rural crime title to the crime bill. And
I am pleased to say that our commit-
ment to fight rural crime continues in
the crime bill that is before us today.

Yet, up until recently, violent
crime—gun related crime—was some-
thing that most Montanans just did
not worry about. Today, however, I
cannot say that Montana has escaped
the increase in gun violence.

Several weeks ago, for instance, two
rival youth gangs met in a confronta-
tion in the parking lot of a Billings
fast food restaurant. While most of the
injuries were caused by baseball bats,
one young man took a hand gun and
shot a rival gang member in the arm.

And last July, a Billings man shot
and killed his sister-in-law. He then
grabbed his two young children and
fled in his car, with the police in hot
pursuit. Once cornered, he attempted
to use his own children as human
shields while firing at the police.

THE NEED FOR DECISIVE ACTION

To be frank, this is an agonizing
issue for me and many of my fellow
Montanans,

For many years, I have contended
that this and other gun control meas-
ures would not work. I continue to be-
lieve that stiff penalties, more police,
and better law enforcement were the
best ways to stem the violence.

For this reason, I have supported vir-
tually every amendment that would
have imposed the death penalty for
gun-related killings. Just yesterday,
for instance, I supported Senator
D'AMATO’'s amendment imposing stiff
mandatory sentences for gun crimes.

But despite all we have done—and all
the money we have spent—to clamp
down on crime, we have still fallen
short. The killings continue.

According to the FBI, the number of
violent crimes committed with a fire-
arm has almost quadrupled over the
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past three decades. And these numbers
have risen most sharply over the past 8
years,

While my vote on the amendment by
the Senator from California will cause
some controversy at home, I am not
the first Senator from Montana to have
reached the conclusion that we must
take action to halt the spread of guns
and violence in our society.

Back in 1968, in the wake of Robert
Kennedy's assassination, our former
majority leader, Mike Mansfield,
reached a similar conclusion. Senator
Kennedy's assassination had a pro-
found effect on Senator Mansfield. Yet
it was the senseless Washington mur-
der of Thad Lesnick, a young Marine
lieutenant from Fishtail, MT, that
Senator Mansfield said ‘‘was finally de-
cisive in persuading me to the need for
adequate firearms control legislation."

Although Senator Mansfield ad-
dressed this issue over 25 years ago, his
words and his wisdom can provide guid-
ance for us here today. Senator Mans-
field said:

I have made my decision because I believe
a Senator owes the people of his State not
merely an echo but also a judgment. And in
my judgment, dangerous and disturbing
trends have developed in gun traffic and gun
usage in this Nation. Guns as such are not
the source of the difficulty, but these trends
in irresponsible handling are part and parcel
of the rising tide of violence that has come
to plague the land.

In these circumstances, I can no longer ac-
cept the position that the best response is no
response. In my judgment, that is not an ac-
ceptable answer in view of the spread of mur-
der and mayhem by firearms. * * * It is not
an answer in view of the easy access to dead-
ly weapons which is open to maniacs and
madmen. It is not an answer in view of the
problems of maintaining law and order which
confront the hard-pressed police in the Na-
tion's cities. To leave things as they are, in
short, is not an adeguate answer to one of
the highest rates of gun killings and maim-
ing—accidental or deliberate—in the world.

That was Senator Mansfield 25 years
ago. It is haunting to think even how
much more true those words are today.

PROTECTING THE PUBLIC SAFETY AND
SPORTSMEN

When I began this statement, I
stressed the importance of protecting
the rights of sportsmen—the hunters
and marksmen who enjoy shooting
sports; who understand the importance
of exercising their second amendment
rights responsibly.

Moreover, I believe that most of
Montana's sportsmen understand the
need to control the spread of gun-relat-
ed violence. And I believe most of these
Montanans are also willing to accept
reasonable restrictions on access to the
most dangerous types of firearms, so
long as these restrictions do not
threaten their rights to use and pur-
chase sporting weapons.

I share this concern. I see the need to
restrict access to truly dangerous
weapons—those weapons most likely to
be used in the commission of a violent
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crime—weapons like the so-called
Street Sweeper shotgun.

But any such restrictions must meet
two fundamental tests: First, they
must be narrowly crafted so as to pro-
tect the legitimate second amendment
rights of hunters and sportsmen; and
second, they must be directly related
to reducing gun-related violence.

I believe the amendment before us
last night meets both elements of this
test.

It is narrowly crafted. This amend-
ment would provide iron-clad, copper
riveted protection for over 650 models
of rifles, pistols, and shotguns pres-
ently lawfully in the hands of Amer-
ican sportsmen. Not a one of these
weapons would be affected by the pas-
sage of this amendment. In fact, pas-
sage of this amendment puts the Sen-
ate on record as endorsing the rights of
sportsmen to own and use these weap-
ons.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a list of these protected
weapons be printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing these remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BAUCUS. Beyond this, a number
of provisions in this amendment af-
firmatively protect the rights of Amer-
ican sportsmen. These include:

A grandfather provision that will
prevent the confiscation of any weap-
ons already legitimately in the hands
of any American citizen. Absolutely
nobody lawfully owning one of these
weapons today will have it taken away;

An exclusion for all weapons manu-
ally operated by bolt, pump, lever, or
slide action;

An exclusion for semiautomatic ri-
fles with a fixed magazine;

An exclusion for ammunition feeding
devices capable of feeding less than 10
rounds; and

An exclusion for permanently inoper-
able and antique firearms.

Along with the narrow scope of this
amendment, it is clearly directed at re-
ducing gun violence. The Senator from
California has spoken elogquently about
the tragedies assault rifles have caused
in her native State.

And it has been pointed out that the
weapons prohibited by this amendment
are those most likely to be used in the
commission of a violent crime.

Even in a relatively low crime State
like Montana, the proliferation of as-
sault weapons is causing serious prob-
lems.

I was shocked to learn that in the
city of Billings alone, there have been
three recent potentially violent inci-
dents involving assault weapons.

On two occasions over this past sum-
mer, Billings police apprehended a
skinhead on his way to a local bar. On
both occasions, this skinhead possessed
an assault rifle. And on both occasions,
he told the police he wanted to ‘‘kill
some Mexicans.”
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And Billings Police Chief Wayne
Inman—who also supports passage of
this amendment—recently learned of a
threat upon his life by an individual
known to own an assault rifle.

If these sorts of incidents can occur
in Billings, MT, they can occur any-
where in America. No American is safe.
And Congress must act.

I realize that passage of this amend-
ment is not a panacea for the problems
of violence in our society. We need stiff
penalties. And we need to restore fam-
ily values to our most troubled and
violent areas—indeed, our entire Na-
tion.

But, on the whole, I believe passage
of the Feinstein amendment will help.
It is one step toward halting the vio-
lence, And it is the right thing to do
for America.

As I mentioned earlier, this was a dif-
ficult vote for me and many of my col-
leagues from rural and Western States
who voted with Senator FEINSTEIN. If
we were to follow the course of least
resistance, the course of political expe-
diency, we would have voted the other
way.

But that would have been the wrong
thing for America—and, at least in the
long run, I also believe that would have
been the wrong thing for Montana.

Several years ago, historian Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr., published a book enti-
tled “The Disuniting of America."
Schlesinger contends that the cen-
trifugal forces of special interest poli-
tics are tearing this country apart:
urban interests take on rural interests;
environmentalists clash with industry;
business bashes labor, and labor comes
back at business full force; and, in this
instance, the gun lobby feuds with law
enforcement.

In short, nobody compromises, no-
body looks beyond their own narrow
special interest, and nothing gets done.

In this case, a number of my col-
leagues and I tried to look beyond spe-
cial interest and do what is right for
the entire Nation—including our cities.

I hope that Senators from more
urban States would think about this.
We are a nation. Whether you rep-
resent a State that is primarily urban
or rural, I believe it is important to
consider the impact your vote will
have an other regions of the country—
on Americans different than your con-
stituents.

Recently, we have seen a number of
proposals come before this body that
would be harmful to rural America and
the West. Whether the issue is the farm
program, grazing fees, the Wool Act,
highway funding, the mining law, or
water rights, I urge each of my col-
leagues to think, think for a moment
about how your vote may help or hurt
people in other regions of the country.
If we do this more often, I believe we
will disprove Dr. Schlesinger's thesis.
And I believe America—all of Amer-
ica—will be better off for it.
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EXHIBIT 1

ASSAULT WEAPONS COMPROMISE DISCUSSION
DRAFT—PROPOSED APPENDIX A: PROTECTED
GUNS

CENTERFIRE RIFLES—AUTOLOADERS

Browning BAR Mark II Safari Semi-Auto
Rifle.

Browning BAR Mark II Safari Magnum
Rifle.

Iver Johnson M-1 Carbine.

Iver Johnson 50th Anniversary M-1 Car-
bine.

Marlin Model 9 Camp Carbine.

Marlin Model 45 Carbine.

Remington Model 7400 Auto Rifle.

Remington Model 7400 Special Purpose
Auto Rifle.

Ruger Mini-14 Autoloading Rifle (w/o fold-
ing stock).

Ruger Mini Thirty Rifle.

CENTERFIRE RIFLES—LEVER & SLIDE

Browning Model 81 BLR Lever-Action
Rifle.

Browning Model 81 Long Action BLR.

Browning Model 1886 Lever-Action Carbine.

Browning Model 1886 High Grade Carbine.

Cimarron 1860 Henry Replica.

Cimarron 1866 Winchester Replicas.

Cimarron 1873 Short Rifle.

Cimarron 1873 Sporting Rifle.

Cimarron 1873 30 Express Rifle.

Dixie Engraved 1873 Rifle.

E.M.F. 1866 Yellowboy Lever Actions.

E.M.F. 1860 Henry Rifle.

E.M.F. Model 73 Lever-Action Rifle.

Marlin Model 73 Lever-Action Carbine.

Marlin Model 336CS Lever-Action Carbine.

Marlin Model 30AS Lever-Action Carbine.

Marlin Model 44485 Lever-Action Sporter,

Marlin Model 18945 Lever-Action Carbine.

Marlin Model 1894CS Carbine,

Marlin Model 1894CL Classic.

Marlin Model 1895SS Lever-Action Rifle.

Mitchell 1858 Henry Replica.

Mitchell 1866 Winchester Replica.

Mitchell 1873 Winchester Replica.

Navy Arms Military Henry Rifle.

Navy Arms Henry Trapper.

Navy Arms Iron Frame Henry.

Navy Arms Henry Carbine.

Navy Arms 1866 Yellowboy Rifle.

Navy Arms 1873 Winchester-Style Rifle.

Navy Arms 1873 Sporting Rifle.

Remington 7600 Slide Action.

Remington Model 7600 Special
Slide Action.

Rossi M92 SRC Saddle-Ring Carbine.

Rossi M92 SRS Short Carbine.

Savage 99C Lever-Action Rifle.

Uberti Henry Rifle

Uberti 1866 Sporting Rifle.

Uberti 1873 Sporting Rifle.

Winchester Model 94 Side Eject Lever-Ac-
tion Rifle.

Winchester Model 94 Trapper Side Eject.

Winchester Model 94 Big Bore Side Eject.

Winchester Model 94 Ranger Side Eject
Lever-Action Rifle.

Winchester Model 94 Wrangler Side Eject.

CENTERFIRE RIFLES—BOLT ACTION

Alpine Bolt-Action Rifle.

A-Square Caesar Bolt-Action Rifle.

A-Square Hannibal Bolt-Action Rifle.

Anschutz 1700D Classic Rifles.

Anschutz 1700D Custom Rifles.

Anschutz 1700D Bavarian Bolt-Action
Rifle.

Anschutz 1733D Mannlicher Rifle.

Barret Model 90 Bolt-Action Rifle.

Beeman/HW 60J Bolt-Action Rifle.

Blaser R84 Bolt-Action Rifle.

BRNO 537 Sporter Bolt-Action Rifle.

BRNO ZKB 527 Fox Bolt-Action Rifle.

Purpose
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BRNO ZKK 600, 601, 602 Bolt-Action Rifles.

Browning A-Bolt Rifle.

Browning A-Bolt Stainless Stalker.

Browning A-Bolt Left Hand.

Browning A-Bolt Short Action.

Browning Euro-Bolt Rifle.

Browning A-Bolt Gold Medallion.

Browning A-Bolt Micro Medallion.

Century Centurion 14 Sporter.

Century Enfield Sporter #4.

Century Swedish Sporter #38.

Century Mauser 98 Sporter.

Cooper Model 38 Centerfire Sporter.

Dakota 22 Sporter Bolt-Action Rifle.

Dakota 76 Classic Bolt-Action Rifle.

Dakota 76 Short Action Rifles.

Dakota 76 Safari Bolt-Action Rifle.

Dakota 416 Rigby African.

E.A.A./Sabatti Rover 870 Bolt-Action Rifle.

Auguste Francotte Bolt-Action Rifles.

Carl Gustaf 2000 Bolt-Action Rifle.

Heym Magnum Express Series Rifle.

Howa Lightning Bolt-Action Rifle.

Howa Realtree Camo Rifle.

Interarms Mark X Viscount Bolt-Action
Rifle.

Interarms Mini-Mark X Rifle.

Interarms Mark X Whitworth Bolt-Action
Rifle.

Interarms Whitworth Express Rifle.

Iver Johnson Model 5100A1 Long-Range

Rifle.

KDF K15 American Bolt-Action Rifle.

Krico Model 600 Bolt-Action Rifle.

Krico Model 700 Bolt-Action Rifles.

Mauser Model 66 Bolt-Action Rifle.

Mauser Model 99 Bolt-Action Rifle.

McMillan Signature Classic Sporter.

McMillan Signature Super Varminter.

McMillan Signature Alaskan,

McMillan Signature Titaniom Mountain
Rifle.

McMillan Classic Stainless Sporter.

MecMillan Talon Safari Rifle.

McMillan Talon Sporter Rifle.

Midland 15008 Survivor Rifle.

Navy Arms TU-33/40 Carbine.

Parker-Hale Model 81 Classic Rifle.

Parker-Hale Model 81 Classic African Rifle.

Parker-Hale Model 1000 Rifle.

Parker-Hale Model 1100M African Magnum.

Parker-Hale Model 1100 Lightweight Rifle.

Parker-Hale Model 1200 Super Rifle.

Parker-Hale Model 1200 Super Clip Rifle.

Parker-Hale Model 1300C Scout Rifle.

Parker-Hale Model 2100 Midland Rifle.

Parker-Hale Model 2700 Lightweight Rifle.

Parker-Hale Model 2800 Midland Rifle.

Remington Model Seven Bolt-Action Rifle.

Remington Model Seven Youth Rifle.

Remington Model Seven Custom KS.

Remington Model Seven Custom MS Rifle.

Remington 700 ADL Bolt-Action Rifle.

Remington 700 BDL Bolt-Action Rifle.

Remington 700 BDL Varmint Special.

Remington 700 BDL European Bolt-Action
Rifle.

Remington 700 Varmint Synthetic Rifle.

Remington 700 BDL SS Rifle.

Remington 700 Stainless Synthetic Rifle.

Remington 700 MTRSS Rifle.

Remington 700 BDL Left Hand.

Remington 700 Camo Synthetic Rifle.

Remington 700 Safari.

Remington 700 Mountain Rifle.

Remington 700 Custom KS Mountain Rifle.

Remington 700 Classic Rifle.

Ruger MT7T Mark II Rifle,

Ruger MT7T Mark II Magnum Rifle.

Ruger MTTRL Ultra Light.

Ruger M77 Mark II All-Weather Stainless
Rifle.

Ruger MT77 RSI International Carbine.

Ruger MT7T Mark II Express Rifle.
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Ruger MTTVT Target Rifle.

Sako Hunter Rifle.

Sako Fiberclass Sporter.

Sako Safari Grade Bolt Action.
Sako Hunter Left-Hand Rifle.
Sako Classic Bolt Action.

Sako Hunter LS Rifle.

Sako Deluxe Lightweight.

Sako Super Deluxe Sporter.
Sako Mannlicher-Style Carbine.
Sako Varmint Heavy Barrel.
Sako TRG-S Bolt-Action Rifle.
Sauer 90 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Savage 110G Bolt-Action Rifle.
Savage 110CY Youth/Ladies Rifle.
Savage 110WLE One of One Thousand Lim-

ited Edition Rifle.

Savage 110GXF3 Bolt-Action Rifle.

Savage 110F Bolt-Action Rifle.

Savage 110FXP3 Bolt-Action Rifle.

Savage 110GV Varmint Rifle.

Savage 112FV Varmint Rifle.

Savage Model 112FVS Varmint Rifle.

Savage Model 112BV Heavy Barrel Varmint
Rifle.

Savage 116FSS Bolt-Action Rifle.

Savage Model 116FSK Kodiak Rifle.

Savage 110FP Police Rifle.

Steyr-Mannlicher Sporter Models SL, L,
M, 8, S/T.

Steyr-Mannlicher Luxus Model L, M, S.

Steyr-Mannlicher Model M Professional

Rifle.

Tikka Bolt-Action Rifle.

Tikka Premium Grade Rifles.

Tikka Varmint/Continental Rifle.

Tikka Whitetail/Battue Rifle.

Ultra Light Arms Model 20 Rifle.

Ultra Light Arms Model 28, Model 40 Ri-
fles,

Voere VEC 91 Lightning Bolt-Action Rifle.

Voere Model 2165 Bolt-Action Rifle.

Voere Model 2155, 2150 Bolt-Action Rifles.

Weatherby Mark V Deluxe Bolt-Action
Rifle.

Weatherby Lasermark V Rifle.

Weatherby Mark V Crown Custom Rifles.

Weatherby Mark V Sporter Rifle.

Weatherby Mark V Safari Grade Custom

Rifles.

Weatherby Weathermark Rifle.
Weatherby Weathermark Alaskan Rifle.
Weatherby Classicmark No. 1 Rifle.
Weatherby Weatherguard Alaskan Rifle.
Weatherby Vanguard VGX Deluxe Rifle.
Weatherby Vanguard Classic Rifle.
Weatherby Vanguard Classic No. 1 Rifle.
Weatherby Vanguard Weatherguard Rifle.
Wichita Classic Rifle.

Wichita Varmint Rifle.

Winchester Model 70 Sporter.

Winchester Model 70 Sporter WinTuff.
Winchester Model 70 SM Sporter.
Winchester Model 70 Stainless Rifle.
Winchester Model 70 Varmint.
Winchester Model 70 Synthetic Heavy

Varmint Rifle.

Winchester Model 70 DBM Rifle.
Winchester Model 70 DBM-S Rifle.
Winchester Model 70 Featherweight.
Winchester Model 70 Featherweight

WinTuff.

Winchester Model 70 Featherweight Clas-

sic.

Winchester Model 70 Lightweight Rifle.

Winchester Ranger Rifle.

Winchester Model 70 Super Express Mag-
num.

Winchester Model 70 Super Grade.

Winchester Model 70 Custom Sharpshooter.

Winchester Model 70 Custom Sporting
Sharpshooter Rifle.

CENTERFIRE RIFLES—SINGLE SHOT
Armsport 1866 Sharps Rifle, Carbine.
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Brown Model One Single Shot Rifle.

Browning Model 1885 Single Shot Rifle.

Dakota Single Shot Rifle.

Desert Industries G-90 Single Shot Rifle.

Harrington & Richardson Ultra Varmint
Rifle.

Model 1885 High Wall Rifle.

Navy Arms Rolling Block Buffalo Rifle.

Navy Arms #2 Creedmoor Rifle.

Navy Arms Sharps Cavalry Carbine.

Navy Arms Sharps Plains Rifle.

New England Firearms Handi-Rifle.

Red Williow Armory Ballard No. 5 Pacific.

Red Williow Armory Ballard No. 1.5 Hunt-
ing Rifle.

Red Williow Armory Ballard No. 8 Union
Hill Rifle.

Red Williow Armory Ballard No. 4.5 Target
Rifle.

Remington-Style Rolling Block Carbine.

Ruger No. 1B Single Shot.

Ruger No. 1A Light Sporter.

Ruger No. 1H Tropical Rifle.

Ruger No. 18 Medium Sporter.

Ruger No. 1 RSI International.

Ruger No. 1V Special Varminter.

C. Sharps Arms New Model 1874 Old Reli-
able.

C. Sharps Arms New Model 1875 Rifle.

C. Sharps Arms 1875 Classic Sharps.

C. Sharps Arms New Model 1875 Target &
Long Range.

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Long Range Express.

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Montana Roughrider.

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Military Carbine.

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Business Rifle.

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Military Rifle.

Sharps 1874 Old Reliable.

Thompson/Center Contender Carbine.

Thompson/Center Stainless Contender Car-
bine.

Thompson/Center Contender Carbine Sur-
vival System.

Thompson/Center Contender Carbine
Youth Model.

Thompson/Center TCR '87 Single Shot
Rifle.

Uberti Rolling Block Baby Carbine.
DRILLINGS, COMBINATION GUNS, DOUBLE RIFLES

Baretta Express SS0 O/U Double Rifles.
Baretta Model 455 SxS Express Rifle.
Chapuis RGExpress Double Rifle.
Auguste Francotte Sidelock Double Rifles.
Auguste Francotte Boxlock Double Rifle.
Heym Model 55B O/U Double Rifle.
Heym Model 55FW O/U Combo Gun.
Heym Model 88b Side-by-Side Double Rifle.
Kodiak Mk. IV Double Rifle.
Kreighoff Teck O/U Combination Gun.
Kreighoff Trumpf Drilling.
Merkel Over/Under Combination Guns.
Merkel Drillings.
Merkel Model 160 Side-by-Side Double Ri-
fles.

Merkel Over/Under Double Rifles,
Savage 24F O/U Combination Gun.
Savage 24F-12T Turkey Gun.
Springfield Inc. M6 Scout Rifle/Shotgun.
Tikka Model 412s Combination Gun.
Tikka Model 4125 Double Fire.
A. Zoll Rifle-Shotgun O/U Combo.

RIMFIRE RIFLES-AUTOLOADERS

AMT Lightning 25/22 Rifle.

AMT Lightning Small-Game Hunting Rifle
II.
AMT Magnum Hunter Auto Rifle.
Anschutz 525 Deluxe Auto.

Armscor Model 20P Auto Rifle.
Browning Auto-22 Rifle.

Browning Auto-22 Grade VI.

Krico Model 260 Auto Rifle.

Lakefield Arms Model 64B Auto Rifle.
Marlin Model 60 Self-Loading Rifle.

Marlin Model 60ss Self-Loading Rifle.

Marlin Model 70 HC auto.

Marlin Model 9901 Self-Loading Rifle.

Marlin Model T0P Papoose.

Marlin Model 922 Magnum Self-Loading
Rifle.

Marlin Model 995 Self-Loading Rifle.

Norinco Model 22 ATD Rifle.

Remington Model 522 Viper Autoloading
Rifle.

Remington 552BDL Speedmaster Rifle.

Ruger 10/22 Autoloading Carbine (w/o fold-
ing stock).

Survival Arms AR-T Explorer Rifle.

Texas Remington Revolving Carbine.

Voere Model 2115 Auto Rifle.

RIMFIRE RIFLES—LEVER & SLIDE ACTION

Browning BL~22 Lever-Action Rifle.

Marlin 39TDS Carbine.

Marlin Model 39AS Golden Lever-Action
Rifle.

Remington 572BDL Fieldmaster Pump
Rifle.

Norinco EM-321 Pump Rifle.

Rossi Model 62 SA Pump Rifle.

Rossi Model 62 SAC Carbine.

Winchester Model 9422 Lever-Action Rifle.

Winchester Model 9422 Magnum Lever-Ac-
tion Rifle.

RIMFIRE RIFLES—BOLT ACTIONS & SINGLE
SHOTS

Anschutz Achiever Bolt-Action Rifle.
Anschutz 1416D/1516D Classic Rifles.
Anschutz 1418D/1518D Mannlicher Rifles.
Anschutz 1700D Classic Rifles.
Anschutz 1700D Custom Rifles.
Anschutz 1700 FWT Bolt-Action Rifle,
Anschutz 1700D Graphite Custom Rifle.
Anschutz 1700D Bavarian Bolt-Action
Rifle.
Armscor Model 14P Bolt-Action Rifle.
Armscor Model 1500 Rifle.
BRNO ZKM-452 Deluxe Bolt-Action Rifle.
BRNO ZKM-452 Deluxe.
Beeman/HW 60-J-ST Bolt-Action Rifle.
Browning A-Bolt 22 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Browning A-Bolt Gold Medallion.
Cabanas Phaser Rifle.
Cabanas Master Bolt-Action Rifle.
Cabanas Espronceda IV Bolt-Action Rifle.
Cabanas Leyre Bolt-Action Rifle.
Chipmunk Single Shot Rifle.
Cooper Arms Model 365 Sporter Rifle.
Dakota 22 Sporter Bolt-Action Rifle.
Krico Model 300 Bolt-Action Rifles.
Lakefield Arms Mark II Bolt-Action Rifle.
Lakefield Arms Mark I Bolt-Action Rifle.
Magtech Model MT-22C Bolt-Action Rifle.
Marlin Model 880 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Marlin Model 881 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Marlin Model 882 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Marlin Model 883 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Marlin Model 88355 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Marlin Model 25MN Bolt-Action Rifle.
Marlin Model 25N Bolt-Action Rifle.
Marlin Model 15YN “Little Buckaroo.
Mauser Model 107 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Mauser Model 201 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Navy Arms TU-KKW Training Rifle.
Navy Arms TU-33/40 Carbine.
Navy Arms TU-KKW Sniper Trainer.
Norinco JW-27 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Norinco JW-15 Bolt-Action Rifle.
Remington 541-T.
Remington 40-XR Rimfire Custom sporter.
Remington 541-T HB Bolt-Action Rifle.
Remington 581-S Sportaman Rifle.
Ruger 77/22 Rimfire Bolt-Action Rifle.
Ruger K77/22 Varmint Rifle.
Ultra Light arms Model 20 RF Bolt-Action
Rifle.
Winchester Model 52B Sporting Rifle.

COMPETITION RIFLES—CENTERFIRE & RIMFIRE
Anschutz 64-MS Left Silhouette.

Anschutz 1808D RT Super Match 54 Target.

Anschutz 1827B Biathlon Rifle.

Anschutz 1903D Match Rifle.

Anschutz 1803D Intermediate Match.

Anschutz 1911 Match Rifle.

Anschutz 54.18MS REP Deluxe Silhouette
Rifle.

Anschutz 1913 Super Match Rifle.

Anschutz 1907 Match Rifle.

Anschutz 1910 Super Match II.

Anschutz 54.18MS Silhouette Rifle.

Anschutz Super Match 54 Target Model
2013.

Anschutz Super Match 54 Target Model
2007

Beeman/Feinwerkbau 2600 Target Rifle.

Coopér Arms Model TRP-1 ISU Standard
Rifle.

E.A.A./Weihrauch HW 60 Target Rifle.

E.A.A./HW 660 Match Rifle.

Finnish Lion Standard Target Rifle.

Krico Model 360 S2 Biathlon Rifle.

Krico Model 400 Match Rifle.

Krico Model 360S Biathlon Rifle.

Krico Model 500 Kricotronic Match Rifle.

Krico Model 600 Sniper Rifle.

Krico Model 600 Match Rifle.

Lakefield Arms Model 90B Target Rifle.

Lakefield Arms Model 91T Target Rifle.

Lakefield Arms Model 928 Silhouette Rifle.

Marlin Model 2000 Target Rifle.

Mauser Model 86-SR Specialty Rifle.

McMillan M-86 Sniper Rifle.

McMillan Combo M-87/M-88 50-Caliber
Rifle.

McMillan 300 Phoenix Long Range Rifle.

McMillan M-89 Sniper Rifle.

McMillan National Match Rifle.

McMillan Long Range Rifle.

Parker-Hale M-87 Target Rifle.

Parker-Hale M-85 Sniper Rifle.

Remington 40-XB Rangemaster Target
Centerfire.

Remington 40-XR KS Rimfire Position
Rifle.

Remington 40-XBBR KS.

Remington 40-XC KS National Match
Course Rifle.

Sako TRG-21 Bolt-Action Rifle.

Steyr-Mannlicher Match SPG-UIT Rifle.

Steyr-Mannlicher SSG P-1I Rifle.

Steyr-Mannlicher SSG P-III Rifle.

Steyr-Mannlicher SSG P-IV Rifle.

Tanner Standard UIT Rifle.

Tanner 50 Meter Free Rifle.

Tanner 300 Meter Free Rifle.

Wichita Silhouette Rifle.

SHOTGUNS—AUTOLOADERS

American Arms/Franchi Black Magic 48/
AL.

Benelli Super Black Eagle Shotgun.

Benelli Super Black Eagle Slug Gun.

Benelli M1 Super 90 Field Auto Shotgun.

Benelli Montefeltro Super 90 20-Gauge
Shotgun.

Benelli Montefeltro Super 90 Shotgun.

Benelli M1 Sporting Special Auto Shotgun.

Benelli Black Eagle Competition Auto
Shotgun.

Beretta A-303 Auto Shotgun.

Beretta 390 Field Auto Shotgun.

Beretta 390 Super Trap, Super Skeet Shot-
guns.

Beretta Vittoria Auto Shotgun.

Beretta Model 1201F Auto Shotgun.

Browning BSA 10 Auto Shotgun.

Browning BSA 10 Stalker Auto Shotgun.

Browning A-500R Auto Shotgun.

Browning A-500G Auto Shotgun.

Browning A-500G Sporting Clays.

Browning Auto-5 Light 12 and 20.

Browning Auto-5 Stalker.

Browning Auto-5 Magnum 20.

Browning Auto-5 Magnum 12,
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Churchill Turkey Automatic Shotgun.

Cosmi Automatic Shotgun.

Maverick Model 60 Auto Shotgun.

Mossberg Model 9200 Regal Semi-Auto
Shotgun.

Mossberg Model 9200 USST Auto Shotgun.

Mossberg Model 9200 Camo Shotgun.

Mossberg Model 6000 Auto Shotgun.

Remington 11-87 Premier Shotgun.

Remington 11-87 Sporting Clays.

Remington 11-87 Premier Skeet.

Remington 11-87 Premier Trap.

Remington 11-87 Special Purpose Magnum,

Remington 11-87 SPS-T Camo Auto Shot-
gun.

Remington 11-87 Special Purpose Deer
Gun.

Remington 11-87 SPS-BG-Camo Deer/Tur-
key Shotgun.

Remington 11-87 SPS-Deer Shotgun.

Remington 11-87 Special Purpose Syn-
thetic Camo.

Remington SP—10 Magnum-Camo Auto
Shotgun.

Remington SP—10 Magnum Auto Shotgun.

Remington SP—10 Magnum  Turkey
Combo.

Remington 1100 LT-20 Auto.

Remington 1100 Special Field.

Remington 1100 20-Gage Deer Gun.

Remington 1100 LT-20 Tournament, Skeet.

Winchester Model 1400 Semi-Auto Shotgun.

SHOTGUNS—SLIDE ACTIONS

Browning Model 42 Pump Shotgun.

Browning BPS Pump Shotgun.

Browning BPS Stalker Pump Shotgun.

Browning BPS Pigeon Grade Pump Shot-
gun.

Browning BPS Pump Shotgun (Ladies and
Youth Model).

Browning BPS Game Gun Turkey Special.

Browning BPS Game Gun Deer Special.

Ithaca Model 87 Supreme Pump Shotgun.

Ithaca Model 87 Deerslayer Shotgun.

Ithaca Deerslayer IT Rifled Shotgun.

Ithaca Model 87 Turkey Gun.

Ithaca Model 87 Deluxe Pump Shotgun.

Magtech Model 586-VR Pump Shotgun.

Maverick Models 88, 91 Pump Shotguns.

Mossberg Model 500 Sporting Pump.

Mossberg Model 500 Camo Pamp.

Mossberg Model 500 Muzzleloader Combo.

Mossberg Model 500 Trophy Slugster.

Mossberg Turkey Model 500 Pump.

Mossberg Model 500 Bantam Pump.

Mossberg Field Grade Model 835
Shotgun.

Mossberg Model 835 Regal Ulti-Mag Pump.

Remington 870 Wingmaster.

Remington 870 Special Purpose Deer Gun.

Remington 870 SPS5-BG-Camo Deer/Turkey
Shotgun.

Remington 870 SPS-Deer Shotgun.

Remington 870 Marine Magnum.

Remington 870 TC Trap.

Remington 870 Special Purpose Synthetic
Camo.

Remington 870 Wingmaster Small Gauges.

Remington 870 Express Rifle Sighted Deer
Gun.

Remington 879 SPS Special Purpose Mag-
num.

Remington 870 SPS-T Camo Pump Shot-
gun.

Remington 870 Special Field.

Remington 870 Express Turkey.

Remington 870 High Grades.

Remington 870 Express.

Remington Model 870 Express Youth Gun.

Winchester Model 12 Pump Shotgun.

Winchester Model 42 High Grade Shotgun.

Winchester Model 1300 Walnut Pump.

Winchester Model 1300 Slug Hunter Deer
Gun.

Pump
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Winchester Model 1300 Ranger Pump Gun
Combo & Deer Gun.
Winchester Model 1300 Turkey Gun.
Winchester Model 1300 Ranger Pump Gun.
SHOTGUNS—OVER/UNDERS

American Arms/Franchi Falconet 2000 O/U.

American Arms Silver I 0/U.

American Arms Silver II Shotgun.

American Arms Silver Skeet O/U.

American Arms/Franchi Sporting 2000 O/U.

American Arms Silver Sporting O/U.

American Arms Silver Trap O/U.

American Arms WS/0U 12, TS/OU 12 Shot-
guns.

American Arms WT/OU 10 Shotgun.

Armsport 2700 O/U Goose Gun.

Armsport 2700 Series O/U,

Armsport 2900 Tri-Barrel Shotgun.

Baby Bretton Over/Under Shotgun.

Beretta Model 686 Ultralight O/U.

Beretta ASE 90 Competition O/U Shotgun.

Beretta Over/Under Field Shotguns.

Beretta Onyx Hunter Sport O/U Shotguns.

Beretta Model S05, S06, S09 Shotguns.

Beretta Sporting Clay Shotguns.

Beretta 687TEL Sporting O/U.

Beretta 682 Super Sporting O/U.

Beretta Series 682 Competition Over/
Unders.

Browning Citoria O/U Shotgun.

Browning Superlight Citori Over/Under.

Browning Lightning Sporting Clays.

Browning Micro Citori Lighting.

Browning Citori Plus Trap Combo.

Browning Citori Plus Trap Gun.

Browning Citori O/U Skeet Models.

Browning Citori O/U Trap Models.

Browning Special Sporting Clays.

Browning Citori GTI Sporting Clays.

Browning 325 Sporting Clays.

Centurion Over/Under Shotgun.

Chapuis Over/Under Shotgun.

Connecticut  Valley  Classics
Sporter O/U.

Connecticut Valley Classics Classic Field
Waterfowler.

Charles Daly Field Grade O/U.

Charles Daly Lux Over/Under.

E.A.A./Sabatti Sporting Clays Pro-Gold O/
U.

E.A.A./Sabatti Falcon-Mon Over/Under.

Kassnar Grade [ O/U Shotgun.

Krieghoff K-80 Sporting Clays O/U.

Krieghoff K-80 Skeet Shotgun.

Krieghoff K-80 International Skeet.

Krieghoff K-80 Four-Barrel Skeet Set.

Krieghoff K-80/RT Shotguns.

Krieghoff K-80 O/U Trap Shotgun.

Laurona Silhouette 300 Sporting Clays.

Laurona Silhouette 300 Trap.

Laurona Super Model Over/Unders.

Ljutic LM-6 Deluxe O/U Shotgun.

Marocchi Conquista Over/Under Shotgun.

Marocchi Avanza O/U Shotgun. v

Merkel Model 200E O/U Shotgun.

Merkel Model 200E Skeet, Trap Over/
Unders.

Merkel Model 203E, 303E Over/Under Shot-
guns.

Perazzi Mirage Special Sporting O/U.

Perazzi Mirage Special Four-Gauge Skeet.

Perazzi Sporting Classic O/U.

Perazzi MXT7 Over/Under Shotguns.

Perazzi Mirage Special Skeet Over/Under.

Perazzi MX8/MX8 Special Trap, Skeet.

Perazzi MX8/20 Over/Under Shotgun.

Perazzi MX9 Single Over/Under Shotguns.

Perazzi MX12 Hunting Over/Under.

Perazzi MX28, MX410 Game O/U Shotguns.

Perazzi MX20 Hunting Over/Under.

Piotti Boss Over/Under Shotgun.

Remington Peerless Over/Under Shotgun.

Ruger Red Label O/U Shotgun.

Ruger Sporting Clays O/U Shotgun.

Classic
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San Marco 12-Ga. Wildflower Shotgun.

San Marco Field Special O/U Shotgun.

San Marco 10-Ga. O/U Shotgun.

SKB Model 505 Deluxe Over/Under Shot-
gun.
SKB Model 685 Over/Under Shotgun.

SKB Model 885 Over/Under Trap, Skeet,
Sporting Clays.

Stoeger/IGA Condor I O/U Shotgun.

Stoeger/IGA ERA 2000 Over/Under Shotgun.

Techni-Mec Model 610 Over/Under.

Tikka Model 4128 Field Grade Over/Under.

Weatherby Athena Grade IV O/U Shotguns.

Weatherby Athena Grade V Classic Field O/
5 8

Weatherby Orion O/U Shotguns.

Weatherby II, III Classic Field O/Us.

Weatherby Orion II Classic Sporting Clays
0/u.

Weatherby Orion II Sporting Clays O/U.

Winchester Model 1001 O/U Shotgun.

Winchester Model 1001 Sporting Clays O/U.

Pietro Zanoletti Model 2000 Field O/U.

SHOTGUNS—SIDE BY SIDES

American Arms Brittany Shotgun.

American Arms Gentry Double Shotgun.

American Arms Derby Side-by-Side.

American Arms Grulla #2 Double Shotgun.

American Arms WS/SS 10.

American Arms TS/SS 10 Double Shotgun.

American Arms TS/SS 12 Side-by-Side.

Arrieta Sidelock Double Shotguns.

Armsport 1050 Series Double Shotguns.

Arizaga Model 31 Double Shotgun.

AYA Boxlock Shotguns.

AYA Sidelock Double Shotguns.

Beretta Model 452 Sidelock Shotgun.

Beretta Side-by-Side Field Shotguns.

Crucelegui Hermanos Model 150 Double.

Chapuis Side-by-Side Shotgun.

E.A.A./Sabatti Saba-Mon Double Shotgun.

Charles Daly Model Dss Double.

Ferlib Model F VII Double Shotgun.

Auguste Francotte Boxlock Shotgun.

Auguste Francotte Sidelock Shotgun.

Garbi Model 100 Double.

Garbi Model 101 Side-by-Side.

Garbi Model 103A, B Side-by-Side.

Garbi Model 200 Side-by-Side.

Bill Hanus Birdgun Doubles.

Hatfield Uplander Shotgun.

Merkell Model 8, 4TE Side-by-Side Shot-
guns.

Merkel Model 4TLSC Sporting Clays Dou-
ble.

Merkel Model 473, 147S Side-by-Sides.

Parker Reproductions Side-by-Side.

Piotti King No. 1 Side-by-Side.

Piotti Lunik Side-by-Side.

Piotti King Extra Side-by-Side.

Piotti Piuma Side-by-Side.

Precision Sports Model 600 Series Doubles.

Rizzini Boxlock Side-by-Side.

Rizzini Sidelock Side-by-Side.

Stoeger/IGA Uplander Side-by-Side Shot-
gun,

Ugartechea 10-Ga. Magnum Shotgun.

SHOTGUNS—BOLT ACTIONS & SINGLE SHOTS

Armsport Single Barrel Shotgun.

Browning BT-99 Competition Trap Special.

Browning BT-99 Plus Trap Gun.

Browning BT-99 Plus Micro.

Browning Recoilless Trap Shotgun.

Browning Micro Recoilless Trap Shotgun.

Desert Industries Big Twenty Shotgun.

Harrington & Richardson Topper Model
098.
Harrington & Richardson Topper Classic
Youth Shotgun.

Harrington & Richardson N.W.T.F. Turkey
Mag.

Harrington & Richardson Topper Deluxe
Model 098.
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Krieghoff KS-5 Trap Gun.

Krieghoff KS-5 Special.

Krieghoff K-80 Single Barrel Trap Gun.

Ljutic Mono Gun Single Barrel.

Ljutic LTX Super Deluxe Mono Gun.

Ljutic Recoilless Space Gun Shotgun.

Marlin Model 55 Goose Gun Bolt Action.

New England Firearms Turkey and Goose
Gun.

New England Firearms N.W.T.F. Shotgun.

New England Firearms Tracker Slug Gun.

New England Firearms Standard Pardner.

New England Firearms Survival Gun.

Perazzi TM1 Special Single Trap.

Remington 90-5 Super Single Shotgun.

Snake Charmer II Shotgun.

Stoeger/IGA Reuna Single Barrel Shotgun.

Thompson/Center TCR '87 Hunter Shotgun.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Washington [Mrs. MURRAY].

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mrs. FEINSTEIN]. For several
days now, we have heard speech after
speech about violent crime in our soci-
ety. We have heard about the fear of vi-
olence spreading throughout our Na-
tion. Some of my colleagues said we
need more police officers on the street.
Some wanted tougher sentences and
some want more jails. We have agreed
to amendments to do all of those
things. We agreed to ‘‘three strikes and
you're out,” and we voted $22 billion to
put more police on the streets, build
boot camps, and more jails. These ef-
forts are long on punishment and short
on prevention. More police, tougher
sentences, and more jails will not stop
the fear.

I read an article in last week's U.S.
News & World Report that described
how many junior and senior high
school students fear for their safety.
After going home and talking to my
own two teenagers about their experi-
ence, I think the problem is far worse
than they described. One 17-year-old
told me that the armed guards with
walkie-talkies in his high school make
him feel more like he is in Bosnia than
in a public education system.

How can we expect our children to
cope with the level of stress that most
adults cannot handle? How can we ex-
pect our children to learn anything,
when they literally fear for their lives?

While violence, and especially gun vi-
olence, has reached epidemic propor-
tions in this Nation, we are witnessing
a very chilling development. Our chil-
dren are becoming numb to it. It is be-
coming normal. Kids are bombarded by
violence every day. They watch it on
television, they see it in movies and
magazines, and they hear it in music.
Some elementary school students in
Seattle and Tacoma have written
poems about violence. Children now
must pass through a metal detector be-
fore going to math class. Is it any won-
der respect for life among our Nation's
teenagers is disappearing?

My own daughter, Sara, told me a
few weeks ago she is afraid of going to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

high school next year. She is not afraid
because Federal criminal sentences are
not tough enough; she is scared be-
cause the student next to her might
have a gun in her backpack. She is
scared because she knows just by their
presence, guns can suddenly turn argu-
ments into bloody horror scenes.

It is time to leave the debate about
how to punish crime and go back a few
steps as to why we have violence in the
first place. Senator JOHN KERRY spoke
eloquently about the roots of violence
last week. The American Psychological
Association recently reported that the
hopelessness of poverty, often intensi-
fied by discrimination, sets a stage of
anger, discontent, and violence. Give
children easy access to guns and we
have all the makings for a tragedy of
monumental proportion. It is frighten-
ing how familiar the statistics have be-
come to every one of us.

According to the Centers for Disease
Control, every 14 minutes, someone in
America dies from a gunshot wound.
Every single day, 14 children are killed
with guns and more than a guarter of a
million kids take guns to school. Har-
vard School of Public Health reports
that 59 percent of the schoolchildren in
this country said they could get a
handgun if they wanted one. A gun in
the home is 43 times more likely to be
used to kill its owner, a family mem-
ber, or a {riend than kill that intruder
we all worry about, according to a Uni-
versity of Washington study.

This is the cost of gun violence in
human terms. The numbers are stag-
gering, and the health care costs of gun
violence are staggering as well. At Har-
bor View Hospital in Seattle, WA, both
the number of gunshot victims and the
cost of treating them have doubled in
the last 7 years. According to Dr. Fred
Vera of Harbor View, the average gun-
shot wound admission at Harbor View
cost $8,000. The Surgeon General, Dr.
Elders, testified last week that gun in-
juries cost our health care system $3
billion a year or more.

My question is, Who is paying for
this violence? More than 80 percent of
the cost of gunshot injuries is paid for
by us: public funds. Every one of us
pays the health care costs of gun vio-
lence through higher taxes, increased
insurance fees, or in dollars not spent
on other health care. Everyone, includ-
ing those who do not own guns and
those whose children have been killed
or permanently disabled, are subsidiz-
ing gun violence.

American taxpayers also ante up $28
million a year to subsidize federally li-
censed firearms dealers who only pay
$10 a year for a license to sell guns.
Yet, the Federal licensing agency is so
underfunded that it even issued a gun
dealer license to two dogs. If we do not
know who is selling guns, how do we
know that they are being sold legally?
It is time to put a stop to this. Tax-
payers should not have to subsidize the
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health care costs of gun violence, and
we are not talking here about the hun-
ters or guns used for sporting purposes.
We are talking about handguns, assault
weapons, and ammunition for those
guns. These are the vehicles of vio-
lence. The people who manufacture
them, sell them, and buy them are the
ones who should pay.

Assault weapons, which Senator
FEINSTEIN's amendment would ban, are
especially horrible. Just ask any emer-
gency room nurse or doctor.

Recently, I heard a young person say:

I don't understand why so many adults
talk about violence but don't do anything
about it.

By adopting the Feinstein amend-
ment, the Senate of the United States
can say to that boy, to my children,
and to people across this country that
we have done something.

I heard one of my colleagues a few
moments ago refer to the fact that
many Senators took a risk last night
by voting with Senator FEINSTEIN on
this amendment. I remind all of us of
the risks our children, our families, our
neighbors take when they step out into
the streets of America today.

We have to get beyond the rhetoric
involved in the gun debate. We have to
bring together our families, our neigh-
bors, our communities and begin to
find solutions to the ever-increasing vi-
olence facing us today.

I look forward to supporting my col-
league, Senator FEINSTEIN, on this
amendment and working with all of the
Senators over the next year to face
this tough issue.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1647
are located in today's RECORD under
“‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, be-
fore yielding the floor, I wish to advise
my colleagues on one other matter.
While I voted to table the pending
amendment for the reasons I have stat-
ed, I will not support efforts to delay
an up-or-down vote on the amendment
pending before the Senate, or to delay
final action on the pending crime bill.
In my opinion, it is important that the
Congress move ahead with this author-
izing legislation and the many useful
provisions in the bill should not be
jeopardized by our disagreements in
this area.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Col-
orado [Mr. BROWN].

Mr. BROWN. I thank the Chair.
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TRAGEDY IN SOMALIA

Mr. BROWN. I rise out of concern
over the incident that occurred on Oc-
tober 3 in Somalia where 18 Americans
were killed and 76 wounded and an-
other captured. I rise out of concern
not because those deeds and those
losses can be undone, but out of con-
cern that this Nation learn from its
mistakes and make sure we do not re-
peat them.

Immediately after that event, reports
appeared in the press that the com-
manding officer of the troops had re-
quested armored vehicles for the safety
of his troops and for the necessity of
properly carrying out the mission.

I immediately responded with Sen-
ator D’AMATO in asking the Secretary
of Defense for the facts. The report was
of great concern because it appeared
that at least some of the deaths and a
significant portion of the wounded oc-
curred because proper equipment was
not available.

We sent a letter 3 days later on Octo-
ber 6 to the Secretary of Defense and
spelled out questions with regard to
that incident and asked the Secretary
for the facts.

We asked him: Did the United States
commander in Somalia ask for ar-
mored reinforcements? We asked: What
did he ask for specifically? We asked:
Did his request reach your desk? We
asked: Did he make a decision upon the
request? We asked what that decision
was. And we asked if he denied the re-
quest for equipment necessary for the
men in the field, why he had denied
that request.

Mr. President, the Secretary has re-
fused to answer the letter. More than a
month has passed and the Secretary
has not even acknowledged the letter.
He has gone to the press, though, and
talked about these subjects but with-
out giving Congress the facts.

In addition, the Secretary, in spite of
requests from this Senator and others,
has declined to appear before the For-
eign Relations Committee. The For-
eign Relations Committee is a proper
forum, I believe, because clearly the
U.N. command and the operations of
the United Nations come under the
Foreign Relations Committee’s juris-
diction.

While there have been hearings in
Armed Services, there has yet to be a
formal open hearing so the press and
the public can understand the answers
to these important questions.

I was thus delighted to hear the
other day that the distinguished chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee
will be holding an open hearing with
regard to that matter.

Mr. President, on October 14, the
Senate considered and passed a resolu-
tion calling for an investigation and
public hearings into the tragedy of Oc-
tober 3. The military disaster in
Mogadishu would be the subject.

I think the Armed Services Commit-
tee's action to follow up with that
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hearing is a responsible and a positive
development. What is more, I think it
is appropriate for this Chamber to en-
sure that its committees do investigate
this incident.

What is suggested by the newspaper
reports is that, indeed, there was a re-
quest by the commanding officer of the
troops in the field for equipment for
the safety of those individuals, and it
was turned down, turned down not for
military reasons but because for politi-
cal reasons it may have been uncom-
fortable.

It raises a concern that possibly pol-
icy is being made in the Defense De-
partment, not on the basis of what is
good for the men and women who serve
this country in the field but for other
political considerations.

The Foreign Relations Committee
did have hearings on this subject and
the representative of the Defense De-
partment was Mr. Slocombe. Mr.
Slocombe was asked this series of ques-
tions in his hearing. Because the Sec-
retary had talked about the Chiefs of
Staff, he was asked about the position
of the Chiefs of Staff with regard to
this recommendation for additional
equipment. Mr. Slocombe refused to
comment. He did not take executive
privilege. He simply refused to com-
ment. He was asked: What did General
Powell do? Did he favor the request by
General Johnson? Here is what Mr.
Slocombe said:

As a matter of principle, I think questions
as to what advisers to the President and the
Secretary of Defense recommended ought to
be addressed to them and not come from
third-party sources, which I would be.

Even though Mr. Slocombe had
knowledge of that area, he refused to
comment on that. The problem, of
course, was that Secretary Aspin had
declined to come before the committee
and answer the committee’s questions,
and he had declined to respond to let-
ters to him personally. And the Sec-
retary and Mr. Slocombe refused to an-
swer the follow-up questions that were
sent to their office.

Mr. President, what we have here is a
simple effort to cover up the facts, to
hide from the truth, to refuse to let the
facts come out on a tragic event that
could have been avoided. There are re-
ports in the press which indicate that
our men ran out of ammunition wait-
ing for reinforcements; that they did
not have to wait 7 hours; that some of
them may have waited 10 hours, and
some perhaps even longer, and that be-
cause we did not have the armored ve-
hicles to bring the reinforcements,
they could not get to them. Their bod-
ies were dismembered by the enemy
after they ran out of ammunition. It
appears that the wounded and some of
the deaths may well have been directly
attributable to the lack of proper
equipment and the lack of proper
equipment directly attributable to the
Secretary’s refusal to honor the re-
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quest of the commander of the troops
in the field.

Mr. President, at the very least, we
ought to find out what the facts are. I
have tried to find out the facts by writ-
ing letters of inquiry to the Secretary,
which he has refused to even acknowl-
edge. I have tried to find out the facts
by asking him to come to testify, and
he has declined. I have tried to find out
the facts by questioning the represent-
atives of the Defense Department that
have come before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and they refused to
answer.

Are the subjects so sensitive because
of national security concerns they can-
not be aired publicly? The fact is,
leaked from the Defense Department
has been a variety of information in-
tended to give the Secretary’s point of
view but not all of the facts—veiled ref-
erences to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
without indicating what the chiefs of
staff specifically recommended or not,
and a refusal to indicate what the
chiefs of staff had recommended.

There is a report in the Washington
Post where the reporter reveals that he
has looked at a series of classified ca-
bles and documents on this subject.
The irony is these were the very cables
and documents and information which
the Secretary of Defense had refused to
disclose to the committees of Congress,
and yet they are selectively made
available to the press in a campaign by
the Secretary, a campaign not to in-
form the public or get the facts out but
to get half the facts out.

Mr. President, we followed up in
every single way I know how.

We have requested hearings. We
passed a resolution on the floor requir-
ing hearings. We have asked for attend-
ance. We have asked for testimony. We
have asked for written answers.

So the willingness of the chairman of
the Armed Services Committee to hold
hearings I think is significant, and it is
important. It is important not because
of what the Secretary of Defense may
or may not have done. It is important
not because there may have been leak-
ing of classified information which the
Secretary has refused to reveal to Con-
gress.

It is important because every parent
who sends a child to serve in the armed
services of this country has a right to
expect that this country will stand be-
hind the men and women who serve
this Nation in the field. They have a
right to expect that when we have
tanks, equipment, and personnel car-
riers and they are needed on the battle-
field, that whoever is Secretary of De-
fense will stand up for the men and
women who serve this Nation and at
least provide them the equipment. It is
also important, I believe, that whoever
is the Secretary of Defense not be in a
position to cover things up.

So an honest, open, thorough, objec-
tive inquiry I believe will benefit this
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entire Nation. But more than anyone
else, it will benefit the men and women
who serve this country because I hope
out of it comes a conviction and a con-
cern and an understanding that the
people who command our troops care
about them; that it is more important
to the people who command our troops
that our troops be protected than is the
political plays and background the
politicians take; that we value the men
and women who serve this country
more than we do covering up the facts.

The ultimate good of this hearing
will come not only in fixing respon-
sibility for the disaster, but in making
sure that similar disasters do not hap-
pen again.

There is one thing I was always im-
pressed with about the U.S. Marine
Corps. Perhaps many were impressed.
But one thing more than any other is
that when I saw marines train, prac-
tice, and drill, I saw not only the ser-
geants stand side by side with the men
as they went through their training,
but I saw the lieutenants, captains,
colonels, and generals come down and
share their burdens, eat their food, and
share the conditions they lived under.
It became obvious that the men and
women who serve in the armed serv-
ices, at least in the Marine Corps, from
the bottom to the top, not only cared
about each other and supported each
other, but had a feeling that they were
in this together.

When we get to a point where the
commanding officer of troops in the
field needs equipment which is readily
available and the leadership of our de-
fense establishment will not make it
available to them, then it is time for a
change.

I hope this hearing will not only
bring out the facts, but will serve as a
vehicle to effect that change in our De-
fense Establishment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. D'AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FEINGOLD). The Senator from New
York.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
that I may be permitted to proceed as
if in morning business for 15 minutes.

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

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I begin
on a sentence of my colleague, Senator
BROWN, as it relates to this entire de-
bacle that took place in Mogadishu on
October 3, 1993.

The fact of the matter is that we
have not received candid replies to the
questions that Senator BROWN and I
have raised. The letter which we sent
on October 6, 1993, to Secretary Aspin,
asked several questions about the deci-
sions concerning the request by the
United States commander in Somalia
for armored reinforcements. While the
Secretary has not answered our letter,
the media reported what happened as
being contrary to Secretary Aspin's
statements about what happened.
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1 have to tell you the more we hear,
the more obvious it becomes that these
statements are absolutely inconsistent,
at the very least, with what a reason-
able person would say are truthful.

I believe it is absolutely essential
that the Armed Services Committee
not only reviews this matter, but also
sees to it that the Secretary is placed
under oath as it relates to the ques-
tions that the members will put to
him.

I believe that the statements of the
Secretary have been inconsistent with
the facts. I understand that the Armed
Services Committee has already com-
menced work on this issue, and that it
is absolutely imperative that not only
should the Secretary be placed under
oath but, if necessary, subpoenas
should be issued making available the
relevant documentation as it relates to
just what requests were made and when
they were issued.

Let me refer to the article which ap-
peared on October 31, 1993, in the Wash-
ington Post entitled, '“The Words Be-
hind a Deadly Decision; Secret Cables
Review Maneuvering Over Request for
Armor."

I put the full text of that article into
the RECORD last Friday.

Let me quote the article's report in
the first instance.

Later, in explaining his decision to refuse
armor, Aspin, on ABC's ““This Week With
Brinkley,” said the request was never put in
terms of protecting troops. It was put in
terms of the mission of delivering humani-
tarian aid.

Mr. President, the article goes on to
say:

That was not correct. Montgomery's mes-
sage, a copy of which Powell handed Aspin
on September 23, had this heading: Subject:
U.S. Force Protection. In the body of the
message, Montgomery said, “‘The primary
mission of the armor would be to protect
U.S. forces.”

Let me say that squares up exactly
with what I have been told at briefings
with General Hoar. I was told that this
did not take place once, but twice. I
was told that General Hoar himself ab-
solutely supported the request for
these tanks. He disapproved the artil-
lery, but supported the tanks—we are
only talking about 4 tanks and 14 Brad-
leys—and that General Colin Powell
fully supported those requests.

Mr. President, that is so important, I
want to repeat it again: Secretary
Aspin said:

It was never put into terms of protecting
troops. According to this report, it was ex-
plicitly for troop protection.

We have a right to get down to the
bottom of this. And when we have aides
who are putting out statements on be-
half of the Secretary of Defense or the
Joint Chiefs, the Joint Chiefs were
never asked their opinon. The Joint
Chiefs did not participate. This was a
decision that came up the line, up the
chain of command, from General Mont-
gomery to General Hoar to General
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Powell, who as the head of the Joint
Chiefs, passed this request on to Sec-
retary Aspin; not once, but at least
twice, and maybe even a third time he
spoke to him about it.

I have to tell you, Secretary Aspin’s
explanations wreak—wreak—with
coverup for his own inexplicable ac-
tions. If you listen to what he said at
his news briefing—which suddenly the
White House shut off; when he was
briefing at the White House, they just
shut it off when CNN was carrying it—
they said he was concerned about the
backlash from the Congress and from
the United Nations. You cannot have it
two ways.

Mr. President, the same article goes
on to say that General Montgomery
said:

I am increasingly concerned about the
timid behavior of the U.N. coalition whence
the security of our force rests.

Montgomery said at the close of his
message to General Hoar:

We must ensure our own security. I believe
that U.S. forces are at risk without it.

I do not know what could be clearer.
I think it is absolutely important that
we get to the truth and to the facts
without the obfuscation that basically
has been what we have heard to date.

Yet, the Aspin apologists will now
say that people misunderstood, even
the President misunderstood, suggest-
ing that Aspin did not say what Clin-
ton reported. We have the President
drawn into this situation now. I do not
believe the President was ever con-
sulted on this matter, and I do not
think he has been given the truth yet.

Mr. President, I have to tell you, I
spoke to three young men—one who
comes from New York, one from Penn-
sylvania, and the other from Texas.
The young lieutenant who spoke to me
said, ‘‘Senator, it took 13 hours after I
was shot to be evacuated, and I was
shot at 5 o’clock on October 3. They did
not get me out until 6 o’clock in the
morning the following day.”

So when we hear about these reports
and hear our troops were 3 miles away
and it took them something like 9
hours, and they almost had to com-
mandeer those tanks to get there, I do
not know what more General Mont-
gomery could have done or General
Hoar or General Powell. They made
their request and that was turned
down. Now we hear the request really
did not come for troop protection.
There was a split in the Joint Chiefs.

Really, what we have had is nothing
but a coverup. Secretary Aspin himself
has been attempting to cover up this
situation, He can say with all doe can-
dor that he is paid to make these deci-
sions, that is right, but not on the
basis of politics and political expedi-
ence on the basis of what our troops
need to protect themselves. Indeed, if
these communiques were declined, as
has been indicated by the media, we
need to remedy the situation. I believe
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Secretary Aspin certainly has dem-
onstrated that he is incapable of being
the person who should be the Secretary
of Defense.

Mr. President, I want to know be-
cause there have been many rumors,
and I do not know whether they are
true or not. I want to know if Morton
Halperin took part in a decision to
deny the request for armored reinforce-
ments. I heard rumors to that effect. I
do not know, but I think the commit-
tee should ask this guestion. Did Mr.
Halperin recommend against sending
the tanks? What role, if any, did he
play in the decision? Did the Secretary
consult with him? What are the facts
and where are the papers that record
this decision, and will we have an ad-
ministration that comes forth and says
that, for some reason, they must claim
Executive privilege to keep the facts
from the people?

I think the fact of the matter is that
there has been a terrible injustice done
to the young men who lost their lives,
to those who were wounded unneces-
sarily, and that those tanks could have
made a difference. But, certainly, if
that was the case, I believe the Amer-
ican people have a right to know and
that our young men and women, whom
we call upon to put their lives on the
line in the most dangerous situations,
understand and know that we will do
all that we can to protect them, and
that where there have been errors, they
will be corrected and we will see to it
that never again will this situation re-
peat itself. I do not have confidence in
that situation at this time, none at all,
not in Secretary Aspin, and certainly
not in what he has issued up to today
as his reasons for this debacle.

So I hope that when this hearing is
held, it will be held in the cir-
cumstances that permit a total and full
disclosure of all of the facts, so that we
can determine whether or not the Sec-
retary’s explanations have been indeed
factual.

I yield the floor.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed, along
with my colleague from Georgia, for
approximately 15 or 20 minutes be-
tween us, on the subject of NAFTA this
morning, not being related to the
crime bill.

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

SUPPORTING NAFTA

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I announce
my support for the North American
Free-Trade Agreement, NAFTA. I do so
after taking a close look at NAFTA
and talking to people on both sides of
the issue, particularly people from
Georgia, about its potential ramifica-
tions. My bottom line assessment is
that NAFTA is in the best interest of
Georgia and the Nation as a whole.

Mr. President, my colleague from
Georgia, Senator COVERDELL, and I
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have discussed this subject over the
last several months, particularly over
the last several weeks. I know he has
another engagement in a few minutes.
I will at this point yield to him for
comments, and following his com-
ments, I will give my own.

SUPPORT FOR NAFTA

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
appreciate the senior Senator yielding
to me. I also compliment him on the
effort that he and his staff have made
over these past several months to con-
sult on this momentous agreement,
and it is an honor to join him here
today in a mutual statement in sup-
port of the North American Free-Trade
Agreement.

Mr. President, this has not been an
easy decigion. It is a very complex
agreement. It has many ramifications
for our State, but I believe that this
agreement represents a defining mo-
ment for the people of our Nation, for
all the families and businesses of our
Nation, a defining moment for the fu-
ture of our Nation.

If there was ever a decision that
called on fair-minded leadership, it
deals with this difficult and complex
treaty, the North American Free-Trade
Agreement.

I am hoping that the leadership of
this Nation will step forward at all lev-
els and understand the very far-reach-
ing ramifications that this agreement
will have for our country, for this
hemisphere, and for our position and
stature in the world as we approach the
new century.

The United States, by anyone's defi-
nition, is the only superpower now in
the world. Not only has that super-
power status been founded in our eco-
nomic power but, in great part, it has
been defined by our immense military
strength. The muscle, the military
muscle, of the United States has done
perhaps more than any other single
thing to define a peaceful and civil
order in our world in the last half cen-
tury.

The military muscle of the United
States is still a preeminent factor in
determining the standing and order in
our world. But I think it ought to be
clear to all of us that for the United
States to continue to hold the status of
superpower, it must be viewed and it
must be framed in economic muscle.

The battles of the future, the defini-
tion of the world in the next century,
will be determined by economic mus-
cle, economic capacity, economic abil-
ity to compete.

We have done extensive research on
this agreement, as it pertains to Geor-
gia and prepared a white paper that has
led to the decision we are making here
today.

I see Georgia, my State, as a trade
opportunity State. Fortunately, the
gross State product of the State of
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Georgia is $130 billion. After assem-
bling almost limitless data on the
agreement, we have concluded that $120
billion of the $130 billion gross State
product will be enhanced, broadened,
made better by the treaty. That is 92
percent of our gross State product that
will be improved, that will point to
new opportunity, new jobs, new busi-
nesses.

I think it is worthy of note that our
State is a port State, a gateway to our
hemisphere, and that contributes sub-
stantially to the decision we have
made with regard to the benefits that
will accrue to our State as a result of
the North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment.

Canada and Mexico are the first and
third largest recipients of exports from
the State of Georgia. Already, 45,000
Georgians are employed because of ex-
ports to these two countries. Every evi-
dence we have suggests that these jobs
will expand dramatically under the
new treaty, the new agreement.

Let me qguickly say that as in any-
thing this is complex. It is not perfect,
and it is not without imperfections.
There are sectors of our economy that
feel less comfortable about the agree-
ment.

Our offices have expended numerous
resources to try to assure that the ef-
forts in the agreement to keep the
trade playing field level are secure.

In the case of peanuts, a very large
commodity, the largest amount of
which are produced in the State of
Georgia, we have been very concerned
about point of origin. That means
there is a concern that peanuts would
come from outside the jurisdiction of
the agreement and come through Mex-
ico into our country.

We have secured, through the efforts
of many Members of the Senate, com-
forting language, language that secures
the point of origin provisions in the
agreement.

We have secured language that cer-
tifies that imported peanuts must meet
the same standards that our producers
must meet in order to put quality prod-
ucts in the marketplace.

So, while we are encouraged by the
enormous benefits that accrue to 92
percent of our economy, we do not dis-
regard the concerns for the remaining
sectors of the economy and great ef-
forts have been taken and will continue
to be taken to assure that those sectors
of our economy are treated fairly under
this agreement.

Mr. President, the last point that I
will make and then yield back to the
senior Senator from Georgia is this:
This is no time for the United States to
run from the future. This is a time
when we should speak to the pride of
this Nation. To quote a very famous
Democrat, President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt, ‘“The only thing we have to fear
is fear itself."”

The opponents of this agreement
have espoused fear. There is no reason
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for America to be afraid of the future.
There is no reason to be afraid of the
future. We have the best workers in the
world. We have the best productivity
numbers in the world. We produce the
most educated work force in the world.
This is a time to be bold. This is a time
to exert leadership. This is a time to
tell the world that the United States
will become an insurmountable eco-
nomic power in world trade. This is a
time for all Americans to seize our des-
tiny and to make the next century, as
was the past century, a century for
America.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield back to the senior Senator
from Georgia and again thank him for
his courtesy in the process we have
just engaged.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend and colleague from Georgia,
Senator COVERDELL, not only for his
remarks today, but it has been a great
pleasure for me to work with him, try-
ing to analyze how this rather com-
plex, complicated agreement that is
with so many people not only impor-
tant but also emotional, and how, to
analyze it in a rational way to see how
it really affects our State and the peo-
ple we represent in Georgia and also
how it affects the course of our Nation
and our country.

It has been a pleasure working with
him, and he and I have worked to-
gether and come to the same conclu-
sion both by working together and by
our independent analysis.

So I am very grateful for his com-
ments and for his cooperation in rep-
resenting our people.

Mr. President, the Senator from
Georgia has referred to various seg-
ments of our Georgia economy. I am
going to talk about those also before
he leaves the floor, and I know he must
leave.

We have winners. We have some that
are perhaps losers. And we have some
that are mixed in this process. What we
have tried to do is to those who were
perceiving themselves as losers in the
NAFTA agreement we have tried to do
everything we can and I think have
succeeded to a considerable extent to
ease some of the transitions that these
industries are going to have to go
through.

The Senator has already referred to
peanuts, and that is absolutely true in
the case of peanuts and the people who
produce peanuts. It is also true with
the textile industry itself as a whole at
the beginning of this process, and their
position now is such that most of the
textile industry is endorsing the
NAFTA agreement because improve-
ments have been made. Also, it is true
in other agricultural areas, and I think
it is true in several areas relating to
apparel, and those areas.

So, it is not that we are saying that
everyone is going to be a winner here.
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We are saying, on balance, we have, we
believe, in our State a net benefit, a
net increase in jobs, a net increase in
business activity, a net increase in ex-
ports, and, bottom line, a benefit for
overall the people of Georgia.

It has been a pleasure for me to work
with the junior Senator from Georgia
on this matter, and I thank him.

Mr. President, I rise today to an-
nounce my support for the North
American Free-Trade Agreement
[NAFTA]. I do so after taking a close
look at NAFTA and talking to many
people on both sides of the issue about
its potential ramifications. My bottom
line assessment is that NAFTA is in
the best interests of Georgia and the
Nation as a whole.

Mr. President, many Americans, as
we all know, are fearful of NAFTA, and
I understand that, given the prolonged
recession of recent years, the fragile
recovery that we are still in from this
recession, a recovery that does not
carry with it much in the way of new
job creation and, in an overall sense,
not in keeping with normal recoveries,
as well as the well-financed campaign
aimed at preventing NAFTA's enact-
ment, and it has been well organized,
and it has been well financed. For all of
those reasons, many people believe, un-
derstandably, that NAFTA will threat-
en their economic livelihood.

There is no doubt that the last sev-
eral years have been economically dif-
ficult for millions of Americans and
many people in my own State, but
NAFTA has not caused these problems
and defeating NAFTA will not cause
these problems to go away.

As President Clinton said in his Sep-
tember 14 White House speech:

It is no use to deny that these fears and in-
securities exist. It is no use denying that
many of our people have lost in the battle
for change. But it is a great mistake to
think that NAFTA will make it worse. Every
single solitary thing you hear people talk
about that they're worried about can happen
whether this trade agreement passes or not,
and most of them will be made worse if it
fails. And I can tell you it will be better if it
passes.

Just as the country suffered from the
shortsighted protectionist policies of
the 1930’s and prospered from the bold
and imaginative free trade policies fol-
lowing World War II, the United States
stands to benefit greatly from free
trade, mot protectionism. U.S. eco-
nomic growth and prosperity are not
elements of a zero sum game, They are
the results of attempts to expand the
size of the economic pie, not efforts to
divide a fixed pie into smaller and
smaller pieces. This holds true for both
NAFTA and the Uruguay round of
GATT.

I believe my colleague, BILL BRAD-
LEY, neatly summed this up in a Sep-
tember 16 editorial to the Wall Street
Journal. He stated that:

Defeating NAFTA won't create jobs, con-
trol immigration, or clean the environment.
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Either we address the problems of economic
transformation head on, or we bury our
heads in the sand, blame NAFTA for situa-
tions it did not create, and accept a lower
standard of living and a fraying social fabric.
* * * NAFTA opens more than a trade door.
It will enhance our nation in ways that are
absolutely critical to growth, progress, and
security in the 21st century.

Mr. President, many of our Nation’s
jobs are directly attributable to ex-
ports. It is estimated that one out of
every six manufacturing jobs depends
on exports and that the crops on 1 out
of every 3 acres planted by America
farmers is destined for export. The
Commerce Department estimates that
every billion dollars in exports creates
20,000 jobs in this country. And, one of
the United States recent economic suc-
cess stories is our trade balance with
Mexico.

In 1986, the Government of Mexico
under the leadership of President Sali-
nas began a series of unilateral initia-
tives to reduce its trade barriers. With
this partial opening of its market to
imports, United States exports to Mex-
ico since 1986 have increased from $12
billion a year to over $40 billion a year
in 1992.

And that is from 1986 to 1992; more
than a tripling of exports in 6 years.

In Georgia alone, exports have in-
creased from $108 million in 1987 to $463
million in 1992, an increase of over 320
percent in Georgia in that brief period
of time. Mexico is now the third largest
export market for the United States,
trailing only Canada and Japan. The
average Mexican consumer already
buys much more per capita of Amer-
ican goods and services than the aver-
age consumer in Japan, and this is true
even though the average Mexican
consumer earns roughly one-sixth of
the Japanese consumer.

While these steps to reduce trade bar-
riers are laudable, Mexico still has
much greater trade barriers, tariff and
nontariff alike, than exist in the Unit-
ed States. Today, on average, Mexican
tariffs are 2%z times those in the United
States, Under NAFTA, these dif-
ferences will be phased out, some im-
mediately and some over 5, 10, or 15
years. For instance, after enactment of
NAFTA, the percentage of United
States exports entering Mexico duty
free would rise from 20 to 50 percent;
after 5 years, it would be 66 percent and
after 10 years, 99 plus percent. A simi-
lar phaseout also holds true in the U.S.
market. Among the sectors of our
economy that will benefit the most
from removal of Mexican barriers are
automobiles, chemicals, pharma-
ceuticals, household appliances, ma-
chine tools, industrial machinery and
equipment, electronics, textiles, tele-
communications, and financial serv-
ices.

To give an example of what this tar-
iff and other nontariff reductions
means to an American industry, I
would 1like to highlight briefly
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NAFTA's impact on the U.S. auto-
motive industry. Voices within the in-
dustry are divided on NAFTA—man-
agement of the Big Three automobile
producers strongly supports NAFTA
and the United Automobile Workers
strongly oppose it. Georgia is proud of
its Ford Atlanta assembly plant which
produces the best-selling Ford Taurus
and Mercury Sable and General Mo-
tors' Doraville assembly facility which
produces the Oldsmobile Cutlass Su-
preme and soon will add minivan pro-
duction to this facility.

Since 1925, Mexico has maintained
high tariff and nontariff barriers to
automobile imports. These barriers
have led many American firms to build
assembly plants in Mexico to sell cars
both in Mexico and back across the
border in the United States. NAFTA
will eliminate these penalties in Mex-
ico against American automobile com-
panies. The American Automobile
Manufacturers Association estimates
that Big 3 exports to Mexico will rise
from roughly 1,000 to over 60,000 in the
first year of NAFTA alone. In the
longer terms, we also need to realize
the tremendous potential of the Mexi-
can auto market. A Congressional
Budget Office study stated that there
were fewer than 8 cars for every 100
people in Mexico compared to 57 per 100
in the United States. This is a huge un-
tapped market.

I understand that many automotive
workers fear that production will con-
tinue to shift to Mexico. American
manufacturers argue however that
when trade surplus requirements and
tariffs on American-made cars are
eliminated in Mexico they will be able
to move production for some models
back to more efficient American
plants. As Thomas Schoenbaum, a Uni-
versity of Georgia Law School profes-
sor and the executive director of the
Dean Rusk Center for International
and Comparative Law, pointed out in
“The North American Free-Trade
Agreement [NAFTA]: A Guide for the
Perplexed'":

The precise impact of the NAFTA on the
automotive industry will depend, however,
on future decisions by the Big Three auto
makers and how they restructure their Mexi-
can operations. However, under NAFTA
there will be less incentive for U.S. manufac-
turers to transfer production to Mexico. This
should mean more jobs for U.S. workers.

In addition to the automotive indus-
try, there are a number of other Geor-
gia industries which will benefit from
NAFTA. Economists at the Federal Re-
serve Bank of Atlanta reviewed the
agreement and see NAFTA as a winner
for Georgia electronics, high tech-
nology, engineering services and tim-
ber. I concur with their assessment.
Given Georgia’s natural comparative
advantage in high technology compa-
nies, particularly in medical fields,
this will be an area we will benefit
from for years to come under NAFTA.

Mr. President, one area of NAFTA I
looked at particularly closely was the
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agricultural sector, which is a vital
element in Georgia’s economy. Cur-
rently the American farmer is at a dis-
advantage because fully one guarter of
American agricultural exports to Mex-
ico must enter under import licenses
awarded by the Mexican government.
Under NAFTA, these import licenses
would be terminated, which would open
a large market for American farm
products.

However, this is of little consolation
to Georgia's peanut farmers. They are
extremely concerned about NAFTA's
impact on their livelihood, first be-
cause of possible flooding of the United
States market with lower quality
Mexican peanuts and second that Mex-
ico will become an export platform for
peanuts grown in Argentina and China
and exported into the United States, to
take advantage of NAFTA’s favorable
tariff treatment.

In the first case, the historical evi-
dence does not show Mexico to be a
major producer of peanuts. Its climate
is dry and it lacks the irrigation capac-
ities. The fact is that United States ex-
ports of shelled peanuts to Mexico have
quadrupled since 1987 and most experts
believe that a developing Mexico will
increase its demand for United States
products. A 1992 United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture study concluded
that Mexico will continue to be a net
importer of peanuts, and that there is
little reason to expect Mexico to be-
come a net supplier of peanuts to the
United States.

As to the possibility that Mexico will
become an export platform for non-
NAFTA peanuts, peanut producers are
not alone in this justifiable concern.
NAFTA addresses these concerns
through export surge and point of ori-
gin provisions designed to protect our
economy’s interest from such abuses.

Professor Schoenbaum noted that
NAFTA contains a bilateral safeguard
procedure (which) may be invoked so
that tariffs snapback to pre-NAFTA
levels for up to 3 years if increased im-
ports cause or threaten serious injury
to a domestic industry. He goes on to
note that NAFTA also includes:

* * * strict country-of-origin rules so that
non-NAFTA nations cannot use a NAFTA
country as a low-tariff export platform for
entry into the North American market.
NAFTA is therefore designed to limit the
benefits of the agreement to products origi-
nating in North America.

The point of origin provisions must
be effectively enforced and the Clinton
administration has pledged to do so. It
is also important to note that peanut
tariffs will not be completely elimi-
nated for 15 years, the longest protec-
tion period allowed under NAFTA.

I have tried to be as helpful as pos-
sible in bringing the concerns of Geor-
gia peanut farmers before the U.S.
Trade Representative. 1 am pleased
that NAFTA preserves the United
States rights to apply our current
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quality standards to imports of shelled
and in-shell peanuts. I am also pleased
that the implementing legislation will
ensure that future imports of peanut
paste and peanut butter, which are cur-
rently exempt from section 22 provi-
sions, meet quality and grade stand-
ards comparable to those of Marketing
Agreement 146. I joined Senator HEFLIN
and several other colleagues last
month in asking the administration to
include these safeguards in the NAFTA
implementing legislation. In summary,
special consideration was given to pea-
nuts, but obviously this is not suffi-
cient to address all the peanut farmers’
concerns about NAFTA.

Mr. President, on the whole, I believe
these concerns are outweighed by the
benefits NAFTA will bring to Georgia’'s
and America's farmers. The National
Cotton Council, the National Corn
Council, the National Cattlemen, the
National Broiler Council, the Pork
Producers, and the American Soybean
Association all support NAFTA. These
groups, representing a substantial por-
tion of Georgia commodity interests,
make it clear they believe that Georgia
agriculture will benefit from NAFTA.
The Georgia Commissioner of Agri-
culture Tommy Irvin also supports
NAFTA.

Mr. President, another industry im-
portant to Georgia is the textile and
apparel industry. Similar to Georgia's
agricultural community, the case is
mixed here. The textile groups broadly
support NAFTA. Given the enormous
investment this industry has made in
new plant and equipment, manufactur-
ing and management processes, and
worker training, the textile industry
beieves it can compete and succeed in a
free trade agreement with Mexico.
Looking at its recent successes, I have
no reason to doubt it.

The apparel industry, however, has
not, or has been unable to make, the
same level of investments, and it is
very concerned about competing with
the Mexican apparel industry given the
low wage rate and the differences in en-
vironmental and safety standards be-
tween the United States and Mexico.
These are valid concerns, and I have
looked at them carefully, but I have
concluded that most of these concerns
would exist with or without NAFTA.

NAFTA answers some of these con-
cerns, particularly through the side
agreements on labor and environ-
mental standards, but the bottom line
is that the apparel industry will have
to continue to adjust to the changing
economic times and these adjustments
will not be easy. NAFTA will not be a
cloud with a silver lining. However, 1
believe that its worker retraining pro-
grams and its provisions which limit
qualifying products in the textile and
apparel industries will help ease these
adjustments.



28378

Mr. President, I have in my remarks
today a rather detailed analysis of cer-
tain sectors that are very important in
the Georgia economy.

For instance, automobile production
is very important in Georgia. We are
very proud of the Ford plant in At-
lanta, GA. We are very proud of the
General Motors plant in Doraville. The
best selling car in America, the Tau-
rus, is made in Atlanta, GA. We have
an awful lot of good workers there.

Mr. President, there are many people
in the automobile production business
who are concerned about NAFTA.
There are many who are very much for
it, and there are many who are very
much against it.

I think the best analysis I have seen
on this subject has been done by Mr.
Thomas Schoenbaum, who is a dean
and professor of law at the University
of Georgia. We also have the benefit of
an analysis from the Federal Reserve
Bank of Atlanta. In both of these ana-
lytical products, they were not setting
out to prove anything. These analyses
were tempered by being away from
Washington and not tainted by the ad-
vocacy positions that everyone here in
Washington seems to take. I believe
that these are convincing presen-
tations relating to the overall net ben-
efit to Georgia.

The Federal Reserve Bank, for in-
stance, says the clear winners in Geor-
gia include high technology, engineer-
ing services, electronics, and timber.

The Schoenbaum study says that
clearly automobiles are a winner and
that there will be more jobs in the
automobile industry because of this.

It also is clear, when you look at the
number of individual commodity
groups in Georgia that have endorsed
NAFTA, that they believe it is in the
best interest of Georgia's agriculture,
at least their commodities.

So, overall, Mr. President I am con-
vinced that this agreement is in the
best interest of our State.

Mr. President, I will refrain from cit-
ing the many numerous studies that
have been conducted about the overall
economic impact of NAFTA on the
United States. Almost all of them con-
clude that on a jobs basis that NAFTA
will be a net producer of jobs in the
United States. The truth is no one can
predict with certainty the exact num-
ber of jobs that will be gained or lost
under NAFTA. And no one can predict
with certainty the timeframe under
which this will occur. I am convinced,
however, that both Georgia and the Na-
tion will be a net gainer of jobs from
this agreement.

The argument that cheap labor in
Mexico will kill a million jobs here in
the United States presumes that the
cost of labor is the primary or even
sole factor in determining when and
where to locate a business enterprise.
If this were true, Botswana, Ban-
gladesh, and Haiti would be inter-
national economic powerhouses.
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We know that is not true. We know
from history that is not true. We know,
after World War II, everything we have
done to expand trade, even with na-
tions with much lower wage rates, has
ended up building jobs in this United
States.

In the last 10 or 12 years, we have had
rough relationships with some of our
competitors, Japan and others, but it
was not because of wage differentials.
It was because of other economic fac-
tors.

If this were true, if wage rates deter-
mined the be-all and end-all of trade
patterns, then Mercedes-Benz would
not have recently decided to open a
new plan here in the United States.
They would have gone to some other
location.

Mr. President, we all know that the
cost of labor is but one of a number of
factors business planners take into ac-
count. There is the training and skill
of our workers, the productivity of
labor, availability of raw materials,
the size and quality of the local trans-
portation and communications net-
works—the list goes on and on. Claims
that the passage of NAFTA will suck 1
million jobs south imply that there is
today some kind of barrier preventing
United States businesses from going to
Mexico. But no such barrier exists.

Much of the criticism of NAFTA
should more accurately be directed at
the status quo. Most of the arguments
against NAFTA apply more aptly to
the current United States-Mexico trade
arrangement; that is, low United
States tariffs, high Mexican tariffs,
maquilladora plants in Mexico along
the United States border polluting the
environment and lax labor laws. Each
of these existing problems is being ad-
dressed by NAFTA, not caused by
NAFTA. And, as President Salinas of
Mexico aptly pointed out when com-
menting on the environmental side
agreement, ‘It is not automatic that
with growth the environment will im-
prove, but it is automatic that with
poverty the environment will worsen.”

Mr. President, we not only stand to
benefit directly from NAFTA, but also
indirectly—via improvements in the
Mexican economy. Not only will it
mean that the average Mexican wage
earner will have more funds available
to buy United States goods which they
have already shown they like to buy,
but over the long term it will certainly
ease the immigration crisis that we are
facing on our southern border with
Mexico. Millions of Mexicans—and
other Latin Americans—are trying to
flee their countries every year in
search of better paying jobs. Clearly
most Mexicans would prefer to stay in
their home in Mexico, but there are few
jobs. If their economy grows along with
ours, there will be more jobs available
to them at home. These jobs will be for
many years to come lower paying,
lower technology jobs by our stand-
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ards, but nonetheless better jobs than
are available today throughout Mexico.

Over the long haul, NAFTA will en-
able and require Mexico to tighten its
environmental laws and its labor safe-
ty laws. It is clear looking around the
world that any country that is not ex-
periencing growth finds it very dif-
ficult to devote significant resources to
improving the environment, labor con-
ditions, education or infrastructure.
Improvements in these areas taken cu-
mulatively are in both Mexico's and
our Nation's common interest.

I realize that my decision will not be
warmly received by some in Georgia,
but, in my judgment, passage of
NAFTA is in our best interests in the
long term. NAFTA's defeat will not
only undermine our relations with
Mexico, it will sour them with our
friends throughout Latin and South
America, and it will certainly further
jeopardize the conclusion of the Uru-
guay round of GATT. Like NAFTA, the
Uruguay round is not perfect, but it
goes a long way toward bringing about
a global, free, and fair trading system.
And, as we all know, America and its
workers not only compete well, but
usually win, in that environment.

Mr. President, history shows that
protectionism is economically self-de-
feating in the long run. We ought to
know. We have tried it before, with dis-
astrous results. For America’'s long-
term economic health, we must pro-
mote expanded free trade. Therefore, I
shall vote in support of NAFTA.

Mr. President, we must also recog-
nize that the NAFTA is much more
than a trade agreement. NAFTA is a
major test of our foreign policy in the
post-cold war world. The treaty rep-
resents a continuation of the spectacu-
larly successful liberalization of world
trade spawned by the historic Bretton
Woods Agreement concluded at the end
of World War II. It represents a historic
opportunity for an expanded and endur-
ing partnership with Mexico, and ulti-
mately all of Latin America.

Mr. President, NAFTA represents a
refusal to turn our backs on the out-
side world. It represents the courage
not to take counsel of our fears in an
era of hard times.

In closing, I would say NAFTA is just
plain economic sense. We must not re-
treat to economic protectionism and
ultimately political isolationism of the
kind that sparked the worldwide Great
Depression of the 1930’s, which in turn
helped fan the flames of fascism
throughout Europe.

The United States cannot afford to
repeat the trade and foreign policies it
pursued in the 1920's and 1930’s. Maybe
we did not know any better then, but
we have no excuse now. We now know
that expanding trade works, and pro-
tectionism over the long haul does not
work. We know that international po-
litical engagement works, and that iso-
lationism and nativism do not.
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I conclude that passage of NAFTA is
in the best interests of the State of
Georgia and our Nation and I will sup-
port it.

I yield any time I have remaining.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President. Are we in morn-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
on the crime bill, so the Senator would
need consent in order to speak in
morning business.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be permitted to
speak for up to 15 minutes as in morn-
ing business.

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for another unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, when the
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico has finished his remarks I ask
unanimous consent I be recognized to
make some.

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

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair and
thank the distinguished Senator.

NAFTA

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I was
on the floor for part of the speech that
Senator NUNN just delivered. Frankly,
I did not plan it this way, that I would
be here following him. But I am very
pleased that in this RECORD my re-
marks will follow his. I am not sure
they will be as elogquent as his, but
nonetheless, when I see Senator NUNN
come to the floor with some very dif-
ficult problems in his own State and
speak with such firmness about our fu-
ture, and with such positive overtones,
I get the feeling I am on the right side
even more so than I thought this morn-
ing when I woke up and decided to
speak about NAFTA.

So let me take a few minutes to tell
my colleagues why I think this is the
right thing.

First, in 1979, I say to Senator NUNN,
believe it or not when I was a junior
Senator and he was already moving
ahead in his expertise in armed serv-
ices, obviously I did not have a lot of
big assignments. We were still in the
minority. In fact I graduated a bit from
my two assignments which, believe it
or not, were space and public works.
Two years into my assignment they
abolished the Space Committee, so I
had one assignment and that assign-
ment had another Senator from New
Mexico very senior to me on the same
committee. So when I hear Senators
complain about assignments, it seems
to me things worked out all right for
the Senator from New Mexico, even
though I did not have very good ones to
start with.
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In 1979 I introduced a legislation call-
ing for a North American integrated
market. I do not know that was
NAFTA, but clearly at that time many
Senators, far less junior than I, and
trade experts, admired that initiative
but said it is never going to happen.

Now I see a tremendous momentum
building in the direction of integrated
markets in this hemisphere. In fact,
practically the entire economic profes-
sion is in favor of NAFTA because it
makes good economic sense for our
country—period.

I ask unanimous consent to have a
letter signed by 300 economists in sup-
port of NAFTA printed in the RECORD
at this point.

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

SEPTEMBER 1, 1993.
President BILL CLINTON,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As economists, we
feel it is necessary to set the record straight
on the costs and benefits of the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement.

While we may not agree on the precise em-
ployment impact of NAFTA, we do concur
that the agreement will be a net positive for
the United States, both in terms of employ-
ment creation and overall economic growth.
Specifically, the assertions that NAFTA will
spur an exodus of U.S. jobs to Mexico are
without basis. Mexican trade has resulted in
net job creation in the U.S. in the past, and
there is no evidence that this trend will not
continue when NAFTA is enacted. Moreover,
beyond employment gains, an open trade re-
lationship directly benefits all consumers.

A recent review by the Congressional
Budget Office fairly summarizes professional
opinion:

*, . .NAFTA, if passed, would produce
both winners and losers, but that the total
gain to winners would be larger than the
total loss of the losers in both Mexico and
the United States. The effects on the U.S.
economy—both good and bad—would be
small for many years because (1) U.S. tariffs
and other trade barriers are already small,
(2) elimination of the tariffs and other bar-
riers would be phased in slowly, and (3) the
Mexican economy is only about 4 percent of
the size of the U.S. economy. The benefits
would grow over time, however, as the Mexi-
can economy [grows] larger."

Working with our neighbors to build a
strong partnership in North America is a de-
sirable parallel track to multilateral efforts
for an open world trading system. We urge
your support for the North American Free
Trade Agreement.

ECONOMISTS ENDORSING THE NAFTA

Henry J. Aaron, Brookings Institution.
Joshua Aizenman, Dartmouth College. Chris-
tine Amsler, Michigan State University.
Torben G. Andersen, Northwestern Univer-
sity. James E. Anderson, Boston College.
Kenneth J. Arrow,* Stanford University.
Patrick R. Asea, U.C.L.A. David K. Backus,
New York University. Philip Bagzoni, Brook-
ings Institution. Jushan Bai, M.L.T.

Martin Neil Baily, University of MD. David
5. Bates, University of Pennsylvania. A.
Benavie, University of NC-Chapel Hill. An-
drew Bernard, M.I.T. Ernst R. Berndt, M.I.T.

*Denotes Nobel Laureate.

28379

Jess Benhabib, New York University.
Marcelo Bianconi, Tufts University. Gary A.
Biglaiser, University of North Carolina.
Mark Bils, University of Rochester. Robert
Bishop, M.I.T.

Stanley W. Black, University of North
Carolina. Margaret Blair, Brookings Institu-
tion. Olivier Blanchard, M.IL'T. Zvi Bodie,
Boston University. Michael Bordo, Rutgers
University. Barry Bosworth, Brookings In-
stitution. Kenneth D. Boyen, Michigan State
University. S. Lael Brainard, M.I.T.

William Brainard, Yale University. Wil-
liam Branson, Princeton. Bryan W. Brown,
Rice University. Cary Brown, M.I.T. Donald
J. Brown, Stanford University. Drusilla
Brown, Tufts University. Ralph Brynat,
Brookings Institution. James Buchanan,*
George Mason University. Gary T. Burtless,
Brookings Institution. Ricardo Caballero,
M.I.T.

John Campbell,
Geoffrey Carliner,

Princeton University.

NBER. Stephen G.
Cecchetti, Ohio State University. A.
Chakraborty, Boston College. Judy Chin,
Tufts University. Menzie Chinn, University
of CA-Santa Cruz. Richard H. Clarida, Co-
lumbia University. John Colhrane, Univer-
sity of Chicago. Harold Cole, Federal Reserve
Bank of Minneapolis. Susa M. Collins, The
Brookings Institution.

Patrick Conway, University of NC-Chapel
Hill. Joyce Cooper, Boston University. Rich-
ard Cooper, Harvard University. Russell Coo-
per, Boston University. Donald Cox, Boston
College. Roger Craine, University of CA-
Berkeley. Betty Daniel, SUNY-Albany. Ste-
ven J. Davis, University of Chicago. Alan V.
Deardoff, University of Michigan. Gerard
Debreu,* University of Michigan. Peter Dia-
mond, M.I.T.

Avinash K. Dixit, Princeton University.
Evsey D. Domar, M.IT. Rudi Dornbusch,
M.L.T. Kathryn Dominguez, Harvard Univer-
sity. Jonathan Eaton, Boston University.
Janice Eberly, University of Pennsylvania.
Richard Eckaus, M.I.T. Barry Eichengreen,
University of CA-Berkeley. Randall Ellis,
Boston University. Charles Engle, University
of Washington.

Robert Engle, University of CA-San Diego.
Ray C. Fair, Yale University. Joseph Farrell,
University of CA-Berkeley. R. Feenstra, Uni-
versity of CA-Davis. Alfred J. Field, Jr., Uni-
versity of North Carolina. Stanley Fischer,
M.LT. Franklin M. Fisher, M.I.T. Ronald C.
Fisher, Michigan State University. Albert
Rishlow, University of CA-Berkeley. Peter
Fortune, Tufts University. Jeffrey A.
Frankel, University of CA-Berkeley.

Milton Friedman, Hoover Institution. Ken-
neth Froot, Harvard University. Richard
Froyed, University of NC-Chapel Hill. James
Galbriath, University of TX-Austin. R.E.
Gallman, University of NC-Chapel Hill. Peter
M. Garber, Brown University. David
Genesove, M.IT. Mark Gertler, New York
University.

Linda S. Goldberg, New York University.
Henry N. Goldstein, University of Oregon.
Frank Gollop, Boston College. Claudia
Goldin, Harvard University/Brookings Insti-
tution. Robert J. Gordon, Northwestern Uni-
versity. Edward Gramlich, University of Or-
egon. Zvi Griliches, Harvard University.
Gene M. Grossman, Princeton University.
Hershchel Grossman, Brown University. Jon-
athan Gruber, M.I.T.

May Hagiwara, University of North Caro-
lina. Brian J. Hall, Harvard University. Dan-
iel Hamermesh, University of TX-Austin.
Gordon Hanson, University of TX. Arnold C.
Harberger, University of CA-Los Angeles.
Peter R. Hartley, Rice University. Jerry
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Hausman, M.I.T, Stephen Haynes, University
of Oregon. Miguel A. Herce, University of
North Carolina. Richard J. Herring, Univer-
sity of PA.

Robert J. Hodrick, Northwestern Univer-
sity. Harry J. Holzer, Michigan State Uni-
versity. Hendrik S. Houthakker, Harvard
University. Robert Glenn Hubbard, Colum-
bia. Dale W. Jorgenson, Harvard University.
Paul Joskow, M.L'T. Charles Kahn, Univer-
sity of Chicago. James A. Kahn, University
of Rochester. Anil Kashyap, University of
Chicago. J.R. Kearl, Brigham Young Univer-
sity. Tim Kehoe, University of MN.

Peter B. Kenen, Princeton University.
Miles Kimball, University of Michigan. Law-
rence R. Klein,* University of PA. Michael
Klein,* Tufts University. Jan Kmenta, Uni-
versity of Michigan. Sam Kortum, Boston
University. Lawrence Kotlikoff, Boston Uni-
versity. Carsten Kowaiczyk, Dartmouth Col-
lege. Melvin Krauss, Hoover Institution. Mi-
chael Kremer, M.L.T.

Kala Krishna, University cf PA. Randy
Kroszner, University of Chicago. Anne O.
Krueger, Standford University. Paul R.
Krugman, M.I.T. Corine M. Krupp, Michigan
State University. Kenneth Kuttner, Federal
Reserve Bank of Chicago. David A. Lam,
University of Michigan. Kevin Lang, Boston
University. Lester B, Lave, Carnegie Mellon
University. Robert Lawrence, Harvard Uni-
versity. John V. Leahy, Harvard University.

Bruce N. Lehmann, University of CA—San
Diego. Wassily Leontief,* New York Univer-
sity. Donald Lessard, M.I.T. Jack Lettichi,
University of CA—Berkeley. Richard Levich,
New York University & NBER. Philip I
Levy, Stanford University. Karen Lewis,
University of Pennsylvania. Susan J. Linz,
Michigan State University. Glenn Loury,
Boston University. Linda D. Loury, Tufts
University.

Robert. E. Lucas, Jr., University of Chi-
cago. Nora Lustig, The Brookings Institu-
tion. Richard Lyons, University of CA—
Berkeley. Louis Maccini, Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity. Thomas MaCurdy, Stanford Univer-
sity. N. Gregory Mankiw, Harvard Univer-
sity. Richard L. Manning, Brigham Young
University. Nancy P. Marion, Dartmouth
College. Jane Marriman, Boston College.
David Marshall, Northwestern University.
Richard C. Marston, University of PA.

K. Matsuyama, Northwestern University.
Steven J. Matusz, Michigan State Univer-
sity. Bennett T. McCallum, Carnegie-Mellon
University. Rachel McCullouch, Brandeis
University. David McFarland, University of
NC—Chapel Hill. Thomas G. McGuire, Bos-
ton University. Warwick J. McKibbin,
Brookings Institution. Ronald McKinnon,
Stanford University. Allan H. Meltzer, Car-
negie Mellon University., Claudio Mezzetti,
University of North Carolina.

Peter Mieszkowski, Rice University. Ray-
mond F. Mikesell, University of Oregon.
Merton Miller,* University of Chicago. Jef-
frey A. Miron, Boston University. Frederick
S. Mishkin, Columbia University. Franco
Modigliani,* M.L.T. Guillermo Mondino, Uni-
versity of Chicago. Wallace P. Mullin, Michi-
gan State University. Michael A. Murphy,
Boston College. Charles R. Nelson, Univer-
sity of Washington-Seattle. Daniel Nelson,
University of Chicago.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Every living Presi-
dent and all recent Secretaries of
State, all U.S. Trade Representatives
support this accord. We have heard the
point that ‘‘it makes good economic
sense’’ made here on the floor over and
over again, clearly and succinctly. Let
me quickly review the reasons why this
is true:

Tariffs going in the right direction—
down,; international markets expanding
trade to produce high value, high-wage
jobs, and paying an average of 12 per-
cent higher wages than an average
American job; average United States
wages and incomes increasing, and a
net increase of up to 170,000 jobs; more
United States exports flowing south;
the result will be higher paychecks for
Mexican workers who spend about
three-fourths of every export dollar in
the United States; illegal immigration
pressures decreasing, and more re-
sources for environmental cleanup,
cross-border crime prevention, and
drug interdiction; and last, an inte-
grated continental economy success-
fully competing head on with regional
trading bloes in Europe and the Far
East.

How do we know we will get these re-
sults? Actually, it seems to me abso-
lutely beyond questioning credibility—
that this is a treaty that we can almost
predict the results, and they are posi-
tive. And those who are gloomy about
our future are dreaming up facts that
are just not so.

Look at what has happened between
the United States and Mexico over the
last 8 years, as Mexico unilaterally re-
duced trade restrictions, deregulated
and privatized. We are going to get
more of that, not less, once we adopt
NAFTA, and what happened with Mex-
ico moving in the right direction, but
not all the way they will go when
NAFTA is adopted. Between 1985 and
1991, the last year for which we have
total facts, even without a full NAFTA,
Mexican import purchases from the
United States increased 144 percent;
twice what we bought from them. De-
spite their modest incomes, average
Mexicans spent about $450 annually on
our products while our affluent trading
partners in Japan bought only 385 dol-
lars’ worth.

We are interested in opening the Jap-
anese markets and we are debating
closing the Mexican markets, or leav-
ing them in a state of disrepair, and al-
ready they are spending more per cap-
ita on American goods than Japan.

As a result, the United States trade
balance with Mexico has grown from a
deficit of $5.5 billion as recently as 1985
to a surplus of $5.4 billion last year.
You add the two, from negative to posi-
tive, and a tremendous increase in ex-
ports to Mexico and jobs in America,
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high-paying jobs in America, is the re-
sult.

Since they opened their markets,
more than 400,000 new jobs have been
created in this country, raising the
total number of Mexico-tied jobs in
this country to over 700,000.

So what is it that still troubles peo-
ple about NAFTA? I am not talking
about special interests. I am not talk-
ing about the labor unions who clearly,
I believe, are trying to hold back inter-
national trade. I cannot understand
why the change has occurred, but
seemingly it has and it is all built on
the back of NAFTA,

I am going to talk not about those
kinds of interests, but the interests of
real people with real concerns about
the deficit, about the direction of our
economy—those in New Mexico, those
in every State around who are just
paying attention and trying to under-
stand and have no special interest
other than a genuine concern for eco-
nomic prosperity and jobs.

Many of these concerns come from
altered workforce strategies by busi-
ness. These are reflected by longer
work weeks, more overtime, but fewer
new jobs as business reacts to higher
employment overhead and Government
mandates.

I believe that NAFTA is like Zozobra.
Zozobra is an effigy that is ignited
every year in the city of Santa Fe.
Zozobra represents old man gloom, sor-
row, worry, bad thoughts and ideas.
And every year in the city of Santa Fe
they burn old man gloom.

NAFTA is being used as a Zozobra
symbol, a focus about our economic
fears, about our future, about worry,
about lack of confidence. And we ought
to burn old man gloom with the adop-
tion of this amendment.

We have these kinds of fears. Just
last week the conference board
consumer confidence survey reported
another decline in people's expecta-
tions about their economic future.

The economic expectations index de-
clined to 65.4 percent, the lowest in
more than a year and a half. But allay-
ing our fears about the future on the
back of NAFTA is just not justified.
The truth is that any negative con-
sequences could not possibly be big
enough to justify torching NAFTA.
The burning of Zozobra is part of a
day's fun in Santa Fe, the capital of
New Mexico, but burning NAFTA now
will make our problems greater in the
future.

Let us put the fears in perspective.
There will be no wholesale relocation
of U.S. factories and jobs. First, the
economy of Mexico is only the size of
Los Angeles today. Second, Mexico
gives up the most. Mexicans must re-
duce trade barriers that are 6 feet tall
by comparison. We remove 6-inch curb-
ing, nothing more than a bump; for our
tariffs are small in comparison to
theirs—and I repeat—Mexicans will re-
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duce their trade barriers and the trade
barriers are 6 feet tall. By comparison,
we remove a 6-inch curb, nothing more
than a bump.

The average trade tariff in the Unit-
ed States running against Mexican-
made goods is a mere 4 percent. Mexi-
co’s is an average of 10 and, in many in-
stances, 20 percent, meaning if you try
to sell something American in Mexico,
you just add 20 percent to the cost and
pay it to the coffers of Mexico as a tax
or a tariff. Obviously, if we are doing
well now selling to them, how much
better are we going to do when the tar-
iffs are down?

On the other hand, eliminating these
Mexican tariffs, as high as 20 percent,
will do much more to create jobs in the
North as Mexico's markets open and
Mexico's economy grows. Let me use a
couple of examples.

The impact of NAFTA on the auto in-
dustry is a good example of aggravated
but misplaced facts. Fact: Currently
car manufacturers in Mexico face a 2.5-
percent duty and unrestricted access to
the American market today; a 2.5-per-
cent duty and unrestricted access by
Mexican auto manufacturers selling
automobiles here.

Fact: Currently, United States auto-
makers have virtually no access to
Mexico. To export, they must manufac-
ture cars in Mexico, use 36 percent
Mexican content, export from Mexico
roughly twice the value of cars they
seek to sell there and, finally, pay a 20-
percent duty on the cars that are im-
ported.

Under NAFTA, Mexico eliminates all
of those restrictions. The big three
automakers exported 1,000 vehicles to
Mexico last year, a pittance—1,000.
They tell us now that they can export
60,000 automobiles in the first year of
NAFTA. Carmakers believe that it will
bring $1 billion in new revenues, thus
protecting American high-paying jobs,
precisely what we want to do in this
hemisphere. The Commerce Depart-
ment says it could be closer to $2 bil-
lion. But let us take the automobile
manufacturers’ $1 billion and 60,000
cars, compared with 1,000 cars today
made in America and sold in Mexico.

Frankly, how can those who are in-
terested in a future for the workers
who work for the automobile manufac-
turers of America oppose NAFTA on
the basis that it is bad for their jobs?

The attraction of Mexico's now leg-
endary cheaper labor force is exagger-
ated. Cheaper labor is not more produc-
tive nor better labor, otherwise all jobs
would be flowing to Haiti.

More to the point, killing NAFTA
would not stop firms from moving jobs
overseas. There is nothing to stop them
from moving now. Let me repeat that:
More to the point, killing NAFTA
would not stop firms from moving
overseas. There is nothing to stop them
from moving now.

The alternative to locating in Mexico
is not necessarily continued United
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States production but relocation to
Asia or Europe. While United States
wages can be as much as seven times
higher than Mexican wages, United
States manufacturing workers can be
seven times as productive. That is the
way to stay competitive and that is the
way we want to keep it—expanding
high-wage, high-value jobs.

For the first time in history, a trade
pact is tied to a concrete environ-
mental agreement, the integrated envi-
ronmental plan for the Mexican-United
States border. The irony is that only
with NAFTA will our Mexican neigh-
bors generate the resources to clean up
the problems that impact on all resi-
dents—Mexican and American—in that
border region. What I am saying is, if
you defeat NAFTA, put a damper on
the growth that is occurring, you will
get less environmental cleanup, not
more.

Studies show that economic prosper-
ity and environmental quality rise to-
gether. So this plan, improving the en-
vironment, addresses the ecological
problems along the border and lays the
groundwork for fixing them.

Finally, the most important reason
for passing NAFTA is not what it will
do for us but what we and the hemi-
sphere will lose if we fail to pass it.
NAFTA serves as a beacon to all Latin
America. In fact, Argentina's Presi-
dent, President Menem, calls it his
highest priority, even though his coun-
try is not a part of it.

To Mexico, NAFTA means institu-
tionalizing the Salinas government’s
free market reforms that have been
stimulating their economy since the
late 1980's. A more prosperous Mexico
will help to relieve illegal immigration
and the pressures that it brings, and
help provide political stability to this
hemisphere.

These are sunny days in Mexico now
because of the Salinas government and
its movement toward open markets
and prosperity, but that was not al-
ways the case. If we derail Salinas’
train, we may not like the direction fu-
ture Mexican governments take. And I
am certain of that. That has not been
spoken of enough. But if you derail this
after all the effort of the party, PRI,
his party, the cabinet and Salinas,
what they told their people, I cannot
believe that future Mexican govern-
ments are going to look favorably on
their neighbors to the north.

In fact, I see some enormous prob-
lems as Mexico decides, and then the
rest of Latin America, that the United
States does not care, does not care
about them, does not care about their
growing prosperity; that all we worry
about is what certain demagogs say,
and certain demagogs who say, every-
thing going wrong with America is be-
cause of the open trade that is now
going on with Mexico and that will go
on even more so if we approve NAFTA.

So in summary, our economic future
depends on our ability and willingness
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to compete, not repeat, these global
markets of today. This country cannot
build a wall of protectionism around it-
self and hope to maintain a standard of
living for our children. We must com-
pete, and the expanded markets offered
by NAFTA give us the incentive and
the means to hone our global edge.

I submit that even though Mexico is
a small country, the signal we send by
defeat of NAFTA will be out of all pro-
portion to the size of the Mexican mar-
ket now as it might integrate with
ours. The ripple will affect Central and
South America, where we have an op-
portunity to open even a larger market
for our high-paying jobs and manufac-
tured products.

It will also perhaps break the multi-
lateral agreements that are being
worked out, it will weaken the Presi-
dent, and who knows what is going to
happen to those, and we desperately
need them as everybody understands.

From a more general perspective, the
gains from NAFTA to the people of
North America are great: Higher stand-
ards of living, stronger economies and
governments, stability and security
but with no threat to our national sov-
ereignty since any party can withdraw
with 6 months notice. I do not know
why we are discussing this issue of sov-
ereignty when it is written right in the
treaty any country can get out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for 2 additional
minutes.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Any of the three can
get out with 6 months official notice.
We want the principles embodied in
NAFTA to be the wave of the future for
us around the world. We cannot afford
to turn our backs on our own backyard.
I understand that President Salinas
will visit the Far East in December,
shortly after we vote on the NAFTA
implementing legislation. I hope that
finding a substitute trade relationship
is not added to his agenda. I hope,
when he leaves, he leaves saying we are
doing for ourselves in our own back-
yard. But I tell you, if he leaves with a
defeated NAFTA, on his agenda will be
a proposal for new trade relationships
with other countries that are just wait-
ing to enter that market.

So, Mr. President, it is my pleasure
today to indicate on the Senate floor
that I support NAFTA. Frankly, I have
been on the side of NAFTA from the
beginning. But as I witnessed the de-
bate and the discussions, it seemed to
me that the time was today for me to
come down and put in perspective as
best I could what we are really talking
about.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS]
is recognized.
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Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from North Carolina yield me
about 2 minutes on a brief statement
about an important matter—

Mr. HELMS. Certainly.

Mr. NUNN. I think Senators would
like to know about. I would appreciate
it very much if I could have a couple
minutes.

First, let me thank the Senator from
New Mexico for an excellent statement
which I identify with in almost every
respect.

CHRISTENING OF THE U.S.8.
“JOHN C. STENNIS"

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, tomorrow
is a day that I believe our colleagues in
the Senate would all like to know
about because I think our hearts and
minds, even though many of us will be
in other parts of the country and even
the world, will be with the people who
will be dedicating a new giant aircraft
carrier called the U.S.8. John C. Sten-
nis, which will be christened tomorrow.

The ship befits the man. To me per-
sonally, John Stennis was both valued
friend and patient mentor. But he was
also a giant of the Senate, as well as a
steady, able, and wise participant in
the shaping of American foreign and
defense policies during the cold war.

Indeed, Senator Stennis’ service in
the Senate coincided with the begin-
ning and the end of that critical period
in the history of the free world. John
Stennis came to the Senate in 1947—
the year the Marshall plan was an-
nounced and the Truman doctrine pro-
nounced. He left the Senate in 1989, the
year the Berlin Wall came down.

Simply consider the scope of the na-
tional military agenda of those 42
years. For just a few of the highlights:
George F. Kennan's famous ‘‘Long
Telegram.’”” The 1947 Key West Agree-
ments and the surrounding inter-serv-
ice rivalries. The Berlin airlift of 1948.
The formation of NATO in 1949. The
Korean war of 1950-53 and the establish-
ment of a large peacetime U.S. mili-
tary presence in Europe. The Eisen-
hower administration's embrace of
massive retaliation and new-look poli-
cies, and extension of containment to
Asia, The Kennedy administration’s
adoption of flexible response and mu-
tual assured destruction policies. The
failed Bay of Pigs invasion and subse-
quent Cuban missile crisis. The John-
son administration’s increased involve-
ment in the Vietnam war and subse-
quent fraying of bipartisan consensus
on foreign and defense affairs. The pro-
mulgation of the Nixon doctrine in
1969, The hollow forces and the legisla-
tive-executive branch disputes on for-
eign policy prerogatives in the imme-
diate post-Vietnam era. The termi-
nation of conscription and passage of
the War Powers Act in 1973. Subsequent
Soviet attainment of strategic nuclear
parity and the appearance of destabiliz-
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ing MIRVed systems. The collapse of
the American position in Iran, the So-
viet invasion of Afghanistan, and
President Carter’s extension of con-
tainment to the Persian Gulf. The bit-
ter controversy within NATO over the
so-called neutron bomb. The SALT I
and Panama Canal Treaties. The deci-
sion to create a rapid deployment
force, and a failed hostage rescue mis-
sion in Iran that prompted calls for
military reform. The serious decline in
the manpower quality of the All-Volun-
teer Force in the 1970’s. The election of
Ronald Reagan and subsequent largest
peace time military buildup in Amer-
ican history. The Soviet campaign to
stop NATO from deploying Pershing II
nuclear missiles as a counter to Soviet
S5-20 missiles. President Reagan’s 1983
announcement of the strategic defense
initiative and the controversy that
program provoked for the remainder of
the decade. United States intervention
in Lebanon and Grenada. The monu-
mental 1986 Defense Reorganization
Act. Indirect United States interven-
tion in the Irag-Iran war. The INF
Treaty.

Mr. President, Senator Stennis
played a role in all of these events. I
cannot begin to summarize his impact
on American defense policy during this
period. But let me point to a few recur-
ring themes in his approach to defense
policy.

First, Senator Stennis consistently
supported a strong defense. He sup-
ported whatever was necessary to pro-
tect this country, even in those times
when it was not popular in some circles
to support defense spending and even
the American military itself.

At the same time, Senator Stennis
was downright intolerant of wasted and
misspent dollars. He always opposed
those who wished to write the Penta-
gon a blank check. He scrutinized any
program that was poorly managed or
that was not really needed, and was not
afraid to say, as he once did, that *'To
support military readiness a Senator
does not have to be a wastrel.”

Senator Stennis was also a staunch
foe of the recurring isolationist im-
pulse in the American body politic. At
a critical juncture in American his-
tory, he stood with President Harry
Truman in support of extending an
American commitment to Europe's de-
fense in peacetime—an act which
spared non-Communist Europe from
Soviet aggression from 1949 until 1989,
the year of Senator Stennis departure
from the Senate—and of the beginning
of the end of not only of the Soviet
Empire in Eastern Europe but also of
the Soviet Union itself. In this country
in the late 1940's there was strong pub-
lic and congressional opposition to en-
tering the kind of dreaded entangling
alliance in Europe of which George
Washington warned in his Farewell Ad-
dress. But Senator Stennis, like Tru-
man, had the courage and vision to rec-
ognize that America could no longer
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turn its back on the world, that Amer-
ica had to engage its military power
overseas on behalf of freedom if yet an-
other world war was to be avoided. He
voted to join NATO and to put power-
ful America military forces in Europe,
where some of them still remain.

Senator Stennis remained a steadfast
ally of the Atlantic alliance. He under-
stood that NATO wasn't simply a favor
to Europe, but rather was central to
American security. In the late 1960’s
and early 1970's, as Vietnam war-in-
duced sentiment against all overseas
United States military involvement
mounted in the Senate, Senator Sten-
nis exerted his critical influence to
thwart proposals for the pellmell, uni-
lateral withdrawal of United States
troops from Europe.

At the same time, Mr. President,
Senator Stennis remained suspicious of
excessive military involvement over-
seas. Like his great colleague Richard
Russell, whose Senate seat I was hon-
ored to inherit in 1972, John Stennis
never blindly signed on to any and all
proposals to intervene overseas in the
name of anticommunism. During the
Eisenhower years, he warned against
getting sucked into the doomed French
war to retain Indochina as a colony,
and a decade later he remained wary of
the initial Johnson administration de-
cisions that committed the United
States to an open-ended and ultimately
tragic war in Vietnam.

Once committed to any war, how-
ever, Senator Stennis believed that
American fighting forces should be pro-
vided the means necessary to accom-
plish the objectives assigned to them.
And those means included not just ma-
terial support, but also the requisite
operational authority and latitude to
conduct military operations consistent
with broad political guidance. Senator
Stennis rejected academic theories
that held war to be first and foremost
an act of discrete political communica-
tion. He rejected gradualist applica-
tions of force, and unwarranted civilian
intrusion upon the operational prerog-
atives of field commanders. He had no
patience with micromanagement, be it
congressional micromanagement of the
Pentagon or White House micro-
management of battlefield command-
ers.

Mr. President, it is testimony to Sen-
ator Stennis’ enduring influence on the
course of this country’s defense policy
that he joins Chester Nimitz, Dwight
Eisenhower, Abraham Lincoln, Carl
Vinson, George Washington, and Theo-
dore Roosevelt as the only other Amer-
icans after whom a Nimitz-class carrier
has been named.

Senator Stennis’ career in the Senate
was an inspiration to me in my origi-
nal decision to run for the Senate over
20 years ago. From my first days in the
Senate, he was a teacher, ally, and
cherished friend. As chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, he set a
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daunting standard for all of his succes-
sors. Mr. President, in all my years in
the Senate, no higher honor has come
my way than serving alongside this
giant.

May God bless the U.S.S. John C.
Stennis and all those who will serve on
her.

I thank the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is quite
welcome. I will say to him that I share
his affection and regard for John Sten-
nis. Senator NUNN and I came to the
Senate on the same day and we have
served on the same committees from
time to time. But I might add that
Senator Stennis's daughter is a North
Carolinian and she will christen the
ship tomorrow.

THE CLINTON DEFENSE REVIEW: A
PRESCRIPTION FOR DISASTER

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have
often and proudly observed that the
people of North Carolina are honored
that our State is home to a great many
of the world’'s most famous and hon-
ored combat units. To more than 25
percent of the troops who fought in
Desert Storm, North Carolina is the
place they call home.

So I am honored, on the eve of Veter-
ans Day, to express my gratitude that
as a U.S. Senator from North Carolina,
I am representing America's Guard of
Honor—the 82d Airborne Division; the
2d Marine Division; the Special Oper-
ations Command; the Special Forces—
the famous Green Berets—along with
many Marine Corps and Air Force
fighter squadrons. Add to that honor
roll thousands of guardsmen and re-
servists and it is obvious that North
Carolina is not only “First in Free-
dom,”” North Carolina is also “‘First in
National Defense.”

Having said that, Mr. President, on
behalf of these outstanding young men
and women across North Carolina I
have pledged to do everything humanly
possible to ensure that when they are
called to duty it will be limited to de-
fending the vital interests of the Amer-
ican people, not fulfilling the fantasies
of Mr. Boutros-Ghali and his acolytes
in the Washington political arena. !

In the last year American soldiers
and marines have been sent to Soma-
lia, Bangladesh, Liberia, Macedonia,
Haiti, and the Republic of Georgia. We
are lurching from crisis to crisis with-
out a clear understanding of our own
national interest. With the collapse of
the Soviet bloc we have no coherent de-
fense strategy and our young people
are being sent into harm’s way while
the United Nations gets around to de-
ciding what is and what is not, a legiti-
mate use of American power.

At the same time we are committing
more Americans to ventures sanc-
tioned by the United Nations, the Clin-
ton administration seems bound and
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determined to destroy the morale and
effectiveness of our Armed Forces.
First, it was the threat of placing open
homosexuals in the barracks, and
women in combat; then it was sending
combat troops to Somalia without ade-
quate equipment; now it is the so-
called Bottom-Up Review which will
cut our military to the bone thereby
creating perilous risks for our national
security.

The administration's whiz kids are
swiftly dismantling the military safety
net built by Ronald Reagan and George
Bush. They slavishly adhere to the dis-
credited notion that military
downsizing is essential for economic
prosperity. We have been down that
road before and each time, without ex-
ception, we have met catastrophe—
after World War I, World War II, Korea,
and Vietnam.

As a result of the President’s plans,
our manpower and combat strength
will be slashed by at least 40 percent
before this decade is out. The White
House has already announced that de-
fense spending will be cut by a further
$127 billion beyond what the Bush ad-
ministration planned by 1998. As such,
the Bottom-Up Review—'‘designed to
streamline a more combat ready
force’—is a fraud—and it ought to be
identified as such and recognized as
such—because the President has al-
ready determined that America's de-
fense needs will be guided by his do-
mestic spending priorities not by the
strategic realities of a very hostile
world.

In addition to downsizing the Armed
Forces, the Bottom-Up Review asks
how many wars should the military be
asked to fight at any given time and
what role does the United States play
in regional disputes around the globe.

Early in 1993, the Clinton administra-
tion proposed that the Pentagon adopt
a win-hold-win strategy, whereby
ground forces would fight one war and
have the Air Force and the naval air
arm hold down the second front until
land units can be transferred to the
scene. After pointed criticism from the
military, the Congress, and our allies—
particularly South Korea and Great
Britain—the White House quickly jetti-
soned win-hold-win. In response to
skeptics, Secretary Aspin then stated
that in the event of war, America’s
strategy will be, to quote the Sec-
retary:

* * * gur forces must be able to fight and
win two major regional conflicts, and nearly
simultaneously.

Yet, the win-win strategy enunciated
by Secretary Aspin is empty rhetoric
when you look at it. If enacted, the
Bottom-Up Review will lead to disas-
trous reductions. It recommends cut-
ting the number of troops on active
duty to less than 1.4 million. The Clin-
ton carrier force will be between 8 and
12 ships, yet 1 carrier will be used only
for training. The total number of ships
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in the fleet will fall from 545 to be-
tween 300 and 340. Our 15 carrier air
wings will be reduced to 8. The number
of Active Army divisions will be re-
duced from 16 to 10, possibly 8, and the
number of Reserve divisions from 10 to
6. Marine expeditionary units will
move from 3 to 2. Our active fighter
wings will drop from 36 to 20, while on-
line bombers will be reduced from 268
to between 120 and 140.

The Clinton-Aspin plan contends that
troop shortfalls will be made up by the
massive deployment of so-called smart
weapons, such as laser guided bombs,
brilliant antitank munitions, sensor-
fuzed weapons, and satellite guided
projectiles. The strategy rests on the
assumption that these smart weapons
will be deployed in such numbers as to
overwhelm two simultaneous armored
offensives on the scale of those seen in
the Arab-Israeli wars. But, many of
these weapons are not even available to
the military now or in the future. The
sensor-fuzed weapons are not scheduled
to be on-line until late 1994 and the
brilliant anti-tank weapons are still on
the drawing board and even if they
were deployable we do not have the
means to pay for them.

As we saw in Desert Storm, the capa-
bilities of these weapons are often
oversold. Problems perpetually exist
with maintenance and the inability to
use these weapons in bad weather or at
night limits their effectiveness. Re-
member, all of our technological won-
ders could not prevent Saddam Hus-
sein’s second rate missile force from
raining death and destruction on help-
less Israeli eivilians. The largest num-
ber of American casunalties in Desert
Storm came when one Scud missile
broke through our Patriot system and
killed dozens of American airmen
asleep in their bunks.

The administration wants to place
all of our eggs in the high-technology
basket which experience has con-
stantly shown to be full of holes, espe-
cially when research is underfunded as
it is. It should be made clear that this
administration is proposing massive
cuts in research and development for
all of the Armed Forces—the means by
which these smart weapons would be
developed. As one Marine Corps general
remarked:

The U.S. military is expected to execute
its mission with weapons that are not yet de-
veloped, carried on platforms that aren't
adapted for them.

Mr. President, there are more prob-
lems. As we draw down our forward de-
ployed forces around the globe the im-
portance of our military transpor-
tation system concomitantly increases.
During Desert Storm, the Department
of Defense commandeered every avail-
able American merchant vessel. We
even rented foreign flagged ships. Yet,
it still took us almost 6 months to
build up enough forces to launch offen-
sive operations against Iraq. We cannot
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assume that a future adversary will re-
peat Saddam Hussein's mistakes and
foolishly allow us to engage in an un-
opposed, protracted set-piece buildup.

The win-win strategy depends on air
and sealift forces which the United
States does not now possess nor is in a
position to acquire under the Clinton-
Aspin plan advanced by Mr. Clinton
and Mr. Aspin.

According to the Rand Corp. the mar-
gin for error with such limited fighting
and transportation capabilities is very
small. If two conflicts broke out within
1 month, Rand notes that, ‘‘the strains
on tanker and airlift forces alone
would prevent the United States from
deploying forces to the second conflict
in a timely manner.” Yet air and sea-
lift is drastically cut.

Let there be no mistake about it, we
are returning to the days of the hollow
force, when troops trained without
equipment, weapons had no ammuni-
tion, and half the fleet was docked be-
cause there were no spare parts or ade-
quate crews. If the Congress acqui-
esces, the Clinton-Aspin cuts will re-
sult in a military which is profoundly
smaller and substantially weaker than
the force which destroyed Saddam Hus-
sein's army. As the American Defense
Institute noted in an August 27, 1993,
briefing:

* * * this force would be unable to success-
fully handle a conflict such as Desert Storm
and repel a North Korean attack on South
Korea—precisely what Aspin's win-win strat-
egy seeks to accomplish.

This strategy makes it more probable
that we will have to resort to the use
of nuclear weapons in order to prevent
defeat.

Mr. President, as I noted earlier,
while this administration is gutting
our conventional strength it is also in-
jecting our forces in regional conflicts
from Haiti to Macedonia. These oper-
ations are having a devastating impact
on readiness.

Ambassador Jeanne Kirkpatrick re-
cently remarked that ‘‘peacekeeping is
more a function of money than it is
troops or equipment.’’ So where are we
getting the money to pay for oper-
ations in Bosnia, Somalia, and Haiti?
It is certainly not from our financial
contributions to the United Nations
nor from overhead at the State Depart-
ment. The money for so-called peace-
keeping is coming directly from the
training, readiness, and maintenance
funds of the Navy, Marine Corps,
Army, and Air Force. Let me go down
the list: ‘

NAVY

To pay for its contribution to oper-
ations in Somalia, the Navy has had to
borrow over $25 million from its main-
tenance account. The Navy now has a
repair backlog of 150 aircraft and over
250 aircraft engines. The American De-
fense Institute also reports that the
maintenance backlogs of the Navy—
which also includes needed overhauls of
the fleet—exceed over $750 million.
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MARINE CORPS

The Marines have spent well over
$100 million to pay for humanitarian
and peacekeeping operations in Ban-
gladesh and Somalia. These funds are
being taken from the readiness account
of the corps at the same time that the
Clinton administration is reducing the
budget for training. The current main-
tenance backlog of the Marine Corps is
over $150 million.

ARMY

The Army is paying for peacekeeping
operations in the Somalia and the
Sinai out of maintenance and training
funds. The Army’s repair backlog is
over $600 million.

AIR FORCE

The Air Force is funding humani-
tarian and peacekeeping operations in
Bosnia, Somalia, and Bangladesh from
its maintenance accounts which are in
arrears for almost $250 million.

The Bottom-Up Review did not stop
with plans to overhaul conventional
programs. On October 29, 1993, the Clin-
ton administration produced its assess-
ment of American nuclear policy. After
studying the plan, it appears to this
Senator that the United States is
about to go out of the nuclear weapons
business.

Pariah states like Iraq, Iran, Libya,
and North Korea are on the verge of
uncovering nuclear arsenals but more
importantly Russia continues to pose
the greatest danger for our long-term
security. The Russian nuclear assem-
bly line continues to roll on. While we
have not deployed a new nuclear weap-
ons system in over a decade the Rus-
sian Defense Ministry is developing
new delivery systems, including mobile
ICBM’s, and it continues to engage in
full blown nuclear exercises designed
to practice for attacks on the United
States. In a report of the Center for Se-
curity Policy, Frank Gaffney, former
Assistant Secretary of Defense under
President Reagan, notes:

* * * agecording to the head of the Russian
Ministry of Atomic Energy, Victor
Mikhailov, the Russians possess far larger
stocks of nuclear weapons than has been as-
sumed by Western intelligence. They also re-
portedly continue to operate a ‘‘Doomsday
machine" capable of automatically launch-
ing attacks if fallible sensors suggest that
nuclear weapons have been used against Rus-
sia.

Secretary Aspin says that America
must focus on the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons to the third world not
‘‘the old Soviet threat.” That is fine,
on its face, but what is our response to
the threat of thousands of nuclear war-
heads located throughout the former
Soviet Union which are still pointed at
the United States? Our intelligence
community can not guarantee that the
government in Moscow exefcises ade-
quate command and control over nu-
clear weapons in Russia and the repub-
lics. It is exceedingly dangerous to dis-
count the nuclear threat posed by an
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unstable Russia because such a sce-
nario does not fit neatly into the ad-
ministration’'s politically correct view
of how things should be.

Mr. President, what proposals have
emerged from the Bottom-Up Review of
our nuclear deterrent? If they look like
proposals lifted from the agenda of the
so-called peace movement of the 1960’s,
1970's, and 1980’s it is not a coincidence.
This is where the recommendations of
the review will lead us:

First, declare an end to American nu-
clear testing;

Second, suspend production of nu-
clear weapons,

Third, shut down most of the nuclear
weapons infrastructure such as labs
and production facilities.

Fourth, permit domestic supplies of
critical materials, such as tritium, plu-
tonium, and enriched uranium to de-
generate.

Fifth, adopt a no first use policy;

Sixth, keep a large percentage of bal-
listic missile submarines in port while
confining those at sea to predesignated
‘‘sanctuaries’;

Seventh, separate land based war-
heads from their delivery vehicles; and

Eighth, discontinue research and de-
velopment of a strategic defense sys-
tem.

If these proposals are adopted the
Clinton administration will have re-
duced, if not destroyed, the readiness
and credibility of our nuclear deterrent
as well as eliminated—in the form of
SDI—any means of defending against
ballistic missile attack should other
means fail to stop an aggressor. I am
not willing to accept such a risk and
neither are the American people.

Mr. President, I have scarcely
scratched the surface of the national
security problems we face. The Clin-
ton-Aspin defense proposals send the
wrong signal, at the wrong time, to our
friends and foes. The hope of a new
world order is no basis for a defense
policy. No matter how optimistic we
are about peace, that optimism must
always be tempered by the reality of
hard historical experience. That expe-
rience tells us that we must support
our ideals with military strength and
the will to act when our interests are
threatened.

Vigilance is the price of freedom. As
Margaret Thatcher said, ‘‘Ronald
Reagan won the cold war without fir-
ing a shot.”” That is what happens when
we remain strong. Unfortunately, the
Clinton-Aspin defense program takes
America in the wrong direction and is
a prescription for a more dangerous fu-
ture for this country and the American
people.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] is rec-
ognized.
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THE NAFTA DEBATE

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I just
wanted to note, along with others, that
all of us were here until late last night,
and as a result most of us were either
on the floor or in our respective Cloak-
rooms to get a chance to see the debate
between the President of the Senate,
Vice President GORE, and Ross Perot. I
know I did.

I just wanted you to know how proud
I was of the Vice President. I thought
he handled a very complex subject in a
very clear fashion, and marshaled his
facts well and stated them well.

He resisted the impulse to resort to
one-liners, or to try to obfuscate or
simplify a subject which should not be.
I think that he gave both the adminis-
tration and himself a great deal of
credit in that. I was not one who was
thrilled at the prospect of the debate in
the first place, but having seen it, I
think that the Vice President was the
clear winner on the issue. I commend
him for that.

VIOLENT CRIME CONTROL AND
LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1993

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would
like to speak on the crime bill that we
have before us. It is something I have
given a great deal of thought to as I
have listened to the debate here.

In some ways, this debate makes me
think of debates we sometimes have on
military matters or questions of
whether the United States should send
forces into action. We hear a lot of peo-
ple, whether it is in this Chamber or
outside, who have never been in the
military or never faced combat or
never have been involved in it, who will
sometimes give the strongest speeches
about how we ought to just send the
troops in there and charge this hill and
take that wvalley, and so on and so
forth. And they are not the ones that
do it. I sometimes think that the de-
bate loses touch with the reality of the
situation—that is, on military matters.

Here we are talking about crime. I
must admit that there has been almost
an attitude among some to see who can
be more against crime. Well, we can
pass a sense-of-the-Senate resolution
stating that all Senators are against
crime, if that is going to make people
feel better. All Members, all Gov-
ernors, all mayors, all editorial writ-
ers, all news writers, and everyone
else—all are against crime. We all
ought to state that but not try to
prove how much we are against crime
by doing things that lose sight of re-
ality.

Nobody here condones the wviolent
crime that is taking place in this coun-
try. Nobody wants the type of drug-ad-
dicted society that is ruining the op-
portunities for our young people, that
is destroying their future, destroying
our cities, and destroying the lives of
s0 many innocent bystanders.
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I have spent some time working in
the criminal justice system. I have
prosecuted murder cases. I daresay I
probably have prosecuted as many
murder cases as all but two or three
people in this body. I prosecuted rape
cases and sexual assault cases and
child molestation cases. I do not say
that as somebody running for prosecu-
tor or county sheriff. I say it because I
come here with some sense of what is
involved.

I think we are making some basic
mistakes in this body when we assume
that we have to start federalizing every
single crime there is. It is a mistake to
assume that just because there is a
headline one of us might want to hold
up for the day to demonstrate how
tough we are on crime, that we have to
go and make whatever the crime is a
Federal crime, as though there are no
State authorities, as though there are
no local authorities, as though the
States do not have a State police sys-
tem or a local police system or county
police system, as though they do not
have prosecutors and judges within the
States. We are concerned about the
grim facts. There was one very horrify-
ing case of carjacking in this area. It is
terrible if somebody jumps in your car,
puts a gun or a knife or club in your
face and drives off leaving you injured
or killed. That is a terrible thing. But
should we suddenly be directing the
FBI to get involved in this?

If we feel that the State and local an-
thorities are not up to it, well then,
give them the tools. We have suddenly
added billions and billions of dollars to
this crime bill, just like that, in one
amendment. We added more money
into this crime bill than virtually all of
the painful cuts we are going to make
by taking money from education and
money from the elderly and money
from environmental protection and
money from nutrition and money from
school lunches and everything else, and
we have dumped it into the crime bill,
just like that, to show just how tough
we are.

Let us not suddenly waste this by
saying, oh, yes, the FBI, the Federal
authorities are going to start taking
over all of these local crimes. I think
that is a mistake. It is not that we are
in favor of child molestation or sexual
crimes or carjacking or murder or
stabbings or gang warfare if we say
they do not all have to be Federal
crimes. There are things that the Fed-
eral authorities can do and the State
authorities cannot, such as take on
major interstate drug rings. Your local
State police or county police or sher-
iffs are not going to be able to handle
that. The FBI, the Justice Department,
and the DEA can do that. If you have
major cases involving armed gangs
moving from State to State, again,
they can do that. But, Mr. President, I
do not want the FBI to suddenly be
called into cases best handled at the
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local level. It really means that we are
telling the Justice Department and the
American people that we have given up
on our own States, on our own local au-
thorities.

I doubt very much if there is a single
Senator who votes for this extension of
Federal authority who will go home to
his or her home State and say: I voted
this way because I have no faith in the
chief of police of this city, or, I have no
faith in the district attorney of this
district or county; I have no faith in
the Governor of my State to utilize
whatever State police authority he or
she might have,

We are not going to do that. But that
is basically what we are saying. We are
coming close to making it a Federal
crime to jaywalk if the street is con-
nected to a main road in your town
which goes out to a State road which
might connect to an interstate high-
way. Let us just make jaywalking
across that street a Federal crime.
Somebody can undoubtedly make the
nexus to interstate commerce.

1 think, Mr. President, that we end
up looking like we are involved in
some kind of a bidding war to say that
we are all against crime, so dump in all
of the money you can as fast as you
can, federalize as many crimes as you
can. But, if something really comes up
that might actually affect crime, back
off in a hurry. If somebody says maybe
we should not have teenagers armed
with greater armament than our Ma-
rines in Mogadishu might have; if we
say maybe we ought to restrict that ar-
mament in our cities, then someone
says, well, wait a minute, this is going
a little bit too far. We are not that
hairy chested about crime prevention.
We better back away from that.

If we say maybe we ought to take
some of the social steps to restore the
family, you can say, well, we do not
need to talk about those kinds of
things. I mean, that is nice, wishful
thinking. It is the same where we say
we will pass a new law that you have to
be careful what you show on television.
You cannot show violence or this or
that and the other thing. That way we
will fight crime.

Does anybody stop to think that
maybe the parents ought to say to
those children “‘Do not watch that pro-
gram"'?

When my children were growing up,
when there was something I did not
want them to watch, they did not
watch it. It was the same way with me.
I did not expect someone to stand up in
the U.S. Senate and pass a law saying
what I could and could not watch.

Maybe we ought to find some ways of
strengthening the family. Maybe we
should ask ourselves why children
think they have to carry guns to
school? Then we should remove the
guns from where children can get
them.

I have owned guns since I was 12 or 13
years old. I was a champion shooter in
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college, and that was one of the ways I
helped make it through college. I am
very proud of that. I own many guns
today, semiautomatics, both handguns
and rifles. 1 am not too concerned
about having my choice of what kind of
guns I might own limited a little bit if
we could stop having cities that have
become fortresses of fear.

People are afraid to go out and get in
their car and go to the corner store.
When they are going to their car, be-
cause they walk three blocks they are
afraid what might happen along the
way.

Passing a Federal law and turning
everything over to the FBI will not
stop that. But helping the cities and
local authorities might and putting
some basic values back in our schools—
where you tell people they will grad-
uate and go through school only if they
really do learn how to read and write
and not just pass them on—telling peo-
ple they are responsible for their indi-
vidual actions will also help. But mak-
ing a spectacle of ourselves here in the
U.S. Senate by seeing who can out bid
whom by making more things Federal
crimes will not solve the problem.

I recall when I was a prosecutor say-
ing I needed help with training for our
local police, training for our prosecu-
tors, and training for our judges—I re-
member going to the State legislature
and hearing them say: ‘““We are going
to show how tough we are on crime. We
are going to double the penalty of al-
most every crime there is in the
books." I said, "“Whoopee. Whoopee."'

Crimes are being committed because
people think they are not going to get
caught, in the first place. Simply in-
creasing the penalty is not going to
make any difference.

I use an easy example. You have two
warehouses full of television sets. One
has an alarm system, and one does not.
The one without the alarm system has
double the penalty. It is known which
has which. In which one do you think
there is going to be a burglary? Which
one do you think gets burglarized? Ob-
viously, it is the one without the sys-
tem because people feel they will not
get caught.

In most of these crimes, people are
not going to get caught by Federal au-
thorities. They are going to get caught,
if they get caught, by local authorities.
That is what we ought to be strength-
ening; that is where we ought to be
helping.

Let us not try to fool people into
thinking we are tough on crime be-
cause we have simply federalized vir-
tually every crime in the book.

I had not meant to speak this long on
the subject. When I came to the Cham-
ber, there were not other Senators
waiting to speak. I believe there are
now. I will shortly yield the floor.

I refer just once again to the issue of
guns. We can do symbolism or we can
do reality. In my estimation, the Brady
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bill is pure symbolism. Eliminating a
whole class of weapons that have no
place in hunting or in sports may well
do something. It may well be a step. A
modest step was taken last night in
that regard. I think it was a justifiable
step.

It is not a position that I would have
taken I believe 20 years ago or 19 years
ago when I came to the Senate, but it
is a different country than it was 19
years ago.

There are always different concerns.
My State has probably one of the high-
est rates of gun ownership in the coun-
try. It has, I think, the second lowest
crime rate in the country, proving that
simply having guns does not mean in-
creased crime is a necessary corollary.
We have virtually no gun control laws
and we have the second lowest crime
rate in the country.

That does not address the reality in a
lot of our cities. I know that people in
this country, a country that should be
the most free and is the most Demo-
cratic Nation on Earth, walk in fear
day by day. I know that there is not a
Member in this Chamber who dares
walk out of here and go 5 blocks when
we leave this session as we often times
do at midnight or 1 a.m. There is not a
Member of the U.S, Senate who would
dare walk five or six blocks from the
U.S. Senate by themselves late at
night without fear in their heart. Time
and time again we leave here at 1
o'clock in the morning. We leave and
our cars are usually parked at the foot
of the steps of this Capitol. We walk
down well-lit steps with police officers
standing there, get in the cars and
drive home. We have an awful lot of
staff members, men and women, who do
not have that luxury, and they walk
out of here in fear.

What is this country coming to? This
is the Nation's Capitol. It is a symbol
of democracy for the whole world. We
need to get our house in order. We are
not going to get our house in order by
symbolism. We are not going to get it
in order by rhetoric. It is going to take
long, tough, difficult steps.

This crime bill has a number of those
long, tough, and difficult steps. But I
am afraid that some of us are not re-
sisting the temptation to so load it
down with symbolism that we ruin the
chance to do something about crime in
this country. Some of us are more in-
terested in one-upmanship and symbol-
ism than we are in substance.

Stop the rhetoric. Face the reality.
That is what we should do. We should
trim out a lot of the Federalized
crimes. We should direct resources
where they will do the most good. We
should understand that we have a fail-
ing family structure in this Nation
that is being ignored, is being ignored
by our schools, by our homes, by our
churches, by ourselves. And no matter
what we put in the crime bill, it will
not do any good until we face that.
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We have to understand that we can-
not seek the lowest common denomina-
tor in our schools but the best in our
schools.

We have a lot of steps beyond this
bill. Of all the speeches we might give
here, all the chest pounding we might
do, and all we say we are doing to
make this country strong, I would ask
only this question of every Senator: If
you leave here at 1 o'clock in the
morning, do you want to walk to where
your car is if it is five blocks from
here?

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
California [Mrs. BOXER] for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair very much.

I thank my colleague and my friend
from Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, for
allowing me to proceed ahead of her.

Mr. President, if you would indicate
when the 5 minutes are about to ap-
proach, I will wrap up.

R —
THE CRIME BILL

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, while we
are waiting for an agreement on how to
proceed on the crime bill, I wanted to
make some comments about what oc-
curred last night when the Senate
failed to table the Feinstein amend-
ment which would ban certain types of
assault weapons.

I want to state how proud I am of the
Senator from California, my senior
Senator DIANNE FEINSTEIN. She refused
to get beaten down. She never gave up
on the fight to ban these weapons, even
though, believe me, many were saying
to her this a futile effort.

She made a bill that was acceptable
to enough of us. And the guns that are
banned in that amendment are guns
that can kill a lot of people fast. They
are not guns for hunting, not guns for
protecting one’'s own home, but basi-
cally they are guns that are turning
our country into the killing fields.

Now, there may or may not be an
agreement forthwith on the Feinstein
amendment. I hope there is, because I
know that amendment will now be
agreed to, and the message will be
clear that we intend to bring peace
back to our streets, our roads, our
homes, and our schools.

Mr. President, we need that message
to go out from this beautiful Chamber.

I want to take just a couple of min-
utes to talk about some amendments
that I hope will be offered to this bill
and, if not to this bill, if there are
other ways we can move these amend-
ments forward. I want to speak very
briefly about them.

First of all is the clinic access bill,
which is very important. We have peo-
ple who are exercising their constitu-
tional rights going to birth control
clinics and health clinics being abused,
being hurt, being stopped from exercis-
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ing their constitutional rights, being
stopped.

So this bill is very important. I am
working with Senator KENNEDY and my
other colleagues on it.

I want to talk about the fact that
today in about 37 States you can find
someone’s license number, see it on his
or her car, call up the motor vehicle
bureau and find out the personal name
and address of that driver. This is a
real problem. Many people do not even
know this is the case.

In California, Rebecca Shafer, an ac-
tress, was slain because someone found
out her home address. This is some-
thing that we need to take up. I have a
lot of support for this amendment. I
hope to offer it, if possible. I have, I be-
lieve, a very good solid majority here
for that.

In addition, I do not even think peo-
ple understand that the DMV [depart-
ment of motor wvehicles] sells your
name to marketing firms and that is
why you get so much junk mail at
home. They know lots of things about
you, I say to my fellow Americans,
that you think they do not know.

And under our amendment, you
would be able to opt out and tell the
DMV you no longer want that informa-
tion sold. So I am very hopeful we can
get that amendment up.

Very quickly, I have an amendment
which would stop gun license tamper-
ing. We have people who apply for one
kind of gun license and then they wind
up forging the documents, and it is a
very dangerous situation. I have a lot
of support from the Department of the
Treasury that regulates guns. They
say, “In our experience, falsified 1i-
censes are being used to make large
purchases of firearms for illegal re-
sale,”” I hope to have an opportunity to
offer that amendment.

Last, we have an amendment that
would increase the penalties for those
who forge documents of illegal immi-
grants. And that is a very important
issue.

In closing, Mr. President, this crime
bill is going down a very fast track.
Should it close down, I hope we are
going to have other opportunities to
offer these amendments.

And I wanted to make one point
more. Not only do we pass laws here
that are important—this crime bill is
very important—but people in the pri-
vate sector are doing some good things.
Bass Tickets in San Francisco is offer-
ing two free tickets to any bay area
show to anyone who is willing to trade
in a gun. So we have the private sector
that is getting the message—too many
guns; we have the U.S. Senate that is
getting the message—too many dan-
gerous assault weapons; and I am proud
to be part of this debate.

Again, I want to thank my colleague,
my dear friend, the Senator from
Maryland, for allowing me the chance
to precede her in this free time that we
have here today.
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I yield the floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI].

Ms. MIKULSKI. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I rise today to add my
strong support as a cosponsor to the
Violent Crime Control and Law En-
forcement Act of 1993.

We can not tolerate any more what is
happening on our streets. Children in
our cities are hostages in their own
homes. Kids in Baltimore are afraid to
play jacks on their white marble steps
or to walk out after dark to go to the
library.

We cannot continue to turn the other
cheek when a nun is raped and stran-
gled to death in her own convent. O:r a
mother is beaten to death in the home
she grew up in. Or a 10-year-old is
killed in a drive-by shooting.

We have to find a way to contain
crime and help those who practice self
help. We have to find and hold up those
innovative ideas that say yes to those
who say no.

Our communities are living a fragile
existence. We can not tolerate a pro-
liferation of violence.

My principles for fighting crime are:
prevention; police; and punishment.

First, prevention: what are we doing
to prevent crime?

What are we doing to prevent women
from the horror of being raped?

We need to support rape prevention,
rape shelters and crisis centers. We
have to eliminate this fear. Mothers
and daughters going to the grocery
store shouldn’t have to fear the terror
of rape.

We need to make investments in our
youth before the trouble begins. That
is why we should get boys and girls
clubs going in public housing projects
and support the midnight sports
leagues. These are the positive pro-
grams that make a difference.

For many young people in our cities
today, gangs are the only option if
they want a social life—or want to feel
like they belong. We need to show
there are other things to do.

We also have to prevent nonviolent
offenders from getting into more trou-
ble. The way to do that is to promote
boot camps.

Maryland's boot camp in Jessup
teaches standards and responsibility. I
support the boot camp concept for non-
violent offenders

These are not the cop-killers or the
drive-by shooters, but young adults
who have committed burglaries or gone
the wrong way with drugs.

These young adults at the boot camp:

Wake up at 5 in the morning—go
through calisthenics and drills;

Weed roadsides and clean public
places; and

Deal with a drill sergeant in their
face.
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These military style boot camps help
them gain discipline and a sense of re-
sponsibility and self-esteem. If they
can survive the boot camp, they will
have the confidence to accomplish any-
thing.

In Maryland, more than 800 offenders
have graduated from the Boot Camp
Program. Graduates of the Boot Camp
Program are 50-percent less likely to
return to prison than other inmates.

Second police: Any crime bill should
increase police officers on the streets.
We need to get police—out of patrol
cars, out from behind desks and the
piles of paper; and put them back on
the streets.

Budget strapped police departments
across America focus sending their uni-
formed officers out on 911 calls. They
should have the resources to contain
and prevent crime.

That is what community policing
does. It brings the high tech police
forces of the 1990's into the community
to be high touch. And it is going on in
Maryland.

In Silver Spring, police officers lo-
cated in the urban business district pa-
trol the community on bicycles. In Bal-

timore, police are walking the beat,,

getting to know their neighbors, and
empowering people to speak up and
prevent crime before it happens.

We have to support new and innova-
tive approaches to policing. This bill
will put 100,000 more community police
officers on the street to:

Solve problems before they become
violent;

Get people involved in their commu-
nity and encourage them to speak up
about where the thugs hang out; and

Gives kids a chance to be friends
with the local cop instead of the local
drug dealer.

Finally punishment: We must make
sure violent criminals are put away
and serve their time. This bill will do
that.

We have to make sure our penal sys-
tem receives the respect it deserves, so
criminals do not disregard it because
they know they will be out the door as
soon as they walk in.

Punishment should be swift and cer-
tain. And we should increase penalties
for repeat violent offenders. Take a
tougher stand on those dealing in ille-
gal firearms. And enhance the Federal
penalty for those dealing drugs near
public housing. This bill does all those
things.

We need a strong response to crime.
We need to provide real resources that
will make a difference.

And we need to stop the tolerance of
violence that has led to a war zone in
our cities and suburbs.

DEDICATION OF VIETNAM WOMEN
VETERANS MEMORIAL

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, while
we are talking about crime on our
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streets and those things that give
Americans pause and even fear, I think
on the eve of Veterans Day we should
remember those things about our coun-
try that give us pride, give us energy,
and renew our sense of patriotism and
a sense of duty.

And that is why tomorrow, as we cel-
ebrate Veterans Day, I want to express
my gratitude to all those who served so
valiantly, especially for those who gave
the ultimate sacrifice or those who
bear the permanent wounds of war.

There will be a special event that oc-
curs tomorrow. On this Veterans Day
1993, we will celebrate a special event
to commemorate one of the forgotten
chapters in our recollection of Viet-
nam—the American Vietnam women
veterans. Tomorrow we will unveil and
dedicate the Vietnam Women Veterans
Memorial, an event which is long over-
due.

I recall the distinguished Senator
from Colorado, presiding today, was
one of the first Galahads in the House
of Representatives to support the cause
of the Vietnam Women Veterans Me-
morial. And today at lunch, the women
who served in Vietnam paid tribute to
the Senator for his support for not only
their statue but their cause.

I, too, am one of the cosponsors of
the authorizing legislation for this me-
morial. I am honored to be part of this
celebration.

After a decade of planning and fund-
raising and hearings and congressional
legislation, this memorial is finally
ready. At long last, we will pay a trib-
ute to the unsung heroes of the Viet-
nam war—the women who served there
and the civilian women who risked
their lives there.

Later on, within the next year or so,
there will be a memorial in Arlington
to all of the women who served in all of
our wars—the Revolutionary War, the
Civil War, the Spanish-American War,
World War I, World War II, Korea, Viet-
nam, and Desert Storm.

Tomorrow, however, we will give spe-
cial thanks to those who served in
Vietnam. There are 265,000 American
military women who volunteered dur-
ing that era. Eleven thousand of them
went to Vietnam. Eight of those
women lost their lives in the service of
their country,

These valiant women were there to
save lives. They were nurses, lab tech-
nicians, physical therapists—mostly in
medical tasks. They nursed the sick,
helped the injured to heal, and for the
dying, they were often the last com-
fort.

But for our women vets, the numbers
of men on the wall would be far great-
er.

History operates in some unique

. ways. We entrusted our women vets to

take care of our boys in Vietnam. And
how ironic that, two decades later, it is
a woman U.S. Senator who has been
entrusted to oversee the appropriations
of the Department of Veterans Affairs.
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As the Chair of the VA, HUD, and
Independent Agencies Appropriations
Subcommittee, I believe our country’'s
commitment to veterans, both men and
women, should be measured not by
words but by deeds.

As the scripture says, ““Not by their
words but by their deeds shall you
know them."”

There is a Latin phrase—and you do
not have to write it down—that says:
Exegi monumentum aere perennius.

The translation is: We must work to
build a monument more lasting than
bronze.

And that is what we need to do for
America’s vets, both men and women,
who served in the Vietnam war.

I believe that, as we have our stat-
ues, we also need to show a monument
more lasting than bronze in the serv-
ices that we provide American vets,
and particularly VA medical care.

A special recognition needs also to be
provided to women Vietnam vets. Our
women Vietnam vets have served many
of the same agonies as did the men—
whether it was posttraumatic stress or
exposure to Agent Orange.

But, as a group, these women have
never been given due recognition.

Until recently, the Department of
Veterans Affairs had not had a good
record in treating women vets. While
there are 1.2 million women veterans in
the United States of America from all
of our wars, only 78,000 of them use VA
hospitals. Why? Because up until re-
cently and up until the Clinton admin-
istration, VA hospitals were simply not
user friendly to the women.

That is why I added $11.5 million to
the VA budget over the last 2 years for
programs for women vets—counseling
for sexual trauma, the purchase of sup-
plies and equipment unique to the bio-
medical needs of women; adding $16
million to construction of privacy fa-
cilities for both acute-care services and
long-term services.

And we have also directed the De-
partment of VA to ensure that the
quality of care for women be as good, if
not better, in the private sector.

These gallant women who served
there can continue to count on me to
fight for this funding, as do the men
who served in Vietnam. They, too, will
know that as we move to new health
insurance reform, we are going to
make veterans care the best of the
best.

Tonight, women who served in Viet-
nam are gathering in Washington. To-
morrow, they will march down Con-
stitution Avenue. They will be joined
by people like yourself who served and
supported them.

Later on, tomorrow night, there will
be a vigil. And when we participate, I
hope we think of a Vietnam nurse
name Dusty.

Dusty did two tours in Vietnam, from
1966 to 1968. What kept her going was
that she thought she could make a dif-
ference.
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She comforted a dying soldier by the
name of David and she wrote a poem to
his honor, which she left at the Viet-
nam Memorial. She said:

Hello, David—

My name is Dusty.

I'm your night nurse.

I will stay with you.

I will check your vitals every 15 minutes.

I will document inevitability.

I will hang more blood and give you some-
thing for your pain.

1 will stay with you and will touch your face.

Yes, of course,

I will write your mother and tell her you
were brave.

I will write your mother and tell her how
much you loved her.

Dusty went to Vietnam as a young
nurse to care, help, and to heal the
sick. She came home herself psycho-
logically wounded. Today she is mar-
ried to a businessman who has no idea
she was ever a nurse or ever in Viet-
nam. I hope tomorrow she comes for-
ward and maybe she, herself, will read
for us the concluding part of her poem.

Despite all the facts and statistics
citing the outstanding job the Army,
Navy, and Air Force doctors and nurses
did in Vietnam, many faced a hostile
public when they came back. Some
nurses in uniform at U.S. airports were
even spat upon by war protesters while
waiting for their flights home.

For some heroines of care and heal-
ing like Dusty, it has taken more than
20 years to ease their painful night-
mares and raise their hopes and ease
their sufferings. In the final segment of
her poem to David, Dusty wrote this:
Goodbye, David—my name is Dusty.

I'm the last person you will see.

I'm the last person you will touch!

I'm the last person who will love you.

So long, David—my name is Dusty.

David, who will give me something for my
pain?

Tomorrow, when we dedicate the

Vietnam Women’s Memorial, I hope we
give Dusty and a quarter of million
others who served, something for the
pain.
Mr. President, tomorrow, as we have
on every Veterans Day since we cele-
brated the World War I Armistice at
the 11th hour, on the 11lth day, in the
11th month, a grateful nation will give
thanks and honor to the men and
women who have fought to preserve
our democracy and our way of life for
more than two centuries—America’s
veterans.

To all those who have served so val-
iantly, especially for those who made
the ultimate sacrifice, they have my
thanks and those of all Americans.

On Veterans Day 1993, however, we
will celebrate a special event to com-
memorate one of the forgotten chap-
ters in our recollection of Vietnam—
America's Vietnam women veterans.
We will unveil and dedicate the Viet-
nam Women Veterans Memorial—an
event which is long overdue.

As one of the cosponsors of the au-
thorizing legislation for this memorial,
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I am honored to be a part of this cele-
bration. After a decade of planning,
fundraising, hearings, and congres-
sional legislation, this memorial is fi-
nally ready. And at long last we pay
tribute to the unsung heroes of the
Vietnam war.

We should give a special thanks to
those women who served in Vietnam,
particularly Diane Carlson Evans and
Diana Hellinger, and the other mem-
bers of the Vietnam Women’s Memorial
project, who kept the dream alive for
this memorial.

Despite the skepticism and the con-
troversy over whether or not such a
memorial should even be built, they
kept their rudder steady, and their ship
on course. They should be so proud of
your remarkable accomplishment.

There were 265,000 American military
women who volunteered to serve dur-
ing the Vietnam war. Eleven thousand
of them went to Vietnam. And eight of
our sisters lost their lives in service to
their country.

These valiant women were there to
save lives. They were the nurses, and
technicians, and physical therapists—
mostly in medical tasks.

They nursed the sick, helped the in-
jured to heal, and for the dying were
often the last comfort as they left this
world for the next.

But for our women vets, and number
of names on the wall would be far
greater.

History always operates in unique
ways. We entrusted our women vets to
take care of our boys in Vietnam. And
how ironic that two decades later it is
a women U.S. Senator who has been en-
trusted to oversee the budget and oper-
ations of the Department of Veterans
Affairs.

As the Chair of the VA, HUD and
Independent Agencies Appropriations
Subcommittee, I believe that our coun-
try’s commitment to veterans, includ-
ing our sister veterans, should be meas-
ured not by our words, but by our
deeds.

As the Scriptures say, '"Not by their
recent words, but by their deeds shall
yve know them.”

S0 as we celebrate this new testa-
ment to our women Vietnam veterans,
those of us in Congress must work to
build a monument more lasting than
bronze.

Our women Vietnam vets have suf-
fered from many of the same agonies as
did our boys in combat—whether it was
posttraumatic stress disorder or expo-
sure to agent orange.

And as a group, these women have
never been given due recognition.

Until recently, the Department of
Veterans Affairs has not had a good
record in treating women vets. While
there are 1.2 million women veterans,
only 78,000 of them use the VA hospital
system. And this is primarily because
VA hospitals are simply not user-
friendly to women.
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That is why I added $11.5 million to
VA's budget over the past 2 years for
programs for women veterans. This in-
cludes counseling for traumas like sex-
ual abuse, and the purchase of unique
supplies and equipment.

We also added $16 million this part
year for the construction of privacy fa-
cilities within VA hospitals to accom-
modate the unique needs of women.

We have also directed the Depart-
ment to ensure that quality of care for
women veterans is at least as good as—
if not better than what is available in
the private sector. Until my sub-
committee intervened, when a women
vet went to a VA hospital for a pap
smear or a mammography, the VA did
not have to make sure its lab testing
standards equaled those the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services re-
quired of other hospitals.

And these women can count on me to
continue fighting for additional fund-
ing and legislation to make further im-
provements in the care of women veter-

ans, including in particular critical
preventive care programs like
mammographies.

I believe our new Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs is taking steps to improve
the care women receive in the VA, and
I commend him. He has shown a sen-
sitivity to the needs of women veterans
and the women who work in the VA
system, and for that we should all be
grateful. I think he would tell you that
his own awareness is shaped in some
small part because of the nurses who
helped him in his own recovery from
the wounds of war.

Finally, I am proud to say that I am
a cosponsor of the Vietnam Women's
Memorial Coin Act, upon which I hope
the Congress can act in the 103d Con-
gress.

It is with great excitement that I an-
ticipate attending the dedication of the
Vietnam Women's Memorial tomorrow.
It will give our Nation a chance to say
hats off to all those fine women who
helped make the end of the cold war
possible.

And it should renew in this Senate
and the entire country a commitment
to provide for our women vets by what
we do for them, not just what we say
about them.

Without these brave women, our
great Nation could not have paved the
way for democracy across the globe.
We are proud of them—because they
were there when our boys needed them.
Let us hope we are there for them when
they need us.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the article from the Retired Offi-
cer magazine containing Dusty’s poem
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article

was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Retired Officer magazine,
November 1993)
HEROINES OF HEALING
(By Col. Henry J. Pratt, USAR-Ret.)

In high school, her nickname was Dusty,
and she loved taking science classes that al-
lowed her to work with test tubes and use
chemistry lab reference books. Dusty's guid-
ance counselor suggested the bright teenager
continue schooling and become a science li-
brarian. But Dusty joined the Army and be-
came a nurse. Because she got grade pro-
motions earlier than usual, she was a reg-
istered nurse and in Vietnam by the time she
was 21 years old.

Dusty did two tours in Vietnam from 1966
to 1968. What kept her going then—and what
helps a little now—is the knowledge that she
made a difference. She was a skilled, caring
and dedicated nurse.

David is the soldier Dusty remembers
most. Years after her Vietnam nursing expe-
riences, she wrote a poem about this 19-year-
old serviceman who died in a combat hos-
pital thousands of miles from his home and
family. The poem was found one day at the
Vietnam Veterans Memorial in Washington,
D.C. Anonymously she had penned:

Hello, David—

My name is Dusty.

I'm your night nurse.

I will stay with you.

I will check your vitals every 15 minutes.

I will document inevitability.

I will hang more blood and give you some-
thing for your pain.

I will stay with you and will touch your face.

Yes, of course.

I will write your mother and tell her you
were brave.

I will write your mother and tell her how
much you loved her.

Dusty went to Vietnam as a young nurse
to care, help and heal, but she came home so
psychologically wounded herself that to sur-
vive, she changed her name, her profession
and her past. Today, she is married to a busi-
nessman who has no idea his wife was ever a
nurse, ever in the Army or ever in Vietnam.

Nursing the sick, wounded and dying GIs in
Vietnam was very different than in the ear-
lier wars, World War II and Korea. Formally
established front lines were absent, creating
a myriad of problems. Among them was the
fact that GIs frequently didn't know who or
where the enemy was,

Lethal mines, high-velocity missiles and
treacherous booby traps often caused mul-
tiple wounds that required multiple amputa-
tions. The swift and efficient medevac heli-
copter, which transported the wounded from
firefights to hospitals where there were doc-
tors and nurses, became both a curse and a
blessing.

Official figures show that about 11,000 U.S.
military women, all volunteers, were sta-
tioned in Vietnam during the war. Ninety
percent were nurses in the U.S. Army, Navy
and Air Force. Other American women
served in Vietnam as doctors, physical thera-
pists. Medical Service Corps personnel, air
traffic controllers, communications and in-
telligence workers and clerks.

More than a quarter of a million women
served our country during the 12 years of the
Vietnam War. Thousands were stationed in
Japan, Guam, Hawaii, the Philippines or at
stateside hospitals. Many Navy women
served off-coast on the USS Repose and the
USS Sanctuary.

In March 1962, the first contingent of 13
nurses was assigned to the 8th Field Hospital
in Nha Trang, located in South Vietnam's
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eastern-central region. It was the only U.S.
Army hospital in-country for three years,
and the unit’s medical experiences helped set
precedents for other treatment facilities
that followed. Then came the big buildup in
1965, beginning with the 3rd Field Hospital,
Baigon. Following the 1968 Tet offensive, the
number of nurses sent to Vietnam increased
gradually as the buildup of troops continued,
with the U.S. Army Corps reaching its peak
strength of 900 in 1969. By March 1973, the
last nurses had departed the Republic of
Vietnam, two months after the cease-fire.

The weapons used to kill, as well as the
sites where many GIs were injured—in rice
paddies and along waterways where human
and animal feces were common—made Viet-
nam a ‘“dirty war,” wrote MGen Spurgeon
Neel, former U.S. Army deputy surgeon gen-
eral, in his book, ‘‘Medical Support of the
U.S. Army in Vietnam, 1965-70."" “‘Yet, heli-
copters were able to evacuate most casual-
ties to medical facilities before a serious
wound could become worse,” says Neel.
“There were practically no conditions under
which the injured were denied timely evacu-
ation; all were surmounted by the capabili-
ties of the air ambulances and the skill of
their crews.”

A string of field and evacuation hospitals
stretched from Camp Evans near the demili-
tarized zone to the swollen rice paddies
around Can Tho. Each of the hospitals had a
nursing staff on hand to receive soldiers di-
rectly from battle areas and treat them until
they could return to duty or be air evacuated
to Japan or the continental United States
(CONUS).

According to Neel, the Vietnam War pro-
duced the most critically wounded soldiers
ever to survive evacuation to in-country or
mainland hospitals. Still, despite the incred-
ible efforts of hospital staffs, many GIs died.
Those who survived endured months and
even years of reconstructive surgery and re-
habilitation.

The war killed more than 58,000 Americans.
Their names are on the Vietnam Veterans
Memorial wall in Washington, D.C. Another
350,000 service people were wounded. Among
the wounded are some 75,000 permanently
disabled veterans, many of whom are ampu-
tees living in wheelchairs today.

Nurses who served in Vietnam say coping
with the fear and the unforgettable sights of
blood and multiple amputations was a way of
life. Like the soldiers they treated, nurses
could die from sudden gunfire, land mines
triggered by motor vehicles, a chopper crash
or, more slowly, from a variety of rare dis-
eases.

To cope, nurses, like combat troops, prac-
ticed what psychiatrists call *‘persistent de-
nial,” convincing themselves they would
never be killed or injured. Denial helped
make life in Vietnam at least marginally
tolerable. Nurses worked 12-hour shifts, six
days a week at most hospitals. Some nurses
said they didn’t mind all the work because it
helped time go by faster. It also helped the
denial process.

What was life like in an Army evacuation
hospital? The 93rd Evac, located near Long
Binh, was unique in design, says Evangeline
Jamison of Walnut Creek, California, who
served there as chief nurse in November 1966,
The 93rd Evac was the only medical facility
in Vietnam shaped in the form of a cross,
with four Quonset huts forming each wing
and a nursing station in the center.

Living arrangements at the 93rd Evac were
primitive, particularly in the early war
years. The hospital was staffed with about 60
nurses, who wore fatigues both on and off-
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duty. The nurses slept in bunk beds in their
Quonset huts.

Lack of air conditioning and an average
daytime temperature of more than 100 de-
grees made sleeping difficult, especially for
those who worked on the night shift. Bath-
room facilities consisted of a crude shower
and outdoor toilets. Everything was covered
by the ubiguitous Vietnam dust and later,
during the monsoon season, by a sea of mud.

With little off-duty recreation available,
nurses would head for the officers club,
where lonely soldiers begged them to talk
and dance. This distraction worked for a
while, but most of the nurses, who were al-
ready exhausted, soon sought rest and stayed
away. Loneliness and boredom contributed
to another tragedy of the war, some nurses
became hooked on drugs or alcohol.

Obtaining personal items, especially femi-
nine care items, was never easy oOr conven-
ient for nurses stationed deeper in-country.
In Pleiku, which was the supply line's end,
the nurses with the Tlst Evac never did get
the tampons they ordered.

Hourly or daily, depending upon the hos-
tility level, hundreds of patients flooded into
these treatment facilities. Injured and seri-
ously 1il GIs were choppered in, often just
barely breathing and with arms or legs torn
off, jaws or eyes missing, backs broken or
with big holes in their chests and stomachs.

During these emergencies, nurses had to
pitch in among the pools of blood and per-
form duties usually performed by physicians.
Nurses became adept at triage, inserting
chest tubes, doing tracheotomies, debriding
wounds and closing up patients after an op-
eration so the surgeon could proceed to the
next wounded person.

Neel found that between January 1965 and
December 1970, there were 133,447 wounded
admitted to medical treatment facilities in
Vietnam, and of these, 97,659 were sent to
hospitals. The hospital mortality rate for
this period was 2.6 percent, compared to 4.5
percent in World War II and 2.5 percent in
Korea.

““The very slight increase in hospital mor-
tality in Vietnam over Korea.' says General
Neel, ““was a result of rapid helicopter evacu-
ation, which brought into the hospital mor-
tally wounded patients, who, with earlier,
slower means of evacuation, would have died
en route and would have been recorded as
killed in action.”

Despite all the facts and statistics citing
the outstanding job that our Army, Navy
and Air Force doctors and nurses did in Viet-
nam, many faced a hostile public when they
came back. Some nurses in uniform at U.S.
airports were even spat upon by war protest-
ers while waiting for their flights home. For
some heroines of care and healing, like
Dusty, it has taken more than 20 years to
erase their painful nightmares, raise their
hopes and ease their suffering.

In the final segment of her poem to David,
Dusty wrote:

Goodbye, David—my name is Dusty.
I'm the last person you will see.
I'm the last person you will touch.
I'm the last person who will love you.
So long, David—my name is Dusty.
David, who will give me something for my
pain?
[From the Retired Officer magazine,
November 1993)
HONORING VIETNAM'S WOMEN VETERANS

This month, many Vietnam women veter-
ans, along with other women who served in-
country, are finally receiving the respect and
recognition long due them. On November 11,
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Veterans Day, the Vietnam Women's Memo-
rial will be dedicated in Washington, D.C.
Twenty years after the Vietnam War
ceasefire, a grateful America is finally hon-
oring its sister veterans—the women whose

skill, caring and dedication helped save
lives.
Designed by noted sculptor Glenna

Goodacre of Santa Fe, New Mexico, the
bronze memorial statue depicts three female
nurses, all wearing combat fatigue uniforms.
One cradles a wounded male soldier. Another
nurse kneels in shock and disbelief over the
horror of the war, and a third nurse looks
skyward for a medevac helicopter.

The memorial stands directly across from
the wall—the Vietnam Veterans Memorial.
Designed by Maya Lin and dedicated 11 years
ago, the wall contains the names of more
than 58,000 war dead. eight of these names
are of women nurses.

Near the wall is a statute by Frederick
Hart, added in 1984, showing three infantry-
men in Vietnam. While it is an emotionally
powerful monument, it didn't speak for, rec-
ognize or honor the women who also served.

Then, in 1983, Vietnam veteran Army nurse
Diane Carlson Evans of Northfield, Min-
nesota, came up with an idea for a memorial
honoring women who had served in the war.
Evans knew that if women had not served
well in Vietnam, many more thousands of
names of dead GIs would be on the wall.

Thousands of GIs in Vietnam died with a
woman nurse beside them. For many, a gal-
lant, brave and caring nurse was the last per-
son they saw. Thousands more men, among
the 350,000 who were wounded, were saved by
a nurse's prompt, skillful and concerned
medical treatment.

Evans has worked tirelessly and without
pay on the memorial project for the past 10
years, while raising her family, in an effort
to gain recognition, for the gallant service
performed by women in Vietnam. In addition
to those who were nurses, an unspecified
number of civilian women worked for the
American Red Cross, as news correspondents,
with the United Service Organizations
(US0), the American Friends Service Com-
mittee, the Catholic Relief Service or other
humanitarian groups. Evans’ efforts won the
support of every major U.S. veterans group,
governmental commissions, Congress and
President Ronald Reagan, who, in 1988,
signed a bill authorizing the building of the
Vietnam Women's Memorial.

To Evans, having the Vietnam Women's
Memorial dedicated on Veterans Day is a
dream come true. With the memorial's dedi-
cation, thousands of brave, skilled and car-
ing women who served in Vietnam will be
honored at last, and we will be one step clos-
er to the healing of our nation.—H.J. PRATT.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KERRY). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY].

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I
would like simply to compliment the
Senator from Maryland for her elo-
quent statement. It is a very important
event tomorrow and I think she has
commemorated it with her usual
strength, integrity, and sincerity.

NAFTA

Mr. BRADLEY. I do not know how
many million Americans watched Vice
President GORE and Ross Perot debate
the North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment last night but my guess is it was
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a considerable number, well into the
millions. Immediately after the debate,
there was a quick CNN poll where a
vast majority supported the view that
the Vice President made his points
rather decisively and effectively. And I
agree with that poll.

During the last couple of days, I have
spoken on the floor of the Senate to
state why I think the North American
Free-Trade Agreement is enormously
important to the future of our country.
Two days ago, I talked about how it
will generate jobs in the manufactur-
ing sector and in the service sector. I
talked about the 60,000 autos that will
be sold in the first year as opposed to
the 1,000 autos that were sold just last
year. 1 talked about the tremendous
demand for capital equipment on a
continuing basis. I talked about the
need for all sorts of small manufac-
tured exports that will flow to Mexico.

I also pointed out that the Mexican
economy is only 23 percent manufac-
turing. It is 60 percent services. And
with the North American Free-Trade
Agreement, if it passes, we will finally
be able to penetrate the service sector
of the Mexican economy, a service sec-
tor that is not young people over a
griddle flipping hamburgers as oppo-
nents of this agreement would have us
believe, but is everything from con-
struction to transportation to the ex-
port of pharmaceuticals, computer
software, film distribution, civil engi-
neering, oil drilling, power equipment,
and powerplants. All of these will be
open, now, for U.S. exports.

On the section that is manufactur-
ing, it is gquite understandable. The re-
ality is that United States companies
have already invested in manufactur-
ing in Mexico. That is what we had to
do in order to get access to that mar-
ket. It was a closed market, 100 percent
tariffs and nontariff barriers that effec-
tively blocked the export of United
States manufactured goods to Mexico.
That is why there is a Ford Hermosillo
plant; that is why there are other in-
vestments in Mexico by the manufac-
turing industries of this country.

But with NAFTA, that will not be
necessary. In an automobile market
where, last year in Mexico, they
bought 750,000 autos—people say they
do not have any money down there to
buy the goods. Last year they bought
750,000 autos. By the end of this decade
it will be a million autos. And they do
not have the capacity to meet that de-
mand in Mexico. That means that over
a long period of time, there will be a
dramatic increase in the export of
automobiles and vehicles. The reality
is that the North American Free-Trade
Agreement will generate jobs in the
manufacturing sector, it will generate
jobs in the service sector.

I poinced out in an earlier speech this
week, one industry—just one pharma-
ceutical company—said they will in-
crease jobs by 800 to 1,000 if this passes,

28391

because of intellectual property guar-
antees in Mexico that do not now exist.
In other words, you cannot counterfeit
a drug. If you invented a drug, you sell
it, you get the credit. If you produce
the drugs in the United States, you ex-
port them to Mexico.

The same thing with film distribu-
tion; the same thing with the fastest
growing export we have in the export
market, computer software.

Right now, the energy industry of
Mexico is basically a closed industry.
Under this agreement we will be able
to invest in oil drilling, we will be able
to invest in natural gas. The result will
be that Mexico will produce more oil
and more natural gas. When they
produce more oil and more natural gas,
they will have more to export to the
United States. The result will be we
will be less dependent on insecure
sources of oil in the Persian Gulf and
we will be able to get our oil from our
neighbor to the south because of the
North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment.

There is also a fundamental mis-
conception on the issue of jobs out
there. That is, it is widely recognized
that all exports generate jobs. But it is
not true that all imports subtract jobs.
Think a minute about the product I
was just speaking of—oil. We import
750-800 million barrels of oil on an an-
nual basis. We import that oil. That is
counted as an import from Mexico in
the trade figures, imports subtracted
from exports. But these imports do not
cost American jobs. In fact, they fuel
American jobs, literally, by giving us
more oil to use in our industrial ma-
chinery.

At the same time, an import that
comes into the United States does not
just come to the dock or airport and
stop there. There have to be people em-
ployed in America to distribute it, to
market it, to sell it. The reality is,
therefore, that the notion that you can
tabulate jobs by simply subtracting
imports from the exports is wrong. The
reality is, exports always produce jobs,
but imports also produce jobs. The net
balance out of this is that more jobs
will be produced—more net jobs will be
produced with the North American
Free-Trade Agreement than without it
in both the manufacturing sector and
in the service sector.

Yesterday I talked about why I
thought this was a historic moment,
why this was a legitimate moment to
analogize with Thomas Jefferson's de-
cision as to whether to purchase Lou-
isiana or not, or Lincoln and Johnson's
decision as to whether to purchase
Alaska, or Harry Truman's decision as
to whether to reject isolationism and
embrace the world economy and try to
structure it so we can have an increase
in world trade across the board. All of
those decisions required vision. All
those decisions affected the kind of
country that we are. All of those deci-
sions were not easy when they were
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made. Whether it was Thomas Jeffer-
son or Lincoln and Johnson or whether
it was Harry Trurnan, they saw the his-
toric moment for what it was and they
made the decision. The result is that
we are a better country today because
of it.

We are a continental power, we have
an enormous Alaska as a State of the
Union. We have structured a world sys-
tem of trade and finance that has pro-
duced the highest standard of living for
the greatest number of people in world
history.

That now brings us to today’s com-
ments.

I want to address what happens if the
North American Free-Trade Agreement
is rejected next Wednesday when the
House of Representatives convenes.

First, let me suggest that the rejec-
tion of the North American Free-Trade
Agreement by the Congress of the
United States will be viewed around
the world as a self-destructive act. It
will be viewed by our partners in Eu-
rope, in Japan, the developing world,
Latin America as a self-destructive
act. It is so much in our interest to
pass the North American Free-Trade
Agreement that when the United
States, as the world's greatest power,
does not take an action which the rest
of the world perceives to be so clearly
in its interest, it has ramifications.

There was a time before when we
made that mistake. That was back in
the early thirties when we passed
Smoot-Hawley. Precisely at the time
of the depths of the Depression, we de-
cided we would cut off trade with the
world. The connection is the rest of the
world could not understand it because
precisely at the time where Britain and
the world economy was no longer able
to hold things together, the United
States, by the passage of the Smoot-
Hawley tariff, chose not to hold things
together, chose not to expand, chose
not to think of the future, but only
that moment. It led to a broader and
deeper depression.

So make no mistake, Mr. President,
the world will view a vote of “‘no'" on
NAFTA next week as a self-destructive
act. It will also have more real rami-
fications for the President of the Unit-
ed States, President Bill Clinton. I be-
lieve if the North American Free-Trade
Agreement is defeated next week, it
will damage his ability to lead in the
‘world; I think it will damage his abil-
ity to deal with Congress; I think it
will damage his chances for reelection
in 1996.

I believe that if the North American
Free-Trade Agreement is defeated, that
in the month of December, when we are
supposed to be completing the GATT
trade round, the agreement worldwide,
multilateral trade agreement, that ei-
ther we will not get any agreement or
the agreement we get will be less than
we could have gotten. The French will
not really put on their table what their
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final offer is in agriculture. The Japa-
nese will not put on the table what
their final offer is in agriculture. We
will end up with less of an agreement
than we could have gotten. The result
will be less trade worldwide and the re-
sult at home will be fewer jobs in the
export sector.

That will have a direct impact on the
President's promise to create 8 million
jobs by 1996. As I said, I also think it
will damage the relationship with Con-
gress.

Last August, we had a big debate in
the Congress about a budget. This was
the make-or-break issue for the Presi-
dent of the United States. The reality
is that if we had not gotten the budget
last August, we would have probably
stayed here during the August recess.
We would have hammered out some-
thing. It would not have been the end
of the world. There might have been
more spending cuts, a little less tax in-
crease, but we would have come up
with some kind of budget. There would
have been the next day.

That is not the case here, Mr. Presi-
dent. If the Congress rejects the North
American Free-Trade Agreement, it is
rejecting the moment when it is of-
fered and there will not come another
moment. I think that people have to
understand the dynamics of Mexican
politics in order to understand why
that is so.

A friend of mine, one of Mexico's
leading environmentalists, says this is
the most historic event in Mexican his-
tory since the revolution, the NAFTA.
And, indeed, I agree that this is the
most historic event in Mexico since the
revolution.

Since the revolution, Mexican poli-
tics have had an aura that was, shall
we say, anti-American. They have
sided frequently with the Cubans in the
United Nations; they voted against us
on many different measures. They had
a knee-jerk reaction and, yet, if you
are ever in Mexico City, I urge people
to go to the Museum of Intervention
where they describe all the times the
United States intervened militarily in
Mexico's affairs. You can say, maybe it
was not so irrational, that attitude.
But clearly it existed. That ended in
the mid-1980's with President de la Ma-
drid and was accentuated and furthered
under the leadership of President Car-
los Salinas and, for the first time, the
Mexicans reached their hand north to
the United States and offered a hand of
partnership.

If the United States rejects this
agreement, it is essentially turning its
bacx on Mexico, looking down at Mex-
ico. It is essentially saying that we re-
ject this once-in-a-century offer by the
leaders in Mexico. I believe that would
have a tremendously damaging impact.
There will be a Presidential election
next year in Mexico. A rejection of
NAFTA would mean a different kind of
Presidential candidate, probably one
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much more nationalistic. Clearly in
the middle of a Presidential election,
there could not be a renegotiation of
NAFTA. In my view, it would structure
things negatively for the United
States-Mexican relationship for the
foreseeable future. If it goes down, I
hope it will not be that way forever,
but it clearly would be for the foresee-
able future.

In addition, Mr. President, a rejec-
tion of the North American Free-Trade
Agreement would send a message that
ripples all the way through Latin
America, where for the first time since
the end of the 19th century, liberal de-
mocracy has triumphed, liberal democ-
racy means respect and openness for
democracy. It also means open mar-
kets; it means a robust private sector;
it means seeking worldwide invest-
ment; it means seeking to export and
accepting imports.

For the first time since the end of
the 19th century, Latin America has
now essentially opted for this model. It
is for better or worse—and I think for
better—the American model, and Mex-
ico is the best example of a society
that transformed itself. For those of
us, for example, in this body who huff
and puff about cutting spending, under
President Salinas, Mexico has cut
spending the equivalent of three
Gramm-Rudmans in 4 years. We have
not been able to get through one in 5
years. It has opened its markets. It has
restored some credibility to its politi-
cal process. It has a long way to go. In
my view, it is not a full democracy yet,
but there are two states that have non-
PRI governors and it is making
progress. Therefore, it is the best ex-
ample of a leadership that is beginning
to transform the country, according to
the principles of open trade and liberal
democracy, and the market is the allo-
cator of resources.

If we reject this, that says, well, you
have done everything we have ever
asked of you, Mexico. We wanted you
to deregulate, we wanted you to open
your markets, we wanted you to allow
foreign investment, we wanted you to
stop subsidizing, et cetera, et cetera.
You have done all that, but still, you
are not going to be able to have a part-
nership with the United States.

What will that say to Argentina that
also has taken this move in this direc-
tion, or to Chile which has taken a
move in this direction, or to Colombia,
or to Venezuela? It will essentially say
to these countries: No matter what you
do, we will always find something
wrong where we cannot become part-
ners because of what we find wrong.

So, Mr. President, if this agreement
is rejected next Wednesday, it will be a
self-destructive act widely perceived. It
will affect the President’'s relationship
with the world in terms of his ability
to lead. It will produce a GATT agree-
ment that is less than it otherwise
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could be. It will damage his relation-
ship with Congress, perhaps even dam-
age his prospect for national health in-
surance, and it will damage his reelec-
tion prospect in 1996.

Mr. President, if it is rejected next
week, my deepest regret will be for
what that action has prevented us from
accomplishing, and that relates a little
bit to what I said yesterday. If we have
the North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment, we have a unique opportunity to
be able to demonstrate how a great
power leads in a post-cold-war world.

The problems of the Mexican-U.S. re-
lationship, while unique, have some
parallels elsewhere. Europe, for exam-
ple, has countries to the east and coun-
tries to the south. Countries to the
south are Moslem countries. In my
view, it is unlikely that there will be
any significant consolidation with Eu-
rope of those countries, for cultural
reasons. Countries to the east are part
of the Western tradition. What has Eu-
rope done? Europe has applauded the
end of communism but has said, “We
will accept none of your exports. Any-
thing you can sell us, if you have com-
parative advantage, that is good, but
we will not accept them'—the exact
opposite of what the United States is
proposing to do with Mexico.

I would argue that the lost oppor-
tunity, in defeating the NAFTA, would
be the opportunity to lead the world by
the power of an example that is rooted
in pluralism and a Western tradition
and rooted in optimism in liberal de-
mocracy and rooted in the hope that
people can build a better life for them-
selves if they cooperate with each
other and if they think of the future
and not the past.

Not that people who oppose this
agreement are not wise or are not car-
ing people. Obviously, they are. They
are just looking in the rear view mir-
ror. They are looking in the rear view
mirror, and they are seeing job loss for
the assortment of other changes that I
elaborated in the first speech 2 days
ago—world markets, international
competition, the knowledge revolution,
the giant debt.

They see people losing jobs and say
to themselves, “Well, we care about
them." Of course, we care about them.
We should do something for them. We
should have health care for them; we
should have lifetime education; we
should have pension security. But we
should not kill off the one hope that a
lot of Americans have, and that is a job
in the export sector. To defeat NAFTA
would go a long way to killing off that
hope.

So, Mr. President, I think next
Wednesday is going to be a decisive day
for this country. It will be a historic
vote. If it passes the House, it will
come to the Senate. We will have a lot
of time to talk about the pros and cons
of this issue. But as I think about the
votes that I have cast in the Senate in
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the last 15 years, I really cannot imag-
ine a more important vote or a vote
that will have a longer range impact on
the nature of our society, the prospect
for our children to have a higher stand-
ard of living, and our ability to lead
the world by the power of our own ex-
ample.

I yield the floor,.

Mr. RIEGLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask to
speak as if in morning business.

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

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Chair.

May I inquire as to how much time
the Senator from New  Jersey
consumed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey spoke for ap-
proximately 23 minutes.

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Chair.

NAFTA

Mr. RIEGLE. I wish to respond to
several of the points that the Senator
from New Jersey made because I feel
very strongly that passage of the
NAFTA will be terribly destructive to
our country. It will be very damaging
to the job base of America. I wish to
cite some reasons why I hold that view.

Let me start with the New York
Times today, the front page, where
other Members of Congress from the
very region of the Senator from New
Jersey have examined this issue and
have come to an entirely different view
than the one he expresses. I certainly
have respect for him and the view he
holds. I just strongly disagree with it.

The headline on the story is ‘‘Demo-
crats in New York Area Oppose Clinton
on Trade Pact.” It also talks about Re-
publicans who oppose him as well. I
just want to read a few paragraphs:

As evidence of the steep hill President
Clinton must climb if he is to win congres-
sional approval next week of the North
American Free Trade Agreement, no Demo-
crat in the New York, New Jersey and Con-
necticut delegations in the House of Rep-
resentatives is committed to voting for it.

Three Democratic representatives—Floyd
H. Flake, Nita M. Lowey of New York and
Robert G. Torricelli of New Jersey—say they
have still not decided which way they will go
when the trade pact is put to a vote on No-
vember 17. But the other 25 Democrats in the
three states are firmly opposed to the agree-
ment.

The opponents include such normal Clin-
ton loyalists as Representatives Charles B.
Rangel of Manhattan, an influential member
of the New York delegation, Charles E. Schu-
mer of Brooklyn, who went out of his way to
rally support for the President's budget last
summer, and Rosa DeLauro of New Haven,
whose husband, Stanley B. Greenberg, Mr.
Clinton’s pollster, is working hard on behalf
of the agreement.

Now listen to this. I am continuing
to gquote:

The 22 Republican representatives from the
three states are divided. Some conservatives
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who usually advocate free trade are opposing
the pact becaunse they think their congres-
sional districts would suffer. One example is
Gerald B.H, Solomon who represents the
Hudson River Valley from just north of the
New York metropolitan area almost to the
Canadian border.

Now listen to this:

The strong opposition to the measure in
the New York region is somewhat surprising
since many of the area’s most important em-
ployers, including banks, brokerage houses,
insurance companies, pharmaceutical manu-
facturers and publishing concerns, would in-
disputably benefit fromn improved trade with
Mexico. Senator Bill Bradley of New Jersey,
for one, emphasizes this point when he tries
to round up votes for the measure.

I will put the rest of the article in
the RECORD. Everything I just read is a
direct gquotation.

Let us go back to who the winners
are. Banks, brokerage houses, insur-
ance companies, pharmaceutical manu-
facturers and publishing concerns are
the ones they cite here. It is not sur-
prising to me that 26 Democrats——

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. RIEGLE, Not just at this point,
but I will when I have consumed an
equal amount of time as did the Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

It is not surprising to me that every
single Democrat in the House delega-
tion that has taken a position, from
the States of New Jersey, New York,
and Connecticut, wunderstand that
NAFTA will be very damaging to their
region of the country and to the whole
country. So I have a very strong dis-
agreement with the arguments that
were made just a moment ago by the
Senator from New Jersey, as do his col-
leagues, according to this New York
Times story on the front page of the
paper today.

Now, to the issue of a pluralistic so-
ciety. We have a pluralistic society in
America today, although I am afraid
we are losing it. We are losing it to vio-
lence. We are losing it to a growth of
the underclass, a breakdown of the so-
cial order, the grinding down of the
middle class—not enough jobs for our
people.

I have seen jobs by the thousands
leave my State of Michigan to go to
Mexico. Under NAFTA many thousands
more will leave Michigan, New York,
New Jersey, and other States to go to
Mexico.

How do I know that? First of all, the
economic hydraulics tell us that, if we
are realistic about it, you cannot have
a situation with these wage differen-
tials where a Mexican worker is paid
one-seventh on average of what an
American worker is paid and not see
these jobs migrate down to the low
wage levels, the low environmental
standards, the lack of enforcement of
labor laws in the workplace, and other
things of that kind.

We have seen it already. It is mani-
fest. It is going to multiply the minute
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these investment guarantees go into
place that are so attractive to the
bankers, the securities companies, and
the others that are cited in this New
York Times article today. Those are
the economic elites. Yes, they are the
winners under NAFTA. There are peo-
ple who will carry their case for them.
On the other side, the working people
of this country are the losers under
NAFTA because the number one export
to Mexico if NAFTA passes will be
American jobs, jobs that we des-
perately need in this country.

I want Mexico to do well, but not at
the expense of this country. We are los-
ing our own country today. We are los-
ing our own pluralism because we do
not have enough jobs for our own peo-
ple.

Some have said, well, if we lose jobs
to Mexico, we will put something new
in place. We will have maybe an eco-
nomic security platform. There is no
money for an economic security plat-
form. That is not provided for in the
NAFTA agreement. There is no pro-
gram that is going to provide a guaran-
teed job at the same wage, or hopefully
even a better wage, for somebody who
loses their job to Mexico. There is
nothing proposed along that line.

This is an agreement where the elite
of this country, the economic elite who
stand to gain, have taken a position di-
rectly against the working people of
this country.

It is just that plain. It is wrong. Peo-
ple who look at it for any length of
time understand it. No other country
has ever gone into a free trade agree-
ment with a bordering nation where
the standard of living and the labor
costs are as low and as vastly different
as they are from ours.

When Turkey wanted to come into
the Common Market with Europe, with
differentials about the same as between
ourselves and Mexico, they were turned
away. Turkey was turned away. And
other countries with a lesser gap—FPor-
tugal, Spain, and Greece—were allowed
in, but only on the condition that they
would raise their standards.

Do you know what the minimum
wage today is in Mexico? It is 58 cents
an hour. They are talking about say-
ing, well, in the future it will be bet-
ter—unlike the past, where the living
standards have been dropping over the
last 10 years for workers in Mexico—
over the last 10 years, the real wages
for workers in Mexico have gone down,;
that is the 10-year record. They will go
down further in the future, in my view.

Yes, the Mexican Government, as dic-
tatorial as it is, has made a promise
that they will allow wages to go up by
the increase in productivity. Suppose
productivity is 7 percent. Suppose they
keep their promises, although they
have a lousy record of keeping their
promises even to their own people. Am-
nesty International, which looks
around the world to dictatorial govern-
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ments, lists Mexico as one of the worst
in the world in terms of human rights
abuse and responding properly to the
needs of their own people.

But suppose they kept this promise,
and they allowed a 7 percent wage in-
crease. If that was the productivity in-
crease, year by year, of a 50-cents-an-
hour minimum wage, it would take
years—years and years—before they
would even begin to reach the mini-
mum wage in this country today.

That is why jobs are going to flee
south of the border. The other day,
President Clinton went to some of the
business supporters of NAFTA because
he was trying to get votes desperately
in the House. He is not getting them
out of the Northeast from the House
Members because they are smart
enough to know how damaging this
will be to their region of the country,
as is reported in the papers here today.

But he went to the business leaders
and he said: Look, I am having a tough
time rounding up the votes in the
House because everybody is figuring
out we are going to lose jobs to Mexico.
So he asked the business leaders sup-
porting NAFTA if they would make a
public pledge that they would not close
plants in America in the future and
send those jobs to Mexico. Do you
know what the business leaders said?
“*Sorry, Mr. President, we are not pre-
pared to make that pledge.”

Why are they not willing to make
that pledge? Because they know darned
good and well they are going to have to
move jobs to Mexico. In fact, some of
these investment companies that are
the winners here that are cited in this
article are right now out raising mil-
lions and millions of dollars of capital,
investment capital.

What are they raising it for? They
are raising it to go out and buy manu-
facturing companies here in the United
States, manufacturing companies that
have a low rate of profitability. And
the plan is to buy those plants, close
them down, move the plant operation
down to Mexico, employ Mexican work-
ers who are only paid one-seventh as
much as the American workers who
would be losing their jobs; and once the
business is relocated in Mexico, run it
for 2 or 3 years, improve the profit
margins because of low labor costs,
drive up the price of the stock, and
then sell the stock at a profit.

Meanwhile, you are going to have
thousands and tens of thousands of
American workers here in New Jersey,
in Michigan, and in other States who
lose their jobs and have no prospect
today of ever finding other jobs.

We talk about job retraining. It is a
meaningless phrase. I got a letter the
other day from a man in Texas with a
masters degree who has been through
three job retraining programs and still
cannot find a job. I have top graduates
from the University of Michigan, from
Michigan State University with
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straight 4-point averages, great college
records, outside activities, part-time
job experience, and so forth, circulat-
ing their resumes, not finding any jobs
and ending up unemployed, going back
home to live with their parents. Are
they disillusioned about America? You
bet they are. Because we do not have a
direct job strategy for this country.

Do you know what NAFTA is?
NAFTA is a job strategy for Mexico. If
it passes, God forbid, next Wednesday,
you are going to have 60 million new
Mexican workers joining our North
American labor force. They will be
coming in at average wages of about
$1.25 an hour. That is going to take a
lot of jobs out of this country and take
them into Mexico. And it is going to
continue to pull down wage levels in
America. We cannot afford to have our
wage levels drop any more in America.
They have been dropping for 20 years.

Now, in most families, you have both
husband and wife going to work in
order to make any semblance of a liv-
ing. But in many cases, both of them
are now having to work two jobs. So
both mother and father, probably
working four jobs in many families
that I know about today, are trying to
eke out enough money to support a
family because they earn so little in
each of the jobs.

How long are we going to let that go
on? We wonder about crime in this so-
ciety. What are the opportunities for
young people today in the inner cities,
particularly the minority youth? The
unemployment rates are 50, 60, 70 per-
cent. Why? There are no jobs. We need
jobs in America. We need a jobs plan
for this country. And NAFTA is not
that. NAFTA is a jobs program for
Mexico.

That is why the Mexican Government
is spending tens of millions of dollars
to ram it through the Congress. It is
why the business interests in this
country, the economic elite who stand
to make billions by moving these jobs,
are for it. That is why Bill Brock,
former Senator, former Trade Ambas-
sador for this country, has been em-
ployed by the Mexican Government at
the figure of $360,000 a year—our
former Chief Trade Ambassador is now
a lobbyist for Mexico—to ram this
thing through.

That is more, by the way, than we
pay the President of the United States.
That is the kind of special-interest
money and pressure that is driving this
thing.

But it is going to be destructive of
what is left of the middle class in this
country, and of our industrial base. We
need our industrial base. We do not
have replacement jobs. When I hear the
economic elite talk about this, whether
they run corporations or write news-
paper editorials or teach in academic
settings, when I ask them if they are
willing to work for one-seventh of what
they are now being paid—in other
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words, to compete head-on with Mexi-
can labor, which is what our manufac-
turing workers are being asked to do—
then they want no part of it. They
want no part of it.

In fact, if NAFTA were to work in
such a way as it would with the eco-
nomics to replace the editorial writers,
the executives, and the academic peo-
ple by Mexican replacements earning
one-seventh of what they are now pres-
ently making here in the United
States, they would be against this in a
“New York minute’’.

But, no. They are out of the line of
fire. So they are quite willing to feed
other Americans into the line of fire.

That is what is wrong with this coun-
try these days. We have forgotten
about looking after our own people.
People in America need work. They
need it to live. They need it for dig-
nity. They need it for identity in this
society. If you do not have a job in
America today, you are a nobody.

There is a story in the paper today.
We have 500,000 American veterans who
are homeless in America today. Those
are veterans, people that wore the uni-
form of this country, who went off and
risked their lives, came home, and not
only cannot find a job, but they are
homeless, living on hot-air grates, park
benches, under doorways and bridges.
That is how serious the problem is.
Yet, some people wrongly think it is
fine to send more jobs to Mexico.

There is a better way. FRITZ HOL-
LINGS, our colleague from South Caro-
lina, has laid it out. What we need is a
common market arrangement where
we deal product by product and area by
area.

And when they raise their standards
up to a point and when it is fair com-
petition based on cost of labor, envi-
ronmental standards, and workplace
standards, then we will have an open
trading relationship. We ought to have
it, and we ought to want to have it.
But it is not smart nor right to rip
America apart in the name of creating
more jobs in Mexico and enriching the
economic elite that will cash in on this
to the tune of tens of billions of dol-
lars.

Do you want to know the proof of
that? Look yesterday at what hap-
pened to the currency market with re-
spect to the peso in some of the Mexi-
can stocks. Yesterday, the value of the
Mexican currency went down quite
sharply. I do not know what it is doing
today. Why did it go down? Because
now there is an expectation that
NAFTA may well be defeated next
week in the House of Representatives—
and I hope it is. But what it shows you
is that the speculators have been bid-
ding up the price of the peso, and now
they are caught short because the
American people are speaking and will
speak over this weekend, the debate
last night notwithstanding. When
Members go home this weekend, they
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are going to hear from people of their
district about their justifiable con-
cerns about the threat to their jobs
from this NAFTA agreement.

That is exactly where we stand
today. It is essential that this NAFTA
be turned down. This package, nego-
tiated by George Bush and Carla Hills,
is not worth the paper it is written on.
And to try to dress it up with side
agreements that have no meaningful
enforcement power does not make it
one bit better.

I have talked with workers in Michi-
gan 2 weeks ago; I met with women
who lost their jobs because the plant
was closed and taken to Mexico. They
talked to me with tears running down
their faces as to how demeaning it is to
lose their job and not find a replace-
ment job, to buy all their clothes in
vard sales. You cannot demean the
American people this way. I know that
at the top reaches of our society, where
there is lots of money and lots of privi-
lege, NAFTA may look wonderful be-
cause that crowd is out of the line of
fire. It might have some attractiveness
here in the Senate because the people
that get hit between the eyes come
from a different strata of society.

If we are not going so stand up for
them now in the Senate and in the
House, I am not sure we have any right
to be here. People need work in Amer-
ica today. We are about to put out re-
vised unemployment statistics that
will show the unemployment rate in
America is much higher than we have
been told it is. In fact, the way we cal-
culate the statistics today, if a worker
works as little as 1 hour a week, they
are counted as employed. You try to
live and support yourself or your fam-
ily on 1 hour of work a week. Yet, we
say that person is employed.

We must vote down this NAFTA. The
notion that somehow by enlarging the
market with this meager amount of in-
come that Mexico has to spend to en-
large the North American market by 4
percentage points, which is what Mex-
ico would bring in if we go into the
NAFTA, and at the same time bring in
60 million additional workers from
Mexico into the United States work
force, to bring in 60 million workers
earning $1.25 an hour on average, in
order to get a 4-percent increase in
market share, is economic lunacy—un-
less you are one of the big shooters
that is going to cash in on it.

So I understand why the investment
houses in New York like it, because
they are railroading capital down to
Mexico every single day. They got
caught short a little yesterday because
the peso dropped, and they may lose
some more money—and good riddance.
If this thing goes down in the House of
Representatives next Wednesday, as it
should, those speculators, those people
trying to cash in on moving jobs from
America to Mexico, deserve to lose
their money. Better they should lose
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their money than some worker and
family across this country, numbering
in the hundreds of thousands, who
would lose their jobs and livelihoods
and the ability to even hold their fami-
lies together.

Our No. 1 requirement in America
today is to have more private sector
jobs, not in the year 2000 or the year
2010 and at some future time way down
the line. People need to eat today and
need to feed their children tonight, and
they need to get up in the morning and
have work to do to provide for their
family tomorrow and next week and
next month. That is the issune. That is
why Bush and Quayle were thrown out,
because they missed the boat on the
economic issue. Quite to the contrary,
1 say to my friend from New Jersey, if
this thing passes, this will finish Bill
Clinton, not reelect him. This is a
major miscalculation.

The working people of this country
understand this issue because their
lives are at stake. We have come to not
value their lives very much, in all of
the lofty conversation and with all of
the lobbyists rolling in here. You
know, with all of the big money effort
by the Mexicans and all of the big cor-
porate interests and all of the big New
York investment interests promoting
NAFTA, they roll in here and they
have all these wonderful arguments
why NAFTA is a good thing. The rank
and file people cannot afford a plane
ticket to come to Washington to make
their case. That is why we are not see-
ing them. If they could get here, they
would fill this place; they would have a
ring of people around this building so
far you could not see the end with the
naked eye, because people are des-
perate for work in America today.
They need to have the work. We cannot
afford to send the jobs to Mexico—and
to have the effrontery to suggest that
we should do that, that we should have
a jobs program for Mexico when we
cannot put our own people to work—I
find that insulting, especially given
their own terrible record on human
rights and the deprivation of their own
people in their own society.

If you try to form a union today to
get the wages up in Mexico, you are
likely to disappear—I mean really dis-
appear. You are subject to violence and
subject to being assassinated if you try
to challenge the existing order down
there. That is why Amnesty Inter-
national, as I said, listed them as one
of the most dictatorial regimes in this
hemisphere.

This whole thing is about big money,
big money as against average, every
day working people. This is a critical
test. It will be a test as to whether the
little people of this country still have
enough strength to be able to fight
back for themselves to protect their
own economic future and that of their
children.

So I have had it with all of the con-
versation from the economic elite, who
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are out of the line of fire, living off of
the fat of the land, with large incomes
and great savings accounts and all
kinds of nice retirement benefits. They
are not the ones that are going to take
it on the chin. They are not the ones
that are going to have their lives
turned upside down when a plant is
closed and the jobs are moved to Mex-
ico.

When the last typewriter plant closed
in upstate New York and went to Mex-
ico, what happened to those workers?
How are they doing today? Have they
gotten into a nice retraining program
and into nice new jobs? Of course not.
That is why every single Democrat in
the Congress from the States of New
York, New Jersey, and Connecticut
that has taken a position on NAFTA—
that is all but 3; there are 25 or so that
have all taken positions against the
NAFTA—against the NAFTA. So let us
not be misled on this thing. This is a
critical issue for our country and a
critical issue for our people.

I want to just end on the theme of
pluralism, because I feel as strongly
about it as anybody here. You know,
we brought African-Americans to this
country 300 years ago in chains, in the
holds of slave ships. If you look at
maps and drawings of those ships, they
were made to lay right down on the
floor of the slave ship. They actually
had a chalk drawing on the floor so
they could put as many people in as
possible. The children were dropped off
first at some port of call in the Carib-
bean, and the mothers and fathers were
taken further up the coast of North
America and dropped there. That is
what happened in terms of ripping fam-
ilies apart. For all these years now, we
have been trying to overcome that
problem and have been trying to get
social and economic justice for Afri-
can-Americans in this country, and for
Hispanic-Americans, and for Americans
of other backgrounds and ethnic and
racial origins.

But in order to do that, in order to be
a melting pot in America, you have to
have enough work to go around. If you
do not have work to go around, we
fight among ourselves. We fight over
the few jobs. We have to have enough
jobs for all of our people. We cannot af-
ford to be shipping hundreds of thou-
sands of additional jobs to Mexico at
this time. Our economy is in trouble.
Make no mistake about it. We have the
defense downsizing. Virtually every
corporation in America is reducing em-
ployment levels, furloughing people.
People are going out, circulating
résumés. They cannot find work. You
are finding people with Ph.D.'s in engi-
neering working in McDonald’s, work-
ing at other tasks below their skill lev-
els. That is all they can find in order to
make a living just to keep food on the
table.

Before we bring 60 million workers
into our work force from Mexico earn-
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ing $1.25 an hour on average, we have
to think about what the impact will be
here on our own people. That is our
first responsibility.

I know some have this great world
view, and I care about the rest of the
world—I do very much. But if the
American experiment fails because we
do not manage our own economy prop-
erly and hold our own social order to-
gether, we have not proven anything
except that we let democracy slip out
of our hands.

We have guns all across this society.
That is what we have been debating
here the last 2 days. I do not want to
see a country driven to a point of des-
peration where people who want to
work and have the skills to work and
desire and need to work cannot find
work, and the jobs are being taken en
mass down to Mexico.

That is what we have been seeing in
my State of Michigan, and we are in-
creasingly seeing it across the country.

I hope the country is going to be
smart enough to understand the dan-
gers involved here. We need to defeat
the NAFTA. And I say to every House
Member that I hope they have the
courage to withstand the pressure from
the economic elitists, withstand the
arm twisting from the White House, all
overtures that if you vote this way we
will give you this or that. I hope they
will stand up against that.

The NAFTA vote ought not to be for
sale. We ought to turn out NAFTA and
start over with a fresh negotiation that
can look after the jobs and interests of
working people and all the people of
this country. If it is defeated, that is
exactly what will happen.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am
glad to yield to the Senator from Ohio
for a minute or two, whatever he wants
without losing my right to the floor to
propound a unanimous consent.

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

The Senator from Arizona will retain
the right to the floor, and the Senator
from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
appreciate the courtesy of my friend
from Arizona.

I rise to commend and thank the
Senator from Michigan.

Day in and day out, week in and
week out, he has been the spokesperson
for the workers of this country and
leading the opposition to the NAFTA
on the floor of the U.S. Senate.

He is aware of the problems and the
challenges that are faced by the work-
ers of this country should the NAFTA
be enacted.

Senator RIEGLE has come to this
floor on many occasions to speak out
on this issue. He has held a major rally
in his own State. He has been a cham-
pion of the cause of working people in

November 10, 1993

this country on behalf of all of them
and all Americans.

I rise to express my appreciation to
him.

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

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it is
my intent, with the concurrence of the
other side of the aisle, to proceed to S.
1301, the intelligence authorization.

However, the Senator from Washing-
ton has been here for a long time, wait-
ing to speak, as is the Senator from
Rhode Island.

I ask unanimous consent request
that the Senator from Washington has
5 minutes to speak as if in morning
business on whatever subject and the
same for the Senator from Rhode Is-
land, and then we proceed immediately
to 5. 1301.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Washington is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Senator
from Arizona.

A TRIBUTE TO WASHINGTON
STATE VETERANS

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to those brave
men and women across America and
across my State of Washington who
have served in the Armed Forces. My
father is a veteran, and it is with great
pride that I come to the Senate floor
today to share my thoughts on the ob-
servance of Veterans Day this Thurs-
day, November 11, 1993.

We are reminded time and time again
by the radio, newspapers, and tele-
vision that peace is a rare commodity.
Day after day, the images brought to
us from around the globe serve as a
constant reminder of the price of our
freedom. And while it has been said
many times before, each year we must
remind ourselves that the profound
costs of securing our freedom do not
end when the guns stop firing and the
troops come home.

America's veterans deserve the Na-
tion's respect, thanks, and admiration.
But even more, our veterans must be
provided with the necessary assistance
to help heal the physical and mental
wounds of war.

For a time during the Vietnam war,
I volunteered at the VA hospital in Se-
attle, where I saw first hand the dif-
ficulties and challenges facing veterans
returning from war. I will never forget
the pain and anguish, both mental and
physical, that many young men and
women experienced.

As the daughter of a disabled vet-
eran, I understand the challenges that
Washington State veterans and their
families face everyday. I have always
believed that this country has a special
responsibility to provide the highest
quality health care and benefits pos-
sible to these courageous men and
women.
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When the parades end and the crowds
g0 home, our veterans need and deserve
our support more than ever. Every sol-
dier who returns from war must read-
just to civilian life. Some have phys-
ical disabilities and need intensive
medical care. Some suffer from
posttraumatic stress disorder, and oth-
ers need job counseling or educational
assistance.

Tragically today, thousands of veter-
ans live on America’s streets, homeless
and without care. Even as we struggle
with the tough choices necessary to
bring down our Nation’s troubling defi-
cit, we cannot allow these men and
women to fall through the cracks.
Whatever challenges we face as a na-
tion, we can never compromise on the
care we provide our veterans and their
families. They delivered for us. Now we
must deliver for them.

Tomorrow is an especially important
day for women veterans. Here in Wash-
ington, DC, the first memorial specifi-
cally in honor of women veterans will
be dedicated. This memorial, the prod-
uct of a decade of commitment and
hard work, will commemorate the ap-
proximately 11,000 American military
women who served in Vietnam. The
memorial will provide a healing ground
for the thousands of women who served
in Vietnam as nurses, physicians, phys-
ical therapists, air traffic controllers,
and in many other capacities—most of
whom were in the midst of conflict,
some of whom died. The women who
served as medical personnel in Viet-
nam dealt with extraordinary injuries
and worked under extremely harsh con-
ditions.

In addition to the women who were
actually stationed in Vietnam during
the war, the Vietnam Women's Memo-
rial honors the 265,000 women who
served this Nation during the Vietnam
war all over the world and in a variety
of occupations. These women were sta-
tioned throughout Asia, Hawaii, and
elsewhere in the United States, caring
for the wounded and dying.

Many of the women who served our
country during the Vietnam war have
had no network of support to rely on
since those difficult days. The new me-
morial will provide them with a place
to come together and to heal. The Viet-
nam Women's Memorial to be dedi-
cated tomorrow will serve as a compan-
ion to the treasured Vietnam Veterans
Memorial, and I commend all of those
who have worked so hard to bring this
memorial to life for their most valu-
able contribution to this city and our
Nation.

Mr. President, Washington State is
the proud home of more than 650,000
veterans. Tomorrow, across the State
of Washington, families and friends
will gather to pay tribute to the brave
men and women who served, and in
some cases died, to preserve our free-
dom. On this day, and throughout the
rest of the year, we must honor our
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veterans not only with flags and cere-
monies but through active support for
the programs, services, and research so
vital to our Nation’s courageous serv-
ice men and women.

I am proud to observe Veterans Day
1993, and I am honored to join with the
President, the Congress and the citi-
zens of this great Nation in recommit-
ting ourselves to the cause of caring
for our veterans and their families.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Rhode Island is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

NAFTA: SHORT-TERM PAIN WILL
RESULT IN LONG-TERM GAIN

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I speak
today regarding the decision I have
reached on the North American Free-
Trade Agreement, commonly known as
NAFTA. I come to this point after
months of listening to, reading, and re-
viewing the hearings on this issue and
after visiting with and listening to the
views of hundreds of Rhode Islanders
who support this proposal and many
others who oppose it. Indeed, there has
been no lack of opinion on this issue
for this trade agreement has sparked
the largest and most comprehensive
public debate on international trade
that I have witnessed in all my years
in the Senate. In that connection, I
watched the televised encounter be-
tween the Vice President GORE and
Ross Perot last night and was particu-
larly struck by the excellent points
that the Vice President made. The
broader debate on this issue is a posi-
tive development for it represents a
long-overdue acknowledgment of the
interconnectedness of the global econ-
omy and world marketplace. Today,
more than ever before, the United
States cannot afford to be indifferent
to the rules and conduct of world trade.

I have decided that I will support
NAFTA with its accompanying side
agreements. I will do so because I be-
lieve that in the long run, NAFTA is
good for the country as a whole and in
particular for my home State of Rhode
Island. NAFTA is good for the United
States because it will lead to the cre-
ation of good, high-wage jobs here in
this country as we become the corner-
stone of the world's largest free trade
zone involving over 365 million con-
sumers who generate over 6.5 trillion
dollars’ worth of trade annually.
NAFTA is good for my home State of
Rhode Island because the industries
which will benefit most from the agree-
ment are of those that we have in
Rhode Island. NAFTA is good because
it inaugurates an era in which environ-
mental protection is incorporated in
international trade agreements.
NAFTA is good because it advances the
elimination of trade barriers world-
wide, a goal established following
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World War II and to which we will be
one step closer with culmination of the
Uruguay round of GATT talks. NAFTA
is good because it marks the commit-
ment of the United States to the posi-
tive development of our relationship
with Mexico with favorable con-
sequences for future relations with
other countries struggling to establish
market-based democracies in Central
and South America. NAFTA is good be-
cause it prepares and positions the
United States for the reality of the
world marketplace in the 21st century.
For all of these reasons, NAFTA should
be approved by the Congress when it is
considered in the upcoming weeks.

I have reached this conclusion after
carefully and thoroughly examining
many concerns about the agreement
which can be loosely grouped into
three basic categories. They are: First,
preservation of U.S. jobs and labor
standards; second, protection of the en-
vironment; and third, implications for
international relations in North Amer-
ica and the Western Hemisphere. In
each of these areas I have come to the
determination that my concerns have
been met and that the arguments for
NAFTA outweigh those against it.

1. JOBS AND LABOR STANDARDS

Central to the debate over NAFTA
are the guestions about what impact
the agreement will have on jobs, wages,
and labor standards in this country.
This is appropriate, for as we con-
template adjusting the rules by which
this country participates in inter-
national trade, we must concentrate on
preserving our economic base, provid-
ing opportunity for job growth in this
country, and protecting the living
standards and working conditions
which we have labored so hard over the
years to achieve. It would be unwise
and reckless for us not to appreciate
the struggles that our parents and
grandparents have gone through to es-
tablish humane and responsible work-
places for our workers and an economic
base which has the resources and
adaptability to insure prosperity for
our children.

Likewise, it would be equally foolish
to subscribe to the notion that we can
afford to be indifferent to changes in
the global economy and not adapt our
trading rules when it makes sense to
do so. As the world changes, we must
recognize reality and do what we can in
Government to foster rather than
hinder economic opportunity and job
creation through our trade laws.

In the end, after sifting through all
the arguments presented on both sides,
my concerns over the potential nega-
tive impacts on jobs and labor stand-
ards have been met.

First with regard to the sheer num-
bers of jobs likely to be created or lost,
the studies on this issue are widely
variant with some predicting substan-
tial job gain and others showing mas-
sive job loss. What can one make of
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these conflicting views? After looking
at the cumulative total of the serious
attempts to predict the job impact of
NAFTA, I come to the conclusion that
there will be modest job growth. In-
deed, 22 of 23 independent studies on
NAFTA and 16 of 19 living Nobel Prize
winning economists—the other three
withheld an opinion—all assert that
NAFTA will be good for employment in
the United States. This confirms my
own long-held general belief that free
trade is in the best interest of the
United States because, given equalized
trading rules, we have the ability to be
competitive with anyone. This will
hold true for NAFTA and the addition
of the Mexican market. The reduction
of trade barriers in North America will
result in somewhat more jobs being
created in the United States than are
lost.

In Rhode Island, numerous major
manufacturers and employers in my
State have contacted me stating their
support of NAFTA and the belief that
it will create opportunity for them to
expand their exports and boost their
sales. They include companies like
Hasbro, American Tourister, Textron,
Taco, Allied Signal, and A.T. Cross as
well as textile and fabric manufactur-
ers, machinery suppliers, computer
companies, and advertisers. They in-
clude members of the financial services
industry like Fleet Bank and Rhode Is-
land Hospital Trust. Indeed, the largest
manufacturing sector in Rhode Island,
the jewelry industry, has stated its
strong support for the agreement, be-
lieving that tariff-free access to the
Mexican market will continue the
trend of increasing sales to Mexico
which began when Mexico began lower-
ing its tariffs in 1987. It is clear that
Rhode Island businesses expect to bene-
fit from increased exports as a result of
NAFTA.

But the conclusion that there will
not be massive job loss but rather mod-
est job gains from NAFTA is not the
end of the inquiry about whether or not
this is good for American workers. If
we gained a million jobs from NAFTA
but saw wages drastically reduced,
workplace safety protection disappear,
and the gradual erosion of benefits
such as health care and unemployment
compensation, then this agreement
would not be worth signing. In this re-
gard, the President, the relevant Fed-
eral agencies, and the Congress have
made their intentions clear that this
will not be allowed to happen and I am
convinced that all will follow through
on their commitments.

First of all, the harmonization of
workplace standards such as safety
concerns, child labor, and the mini-
mum wage will be harmonized upward
from Mexico's current law, not down
from the United States. Moreover, the
United States and individual States are
free to impose whatever additional
safeguards they may want within their
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own jurisdictions. Second, no adminis-
tration in history has ever taken so se-
riously the Federal Government's re-
sponsibility to ensure quality health
care for all Americans. American
workers' health care benefits are not
threatened by NAFTA. Third, the ad-
ministration has pledged worker re-
training programs which will ensure
that workers who do lose their job be-
cause of NAFTA—or any other cause
for that matter—will have the oppor-
tunity to gain the skills to find new
jobs in today's modern work force.

All in all, I believe that American
workers have much to gain from the
agreement, and that the potential neg-
ative effects have been thoughtfully
and adequately addressed so that their
impact will be as minimal as possible.
It is also important that with NAFTA,
the United States will be committing
itself to a strategy of competing with
Japan and Germany and other ad-
vanced nations for the high-tech, high-
wage jobs of the future rather than the
jobs of the past. As a result, I believe
that the American worker of tomorrow
will stand a much better chance of
maintaining the standard of living that
he enjoys today.

2. PROTECTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT

Regarding environmental protection,
I believe NAFTA moves forward in the
effort to combat destructive practices
throughout North America. I note that
the major environmental groups are
themselves split over whether or not to
endorse NAFTA. In my view, I feel that
there are three compelling reasons in
the environmental arena which argue
for the approval of NAFTA.

First, this trade agreement marks
the first time in our Nation’s history
that environmental issues have ever
even made it to the negotiating table
in an international trade agreement.
This is important for if NAFTA is ap-
proved, it will set a precedent that the
environment can and should be part of
future trade agreements. If NAFTA is
not approved on environmental
grounds, its rejection may augur ill for
its inclusion at all in future trade ne-
gotiations. I believe that it is impor-
tant that we recognize the importance
of establishing once and for all that en-
vironmental issues belong in inter-
national trade negotiations.

Second, the environmental problems
from which we recoil in Mexico, espe-
cially on the Mexican border, are not
the product of NAFTA but rather the
product of not having something like
NAFTA which requires that the Mexi-
can Government actually do something
about its environmental problems.
Without NAFTA, companies commit-
ting irresponsible and often criminal
acts of pollution will have no incentive
to change their ways. Nor will the
Mexican Government face any addi-
tional pressure to crack down on them.
Indeed, many predict that the problems
will actually get worse. NAFTA gives
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the United States the ability to chal-
lenge abuses and require that Mexico
cannot disregard protection of the en-
vironment.

Third, contrary to the assertions of
those opposing NAFTA, nothing in the
agreement or side agreements will
allow the circumvention of environ-
mental laws in this country. Concern
has been raised about the possibility of
losing control over who will decide en-
vironmental standards. This agreement
will allow local control to remain in
place. States and local jurisdictions
will retain full authority to establish
and maintain whatever environmental
standards they wish. This is important
in Rhode Island where we have a proud
tradition of establishing and maintain-
ing high standards of environmental
protection. This agreement does noth-
ing to threaten this tradition.

In sum, I believe that while the envi-
ronmental provisions of the agreement
are not perfect—we could have a speed-
ier dispute resolution process for exam-
ple—we are better off with the agree-
ment than without it. Without NAFTA
we have no ability to effect change in
Mexico. Our companies would still
have to compete with Mexican compa-
nies and to the extent that Mexican
companies are ignoring environmental
protection now to gain competitive ad-
vantage they will still do so. Moreover,
I again note that with NAFTA, we
begin down the road of international
recognition of the inclusion of environ-
mental protection in our trade agree-
ments, accelerating the day when it
will no longer be considered extraor-
dinary to have environmental provi-
sions considered in all trading arrange-
ments. For these reasons, I believe that
NAFTA should be supported on envi-
ronmental grounds.

3. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS IMPLICATIONS

One area that has not received nearly
as much attention it should is how the
acceptance or rejection of NAFTA by
the United States will affect the rela-
tions between the countries involved as
well as the rest of Central and South
America. This issue, however, should
not be ignored. Without doubt, the ac-
ceptance or rejection of NAFTA will
send signals throughout the hemi-
sphere about the direction the United
States will take as it embraces the
next century. It is important, then,
that we determine what message will
be sent if we choose to accept or reject
NAFTA and how much of a role should
that play in our decisionmaking proc-
ess?

If we accept NAFTA, it is almost uni-
versally agreed that reaction in Mex-
ico, Canada, and the rest of the West-
ern Hemisphere will be positive. Such
an action would signal a willingness by
the United States to use its influence
to further an ongoing effort to reduce
the barriers between our countries
with the goal of common advantage. It
serves our purpose to be responsible,
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interested, openminded, and engaged
when it comes to determining the
international economic affairs of our
region. Support of NAFTA by the
United States would be viewed as all
these things in Mexico, Latin America,
and South America. Moreover, it would
provide support and credibility to the
young and struggling efforts to estab-
lish democracies throughout the na-
tions of these regions. Mexico, it is
clear, does not have the democratic
tradition of the United States. Abuses
of power and influence are still a re-
ality today. But progress is being made
and NAFTA furthers that progress. We
should encourage that.

In addition, I believe we must ac-
knowledge the rise of regional trading
blocs around the world, namely in the
European Community and in the Pa-
cific Rim, and what advantages a com-
petitive North American free trade
block would allow. Eventually, the free
trade zone may grow to encompass all
of North and South America enabling
us to prepare for what will be the re-
ality of the 21st century in world trade.
If we draw in and build tariff walls
around the United States, we will be
ignoring the clear trend in the rest of
world trade and thereby place our-
selves at a disadvantage in the future
world marketplace.

Yet another consideration is the im-
pact NAFTA will have on illegal immi-
gration. In the long run, I believe that
with the stabilization of the workplace
conditions and the raising of the stand-
ard of living in Mexico, as well as the
location of industry away from the
United States-Mexican border, illegal
immigration will decline. Moreover, it
is additionally predicted that as stable
employment becomes available in Mex-
ico, illegal immigrants in this country
will return to Mexico. NAFTA will do
more to reduce illegal immigration
than it will to increase it.

The importance of these consider-
ations cannot and should not be dis-
missed. The United States gains tre-
mendously from expanded trade, new
markets, and cordial relations in the
Western Hemisphere and to the extent
that NAFTA and free trade can further
these aims, it should be considered as a
factor favoring approval of the accord.

On the contrary, should the United
States reject NAFTA, there will be a
negative backlash in Mexico and to a
lesser extent throughout Central and
South America. The Government of
Mexico has staked much of its political
capital in negotiating NAFTA, working
against years of mistrust and outright
antagonism toward the United States
which was part and parcel of official
government policy for most of this cen-
tury. It would be all too easy for anti-
American sentiment to rise again if the
United States were to reject an agree-
ment which was negotiated in good
faith and at great risk by those in
power in Mexico. It also can be reason-
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ably assumed that Mexico would not
engage in the foreseeable future in any
negotiations of concern to the United
States. Such an event would be a set-
back for hemispheric affairs and would
be extremely regrettable.

Given these likelihoods of inter-
national reaction, the question be-
comes how much should this be taken
into consideration in the calculus of
whether to support NAFTA? While con-
sideration of these factors should not
be overriding, they also cannot be ig-
nored if we are to be responsible in
hemispheric affairs and they would
argue with a clear voice for supporting
NAFTA.

SUMMARY

In conclusion, after examining all of
the arguments which have been pre-
sented in this complex and far-reaching
agreement, I repeat that we should
support NAFTA. In making this deci-
sion, I note that I am going against the
sentiments of many of my friends in
the labor community whom I have sup-
ported over the years for their tireless
work in furthering the concerns of
American workers. Undoubtedly I will
continue to do so but simply believe
that in the end, the American worker
will benefit from this agreement. I
have no illusions that some will not
lose their jobs but with an appropriate
safety net, we can provide a future
where new, better jobs will be available
for them. I have often said that this
agreement amounts to short-term pain
for long-term gain and if NAFTA is im-
plemented, I look forward to the day
that we can look back and point to our
having the courage to take this his-
toric and important step forward.

HEMISPHERIC DIALOG ON THE
BROADER MEANING OF THE
NORTH AMERICAN FREE-TRADE
AGREEMENT

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I attended
a remarkable event today, and I would
like to take a few moments to tell my
colleagues about it.

This event—attended by officials of
the United States, Mexico, Canada, the
Organization of American States and
Inter-American Dialogue—took place
at the Inter-American Development
Bank. The bank and its president, Dr.
Enrigque Iglesias, organized it to dem-
onstrate the broad-based support that
exists for the North American Free-
Trade Agreement throughout the
Americas, and I commend Dr. Iglesias
for his efforts. All too often we over-
look the regional implications of our
imminent decision on this agreement,
and I think today's event helped put
those implications in sharper focus.

For this reason, I believe the gather-
ing was a historic one. It symbolizes a
shift in the relationship between the
United States and its neighbors to the
south. While the geographic distance
between the United States and the
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other nations of the hemisphere is rel-
atively small, the economic and politi-
cal distance has been distressingly
wide over the years.

The countries of Latin America and
the Caribbean largely closed off their
economies to ours. Economic national-
ism was the ideology; protectionism
and high barriers to trade were the re-
sult.

In recent years, nothing short of a
revolution has swept the hemisphere.
Cross-border tariffs have fallen; cross-
border trade has grown. Mutual sus-
picion has dissipated; mutual under-
standing has increased. A hemisphere
that was long divided by differences
over ideology and economics has come
together around the shared principles
of democracy and trade.

This message came through clearly
in five video-taped speeches delivered
to this morning’s gathering by heads of
state from all across the hemisphere.
Gonzalo Sanchez de Lozada, President
of Bolivia; Cesar Gaviria Trujillo,
President of Colombia; Rafael
Leonardo Callejas R., President of Hon-
duras; P.G. Patterson, Prime Minister
of Jamaica; and Luis Alberto Lacalle,
President of Uruguay, all spoke elo-
quently of the broader implications of
Congress’ decision on the North Amer-
ican Free-Trade Agreement.

As these leaders made clear, the eyes
of the entire hemisphere are on this
body: Congress’ decision will reverber-
ate throughout the Americas. These
nations will interpret a vote for the
trade agreement as a signal that the
United States remains true to its his-
toric ideal of free trade and that it sup-
ports the course of reform most of our
neighbors have pursued.

Conversely, the five heads of state
also made it clear that a vote against
the free-trade agreement would be seen
as a cold, hard slap in the face to re-
formers who have been pushing the
painful changes that the United States
has long urged them to adopt.

I would like to give my colleagues
the opportunity to read for themselves
what these five leaders said this morn-
ing, and I hope Members will keep
these words in mind when they cast
their votes on the North American
Free-Trade Agreement next week. I ask
unanimous consent that the five state-
ments appear at this point in the
RECORD.

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

GONZALO SANCHEZ DE LOZADA, PRESIDENT OF

BOLIVIA

NAFTA is of vital importance for the
world, for our hemisphere, and for my coun-
try, Bolivia. By uniting the economies of
Canada, the United States, and Mexico,
NAFTA creates the world's largest trading
bloe. It will be like a sun, and the rest of the

economies of our hemisphere will be like
planets in orbit around it, bringing down
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trade barriers between our nations and hav-
ing, eventually access to this wonderful sys-
tem of free trade, standardization of demo-
cratic practices, labor laws and environ-
mental sensitivity.

We can't underestimate how important
NAFTA is as a symbolic message of inclusion
and not of exclusion. For the first time in
history, the countries of the developed world
invite the underdeveloped world to join in
the great project which will be a project to
create wealth, to bring social justice and
more equality in the framework of freedom.

We think that the dynamics of this market
will be so important that it will oblige other
trading blocs around the world to start to
bring down the walls which they are building
in preparation for trade wars. We think it
will be what will lead the world into a truly
world economy. And in this way, it will
bring hope to the underdeveloped part of the
world with work, with dedication to edu-
cation and health, with care toward the envi-
ronment. And with justice, we can export
not just violence and drugs, but products,
creativity, and value-added.

We must understand that without NAFTA
things will be very dark indeed. With it, it
will be a beacon of hope, although we know
that time will go by before we're reincluded
in that trading market. But we know that
eventually, as we achieve certain standards
and as we achieve levels of growth and matu-
rity and development in our economies, we
have the possibility of having trade and not
only looking for aid. ;

As the Cold War has finished, there is no
longer the incentive for the developed world
to bring aid to our countries. And this means
that we must look for trade. A country like
Bolivia that stopped hyperinflation in de-
mocracy, the first country in Latin America
to do so, and opened up its markets, and has
achieved stability, not only economic but
democratic stability—we know that we must
have trade if we want to continue and if we
want to have a future. And it is for this rea-
son that we're so devoted to and so inter-
ested in seeing that NAFTA takes place, and
‘we can look forward with confidence to the
future, not with preoccupation and uncer-
tainty.

So, on behalf of the present but especially
on behalf of the future, I would very strongly
say that this decision—a positive decision on
the NAFTA treaty—will be a historical deci-
sion and a very positive one. We will be wait-
ing then, full of hope, for the final decision
and thinking that it is for the good of the
countries involved, but especially for the
whole of Latin America, for the whole of
America in the future years.

CESAR GAVIRIA TRUJILLO, PRESIDENT OF
COLOMBIA

Throughout history, Latin America and
the United States have striven to create a
real partnership for the Americas, a relation-
ship based on mutual benefit and equal op-
portunity. For years, we talked about the
importance of having trade and not just re-
ceiving aid from the United States. But it
was just talk, nothing else. In the past, for-
eign assistance was the predominant means
by which the United States helped emerging
nations to develop their economies. Until
now, Latin American nations raised protec-
tionist walls around themselves while the
United States looked towards other markets
to expand its trade.

Two developments have significantly al-
tered that scenario: the North American
Free Trade Agreement and the silent eco-
nomic and democratic revolution undergone
by Latin America. NAFTA is a watershed in
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our history. We view this initiative as a crit-
ical step towards the creation of a hemi-
spheric free trade zone of democratic na-
tions. NAFTA is a means to achieve greater
prosperity for all the Americas, north and
south of the Rio Grande. It's also a catalyst
for political change as well as for strength-
ening democracy and respect for human
rights throughout the region.

My own country, Colombia, is an example
of how economic integration and the opening
of markets within a democratic framework
can bring about progress and prosperity for
its citizens. The Colombian government is
deeply committed to trade reform and re-
duced tariff rates from an average of 48% in
1987 to 11.4% today. As a result of this policy
change, U.S. exports to Colombia increased a
dramatic 68% last year, creating an esti-
mated 45,000 new jobs for American workers.
Members of the U.S. Congress who are uncer-
tain as to whether NAFTA will be good for
their constituencies have only to look at the
example of the dynamic rise of U.S.-Colom-
bian trade since its liberalization. Hasn't Co-
lombia taken important steps to promote
the kind of economy envisioned by NAFTA?
As a result of these actions, our trade with a
country like Venezuela increased from 3500
million in 1990 to $1 billion in 1992, and they
reached $1.5 billion at the end of the current
year.

You may ask yourself, What does all this
have to do with NAFTA? A great deal.
NAFTA is a continuation of the trade liber-
alization process under way throughout
Latin America, including negotiations of
MERCOSUR, the Andean Pact, the G3 (Co-
lombia, Venezuela and Mexico) as well as the
talks to reduce Central American and Carib-
bean tariffs. Colombia and its South Amer-
ican neighbors support NAFTA because we
believe it's a critical step to the economic
integration of the Americas.

Given our successful experience, we are
startled by the growing calls for isolationism
and protectionism ignited by the NAFTA de-
bate in some quarters of the United States.
After all, the United States has benefited
from developing successful trade relations
around the world, and rising exports are
driving the U.S. economic recovery. This
demonstrates that free trade produces con-
crete economic benefits for everyone who
has the courage to overcome initial fears.

As the U.S. Congress prepares to cast its
historic vote on NAFTA, its members should
be aware that it represents much more than
just signing a treaty. Its passage or its de-
feat will have lasting effects on the entire
continent. Moreover, NAFTA's defeat may
stifle farther progress, a loss for both indus-
trialized and developing nations.

As President Clinton stated recently, the
real job gains from NAFTA will come when
we take the agreement and take it to Chile,
to Argentina, to Colombia, to Venezuela, to
other market-oriented democracies in Latin
America and create a consumer market of
700 million people—soon to be over a billion
people in the next century. Thank you.
RAFAEL LEONARDO CALLEJAS R., PRESIDENT OF

HONDURAS

Barely one week ago in Guatemala, the
presidents of six Central American countries,
including mine, Honduras, unanimously ap-
proved absolute support of the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement, NAFTA. In spite
of the uncertainties it generates in our own
societies and economies, we understand that
the free trade agreement between the United
States, Canada, and Mexico opens a unigue
opportunity to generate increases in trade,
and consequently, gains in economic growth,
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and therefore higher benefits for our people,
All that we request is that NAFTA open the
alternative for the six Central American
countries; that once we constitute ourselves
into a free trade zone, we have access to
NAFTA under conditions that make us com-
petitive with the other partners, especially
Mexico.

We don't fear this type of association be-
cause we believe—and I personally—that free
trade is the alternative for economic devel-
opment and growth. So why fear? Obviously
in this new world there are winners and los-
ers. Those who lose are the groups, the per-
sons, the societies and countries that persist
on a protectionist alternative. We believe, I
believe, that competition is clearly associ-
ated with free trade; and therefore, I can
stress that we hope that you support the
NAFTA free trade agreement. And that once
it is approved—which we hope it will be—
then you support us, the Central American
countries, in order that jointly we can pro-
ceed to adapt ourselves and incorporate our-
selves to the biggest market of the world.

This decision will change the realities of
the whole Western Hemisphere, and it’s most
probable that when NAFTA is signed, other
countries on the continent will be clearly
adapted to this mentality. Let's go ahead,
let's support NAFTA, Let's request that the
Congress of the United States, the Senate of
the United States, that they too understand
the realities of globalization of this new
world. And push forward. Obviously there are
risks involved. But the biggest risk of all is
not making the right decisions with respect
to NAFTA.

P.G. PATTERSON, PRIME MINISTER OF JAMAICA

The end of the Cold War that for so long
dominated the world provided leaders and
governments with a welcome opportunity to
end their preoccupation with destruction and
to concentrate their energies and resources
on human development on this planet which
we all inhabit.

Experience has shown that the free market
system provides the best method by which to
achieve economic growth and social develop-
ment. For this system to be effective, there
must be the opening of world markets and an
end to protectionism. Tariff barriers must be
removed. The world economy will be increas-
ingly globalized, market driven and techno-
logically oriented.

Here in Jamaica, we have taken the tough
decisions to transform our economy into one
that is market driven. My administration
has, with unswerving determination, taken
the road toward full transformation of our
economy. We have begun the process of sim-
plifying and improving the effectiveness of
our tax and incentive systems. We are pursu-
ing a policy of privatization. Our private sec-
tor is now taking up the challenge to move
our economy into the 21st century of free
trade, where competition is intense and pro-
tectionism is no more.

We in the Western Hemisphere must ensure
that we are not left behind as other coun-
tries around the world develop regional trad-
ing blocs, large in size and of great market
potential.

Within the Caribbean and Latin American
region we have strengthened our economic
and trading associations through CARICOM,
the planned association of Caribbean states,
and through new trading initiatives with the
countries of Latin America.

We firmly believe that the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) offers a
unique opportunity to build mutually bene-
ficial relationships between the three na-
tions involved. We view NAFTA as the first
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important step towards a hemispheric free
trade area that has the potential to lift the
standard of living of the people of this hemi-
sphere, thereby ensuring the spread of de-
mocracy and the maintenance of political
stability.

We believe the coming into being of
NAFTA would mark a historic moment for
the people of the hemisphere and the people
of the world. As with every new experience,
there will be moments of initial apprehen-
sion. There will be the need for adequate
transitional provisions. But it is indeed a
bold step in the direction that we must all
take. Thank you.

LUIS ALBERTO LACALLE, PRESIDENT OF THE

REPUBLIC OF URUGUAY

The people and government of Uruguay are
following with great interest these final
stages of negotiation of the treaty amongst
the governments of Canada, Mexico and the
United States. We see it as a very important
milestone in the history of the end of the
20th century. We see it as a natural tendency
of uniting markets, of creating wider eco-
nomic zones. That is a tendency we see the
world over. But in this case, as Mexico be-
longs to Latin America, we see it as a histor-
ical step toward renewed and more fruitful
relationships between North America and its
southern neighbor Mexico. And of course, we
see it as a signal that perhaps in the future
we will be able to widen that kind of co-
operation.

It is true the history of the United States
tells us very loudly that trade and prosperity
through the opening of markets is a reality.
That everyone benefits when there is more
trade. That jobs will be created. That oppor-
tunities will be also created. So we do think
that it is in the best philosophy and interest
of the concerned parties in the first place.
But it is also in the best interest of a more
developed and deep relationship with the rest
of Latin America that this treaty be ap-
proved, These days, when we see that trade is
the central issue of politics, when people are
demanding more than anything to be able to
trade more freely and to generate opportuni-
ties, we do think that this is a step in a very
positive direction.

My colleagues here in South America, we
recently had a meeting in Santiago de Chile,
and it was in the center of our discussions:
the final decision on the NAFTA treaty. So
if I could convey to the people of Congress in
the United States, to the people in business,
to the people in labor unions, some kind of
message, I would say that the rest of Amer-
ica is looking very keenly at this decision
because it can be a signal of better days for
everybody. We are thinking not in terms of
one administration, of one government, but
in terms of creating stable economic rela-
tionships, and of course through that, more
stable institutions, and stronger democracy
all over America.

We are no longer as Latin Americans part
of a problem; we are part of the solution.
Many millions of jobs in the United States
depend on trade with Latin America. I would
almost say all of our imports—80% of them—
come from the United States. So all kinds of
cooperation, all kinds of opening of opportu-
nities will be seen as a very positive sign,
not only by governments, not only by presi-
dents, but by the people that work and live
in my country.

————

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port S. 1301.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1301) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1994 for intelligence activities
of the United States Government and the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and
Disability System, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Armed Services, with an
amendment on page 14, line 24, to
strike ‘‘(c)” through “Treasury' on
page 15, line 2.

So as to make the bill read:

S. 1301

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Intelligence Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1994".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I-INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES
Sec. 101. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 102. Classified schedule of authoriza-

tions.
Sec. 103. Personnel ceiling adjustments.
Sec. 104. Community Management Account.
TITLE II—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

AGENCY RETIREMENT AND DISABIL-

ITY SYSTEM
Sec. 201. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 202. Technical corrections.

TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 301. Increase in employee compensation
and benefits authorized by law.
Sec. 302. Restriction on conduct of intel-
ligence activities.
TITLE IV—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY
Sec. 401. General Counsel of the Central In-
telligence Agency.
Sec. 402. Technical amendments to the CIA
Act and National Security Act.

TITLE V—-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Sec. 501. Foreign language proficiency pay

for members of the reserve

components of the Armed
Forces.
Sec. 502. National Security Education Trust
Fund.
TITLE VI-FEDERAL BUREAU OF
INVESTIGATION

Sec. 601. Federal Bureau of Investigation
counterintelligence access to
consumer credit records.

TITLE I-INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

SEC. 101, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

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

(1) The Central Intelligence Agency.

(2) The Department of Defense.

(3) The Defense Intelligence Agency.

(4) The National Security Agency.

(5) The National Reconnaissance Office.

(6) The Central Imagery Office.

(7) The Department of the Army, the De-
partment of the Navy, and the Department
of the Air Force.

(8) The Department of State.

(9) The Department of the Treasury.

(10) The Department of Energy.

(11) The Federal Bureau of Investigation.
SEC. 102. CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF AUTHORIZA-

TIONS.

(a) SPECIFICATIONS OF AMOUNTS AND PER-

SONNEL CEILINGS.—The amounts authorized
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to be appropriated under section 101, and the
authorized personnel ceilings as of Septem-
ber 30, 1994, for the conduct of the intel-
ligence activities of the elements listed in
such section, are those specified in the clas-
sified Schedule of Authorizations prepared
by the Select Committee on Intelligence of
the Senate to accompany (S. 1301) of the One

Hundred Third Congress.

(b) AVAILABILITY OF CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE
OF AUTHORIZATIONS.—The Schedule of Au-
thorizations shall be made available to the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and to the Presi-
dent. The President shall provide for suitable
distribution of the Schedule, or of appro-
priate portions of the Schedule, within the
executive branch.

SEC. 103. PERSONNEL CEILING ADJUSTMENTS.
(a) AUTHORITY FOR ADJUSTMENTS.—The Di-

rector of Central Intelligence may authorize
employment of civilian personnel in excess
of the number authorized for fiscal year 1994
under section 102 of this Act whenever the
Director determines that such action is nec-
essary for the performance of important in-
telligence functions, except that such num-
ber may not, for any element of the intel-
ligence community, exceed 2 percent of the
number of civilian personnel authorized
under such section for such element.

(b) NOTICE TO INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES.—
The Director of Central Intelligence shall
promptly notify the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Select Committee on
Intelligence of the Senate whenever the Di-
rector exercises the authority granted by
this section.

SEC. 104. COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT.
(a) AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated for

the Community Management Account of the

Director of Central Intelligence for fiscal

year 1994 the sum of $144,588,000. Within such

amounts authorized, amounts identified for
the Advanced Research and Development

Committee shall remain available for obliga-

tion through September 30, 1995.

(b) AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL LEVELS.—The
Community Management Account of the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence is authorized
237 full-time personnel as of September 30,
1994, Such personnel of the Community Man-
agement Account may be permanent em-
ployees of the Community Management Ac-
count or personnel detailed from other ele-
ments of the United States Government.

{c) REIMBURSEMENT.—During fiscal year
1994, any officer or employee of the United
States or a member of the Armed Forces who
is detailed to the Community Management
Account from another element of the United
States Government shall be detailed on a re-
imbursable basis, except that any such offi-
cer, employee, or member may be detailed on
a nonreimbursable basis for a period of less
than 1 year for the performance of tem-
porary functions as required by the Director
of Central Intelligence.

TITLE II—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGEN-
CY RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY SYS-
TEM

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

the Central Intelligence Agency Retirement

and Disability Fund for fiscal year 1994 the
sum of $182,300,000.

SEC. 202. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.

(a) CORRECTIONS.—The Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement Act (50 U.S.C. 2001 et
seq.) is amended as follows:
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(1) In section 101(7)—

(A) strike out the comma after ‘‘basic pay"
and insert in lieu thereof “and’; and

(B) strike out **, and interest determined
under section 281"

(2) In section 201(c), strike out ‘‘proviso of
section 102(d)(3) of the National Security Act
of 1947, (50 U.S.C. 403(d}(3))" and insert in
lieu thereof “‘requirement in section 103(c)(5)
of the National Security Act of 1847 (50
U.S5.C. 403-3(c)(5))".

(3) In section 211(c)}2)}B), strike out ‘‘the
requirement under section 241(b)4)"" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “‘prior notification of a
current spouse, if any, unless notification is
waived under circumstances described in sec-
tion 221(b)(1)}(D)"".

(4) In section 221—

(A) in subsection (a)(4), strike out *‘(or, in
the case of an annuity computed under sec-
tion 232 and based on less than 3 years, over
the total service)";

(B) in subsection (D(1)(A)—

(i) insert “‘after the participant’s death
before the period at the end of the first sen-
tence; and

(ii) strike out *after the participant’s
death' in the second sentence;

(C) in subsection (g)(1), strike out ‘‘(or is
remarried’ and insert in lieu thereof “‘(or is
remarried,”; and

(D) In subsection (j), strike out ‘‘(except as
provided in paragraph (2))".

(5) In section 222—

(A) in subsection (a)XT7), strike out “‘any
other annuity' the first time it appears and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘any survivor annu-

ity™;

(B) in subsection (e¢)}3)C), insert ‘‘the par-
ticipant’ before ‘‘or does not qualify’’; and

(C) in subsection (c)(4), strike out *“shall
terminate’ and all that follows and insert in
lieu thereof “in the case of a spouse, shall
terminate on the last day of the month be-
fore the spouse dies, and, in the case of a
former spouse, shall terminate on the last
day of the month before the former spouse
dies, or on the last day of the month before
the former spouse remarries before attaining
age 55",

(6) In section 224(c)(1}B)i), strike out
“former participant” and insert in lieu
thereof ‘‘retired participant’.

(7) In section 225(c)—

(A) in paragraph (3), strike out “any other
annuity™ the first time it appears and insert
in lieu thereof “any survivor annuity'; and

(B) in paragraph (4)(A), strike out ‘1991
and insert in lieu thereof “*1990".

(8) In section 231(d)(2), strike out *‘241(b)"
and insert in lieu thereof “241(a)".

(9) In section 232(b)(4), strike out ‘‘section
222" and insert in lieu thereof “‘section 224".

(10) In section 234(b), strike out ‘‘sections
241 and 281" and insert in lieu thereof *‘sec-
tion 241",

(11) In section 241—

(A) in subsection (e), strike out *'A lump-
sum benefit that would have been payable to
a participant, former participant, or annu-
itant, or to a survivor annuitant, authorized
by subsection (d) or (e) of this section or by
section 234(b) or 281(d)" and insert in lieu
thereof “'A lump-sum payment authorized by
subsection (d) or (e) of this section or by sec-
tion 281(d) and a payment of accrued and un-
paid annuity authorized by subsection () of
this section"’;

(B) redesignate subsection (f) as subsection
(g); and

(C) insert after subsection (e) the following
new subsection ():

“(f) PAYMENT OF ACCRUED AND UNPAID AN-
NUITY WHEN RETIRED PARTICIPANT DIES.—If a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

retired participant dies, any annuity accrued
and unpaid shall be paid in accordance with
subsection (¢).".

(12) In section 264(b)—

{A) in paragraph (2), insert *‘and’ after the
semicolon at the end;

(B) in paragraph (3), strike out ‘‘and to any
payment of a return of contributions under
section 234(a); and" and insert in lieu thereof
‘. and the amount of any such payment;”;
and

(C) strike out paragraph (4).

(13) In section 265, strike out ‘‘Act” each
place it appears and insert in lieu thereof
“title'.

(14) In section 291(b)(2), strike out ‘‘or sec-
tion 232(c)"".

(15) In section 304(i)(1), strike out ‘“‘section
102(a)3)"" and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘section
102(a)(4)".

(b) RETROACTIVE EFFECTIVE DATE.—The
amendments made by subsection (a) shall be
effective as of February 1, 1993.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 301. INCREASE IN EMPLOYEE COMPENSA-
TION AND BENEFITS AUTHORIZED
BY LAW.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the purposes of this Act such addi-
tional amounts for fiscal year 1994 as may be
necessary for increases in salary, pay, retire-
ment, and other employee benefits author-
ized by law.

SEC. 302. RESTRICTION ON CONDUCT OF INTEL-
LIGENCE

The authorization of appropriations in this
Act does not constitute authority for the
conduct of any intelligence activity which is
not otherwise authorized by the Constitution
or the laws of the United States.

TITLE IV—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY
SEC. 401. GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE CENTRAL
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY.

(a) POSITION ESTABLISHED.—The Central In-
telligence Agency Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C. 403a
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“'GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE CENTRAL
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

“*SEC. 20. (a) There is a General Counsel of
the Central Intelligence Agency appointed
from civilian life by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate.

**(b) The General Counsel of the Central In-
telligence Agency is the chief legal officer of
the Central Intelligence Agency.

**(e¢) The General Counsel of the Central In-
telligence Agency shall perform such func-
tions as the Director of Central Intelligence
may prescribe.’’.

(b) PAY FOR POSITION.—Section 5315 of title
5, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end the following:

“General Counsel of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency.’".

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect one
year after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

SEC. 402. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO THE CIA
ACT AND NATIONAL SECURITY ACT.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO CIA AcT.—The Central
Intelligence Agency Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C.
403a et seq.) is amended as follows:

(1) In section 5(a)—

(A) strike out “*Bureau of the Budget' and
insert **Office of Management and Budget';
and

(B) strike out ‘‘sections 102 and 303" and
insert in lieu thereof *‘subparagraphs (B) and
(C) of section 102(a)(2), subsections (c)(5) and
(d) of section 103, subsections (a) and (g) of
section 104, and section 303".
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(2) In section 6, strike out ‘*‘section
102(d)3)" and insert in lieu thereof ‘“‘section
103(e)(5)".

(3) In section 19(b)—

(A) strike out ‘231" in the subsection head-
ing and in the matter after clause (iv) and
insert in lieu thereof *‘232'"; and

(B) strike out **(50 U.S.C. 403 note)"".

(b) AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL SECURITY
AcCT.—Section 103(d)(3) of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 is amended by striking out
“providing’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
“‘provide".

TITLE V—-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
SEC. 501. FOREIGN LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY PAY
FOR MEMBERS OF THE RESERVE
COMPONENTS OF THE ARMED
FORCES.

(a) BONUS AUTHORIZED.—Section 316(c) of
title 37, United States Code, is amended by
striking out paragraphs (1) and (2) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“{1) Under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary concerned, when a member of a re-
serve component who is entitled to com-
pensation under section 206 of this title
meets the requirements for special pay au-
thorized in subsection (a), except the re-
quirement prescribed in subsection (a)(1), the
member may be paid an annual foreign lan-
guage maintenance bonus.

*{2) The amount of the bonus under para-
graph (1) shall be determined by the Sec-
retary concerned but may not exceed the an-
nual equivalent of the maximum monthly
rate of special pay authorized under sub-
section (b) for a member referred to in sub-
section (a)."”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect with
respect to the first month that begins more
than 90 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

SEC. 502. NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION
TRUST FUND.

(a) CREDITING OF GIFTS TO THE NATIONAL
SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND.—Section
B04(e) of the Intelligence Authorization Act,
Fiscal Year 1992 (50 U.S.C. 1904(e)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:
*(3) Any gifts of money shall be credited to
and form a part of the Fund.".

(b) REPEAL OF AUTHORIZATION REQUIRE-
MENT.—Section 804(b) of such Act is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking *(1)"";

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and
(B) as paragraphs (1) and (2); and

(3) by striking paragraph (2).

[(c) TRANSFER OF FUNDS REQUIREMENT.—
The Secretary of Defense shall transfer
$25,000,000 from the National Security Edu-
cation Trust Fund to the miscellaneous re-
ceipts account of the Treasury.]

TITLE VI—FEDERAL BUREAU OF
INVESTIGATION
SEC. 601. FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
COUNTERINTELLIGENCE ACCESS TO
CONSUMER CREDIT RECORDS.

Section 608 of the Fair Credit Reporting
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681f) is amended—

(1) by striking “Notwithstanding” and in-
serting *‘(a) DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN IDENTI-
FYING INFORMATION.—Notwithstanding''; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

**(b) DISCLOSURES TO THE FBI FOR COUNTER-
INTELLIGENCE PURPOSES.—

“(1) CONSUMER REPORTS.—Notwithstanding
the provisions of section 604, a consumer re-
porting agency shall furnish a consumer re-
port to the Federal Bureau of Investigation
when presented with a written request for a
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consumer report, signed by the Director of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation (here-
after in this section referred to as the ‘Direc-
tor') or the Director's designee, which cer-
tifies compliance with this subsection. The
Director or the Director's designee may
make such a certification only if the Direc-
tor or the Director's designee has determined
in writing that—

“(A) such records are necessary for the
conduct of an authorized foreign counter-
intelligence investigation; and

**(B) there are specific and articulable facts
giving reason to believe that the consumer
whose consumer report is sought is a foreign
power or an agent of a foreign power, as de-
fined in section 101 of the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act of 1978.

*(2) IDENTIFYING INFORMATION.—Notwith-
standing the provisions of section 604, a
consumer reporting agency shall farnish
identifying information respecting a
consumer, limited to name, address, former
addresses, places of employment, or former
places of employment, to the Federal Bureau
of Investigation when presented with a writ-
ten request, signed by the Director or the Di-
rector’s designee, which certifies compliance
with this subsection. The Director or the Di-
rector’s designee may make such a certifi-
cation only if the Director or the Director’s
designee has determined in writing that—

*(A) such information is necessary to the
conduct of an authorized foreign counter-
intelligence investigation; and

“(B) there is information giving reason to
believe that the consumer has been, or is
about to be, in contact with a foreign power
or an agent of a foreign power, as defined in
section 101 of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act of 1978.

*(3) CONFIDENTIALITY.—No consumer re-
porting agency or officer, employee, or agent
of such consumer reporting agency may dis-
close to any person, other than those offi-
cers, employees or agents of such agency
necessary to fulfill the requirement to dis-
close information to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation under this subsection, that the
Federal Bureau of Investigation has sought
or obtained a consumer report or identifying
information respecting any consumer under
paragraph (1) or (2), nor shall such agency,
officer, employee, or agent include in any
consumer report any information that would
indicate that the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation has sought or obtained such a
consumer report or identifying information.

*(4) PAYMENT OF FEES.—The Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation shall, subject to the
availability of appropriations, pay to the
consumer reporting agency assembling or
providing credit reports or identifying infor-
mation in accordance with procedures estab-
lished under this title, a fee for reimburse-
ment for such costs as are reasonably nec-
essary and which have been directly incurred
in searching for, reproducing, or transport-
ing books, papers, records, or other data re-
quired or requested to be produced under this
subsection.

*(6) LIMIT ON DISSEMINATION.—The Federal
Bureau of Investigation may not disseminate
information obtained pursuant to this sub-
section outside of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, except to the Department of
Justice as may be necessary for the approval
or conduct of a foreign counterintelligence
investigation.

*(6) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this subsection shall be construed to prohibit
information from being furnished by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation pursuant to
a subpoena or court order, or in connection
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with a judicial or administrative proceeding
to enforce the provisions of this Act. Noth-
ing in this subsection shall be construed to
authorize or permit the withholding of infor-
mation from the Congress.

*(T) REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS.—On a semi-
annual basis, the Attorney General of the
United States shall fully inform the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence and
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence and the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate
concerning all requests made pursuant to
paragraph (1) and (2).

*(8) DAMAGES.—Any agency or department
of the United States obtaining or disclosing
credit reports, records, or information con-
tained therein in violation of this subsection
is liable to the consumer to whom such
records relate in an amount equal to the sum
of—

‘'(A) §100, without regard to the volume of
records involved;

*(B) any actual damages sustained by the
consumer as a result of the disclosure;

“(C) such punitive damages as a court may
allow, where the violation is found to have
been willful or intentional; and

‘(D) in the case of any successful action to
enforce liability under this subsection, the
costs of the action, together with reasonable
attorney's fees, as determined by the court.

“(9) DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS FOR VIOLA-
TIONS.—If a court determines that any agen-
cy or department of the United States has
violated any provision of this subsection and
the court finds that the circumstances sur-
rounding the violation raise questions of
whether or not an officer or employee of the
agency or department acted willfully or in-
tentionally with respect to the violation, the
agency or department shall promptly initi-
ate a proceeding to determine whether or not
disciplinary action is warranted against the
officer or employee who was responsible for
the violation.

*(10) GOOD-FAITH EXCEPTION.—Any credit
reporting agency or agent or employee there-
of making a disclosure of credit reports or
identifying information pursuant to this sub-
section in good-faith reliance upon a certifi-
cate by the Federal Bureau of Investigation
pursuant to provisions of this subsection
shall not be liable to any person for such dis-
closure under this title, the constitution of
any State, or any law or regulation of any
State or any political subdivision of any
State.

*(11) LIMITATION OF REMEDIES.—The rem-
edies and sanctions set forth in this sub-
section shall be the only judicial remedies
and sanctions for violations of this sub-
section.

‘(12) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—In addition to
any other remedy contained in this sub-
section, injunctive relief shall be available
to require compliance with the procedures of
this subsection. In the event of any success-
ful action under this subsection, costs to-
gether with reasonable attorney’s fees, as de-
termined by the court, may be recovered.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 30
minutes of debate, equally divided, on
the bill itself. There is an agreement
for 2 hours and 10 minutes for debate
on the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM]. Three amend-
ments are in order during the time of
debate on the bill itself,
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The pending question at this time is
the committee amendment on page 14,
line 24.

Is there any further debate on that
amendment?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The committee amendment on page
14, line 24, was agreed to.

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

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair for the restatement of
the unanimous-consent agreement and
the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it is
a distinct privilege for me in this my
first year as chairman of the Select
Committee on Intelligence, to present
to the Senate, along with my distin-
guished colleague from Virginia and
vice chairman of the committee, Sen-
ator WARNER, S. 1301, the Intelligence
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1994.

As always, this has been a bill ar-
rived at by the committee after many
hours of hearings and briefings, after
digesting literally thousands of pages
of budget justification relating to
every intelligence program undertaken
by our Government.

Indeed, Mr. President, I daresay that
there is not another area of Govern-
ment activity that receives the kind of
detailed scrutiny of its activities from
the Congress than does the area of in-
telligence. We are blessed with a par-
ticularly talented, knowledgeable staff
who serve well the interests of the
committee and the Senate as a whole.

Mr. President, this bill authorizes
funding for fiscal year 1994 for all of
the national intelligence activities of
the Federal Government, to include
those of the Central Intelligence Agen-
cy, the National Security Agency, the
Defense Intelligence Agency, the Na-
tional Reconnaissance Office, the
Central Imagery Agency, and the intel-
ligence elements of the military de-
partments, the FBI, and the Depart-
ments of State, Treasury, and Energy.
In addition, it provides certain admin-
istrative authorities which I will ex-
plain in more detail at the end of my
statement.

Because the amount authorized for
national intelligence programs is clas-
sified by the executive branch, as well
as the amounts authorized for specific
programs, I am unable to provide spe-
cifics in an open session of the Senate.
Every Senator is entitled to know,
however, what is being authorized for
every intelligence activity if he or she
desires. As we do each year, the com-
mittee invited Members to come to its
offices to see the specific numbers for
themselves, or, if they preferred, to be
briefed on them.

While I am unable to provide the spe-
cific numbers, Mr. President, the bill
we are recommending today represents
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a significant cut from the administra-
tion's original request and would essen-
tially hold the line at or just below last
year’s appropriated level. This would
mean that for a fifth consecutive year,
dating back to the fall of the Berlin
Wall and collapse of the Soviet Union,
the budget for national intelligence ac-
tivities has declined. Overall, if this
bill is enacted, intelligence resources
will have shrunk 13 percent in real
terms when compared with 1989 appro-
priations.

Last year, the cut imposed by Con-
gress was particularly severe, the larg-
est percentage cut in at least 20 years.
In addition to these funding cuts, Con-
gress levied an across-the-board 17.5-
percent reduction in personnel in all
intelligence agencies, including the
CIA, by 1997. So, there should be no
mistake, Mr. President, intelligence
has been cut and cut severely over the
last § years. Functions are being con-
solidated, and agencies are being
streamlined.

The administration, moreover, con-
tinues to tell us that it intends to ful-
fill its pledge to cut the prior adminis-
tration’s projected spending for intel-
ligence by $7 billion over the next 4
years. It is optimistic that intelligence
capabilities can be further restructured
in a way that additional savings will be
possible. At the same time, it urges us
to work with it to draw down in a
measured way which will leave the
United States with a flexible but ade-
quate capability to gather and analyze
information needed by the President
and other policymakers, by our mili-
tary forces, and by literally thousands
of other intelligence consumers in gov-
ernment and industry. The cuts being
recommended to the Senate in this
year’s authorization bill, in my view,
represent such a measured approach.

Yes, the world has changed. We no
longer face the same sort of threat to
our survival that we faced during the
cold war. At the same time, we cannot
ignore the legitimate and continuing
demands being placed upon intel-
ligence.

To begin with, the focus of United
States intelligence during the cold war,
namely the military threat posed by
the Soviet Union and its Warsaw pact
allies, though changed, has not en-
tirely disappeared. There remain in the
Russian Republic and the former So-
viet Republics of Ukraine and
Kazahkstan roughly 30,000 strategic
and tactical nuclear weapons. While
the governments of these republics are
no longer hostile to the United States
and presently seem unlikely to become
s0, control of these weapons, to prevent
their loss to extremist states or terror-
ists, remains a significant concern of
the United States.

Indeed, the United States has a seri-
ous stake in preventing the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction,
whether they be nuclear, chemical, or
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biological weapons, as well as the pro-
liferation of missile systems able to de-
liver these weapons over long dis-
tances. It is clear that several states—
some of whom are hostile to the United
States or have unstable relationships
with neighboring countries—countries
like North Korea, Libya, Iran, and
Irag—are attempting to become nu-
clear states or are developing chemical
or biological weapons. Should they suc-
ceed in developing these capabilities,
other states in the same region may
decide they have no alternative but to
follow a similar path.

The intelligence community mon-
itors the control and movement of ex-
isting weapons of mass destruction and
tracks the development and production
of these weapons and the systems de-
signed to deliver them. The results of
these efforts have been the basis for
diplomatic actions by the United
States and increasingly are being pro-
vided to international bodies charged
with monitoring compliance with trea-
ties designed to prevent the spread of
such weapons and related delivery sys-
tems.

The intelligence community also pro-
vides virtually the sole means of veri-
fying many bilateral and multilateral
agreements signed by the United
States. In addition, the intelligence
community plays a key role in terms of
advising U.S. diplomats involved in ne-
gotiating such agreements.

In a similar vein, the intelligence
community is asked to monitor the ef-
fectiveness of international economic
or military sanctions which might be
imposed on other countries by the
United Nations or by the United States
on a unilateral or multilateral basis.
Frequently the results of these efforts
have led to diplomatic or military ac-
tions to enforce or effectuate the sanc-
tions or embargoes concerned.

A large part or the intelligence com-
munity’s efforts are devoted to support
of U.S. military forces, which, with the
end of the superpower conflict, must
prepare for a variety of new contin-
gencies. While clearly the threat of nu-
clear devastation has lessened, long-
standing ethnic, cultural, and political
rivalries previously held in check by
the superpower conflict have been un-
leashed. Regional conflicts have been
spawned around the globe, and it has
become increasingly difficult to predict
where U.S. military forces might be de-
ployed, what their objectives will be
once deployed, or what type of military
threat they might face. The job of the
intelligence community is to antici-
pate where such deployments might
occur and maintain an information
base capable of supporting such contin-

gencies.
This function entails not only identi-
fying the capabilities and

vulnerabilities of opposing military or
paramilitary forces, but also gathering
information to be used in planning U.S.
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operations, targetting data to guide
U.S. smart weapons, data to counter
enemy radars and sensors which other-
wise might threaten U.S. aircraft, and
other military support functions.

Once U.S. forces are deployed, the in-
telligence community typically brings
to bear its entire capability in their
support, both to achieve the rapid suc-
cess of the mission and to protect U.S.
lives and resources.

Increasingly, the intelligence com-
munity is also supporting the oper-
ational deployments of U.N. peacekeep-
ing forces as well, providing intel-
ligence on threats to the safety and
mission of such forces. This has re-
cently occurred in support of United
Nations operations in Cambodia and
Bosnia and Herzegovenia. Clearly,
where United States forces are partici-
pating in United Nations operations, as
they currently are in Somalia, the
level of intelligence support is substan-
tially enhanced.

In addition to supporting military
operations, the intelligence commu-
nity also provides support to the plan-
ning of U.S. military force structures
and tactics, as well as to the research,
development and acquisition of mili-
tary weapons and equipment by the De-
partment of Defense. Even in an era of
military downsizing, the intelligence
community continues to provide lit-
erally thousands of defense planuers
and contractors with information con-
cerning foreign military capabilities
which must be taken into account as
they assess U.S. military needs of the
future and build the capabilities to
match them.

The end of the cold war has also seen
increasing recognition of the impor-
tance of a strong domestic economy as
an element of U.S. national security.
This recognition has caused a reexam-
ination of the intelligence commu-
nity’'s capabilities and proper role in
terms of supporting the competitive
position of U.S. industry abroad. While
there are clear pitfalls to be avoided in
this area, intelligence agencies are in-
creasingly being called upon by Fed-
eral agencies which are charged with
promoting U.8. competitiveness
abroad—principally, the Departments
of State, Commerce, and the Treas-
ury—to alert them to cases in which
there is a need to keep the playing field
level for U.S. business interests abroad.
Similarly, the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation [FBI] and other elements of
the intelligence community provide in-
formation to firms within the United
States which indicates such firms may
be the subject of an intelligence attack
by foreign governments or by persons
or companies acting under the sponsor-
ship of a foreign government.

The intelligence community also
plays important, though largely un-
seen, roles in the areas of counter-
terrorism and counternarcotics.
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The FBI intelligence division has re-
sponsibility for tracking and monitor-
ing possible international terrorist ac-
tivity within the United States. The
CIA and other intelligence agencies are
involved in monitoring terrorist activi-
ties abroad. Such monitoring includes
tracking the movements of known or
suspected terrorists, developing infor-
mation on their training, tactics, oper-
ations and equipment, and developing
information regarding the relation-
ships between terrorist groups and for-
eign governments. The information de-
veloped as a result of such monitoring
is shared by the United States with the
authorities of other governments
whose nationals or resources might be
threatened by terrorist activities. The
objectives of such monitoring are to
prevent terrorist incidents from taking
place, such as the recent action by the
FBI to prevent a series of bombings
and assassinations in New York City,
or to apprehend and prosecute the per-
petrators of terrorist acts, such as the
recent bombing of the World Trade
Center or the downing of Pan Am 103
several years before. In each of the
cases cited, the intelligence commu-
nity played a significant role in pre-
venting or redressing terrorist inci-
dents involving U.S. citizens or prop-
erty.

The role of the intelligence commu-
nity in countering international nar-
cotics activities is also significant but
not well appreciated. U.S. intelligence
capabilities are frequently used to de-
termine where narcotic substances are
being grown or produced in foreign
countries, to determine where narcot-
ics are being shipped or transported, to
understand the network wused to
produce and distribute these narcotics,
or to learn where proceeds from their
sale are being used or deposited. This
information is turned over not only to
U.S. drug enforcement authorities, but
to appropriate authorities in other gov-
ernments to identify and locate the in-
dividuals involved in such activities
and to preclude them from successfully
carrying out their plans. Often, there is
only an indirect benefit to the United
States, and more often than not the
role of U.S. intelligence agencies is not
publicly acknowledged by other gov-
ernments. Suffice it to say, the in-
volvement of U.S. intelligence often
provides the key to a successful raid on
a drug installation in a foreign country
or a successful interception of narcot-
ics in international transit.

Finally, Mr. President, the President
and other key policymakers have a
continuing need for secret, nonpublicly
available information regarding the in-
tentions and capabilities of other gov-
ernments. To be sure, the world politi-
cal environment has become far more
open and foreign leaders more acces-
sible since the end of the cold war.
Communications between the United
States and other governments, aided
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by the explosion of technology in re-
cent years, have become more volumi-
nous, direct, and timely. News media
instantly flash images and com-
mentary concerning world events to all
points of the globe.

Still, the President needs a capabil-
ity to assess what other governments
are saying. Are events as they seem?
Can the President rely upon what other
governments are saying privately or
what they state publicly? How firm is
their position? What is their reaction
likely to be if the United States takes
a particular action and not another?
Are U.S. interests threatened and, if
so0, how?

The intelligence community, by at-
tempting to gather and analyze infor-
mation concerning the actions or atti-
tudes of other governments which is
not publicly available, is often able to
provide unigue insights to the Presi-
dent and other policymakers. On occa-
sion, this information has provided a
reliable basis for a significant U.S. dip-
lomatic or military initiative which
would not have otherwise been at-
tempted. This is not to say that the
contribution made by U.S. intelligence
has always been unique or reliable or
actionable. I, myself, have criticized
the intelligence community’s analysis
regarding the former Soviet Union and
Iraq's military strength during the
Persian Gulf war. I simply note that at
times the contribution of intelligence
has been invaluable.

In short, Mr. President, we have to
stay ready. It makes no sense for us to
close our eyes and ears to develop-
ments around the world which could
ultimately save U.S. lives and re-
sources. This funding level authorized
by this bill leaves us in a strong posi-
tion, and I believe deserves broad, bi-
partisan support within this body.

In addition to authorizing funds for
intelligence, the bill achieves a number
of other purposes. Let me summarize
the key provisions very briefly.

Title I of the bill contains the annual
authorizations for the funding and per-
sonnel levels of the community man-
agement staff, the element used by the
Director of Central Intelligence to sup-
port his role as head of the U.S. intel-
ligence community.

Title II of the bill authorizes the an-
nual appropriation for the CIA retire-
ment and disability fund and contains
a series of technical amendments cor-
recting errors in the CIA Retirement
Act enacted last year.

Title III of the bill contains general
provisions governing intelligence ac-
tivities which appear in each year’s au-
thorization.

Title IV would create a statutory po-
sition of general counsel for the CIA, to
be appointed by the President and sub-
ject to Senate confirmation. At
present, the general counsel is ap-
pointed by the Director of Central In-
telligence and is not subject to Senate
confirmation.
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Senator GLENN offered this amend-
ment at the committee markup ex-
plaining that in his view Senate con-
firmation of the CIA general counsel
would be an important safeguard in
terms of ensuring that gualified attor-
neys rather than political cronies are
appointed to this key position. This
provision had bipartisan support with-
in the committee.

Title IV also contains a series of
technical amendments to the CIA Act
of 1949 and the National Security Act
of 1947.

Title V provides the Secretaries of
the military departments with author-
ity to offer enhanced payments to
members of military reserve compo-
nents who maintain proficiency in for-
eign languages. At present, the maxi-
mum that can be paid to reservists as
an incentive to maintain such pro-
ficiency is $185 per year, or a little over
$15 per month. The bill would allow the
military to pay up to $100 per month,
the same as active duty military.

Title V also contains a minor amend-
ment to the National Security Edu-
cation Act and repeals the requirement
in the law for an annual authorization
in order to remove money from the
trust fund established by the act. An
annual appropriation would still be re-
quired.

Finally, title VI of the bill would
amend the Fair Credit Reporting Act
to grant the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation access to consumer credit
records in counterintelligence and ter-
rorism investigations. This authority
was requested by the administration
and was justified to the committee as
an important adjunct to the FBI's in-
vestigative authorities.

I am pleased to note that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs, which has jurisdiction over the
Fair Credit Reporting Act, consented
to our committee doing this on our bill
and has worked closely with us in
crafting appropriate wording.

Mr. President, those are the key fea-
tures of this year's intelligence author-
ization bill. it is a responsible bill
which enjoys bipartisan support from
our committee. I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. President, I yield to my vice
chairman, Senator WARNER.

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, first I
would like to commend the chairman
of the committee, Senator DECONCINI.
We have worked, I think, in a biparti-
san spirit, together with the members
on our committee, to forge this impor-
tant piece of legislation. We have also
been assisted by very capable staff on
this.

Mr. President, I support passage of S.
1301, the Intelligence Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1994. It has been a
privilege to work with the chairman of
our Select Committee on Intelligence,



28406

Mr. DECONCINI, in fashioning a bill to
ensure that the Nation has the intel-
ligence capabilities it needs for the fu-
ture. We also appreciate the fine co-
operation we received from the chair-
man, Mr. NUNN, and the ranking Re-
publican, Mr. THURMOND, of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

With the end of the cold war and the
dissolution of the Soviet Union and its
Warsaw pact military alliance, the
United States had hoped for a new
world order with stable and steady
progress toward greater democracy,
freedom, and free enterprise. What the
United States faces in the post-cold-
war era, however, is a more chaotic en-
vironment with multiple challenges to
U.S. interests that complicate the ef-
forts of the United States and cooper-
ating nations to achieve the desired
progress. In an unstable world of di-
verse and increasing challenges, the
need for robust and reliable intel-
ligence capabilities has grown rather
than diminished.

Enactment of S. 1301 will help build
and maintain the intelligence capabili-
ties we need.

America faces a world in which eth-
nic, religious, and social tensions
spawn regional conflicts; a number of
nations possess nuclear weapons and
the means to deliver them on a target;
other nations seek nuclear, chemical,
or biological weapons of mass destruc-
tion and the means to delivery them;
terrorist organizations continue to op-
erate and attack U.S. interests; inter-
national drug organizations continue
on a vast scale to produce illegal drugs
and smuggle them into the United
States; and U.S. economic interests are
under constant challenge. Of course,
the United States continues to have a
vital interest in close monitoring of de-
velopments in the independent Repub-
lics on the territory of the former So-
viet Union.

As is reflected in the minority views
accompanying the intelligence com-
mittee report on the bill (5. Rept. 103-
115), I would have preferred a level of
funding for intelligence activities high-
er than the committee recommended.
Among other things, such activities
are an important force-multiplier for
our Armed Forces in meeting an in-
creasing variety of challenges. Funding
for the full range of Federal activities
has grown extremely tight, especially
in recent months as Congress has con-
sidered fiscal year 1994 funding bills,
which is appropriate to protect Amer-
ican taxpayers interests. It is in this
context that I support passage of S.
1301 to move the process forward. With-
in the overall level the committee has
set for intelligence funding—which
must, of course, remain secret—the
committee has generally distributed
the funding among the various intel-
ligence programs effectively, to maxi-
mize the capability achieved from the
given level of resources.
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I support the four committee amend-
ments, which are:

The Armed Services Committee
amendment relating to the National
Security Education Act;

The Intelligence Committee amend-
ment relating to pay retention for cer-
tain FBI New York personnel;

The Intelligence Committee amend-
ment requiring a report on gaps in U.S.
intelligence capabilities; and

The Intelligence Committee amend-
ment that revises section 307 of the Na-
tional Security Act and ratifies a past
funding transaction.

I will oppose the amendment to be of-
fered by the junior Senator from Ohio
to express the sense of Congress that
the intelligence budget should be dis-
closed.

I regret that we were unable to reach
a timely agreement with our majority
colleagues on the Armed Services Com-
mittee on an amendment to section 504
of the National Security Act of 1947.
The amendment the select committee
was pursuing would have made it le-
gally unnecessary to pursue supple-
mental intelligence authorization stat-
utes in situations in which funds are
appropriated for intelligence activities
in excess of, or in the absence, of au-
thorization of appropriations for such
activities. It is our intention to pursue
such an amendment to section 504
promptly as separate legislation. I in-
troduced such legislation on October
21, 1993 (S. 1578) to solve the problems
created by section 504, as set forth in
detail in my statement upon introduc-
ing 8. 1578, which is printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of that date.

I urge passage of S. 1301 with the four
committee amendments.

Mr. President, I will summarize in
just several sentences.

We are downsizing the Armed Forces
of the United States. We do that by ne-
cessity because of the budget situation
in the United States today. I person-
ally think we are moving too fast in
that direction. We have cut back too
far.

But, nevertheless, the Nation's intel-
ligence, as gathered by the wvarious
components—the Central Intelligence
Agency, the Defense Intelligence Agen-
cy, the National Security Agency, the
National Reconnaissance Office, and
other departments and agencies that
work in the intelligence field—becomes
a force multiplier. By providing timely
and accurate intelligence for our
Armed Forces, our intelligence agen-
cies help us use our smaller Armed
Forces to maximum effect.

The intelligence gathered by these
intelligence services is fed to our
decisionmakers, from the President on
down, and becomes a force multiplier
to help compensate for the reduction in
defense spending.

So I urge our colleagues to adopt this
bill. It is a good bill. It is carefully
forged.
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Regrettably it does not, dollarwise,
meet the intelligence budget request
for fiscal year 1994 of the President of
the United States. I was very much in
favor of the budget request of the
President of the United States, which
provided for strong U.S. intelligence
capabilities. But it was not in the judg-
ment of the majority of the committee
to support that level of funding. I was
overruled. I accept that judgment that
the committee decided to mark to a
lower figure.

I would also make just a few remarks
on the amendment just adopted by the
Senate. It is an amendment relating to
the national security education trust
fund, which is a concept that origi-
nated primarily with Senators BOREN,
NUNN, myself, and others. I am very
pleased that that is incorporated as a
part of the bill.

Mr. President, the Committee on
Armed Services, on which I serve in ad-
dition to being vice chairman of the
Select Committee on Intelligence, rec-
ommended a single amendment to the
intelligence authorization bill.

The Armed Services Committee
amendment would strike from the bill
a provision that would return to the
Treasury $25 million from the national
security education trust fund. That
trust fund finances a program of schol-
arships for undergraduate study
abroad, graduate study in the United
States, and grants to institutions of
higher learning devoted to the study of
foreign languages and cultures.

The Armed Services Committee
amendment supports the National Se-
curity Education Program and had our
support. We are pleased to support this
program originated by Senator BOREN
when he was chairman of the Select
Committee on Intelligence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
yield myself whatever time is nec-
essary.

Mr. President, S. 1301 was reported by
the Senate Select Committee on Intel-
ligence by a vote of 12 to 5 on July 28,
1993. It was subsequently referred to
the Committee on Armed Services,
pursuant to the provisions of Senate
Resolution 400 of the 94th Congress,
and has now been reported by that
committee with one minor amend-
ment, which has just been discussed,
regarding the National Security Edu-
cation Act and has just been adopted.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the fiscal year 1994 Intel-
ligence Authorization Act. This marks
the first budget cycle that the Senate
Select Committee on Intelligence, of
which I am a member, has been under
the capable leadership of Chairman
DENNIS DECONCINI and Vice Chairman
JOHN WARNER. I would like to take this
time to express my great respect and
admiration for these two gentlemen
and their fine work on the committee.



November 10, 1993

My colleague from Arizona has re-
cently made the difficult decision to
retire from the Senate after his current
term expires. I know that this was a
difficult decision for Senator DECON-
CINI, but he has many reasons to be
proud of his record here in the Senate.
It has been a pleasure serving with him
on the Senate Intelligence Committee
and I look forward to continue serving
with Senator DECONCINI on the com-
mittee through next year under his
chairmanship.

Despite my concerns with the level of
reductions contained in this legisla-
tion, I ultimately supported final pas-
sage of the committee’'s markup of the
fiscal year 1994 intelligence authoriza-
tion bill. Under Chairman DECONCINI'S
leadership, I believe that the reduc-
tions made to the intelligence budget
in our committee markup were gen-
erally reasonable and responsible.
Some of my Senate colleagues are anx-
ious to further reduce the intelligence
budget. I strongly oppose any such ef-
fort and would urge my colleagues to
do the same.

Mr. President, I believe that intel-
ligence comprises an unique and irre-
placeable component of America’s na-
tional security infrastructure and
should be treated accordingly. With the
end of the cold war—which existed in a
comparatively stable and predictable
international environment—the need
for a robust and reliable intelligence
capability has grown rather than di-
minished. In the wake of the dissolu-
tion of the Soviet Union, the so-called
new world order is anything but or-
derly.

As the recent parliamentary crisis in
Russia and the continued upheaval in
the former republics clearly dem-
onstrates, America continues to have
significant interests in developments
in the former Soviet Union. The intel-
ligence community must continue to
aggressively monitor these changes.

To the extent that we need to reduce
resources to certain intelligence tar-
gets, we must focus more of our intel-
ligence capabilities and resources on
other security threats such as the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, drug smuggling, terrorism, envi-
ronmental change, arms control mon-
itoring, low-intensity conflict in the
Third World, and the illicit export of
high-technology items.

Mr. President, in this period of enor-
mous change and uncertainty, the need
for timely and accurate intelligence is
particularly compelling. Indeed, the
United States depends on intelligence
to detect and monitor these changes in
the international system so we can re-
allocate increasingly scarce national
security resources in a more efficient
manner.

The effectiveness of United States
military forces in Somalia, Iraq, Pan-
ama, and elsewhere are directly attrib-
utable to timely and effective intel-
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ligence. Without question, accurate
and timely intelligence is our greatest
force-multiplier—particularly at a
time when we are significantly reduc-
ing our defense spending. When the day
comes that the United States must re-
build our national defense—to confront
a threat that is now difficult to fore-
see, we must do so from the strongest
and most reliable intelligence base pos-
sible.

This body should overwhelmingly op-
pose any effort to take a meat ax to
America’s intelligence budget.

Mr. President, I would like to address
another aspect of the legislation before
the Senate today. The bill contains a
provision I sponsored in committee re-
quiring Presidential nomination and
Senate confirmation of the CIA general
counsel. Currently, only three CIA offi-
cials—the Director of Central Intel-
ligence [DCI], the Deputy Director of
Central Intelligence [DDCI], and the
inspector general [IG]—are confirmed
by the Senate.

The precedent for White House and
Senate involvement in the selection of
senior CIA officials was established at
the inception of the present-day U.S.
intelligence establishment. The Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 provided for
Presidential nomination and Senate
confirmation of the DCI, and the same
procedure for selection of the Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence (DDCI)
was established in 1953. In 1989, Presi-
dent Bush signed legislation into law
which created a statutory inspector
general [IG] for the CIA with a require-
ment that the nominee be confirmed by
the Senate.

The general counsel position was in
existence when the CIA was established
in 1947. The CIA general counsel is re-
sponsible for providing legal advice to
the DCI and the Agency as a whole on
all matters, and is responsible for de-
termining the legality of CIA activities
and for guarding against any illegal or
improper activity.

The responsibilities of CIA’s general
counsel are in some ways more signifi-
cant than those of other general coun-
sels in view of the extremely sensitive
programs involved that directly affect
our Nation's security. Many of the
legal issues are unique to the CIA and
have to be treated without the exten-
sive public discourse and numerous
precedents that aid other general coun-
sels. The incumbent CIA general coun-
sel deserves the status of a Presidential
appointment and Senate confirmation
as well as the prestige that this status
will give the incumbent in inter-agen-
cy deliberations.

Mr. President, I sponsored this provi-
sion because I am convinced that the
confirmation process has become an in-
creasingly important means to insure
the accountability of senior level exec-
utive branch officials to the American
people through their duly elected rep-
resentatives in the Congress. This is
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particularly true of the CIA, which
plays a special role in our Government.

Indeed, the CIA is unigue among all
Federal agencies in the level of trust it
demands from the American public and
the Congress. And the CIA is unique
from other intelligence agencies such
as the Defense Intelligence Agency
[DIA], the National Security Agency
[NSA], the National Reconnaissance
Office [NRO], and the FBI.

Although the CIA is not charged pri-
marily with policymaking, it plays a
significant role in the formulation of
national security policy. The close re-
lationship between the CIA and policy-
malkers is recognized in the legislation
that established the CIA.

Among the duties assigned to the
CIA by section 103(d)(5) of the National
Security Act of 1947 as amended is to
“‘perform such other functions and du-
ties related to intelligence affecting
the national security as the President
or the National Security Council may
direct.” This broad provision has been
interpreted to include, among other
things, the CIA’s role in planning and
implementing various types of sen-
sitive activities overseas—including
covert action, which is, need I remind
my colleagues, operational U.S. policy.

As the CIA has grown over the years,
its support to U.S. national security
policies has broadened into many dif-
ferent areas. The individual who holds
the CIA general counsel position ad-
vises the DCI and the DDCI about the
legality of CIA activities. The DCI and
the DDCI are in turn responsible for
providing leadership and direction not
only to the CIA, but the entire U.S. in-
telligence community as well. Thus,
the CIA general counsel plays a signifi-
cant role supporting the entire na-
tional security infrastructure of our
Nation.

Unlike other intelligence agencies
such as NSA, DIA, the NRO, or the
FBI, the CIA is not organizationally
subordinate to another department of
the Federal Government—by statute, it
directly supports the President and the
National Security Council. NSA, DIA,
and the NRO are agencies of the De-
partment of Defense, and the FBI is
subordinate to the Department of Jus-
tice. In addition, the CIA, unlike the
NSA, DIA, the NRO, and the FBI and
all other components of the intel-
ligence community, is the only intel-
ligence agency—and indeed the only
Federal agency—that is not subject to
GAO audits. This organizational inde-
pendence places the CIA in a different
category from other components of the
intelligence community and argues for
a greater degree of scrutiny of high-
level agency officials.

Mr. President, I would also note that
at the present time, all components of
the intelligence community—except
the CIA—are part of departments with
statutory general counsels—or the
equivalent—who are appointed by the
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President, and confirmed by the Sen-
ate. In some departments the title of
general counsel does not exist, but es-
sentially similar functions are per-
formed by solicitors or legal advisers.

Specifically, the general counsels of
the Department of Energy and the De-
partment of the Treasury are con-
firmed, as is the Department of State’s
legal advisor. The FBI is an element of
the Department of Justice, which has a
Senate confirmed Assistant Attorney
General in the Office of Legal Counsel.
The Defense Intelligence Agency [DIA],
the National Security Agency [NSA],
and the National Reconnaissance Orga-
nization [NRO] are all elements of the
Department of Defense—which has its
general counsel confirmed.

The CIA, as a result of its size and
importance within the Federal Govern-
ment, should be treated in the same
manner as other departments, includ-
ing those having national security re-
sponsibilities. The Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence has taken the
lead in the last few years in seeking to
provide a clearer statutory framework
for intelligence agencies—and this ini-
tiative is a logical part of this effort.

Mr. President, Senate confirmation
of the CIA general counsel is not a new
idea. Indeed, it has been recommended
to the Senate several times over the
last two decades.

For example, the Church Committee,
in its final report in 1976, recommended
that the CIA have a general counsel
nominated by the President and con-
firmed by the Senate.

A similar recommendation in favor
of Senate confirmation of the CIA gen-
eral counsel was made by the congres-
sional committees investigating the
Iran-Contra affair in 1987. During the
Iran-Contra affair, the CIA’s general
counsel drafted a retroactive Presi-
dential finding to justify the Reagan
administration’s covert arms-for-hos-
tages policy and provide after-the-fact
authorization for CIA operations. This
finding, in part, directed ‘‘the Director
of Central Intelligence not to brief the
Congress of the United States * * *
until such time as I may direct other-
wise.” The final version of this covert
action finding was not reported to the
Congress for almost a year when public
disclosure of the Iran-Contra affair
made it impossible to continue to hide
the finding from the intelligence com-
mittees.

Concerns about the working of the
CIA General Counsel's Office were
raised more recently.

Earlier this year, the staff of the
Senate Select Committee on Intel-
ligence completed an investigation of
the intelligence community’s role in
the BNL-Atlanta affair. The committee
staff report documented a number of
instances where the performance of the
CIA General Counsel's Office was defi-
cient. The most egregious of all the
shortcomings documented in this epi-
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sode was the preparation and release of
a letter by the CIA General Counsel's
Office to the Department of Justice—a
public letter which lawyers at the CIA
subsequently acknowledged was incom-
plete and misleading. Essentially, the
letter failed to acknowledge informa-
tion that the CIA had in its possession
which might well have been pertinent
to a Federal sentencing hearing in At-
lanta.

If not for the diligence of the Senate
Select Committee on Intelligence and
others in Congress who—unlike the
American public—had access to enough
secret information to recognize that
the letter was misleading, this action
might have gone unnoticed. Instead,
the controversy over the letter led CIA
back to its secret files, where it found
even more information relevant to the
BNL-Atlanta case that had never been
disclosed to the court or even to Fed-
eral prosecutors.

The committee staff report also
found that the CIA General Counsel's
Office had been remiss in responding to
the concerns of the presiding judge at
the Atlanta hearing, Judge Marvin
Shoob. In addition, the report also
found shoddy staff work performed by
the CIA General Counsel's Office in
terms of responding to Justice Depart-
ment requests—as well as ensuring
that the CIA itself was meeting its ob-
ligations under applicable case law.

Undeniably, mistakes can occur in
any office and errors in judgment can
take place whether or not the head of
the CIA General Counsel's Office is
confirmed by the Senate. But I do
think that this unfortunate episode un-
derscores the importance of the funec-
tions the CIA General Counsel’s Office
performs on a daily basis. Not only
does this office serve an important ad-
visory function to the DCI, but the CIA
General Counsel’'s Office is also the
point of interface with the Department
of Justice and the courts. It is there-
fore essential that the CIA have some-
one in this position who not only un-
derstands intelligence, but the law en-
forcement system and judicial process
as well. Our best guarantee of attain-
ing this objective is to make sure that
the Senate has an opportunity to as-
sess the CIA general counsel’s quali-
fications through the confirmation
process.

Mr. President, I believe that both the
Iran-Contra and the BNL-Atlanta ex-
amples clearly demonstrate why it is
important that the top legal office of
the Central Intelligence Agency be
fully accountable to the Congress and
the American people through the Sen-
ate confirmation process. I am con-
vinced that Senate confirmation of the
CIA general counsel would make the
individual holding that important of-
fice far more sensitive to the fact that
the Congress shares both the power and
the responsibility for our nation's secu-
rity.
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And when confronted with decisions
such as whether to deliberately ignore
the requirement to provide notification
to the congressional intelligence com-
mittees or publicly release deceptive
information, a CIA general counsel who
has faced the scrutiny of the confirma-
tion process would likely think twice
before considering whether or not it is
possible to safely disappear in the fog
of unaccountability at the CIA.

Mr. President, it is important to note
that on the infrequent occasions when
a presidential nominee is rejected, it is
often because the nominee is consid-
ered to lack the requisite professional-
ism for the position. Hence, the con-
firmation process tends to support pro-
fessionals against any administration’s
efforts to place unqualified non-profes-
sionals into senior positions in the
Federal Government.

Senate confirmation is a construc-
tive means of enhancing public and
congressional confidence in the senior
leadership of the CIA. This is accom-
plished not only by ensuring that the
nominee has the necessary qualifica-
tions for the job, but that the nominee
is also firmly committed to the intel-
ligence oversight laws and will be
truthful, candid, and forthcoming in
dealing with Congress.

In view of their responsibilities in
supporting the National Security
Council in sensitive areas of policy for-
mulation, I believe that Senate con-
firmation of the CIA general counsel
will ultimately serve to create con-
fidence and rapport between the nomi-
nees and the legislative branch.
Through the record established during
confirmation, the nominee and the
SSCI could clarify and establish a com-
mon understanding of the position's
role and responsibilities, develop a con-
structive working relationship, and de-
fine the appropriate constraints on CIA
activities. This process will go a long
way toward avoiding problems as a re-
sult of misunderstandings, which in
turn could lead to abuses of authority.

Mr. President, some might argue
that the DCI should make his or her
own selection for this position and that
we should be wary of anyone vetted
through the so-called political swamp
of the White House nomination proc-
ess. This highly dubious line of reason-
ing presupposes that DCI's will be in-
fallible in making selections for senior
positions at the CIA. A review of the
CIA’s history and senior CIA officials
appointed to their positions by past Di-
rectors of Central Intelligence would
result in the inescapable conclusion
that some of these individuals—osten-
sibly placed in their positions without
the political taint of the confirmation
process—have been far from divinely
inspired choices.

Alternatively, I would note that
today there are currently three offi-
cials at the CIA—Director Jim Wool-
sey, Deputy Director Bill Studeman,
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and Inspector General Fred Hitz—who
have been vetted through the dreaded
White House political swamp and sur-
vived the Senate confirmation process
intact. All three of these fine public
servants have proven themselves to be
excellent in their respective positions
out at the CIA—and none of them
seems to be worse off from the Senate
confirmation experience.

Some have argued that requiring
Senate confirmation of a senior posi-
tion at the CIA—or anywhere else in
the Federal bureaucracy—somehow po-
liticizes the office. In fact, just the op-
posite is true. The confirmation proc-
ess can only block the President from
appointing a particular individual—it
cannot compel the nomination of any-
one with a particular viewpoint pre-
ferred by the Senate.

As Alexander Hamilton stated in the
Federalist Papers No. 66:

It will be the office of the President to
nominate, and with the advice and consent
of the Senate to appoint. There will, of
course, be no exertion of choice on the part
of the Senate. They may defeat one choice of
the Executive and oblige him to make an-
other; but they cannot themselves choose—
they can only ratify or reject the choice he
may have made.

In other words, without a require-
ment for Senate confirmation, there is
nothing to prevent the politicization of
a senior Federal Government position
by an administration. Indeed, Senate
confirmation should do more to pre-
vent politicization than to promote it.
As Dr. Richard Betts of Columbia Uni-
versity has stated, ‘‘considering the
difference between the power to ap-
point and the power to review the ap-
pointment, politicization comes from
the Executive more readily than from
Congress. If a President or * * * DCI
wish to put unqualified political cro-
nies in sensitive CIA positions, they
can do so, as of now, without chal-
lenge.”

It should also be noted that the con-
firmation of senior officials in Govern-
ment has traditionally worked to pro-
tect against the politicization of these
positions, while failure to confirm has
worked to protect the President’'s po-
litical prerogatives. For example, sen-
ior Government officials who are not
confirmed—such as the White House
Chief of Staff and the Assistant to the
President for National Security Af-
fairs—have been exempted from the
confirmation process precisely to pre-
vent Congress from interfering with
the President's political control of
these positions on the President's per-
sonal staff.

Indeed, Senate confirmation will help
prevent politicizing the position of the
CIA general counsel by raising the
standards of this important post. Be-
cause the nominee must appear before
the Senate Select Committee on Intel-
ligence [SSCI], the nominee is more
likely to be scrutinized carefully—by
both the executive branch and the Con-
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gress—than otherwise. This process
would help preclude a hasty or ill-con-
sidered appointment by a single indi-
vidual—the DCI.

Requiring Senate confirmation of the
CIA general counsel is no more likely
to politicize the operation of the
Central Intelligence Agency than
would the existing requirement to con-
firm the DCI, the DDCI, and the inspec-
tor general.

Mr. President, I would also like to
point out to my colleagues that under
the legislation passed by our commit-
tee, the DCI—as well as the President—
can remove the statutory CIA general
counsel from office. Also, the commit-
tee report states specifically that the
‘“‘establishment of the statutory posi-
tion does not impair or affect the exist-
ing authority’ of the DCI, and that the
DCI should be afforded ‘‘substantial
flexibility to decide from time to time
what authorities to delegate and duties
to assign to the CIA general counsel.”

The bill also stipulates a one-year pe-
riod before the statutory CIA general
counsel provision takes effect—allow-
ing the Agency and the administration
adequate time to take any necessary
administrative and personnel actions
for this transition to take place.

Mr. President, I strongly believe that
accountability is the fundamental ob-
jective of congressional oversight of in-
telligence.

And intelligence oversight imposes a
unique burden on the two congres-
sional intelligence committees which
serve as surrogates, not only for the
Congress as a whole, but the American
people. Because congressional over-
sight of the CIA and the rest of the in-
telligence community must necessarily
be conducted in the black box of se-
crecy, the committees must demand
accountability and possess the will to
conduct thorough oversight. I would
also point out to my colleagues that
the CIA is the only intelligence agency
over which the Senate Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence has sole and exclu-
sive authorization and oversight juris-
diction in the Senate.

Before the two intelligence oversight
committees were created in the mid-
1970's, Congress conducted what I refer
to as oversight by oversight of U.S. in-
telligence—preferring to know little
more than it was told by the CIA. As
one Senator stated some years ago: *‘It
is not a question of reluctance on the
part of CIA officials to speak to us. In-
stead, it is a question of our reluc-
tance, if you will, to seek information
and knowledge on subjects which I per-
sonally * * * would rather not have.
* % ¥

Mr. President, this is an attitude
that this body can ill-afford, particu-
larly in the post-cold-war era.

I am second to no one in my support
for a strong, effective, and responsible
CIA. Nevertheless, the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, like any large bureauc-
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racy, is capable of waste, abuse, mis-
management, and incompetence. Be-
cause the CIA is such a vast and secre-
tive organization, it is essential that it
be made fully accountable for its ac-
tions.

Intelligence activities are consistent
with democratic principles only when
they are conducted in accordance with
the law and in an accountable manner
to the American people through their
duly elected representatives. I am con-
vinced that the confirmation process is
a constructive means of demanding ac-
countability, thereby enhancing public
and congressional confidence in the
senior leadership of the CIA.

Senate confirmation of the CIA's
general counsel will serve to strength-
en the accountability of the CIA—and
ultimately enhance the effectiveness of
this important agency.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support this bill as reported out of
our committee,

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1154, 1155, AND 1156

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, there
are three additional amendments. I
send them to the desk and ask for their
immediate consideration and ask the
three amendments be considered en
bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the three amendments
en bloc.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI],
for himself and Mr. WARNER, proposes
amendments en bloc numbered 1154, 1155, and
1156.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

The amendments are as follows:

On page 11, after line 2, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. 304. REPORT ON INTELLIGENCE GAPS.

(a) REPORT.—The Director of Central Intel-
ligence and the Secretary of Defense jointly
shall prepare and submit by February 15,
1994, to the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, the Committee on Armed Services,
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate, and to the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, the Committee on
Armed Services, and the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
a report described in subsection (b).

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall—

(1) identify and assess the critical gaps be-
tween the information needs of the United
States Government and intelligence collec-
tion capabilities, to include the identifica-
tion of topics and areas of the world of sig-
nificant interest to the United States to
which the application of additional re-
sources, technology, or other efforts would
generate new information of high priority to
senior officials of the United States Govern-
ment;

(2) identify and assess gaps in the ability of
the intelligence community (as defined in
section 3(4) of the National Security Act of
1947) to provide intelligence support needed
by the Armed Forces of the United States
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and, in particular, by the commanders of
combatant commands established under sec-
tion 161¢a) of title 10, United States Code;
and

(3) contain joint recommendations of the
Director of Central Intelligence and the Sec-
retary of Defense on appropriate means, to
include specific budgetary adjustments, for
reducing or eliminating the gaps identified
under paragraphs (1) and (2)."

Page 2, line 2, insert the following after the
item relating to Section 303 (as added by
committee amendment No. 2):

“Sec. 304. Report on Intelligence Gaps."

AMENDMENT No. 1155
(Purpose: To provide temporary pay
retention for certain FBI employees)

On page 11, after line 2, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. 303. TEMPORARY PAY RETENTION FOR CER-
TAIN FB1 EMPLOYEES.

(a) The Federal Employees Pay Com-
parability Act of 1990 as contained in Section
529 of the Treasury, Postal Service and Gen-
eral Government Appropriations Act, 1991
(Public Law 101-509) is amended by striking
section 406 and inserting in lieu thereof:
“SEC. 406. FBI NEW YORK FIELD DIVISION.

‘(a) No employee of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation assigned to the New York
Field Division prior to September 29, 1993 in
a position covered by the demonstration
project created by section 601 of the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1989 (Public Law 100-453), as amended, shall
have his or her total pay reduced as a result
of the termination of the demonstration
project, unless that employee ceases or has
ceased at any time after that date to be em-
ployed in a position covered by the dem-
onstration project: Provided, That, beginning
on September 30, 1993, any periodic payment
under section 602(a)(2) of the Intelligence Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1989 for any
such employee shall be reduced by the
amount of any increase in basic pay under
title 5, United States Code, including an an-
nual adjustment under section 5303, locality-
based comparability payment under section
5304, initiation or increase in a special pay
rate under section 5305, promotion under sec-
tion 5334, periodic step increase under sec-
tion 5335, merit increase under section 5404,
or other increase to basic pay under any pro-
vision of law."".

“(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall take effect as of September 30, 1993,
and shall apply to the pay of employees to
whom the amendment applies that is earned
on or after that date.”.

(b) On page 2, line, insert in the table of
contents the following after the item relat-
ing to section 302—

“Sec. 303. FBI New York Field Division."”

AMENDMENT No, 1156

(Purpose: To amend Section 307 of the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 and to ratify a
funding transaction)

On page 11, after line 2, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. 303. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 307 OF THE

NATIONAL SECURITY ACT AND RATI-
FICATION OF A PAST TRANSACTION.
(a) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 307 OF THE NA-

TIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947.—Section 307 of

the National Security Act of 1947 is amended

by striking ‘‘provisions and purposes of this

Act” and inserting in lieu thereof “‘provi-

sions and purposes of this Act (other than

the provisions and purposes of sections 102,

103, 104, 105 and titles V, VI, and VII)".
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(b) RATIFICATION OF FUNDING TRANS-
AcTioONS.—Funds obligated or expended for
the Accelerated Architecture Acquisition
Initiative of the Plan to Improve the Im-
agery Ground Architecture based upon the
notification to the appropriate committees
of Congress by the Director of Central Intel-
ligence dated August 16, 1993 shall be deemed
to have been specifically authorized by the
Congress for purposes of Section 504(a)(3) of
the National Security Act of 1947.

On page 2, line 2, insert in the table of con-
tents the following after the item relating to
section 302—

Sec. 303. Amendment to Section 307 of the
National Security Act of 1947
and Ratification of Past Trans-
action.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am
offering three committee amendments
to S. 1301, numbers 1154, 1155, and 1156,
respectively. Let me briefly explain the
purpose of each amendment.

Amendment No. 11556 provides that
employees of the FBI Field Division in
New York who were receiving certain
retention payments as part of a pre-
viously authorized demonstration
project will not suffer a loss in pay as
a result of the termination of that
project. Senator D'AMATO, an outstand-
ing member of our committee, first
brought this matter to our attention
and has taken the lead in developing
the amendment I offer today.

Let me elaborate briefly. Pursuant to
authority contained in the Intelligence
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1989,
a b-year demonstration project was es-
tablished in the FBI Field Division in
New York whereby employees assigned
to that division received a one-time
payment to relocate to the New York
office and thereafter received periodic
payments up to 25 percent of their
basic pay so long as they remained em-
ployed. The demonstration project ter-
minated on September 29, 1993.

The Department of Justice and Office
of Personnel Management recently
concluded that in the absence of new
legislation, the payments being made
under the demonstration project must
terminate on the date the project itself
terminates; that is, September 29, 1993.

In order to avoid what in some cases
would be a considerable loss of pay by
individuals already receiving that pay,
the administration has requested that
the Congress provide authority to con-
tinue the payments under the project
to those who have been receiving them.
However, it has agreed that in the in-
terests of fairness the basic pay of such
employees should not rise in the future
until the level of payments being made
under the demonstration project has
been surpassed as a result of incremen-
tal increases in the compensation of
the employees concerned.

This is the policy embodied in the
committee amendment. It has the ap-
proval of the administration and has
been cleared with the Committee on
Appropriations. It is a sensible com-
promise which will ensure that FBI
employees in New York who have un-
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dertaken financial obligations in an-
ticipation that the payments under the
demonstration project would continue
beyond the demonstration project it-
self are not unfairly penalized. I urge
the adoption of this amendment.

Amendment No. 1154 would require a
joint report from the Director of
Central Intelligence and the Secretary
of Defense to the appropriate commit-
tees of the Congress identifying gaps in
U.S. information needs and the intel-
ligence collection capabilities of the
United States available to satisfy
them. Where possible, the report will
also include actions recommended to
eliminate or close the gaps to satisfy
the requirements of both civilian pol-
icymakers and military commanders in
the field.

Senator DANFORTH was instrumental
in developing this proposal, and, once
this analysis has been completed, I be-
lieve it will provide a very valuable
basis to assess future budget requests.
I commend the Senator for his initia-
tive.

The third and final amendment, No.
1156, has two purposes.

The first is to amend section 307 of
the National Security Act of 1947,
which provides a general authorization
for any funds necessary and appro-
priate to carry out the provisions and
purposes of the act, to make clear that
such general authorization does not
satisfy the requirement of section 504
of the National Security Act of 1947
that there be a specific authorization
by the Congress in order for intel-
ligence agencies to obligate or expend
funds available to them. Subsection (a)
of the amendment addressed this issue.

The second purpose of this amend-
ment is to ratify a previous trans-
action notified to the appropriate com-
mittees of the Congress as satisfying
the requirement of section 504 for a
specific authorization by the Congress.
This transaction involved the obliga-
tion of certain funds for an accelerated
architecture acquisition initiative of
the plan to improve imagery ground ar-
chitecture, which was notified by the
Director of Central Intelligence to the
appropriate committees of the Con-
gress on August 16, 1993. The proposed
transaction met with no substantive
objection from the committees con-
cerned. The purpose of subsection (b) of
the amendment is to deem this trans-
action, as a matter of law, as satisfying
the requirement of section 504(a)(3) of
the National Security Act of 1947.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as I
have stated, I support passage of S. 1301
with the Armed Services Committee
amendment and the three Intelligence
Committee amendments. Each of the
three Intelligence Committee amend-
ments addresses a problem with U.S.
intelligence activities that the Intel-
ligence Committee has examined. One
deals with pay retention for certain
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FBI personnel in New York, one re-
quires a report on gaps in U.S. intel-
ligence, and one amends section 307 of
the National Security Act and ratifies
a past funding transaction so that it
complies with section 504 of the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947. These
amendments address satisfactorily the
problems the committee has examined,
and these select committee amend-
ments are accepted.

AMENDMENT TO PROVIDE PAY RETENTION TO

CERTAIN FBI PERSONNEL IN NEW YORK

The Intelligence Authorization Act
for fiscal year 1988 (Public law 100-453)
authorized a b5-year demonstration
project to provide retention bonuses
and mobility payments to certain em-
ployees of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation's New York Field Office, be-
cause of concerns about attracting and
retaining talented FBI counterintel-
ligence personnel for service in the ex-
pensive New York area. Congress has
since addressed on a Governmentwide
basis pay for Federal employees in
high-cost-of-living areas, with enact-
ment of the Federal Employees Pay
Comparability Act (Public Law 101-509)
and other legislation relating to Fed-
eral employee locality pay.

The demonstration project expired on
September 29, 1993. Absent further leg-
islation, the FBI personnel covered by
the demonstration project would re-
ceive a cut in pay, compared to what
they had received under the dem-
onstration project. Because FBI head-
quarters had innocently but erro-
neously represented to such employees
to believe that the employees would
continue to receive the higher pay, and
the employees relied on such represen-
tations, the committee believes that
legislation to address the employees’
pay is appropriate.

The question has arisen of how best
to provide relief to the affected FBI
employees, coordinate it with imple-
mentation of the new legislation re-
garding locality pay, and avoid pay in-
equities among similarly situated Fed-
eral employees. The Department of
Justice proposed that current FBI per-
sonnel who were receiving the special
pay and benefits provided under the
demonstration project continue to re-
ceive them until the pay and benefits
provided under other laws equals the
amount payable to those personnel
covered by the demonstration project.
The demonstration project would end
now in the sense that no one new could
qualify for benefits under the dem-
onstration project, but those individ-
uals who were receiving benefits under
the demonstration project at the time
of its expiration would continue to re-
ceive the benefits as long as they con-
tinue to meet the criteria that applied
under the demonstration project.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
D’AMATO], a distinguished member of
the Select Committee on Intelligence,
has the committee's appreciation for
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bringing the pay situation of FBI em-

ployees in New York to the commit-

tee's attention and for his origination
of the committee amendment to cor-
rect the situation.

AMENDMENT RELATING TO INTELLIGENCE GAPS

To manage effectively the resources
of the United States devoted to intel-
ligence activities, and indeed to decide
what that level of resources should be,
the United States must assess what it
needs to know, what it does know, and
what it does not know about events
abroad. To assist the Secretary of De-
fense, the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, and the Congress in allocating
resources for intelligence, the commit-
tee is proposing an amendment to the
bill to require an executive branch re-
port assessing the gaps in U.S. intel-
ligence capabilities and recommending
how to address those gaps.

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. DAN-
FORTH], a distinguished member of the
Select Committee on Intelligence, has
originated this amendment to ensure
that the executive and legislative
branches have the information they
need to address funding for U.S. intel-
ligence activities effectively next year
and in the years beyond.

AMENDMENT TO REVISE SECTION 307 OF THE NA-
TIONAL SECURITY ACT AND TO RATIFY A
FUNDING TRANSACTION
Section 307 of the National Security

Act of 1947 contains a general state-

ment that there are authorized to be

appropriated such sums as may be nec-
essary and appropriate to carry out the
provisions and purposes of the act.

Such general language does not suffice

to meet the requirements in section 504

of the National Security Act that, to

obligate or expend funds for an intel-
ligence or intelligence-related activity,
such funds must be specifically author-
ized by the Congress, which means that
the amount of funds was authorized by
statute to be appropriated for that ac-
tivity. To make that point explicit in
section 307, the amendment excludes
from the scope of section 307 the intel-
ligence provisions of the National Se-

curity Act of 1947.

The committee amendment also rati-
fies a transaction proposed to the com-
mittee by the Director of Central Intel-
ligence on August 16, 1993, relating to
the accelerated architecture acquisi-
tion initiative of the plan to improve
the imagery ground architecture. The
committee's review of the proposed
transaction brought to light a need for
changes to section 504 of the National
Security Act to allow this transaction
and others like it to go forward under
the law.

The committee plans to proceed with
separate legislation to make the nec-
essary changes to section 504 to take
care of the problem permanently. The
committee understands, however, that
the Director of Central Intelligence
went forward with the funding trans-
action proposed by the letter of August
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16, 1993; the proposed amendment is
necessary to ratify that transaction,
which otherwise would run afoul of sec-
tion 504 of the National Security Act.
The committee amendment ratifies ex-
plicitly the transaction proposed by
the Director by letter dated August 16,
1993, because the review of that trans-
action first brought to the committee’s
attention that the phrase “specifically
authorized by the Congress’ in section
504(a)(3) of the National Security Act,
like section 504(a)(1), required enact-
ment of an authorization statute and
could not be satisfied by a scheme of
notification to and concurrence by
committees of the Congress. Trans-
actions prior to the August 16, 1993, ac-
tion which were undertaken based on
the mistaken, but good faith, belief
that the phrase ‘‘specifically author-
ized by the Congress’ in sections 504
(a)(1) and (a)(3) of the National Secu-
rity Act could be satisfied by notifica-
tion to and concurrence by committees
of the Congress also are intended to be
deemed ratified, which protects cer-
tifying and disbursing officers.

Section 504 of the National Security
Act of 1947 currently allows obligation
and expenditure of appropriated funds
for intelligence activities only in three
situations. First, the appropriated
funds may be used for an intelligence
or intelligence-related activity when
such use of the funds for the activity
has been ‘‘specifically authorized by
the Congress,” a phrase defined in the
statute. Second, the appropriated funds
may be used for an intelligence or in-
telligence-related activity when the
funds involved are funds appropriated
for the CIA Reserve for contingencies
and the congressional intelligence and
appropriations committees have been
notified. Third, the appropriated funds
may be used for an intelligence or in-
telligence-related activity if they were
specifically authorized by Congress for
a different activity and the activity for
which they are instead proposed to be
used is of higher priority, is based on
unforeseen requirements, and the con-
gressional intelligence and appropria-
tions committees have been notified.

The phrase ‘‘specifically authorized
by the Congress’ as defined and used in
sections 504 (a)(1) and (a)(3), means spe-
cifically authorized by statute, a re-
quirement that cannot be satisfied by
notification to and concurrence by
committees of Congress. That interpre-
tation is mandated under the constitu-
tional principles enunciated in INS v.
Chadha, 462 U.S. 919 (1983), is supported
by the text of the very legislative pro-
vision originally adding the provision
to the National Security Act, is sup-
ported by the legislative history re-
flected in a statement on the House
floor at the time of the adoption of the
final version of the legislation in 1985,
and is supported by the consistent
practice of the Congress since then in
enacting waivers of section 504(a)(1) as
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part of appropriations continuing reso-
lutions enacted at the close of fiscal
years when the annual intelligence au-
thorization bills had not yet been en-
acted. My statement upon introduction
of the Intelligence Authorization Proc-
ess Adjustment Act (8. 1578), printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of October
21, 1993, sets this matter forth in fur-
ther detail.

Provisions of section 504 require noti-
fication to appropriate committees of
Congress of certain proposed funding
transactions. Those provisions were en-
acted with the understanding that, as a
matter of comity between the execu-
tive and legislative branches, the con-
currence of the committees will be ob-
tained before certain proposed trans-
actions go forward. The statutory re-
quirements in Section 504 for advance
notification to the committees of Con-
gress are consistent with the Constitu-
tion (see Sibbach v. Wilson, 312 U.S. 1, 24
(1941)). Any theory that a statutory re-
quirement for notification of the con-
gressional intelligence committees in
advance of the use of funds for intel-
ligence or intelligence-related activi-
ties could in any way be construed as
an unconstitutional condition has been
considered and is rejected. Such a the-
ory was propounded in the erroneous
and recently published July 31, 1989 ad-
visory opinion, addressing never-en-
acted legislation, by the Assistant At-
torney General of the Office of Legal
Counsel concerning notification of the
intelligence committees of use of fund-
ing for certain CIA activities.

In proceeding with the amendment to
section 307 of the National Security
Act and with the ratification of the
transaction proposed on August 186,
1993, the committee is aware that there
remains important unfinished business.
The committee needs to pursue legisla-
tion to amend section 504 of the Na-
tional Security Act to allow—after
statutory notification to congressional
committees, and with a nonstatutory,
continued understanding that the con-
currence of the committees will be
awaited—use of funds for intelligence
activities in excess of or in the absence
of authorization by statute of appro-
priation of those amounts for those ac-
tivities. A similar regime of statutory
notification and non-statutory concur-
rence should apply when funds appro-
priated for one activity are intended to
be used for a different intelligence or
intelligence-related activity. Accord-
ingly, the committee should pursue
legislation to amend section 504 to
achieve three goals: First, ensure com-
pliance with the Constitution and laws
of the United States in the funding and
conduct of intelligence activities; sec-
ond, preserve the Congress' power of
the purse with respect to these sen-
sitive activities; and third, ensure suf-
ficient flexibility for the executive
branch in the conduct of intelligence
activities.
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I urge the adoption of the three intel-
ligence committee amendments to S.
1301.

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION NEW YORK
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT PAY RETENTION
AMENDMENT
Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I want

to begin by commending the senior

Senator from Arizona, the very able

chairman of the Intelligence Commit-

tee and my good friend, for his inclu-
sion in the committee amendment of
an amendment to correct a technical
problem with statute language relating
to the end of the FBI's New York dem-
onstration project. I also want to
thank our vice chairman, my friend,
the distinguished senior Senator from

Virginia, for his support and assistance

with this amendment.

This amendment is very simple.
What it does is provide for pay reten-
tion for FBI personnel assigned to the
New York Field Division after the end
of the New York demonstration
project.

Without this amendment, FBI em-
ployees assigned to the New York field
division face real pay cuts—let me say
this again—real pay cuts—of 8 percent
for special agents, of 17 percent for GS-
grade support personnel, and of 25 per-
cent for Wage Grade support personnel.

This situation arises because the New
York demonstration project, which was
established by section 601 of the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act of 1989, ex-
pires on October 23, 1993. The dem-
onstration project was created because
of the difficulty the FBI was experienc-
ing in recruiting new personnel or
transferring personnel into the New
York Field Division, due primarily to
the very high cost of living in the New
York City metropolitan area.

As a result of this problem, the FBI
could not fully staff the New York
Field Division, endangering important
investigations and operations. Con-
gress responded to this problem by au-
thorizing the FBI to pay $20,000 lump
sum payments to FBI special agents
who accepted reassignment to the New
York Field Division for a 3-year tour of
duty. We also authorized periodic pay-
ments of an additional 25 percent of
basic pay to such personnel.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation
informed us that they were having
similar difficulty with support person-
nel, so we expanded the demonstration
project to include all personnel as-
signed to the New York Field Division.
We did this when we adopted section
601 of the Intelligence Authorization
Act of 1990.

The New York demonstration project
was intended to meet this critical need.
In addition, it was intended to be a
prod to the Federal personnel manage-
ment structure to address the hard-
ships high cost of living areas posed to
Federal employees across the Nation.
With passage of the Federal Employees
Pay Comparability Act, Public Law
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101-509, in 1990, a structure was estab-
lished to provide for locality pay for
Federal employees in high cost-of-liv-
ing areas.

The New York demonstration project
worked. It dramatically reduced attri-
tion and made the New York Field Di-
vision an attractive assignment for ex-
perienced special agents and enabled
the division to recruit and hire the spe-
cialized support personnel some of its
operations require.

Mr. President, I ask that the execu-
tive summary of the August 1993
“Fourth Annual Assessment of the
FBI's New York Demonstration
Project,” published jointly by the U.S.
Office of Personnel Management and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, be
printed in the RECORD at the end of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

One provision of this act, section 406,
contained language that the FBI
thought would protect the personnel
receiving New York demonstration
project special pay once the project
ended. Because this pay retention pro-
vision was adopted, no FBI employee
had reason to believe that he or she
might face a very serious real cut in
pay when the project ended.

Many FBI employees signed mort-
gages, bought cars, and made college
plans for their children based upon the
level of pay they were receiving under
the New York demonstration project
and that they thought had been guar-
anteed by passage of section 406 of
FEPCA.

However, this August, the Office of
Personnel Management and the De-
partment of Justice Office of Legal
Counsel concluded that section 406 did
not, in fact, grandfather these employ-
ees’ pay. The FBI was told that when
the New York demonstration project
terminated by operation of section
601(b) of the statute that created it, the
FBI had no legal authorization to con-
tinue to pay former demonstration
project pay recipients at their former
pay rates.

Mr. President, this situation is thor-
oughly discussed in an August 23, 1993,
memorandum from Mr. Walter
Dellinger, Acting Assistant Attorney
General, to Mr. Joseph R. Davis, As-
sistant Director, legal counsel of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

I ask unanimous consent that this
memorandum be printed in the RECORD
at the end of my remarks.

Accordingly, the FBI has asked for
legislative assistance to address this
situation. Attorney General Reno, the
Office of Personnel Management, and
the Office of Management and Budget
have declared that seeking such a leg-
islative remedy is administration pol-
icy.

Mr. President, what we have here is
an appeal to equity and fairness. If we
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do not pass this amendment, FBI spe-
cial agents and support personnel in-
vestigating the World Trade Center
bombing and the Sheik Rahman’s Is-
lamic Fundamentalist terror network
will be in danger of having their homes
foreclosed upon, their cars repossessed,
and their children forced to leave
school.

Finally, this amendment only grand-
fathers the pay levels FBI New York
Field Division personnel are now re-
ceiving. The demonstration project it-
self still ends on October 23, 1993. After
that date, no new personnel will be en-
titled to receive either the lump sum
payment or the periodic payments.
Only the total level of pay will be pro-
tected for persons already receiving the
periodic payments.

Mr. President, the language of the
amendments provides that increases in
all other statutorily authorized pays—
including promotions, step increases,
and cost of living increases—will be
offset against payments under this
grandfather clause.

What this means is that every person
now receiving New York demonstration
project pay will effectively be under a
pay cap until the combination of the
total increases from these other pay
provisions exceeds the amount of New
York demonstration project payments.
Only then will they be able to receive
a higher level of pay.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
vote for this amendment. I know my
colleagues well enough to know that
they will not thank the very law en-
forcement personnel who took great
personal risks and worked long hours
to break the World Trade Center bomb-
ing case and the Islamic Fundamental-
ist terrorist ring cases by cutting their
pay.

EXHIBIT 1
FOURTH ANNUAL ASSESSMENT OF THE FBI's

NEW YORK DEMONSTRATION PROJECT—EXEC-

UTIVE SUMMARY

In September 1988, President Reagan
signed the Intelligence Authorization Act,
Fiscal Year 1989, authorizing the New York
Demonstration Project. The demonstration
project permits lump-sum mobility pay-
ments of $20,000 upon directed assignment to
the New York Office for those employees who
sign a three-year service agreement, relocate
from a different geographical area, and agree
to reside within approximately 50 miles of
the office. It also provides retention allow-
ances of 25 percent of basic pay to New York
Office employees. Originally, demonstration
project allowances and payments were pro-
vided to all Special Agents and approxi-
mately 35 percent of the support employees
in the office. In November 1989, pursuant to
Public Law 101-193, all employees of this di-
vision became eligible for project payments.
Retention allowances are paid biweekly, but
are not considered to be part of basic pay.
This report addresses the fourth year of the
demonstration project, covering the period
of October 1991 through September 1992,

The cost of the project for Fiscal Year 1992
was $13,258,084, $1.3 million less than pro-
jected due to reductions in retention pay-
ments made to offset geographic pay adjust-
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ments for law enforcement officers and in-
terim geographic adjustments for all other
employees. Total project costs to date are
$63,642,948; estimated costs for Fiscal Year
1993 are comparable to those of Fiscal Year
1992 and are projected to be $13,254,594.

During the time period addressed by this
report, the FBI was unexpectedly confronted
with two significant organizational chal-
lenges which affected the administrative op-
erations of the New York Office. First, of the
employees predicted to separate from the
FBI during this fiscal year (due to resigna-
tions or retirements), only 25-30 percent
elected to do so and attrition was signifi-
cantly less then expected. Agency-wide, the
FBI exceeded its authorized target staffing
level by more than 700 employees and a gen-
eral hiring freeze was imposed in May of 1992,
To complicate matters further, in response
to changes in the geopolitical arena associ-
ated with the end of the cold war, the De-
partment of Justice mandated a shift in pro-
gram emphasis, requiring the FBI to reallo-
cate some of its resources away from foreign
counterintelligence work to violent crime
matters. The impact of the hiring freeze and
the shift in program emphasis on the New
York Office are addressed in this report.

SPECIAL AGENTS

Staffing: Due to policy changes concerning
target staffing level allocations for Special
Agents assigned to the New York Office,
they began Fiscal Year 1993 one percent over
their authorized staffing level, prior to the
project, staffing levels ranged from six to 12
percent below authorized levels.

Resignations: Since the project was imple-
mented, Special Agent resignations have de-
clined by 98 percent, from 41 to one. During
each of the three years prior to the project,
an average of eight Special Agents resigned
annually upon receiving transfer orders to
New York; since the project began, only
three Special Agents have resigned under
transfer.

Tenure: Average tenure of Special Agents
assigned to this office has now been in-
creased by 19 percent or 16 months, Super-
visory tenure also increased by an average of
a year and a half.

Transfers: Prior to the demonstration
project there were no transfers of senior Spe-
cial agents into this office as their Office of
Preference. Since project inception, there
have now been 45 such transfers. Addition-
ally, the presence of Newark Special Agents
on this list has now declined, returning to
predemonstration project levels, due largely
to the number of Office of Preference trans-
fers into the New York Office already grant-
ed to Newark Special Agents, as well as the
provision of a 16 percent Special Pay Adjust-
ment for Law Enforcement Officers for Spe-
cial Agents assigned to Newark. 3

SUPPORT EMFLOYEES

The support complement in the New York
Office encompasses professional, administra-
tive, technical, and clerical personnel who
provide direct operational support to FBI
Special Agents.

Staffing: During the first year of the
project, approximately 65 percent of the sup-
port staff was excluded from the project and
the office was five percent below its target
staffing level. During the second and third
yvears of the project, when all employees
were included, the office exceeded its author-
ized target staffing level by one percent.
During the project's fourth year, due to in-
creases in target staffing level allocations
for support personnel, the office slipped
below its authorized target staffing level by
one percent.
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Resignations: Support resignations have de-
clined from 15 percent during the first year
of the project to three percent in Fiscal Year
1992. Specifically, when only 35 percent of
the support complement received project al-
lowances in 1989, there were 120 support res-
ignations, During the project's fourth year
when all employees were included, resigna-
tions dropped to 23.

Tenure: As expected, due to hiring in-
creases resulting from the provision of more
competitive salaries, tenure was initially di-
luted. However, during the project's fourth
year, tenure finally rose by 10 months or 11
percent.

ATTITUDES

In response to questions contained on the
December 1992 attitude survey, the following
data provides important insight into the per-
ceptions of employees:

Ninety-five percent report strong satisfac-
tion in working for the FBI (down slightly
from 97 percent the previous year);

Eighty-nine percent report satisfaction
with the amount of job security provided by
employment with the FBI (down slightly
from 90 percent the previous year);

Eighty-nine percent report their jobs are
interesting, (the same as the previous year);

Seventy-nine percent believe their jobs
provide personal satisfaction, (down slightly
from last year);

Only eight percent of respondents indi-
cated that they will look for outside employ-
ment during the next year (up slightly from
the seven percent of respondents indicating
such intentions on the 1991 survey);

Seventy-six percent of survey respondents
believe they have good supervisors, (a one
percent decrease from the previous year);

Seventy-six percent of respondents stated
that the demonstration project has improved
their standard of living (an increase of five
percent); and

Thirty-four percent of survey respondents
reported satisfaction with their salaries (up
slightly from 33 percent).

CONCLUSION

The fourth year of the demonstration
project cost the FBI $13.3 million; $1.3 mil-
lion less than initial projections due to the
provision of additional compensation initia-
tives. To date, many of the primary objec-
tives of the project have been successfully
addressed. However, a downturn in the econ-
omy, resulting in fewer employment oppor-
tunities, and internal policy changes, such as
the extension of the retirement ceiling, have
quite likely impacted New York Office em-
ployees, making it difficult to specifically
attribute recent positive changes in the of-
fice directly to this project.

Nevertheless, since the demonstration
project began, the Special Agency resigna-
tion rate has declined by 98 percent and res-
ignations of Special Agents under transfer to
the New York Office have been eliminated.
At the beginning of Fiscal Year 1993, the New
York Office was one percent over its Special
Agent target staffing level. On the support
side, the New York Office slipped to one per-
cent below its support target staffing level
for the first time since the project was ex-
tended to all employees. Additionally, sup-
port resignations dropped from 120 to 23 and
sick leave usage held steady with the pre-
vious year’s level.

Lastly, employee satisfaction with the FBI
as an organization remained constant, as did
satisfaction with job security and super-
visory personnel. Although satisfaction with
overall compensation remains low at 34 per-
cent, it reflects a slight improvement over
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previously reported satisfaction levels. Over-
all, 88 percent of survey respondents believe
they have meaningful work, 78 percent are
satisfied with their current work assign-
ments, and 76 percent of survey respondents
believe the demonstration project has im-
proved their standard of living.
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL,
Washington, DC, August 23, 1993,
Memorandum for Joseph R. Davis, Assistant
Director, Legal Counsel, Federal Bureau
of Investigation

Re: Construction of §406 of the Federal Em-
ployees Pay Comparability Act of 1990

This memorandum responds to your re-
quest for our opinion whether §406 of the
Federal Employees Pay Comparability Act
of 1990 (FEPCA), 104 Stat. 1427, 1467.) pre-
serves extraordinary benefits payable under
§601 of the Intelligence Authorization Act,
Fiscal Year 1989, Pub. L. No. 100-453, Stat.
1904, 1911 (1988), as amended by §601 of the In-
telligence Authorization Act, Fiscal Year
1990, Pub. L. No. 101-193, 103 Stat. 1701, 1710
(1989) (collectively, §601), even after expira-
tion of §601's payment authority. We con-
clude that §406 does not preserve the benefits
payable under §601 beyond the expiration of
the latter provision.

Section 601 establishes a demonstration
project that attempts to improve recruit-
ment and retention at the New York Field
Division (NYFD) of the Federal Bureau of In-

vestigation (FBI) by increasing the pay of .

NYFD employees. See H.R. Rep. No. 591(I),
100th Cong., 2d Sess. 11-12 (1988). Pursuant to
§601, any FBI employee transferred to the
NYFD receives a lump sum payment of up to
$20,000, conditioned upon the employee's
agreement to serve at least three years in
that office. §601(a)(1). In addition, all em-
ployees in the NYFD receive periodic bonus
payments of between 20% and 25% of their
basic pay for the period covered by the
bonus. §601(a)(2). Section 601(b) provides that
these benefits will terminate five years after
the program is established by the FBI. We
understand from you that this date falls on
September 30, 1993.

FEPCA institutes a system of pay adjust-
ments for general schedule employees
throughout the Federal government, includ-
ing locality pay to accommodate the higher
cost of living in certain areas. Under FEPCA,
special agents in the NYFD currently receive
a 16 percent premium over base pay to ac-
count for New York’s higher cost of living.
Similarly, support staff who receive pay
under the general schedule receive an 8 per-
cent premium. Support staff who receive pay
under the federal wage system do not receive
any premium. See FEPCA §§101, 404, 104 Stat.
at 1429-30, 1466; Exec. Order No. 12786, Sched-
ule 9, 5 U.S.C. §5304 note.

Thus, §601 and FEPCA each provide extra
pay for NYFD employees (except for wage
employees who receive benefits under §601
but not FEPCA). FEPCA's §406, however, in-
structs the Office of Personnel Management
(OPM) to coordinate the two programs to en-
sure that their payments are not cumulated:

Notwithstanding [§601], as amended, the
Office of Personnel Management shall reduce
the rate of periodic payments under such
section as the provisions of this Act
[FEPCA] are implemented: Provided, That
no such reduction results in a reduction of
the total pay for any employee of the New
York Field Division of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. Notwithstanding such [§601],

Footnotes at end of article.
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the Office of Personnel Management may
make such periodic payments inapplicable to
employees newly appointed to, or transferred
to, the New York Field Division on or after
January 1, 1992.

The main clause in the first sentence of
§406 clearly does not authorize a continu-
ation of §601 benefits beyond the life of the
demonstration project. On the contrary, it
expressly directs OPM to reduce §601 pay-
ments to NYFD employees as FEPCA is im-
plemented. The second sentence of §406 also
contemplates the curtailing of §601; it in-
structs that employees hired after January
1, 1992, need not receive any §601 benefits.

Notwithstanding this general thrust of
§406, it has been suggested that the proviso
in the first sentence might be intended as
independent authority to “grandfather’ cur-
rent NYFD employees with continued extra
pay at the §601 level. The suggestion is that
the proviso forbids any reduction in the total
pay of NYFD employees as a result of a re-
duction in §601 benefits. Therefore, because
the termination of §601 benefits will other-
wise cause a reduction in the total pay of
NYFD employees (because FEPCA's benefits
are lower and also do not extend to wage em-
ployees), it is urged that the proviso oper-
ates to authorize continued pay at the §601
level.

This suggestion misconstrues the purpose
of the proviso. As indicated above, the main
clause of §406 directs OPM to reduce §601
payments in response to FEPCA. That
clause, however, does not specify by how
much the payments are to be reduced. It is
the proviso that limits OPM's discretion in
this regard. The proviso precludes any reduc-
tion of §601 benefits that “‘results in a reduc-
tion of the total pay for any employee of the
[NYFD]." In effect, this means that OPM
may not reduce §601 benefits by more than
one dollar for every dollar introduced under
FEPCA; if it did, an employee's total pay
would be reduced, in violation of the proviso.
Thus, for each reduction in §601 payments
implemented pursuant to the main clause of
§406, the proviso caps the reduction at the
amount of FEPCA dollars that the employee
receives, which prevents any net loss of pay.

It must be understood that the proviso's
protection applies only with respect to
OPM's reduction of §601 benefits pursuant to
§406. This much is established by the phrase,
“no such reduction,”” which unmistakably
links the proviso’s operation with the pre-
ceding clause. See also 2A N. Singer, Suther-
land Statutory Construction §§47.08, 47.09 (5th
ed. 1992) (in general a proviso should be
strictly construed to relate to the enactment
of which it is part). In this case, the reduc-
tion of pay will occur as a result of the wind-
ing down of §601's internal clock, and not
pursuant to §406. Thus, the proviso will not
be triggered. Accordingly, §406 cannot be
said to authorize continued extra pay at the
§601 rate.?

Please let us know if we may be of further
assistance.

WALTER DELLINGER,
Acting Assistant Attorney General.
FOOTNOTES

'FEPCA was enacted as §529 of the Treasury,
Postal Service and General Government Appropria-
tions Act, 1991, Pub. L. No. 101-509, 104 Stat. 1389
(1990). All references to provisions of FEPCA in this
memorandum will cite the internal section numbers
and corresponding pages in the statutes at large.

2We can find no references in the legislative his-
tory of FEPCA (nor were any presented to us) to
suggest that §406 was intended to continue §601 ben-
efits beyond their natural span.

Mr. DANFORTH. The amendment I
have originated relating to intelligence
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gaps is designed to accomplish one sim-
ple task: To inform members of con-
gressional committees responsible for
the intelligence budget of what policy-
makers and warfighters most want to
know but are unable to learn with ex-
isting intelligence resources. A clear
understanding of our intelligence
gaps—ranked according to our national
security priorities—is a prerequisite to
any responsible sizing of our intel-
ligence and defense budgets.

Currently each major intelligence
agency provides a congressional budget
justification book outlining proposed
initiatives for the next fiscal year.
These books also suggest the enormous
accomplishments which the past year’s
efforts have secured. Such agency-by-
agency review of programs, systems
and architectures made sense during
the cold war; the adversary was well
understood and the threat it posed was
of an evolutionary kind.

Yet in today's world, threats are
likely to develop and dissipate guickly.
Strategic plans and their attending se-
curity requirements fluctuate. We
must not wait for war, an unexpected
nuclear explosion or new terrorist at-
tack to clarify the deficiencies in our
collection capabilities. We must antici-
pate them and we must end them be-
fore they tie our hands or cost us lives.

To accomplish this end, the executive
branch must help Congress understand
in concrete terms what the intelligence
community is not good at but should
be. Congress needs to know when and
how changing national security prior-
ities change intelligence collection re-
quirements and stretch our capabilities
across agencies and programs. Congress
must also be convinced that any gaps—
real or impending—will be efficiently
addressed. What requirements do the
huge amounts of resources, labeled
only as base funds, fulfill? What gaps in
information justify new resource ex-
penditures in which agency’s programs
and why? How do we know resources
cannot be transferred from other ac-
counts?

This amendment simply requires the
Director of Central Intelligence and
the Secretary of Defense to present to
Congress by March of next year, a re-
port on the key gaps in our intelligence
collection capabilities, ranked accord-
ing to policy priorities. This report will
include an assessment of how next fis-
cal year's budget submission affects or
closes those gaps and, when appro-
priate, why new appropriations must
be sought.

Fortunately, the DCI has just ap-
proved a refined requirements process
which will capture information on pol-
icy needs and collection capabilities
for budgeting purposes. Moreover, the
National Intelligence Council is pro-
ductively engaged in systematic review
and evaluation of our national esti-
mates so that these gaps can be identi-
fied and corrected as efficiently as pos-
sible. I heartily endorse these efforts
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and hope that they are fully imple-
mented.

This amendment will ensure that the
appropriate congressional committees
are fully apprised of the results of
these new evaluative processes within
the context of our annual budgetary re-
views. If the results of these new initia-
tives are as significant as I expect
them to be, the report called for in this
bill will become a useful annual instru-
ment for illuminating and measuring
our intelligence priorities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 1154, 1155, and
1156) were agreed to en bloc.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which these
amendments were agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I do
want to say that the support that we
have had from the vice chairman is ap-
preciated by this Senator. He and I
have had some disagreements on where
we should go with national intel-
ligence. But there is no one for whom I
have more respect or who knows more
about armed services and the defense of
this country than the Senator from
Virginia, who has also served this
country with a distinguished career as
Secretary of the Navy.

We have forged what I believe is a
good bill. It is not perfect, by any
means, but it approaches the intel-
ligence necessities here for our na-
tional security in such a way that I be-
lieve the national intelligence agencies
can provide the necessary information
that is necessary for our national secu-
rity. I feel that without the Senator
from Virginia we would not be here
today. We had a long time getting this
bill up. I am glad the Senator was able
to help me in that capacity.

I also want to thank the staff on both
the minority and majority sides for
their long, long efforts in putting this
together.

Mr. President, under the previous
order, the only amendment to be of-
fered is a sense-of-the-Congress amend-
ment to be offered by the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] calling for dis-
closure of the intelligence budget.
Under the previous order, debate on the
Metzenbaum amendment is limited to 2
hours and 10 minutes, with 75 minutes
being controlled by the Senator from
Ohio, 45 minutes controlled by the Sen-
ator from Virginia, and 10 minutes for
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SPECTER].

1 am hopeful, Mr. President, that we
will not use all this time, because I
think this subject matter has been dis-
cussed at some length, but I know the
Senator from Ohio feels very strongly
and wants to go into the background of
this.
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
may just join my colleague and express
my appreciation for his personal com-
ments here. I certainly share those sen-
timents with respect to the Senator
from Arizona.

I look forward to next year. We have
a very fine committee under our joint
leadership. I think we achieved the
Senate’s wishes in terms of our Na-
tion's intelligence.

Mr. DECONCINI. I yield the floor.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1157

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
on behalf of myself, Mr. BOREN, Mr.
MURKOWSKI, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. Moy-
NIHAN, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. BUMPERS, and Mr. WOFFORD, I send
an amendment to 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 Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM],
for himself, Mr. BOREN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. DURENBERGER,
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BUMPERS, and Mr. WOFFORD,
proposes an amendment numbered 1157.

Insert at the appropriate point the follow-
ing new section:

“SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING DIS-
CLOSURE OF ANNUAL INTEL-
LIGENCE BUDGET.

*“It is the sense of Congress that, in each
yvear, the aggregate amount requested and
authorized for, and spent on, intelligence and
intelligence-related activities should be dis-
closed to the public in an appropriate man-
ner."”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
hope those who are cosponsors of this
amendment will see fit to join us on
the floor. There certainly will be time
available for them if they wish to be
heard.

This is just a minor amendment that
Members of the Senate should readily
support. Although it is a minor amend-
ment, however, there is a significant
reason for us to adopt it.

I am pleased to report that it is co-
sponsored by all the former chairmen
of the Senate Intelligence Committee
who still serve in the Senate; that is,
Senators INOUYE, DURENBERGER, and
BOREN; by all but one of the former
vice chairmen of the committee who
are still serving; that is, Senators Moy-
NIHAN, LEAHY, and MURKOWSKI; and by
Senators BUMPERS and WOFFORD.

As my colleagues know, the budget
that this bill addresses is, in fact, clas-
sified. Indeed, in the budget documents
we receive from the executive branch,
the figure for the total intelligence
budget is classified ‘““Secret.” In the-
ory, pursuant to Executive Order 12356,
this means that unauthorized disclo-
sure of that number ‘“‘reasonably could
be expected to cause serious damage to
the national security.”
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But that does not mean, of course,
that you cannot read estimates of that
number. A witness before our commit-
tee once called it the worst-kept secret
in Washington. And earlier this year, a
Washington Post article based at least
partly on an interview with the out-
going Director of Central Intelligence
included a detailed chronology of the
requests and the cuts in the fiscal year
1993 national and tactical intelligence
budgets—to the nearest $100 million.

Yet, that budget figure is still classi-
fied. The American people may read
leaks, estimates, or rumors on that fig-
ure. But nobody is permitted to tell
them honestly and openly how much of
their hard-earned money is being spent
on U.S. intelligence programs.

I wish we could enact something
much stronger than the amendment I
have just introduced. But I regret to
say that anything stronger than this
would be opposed by the administra-
tion. And that is a great disappoint-
ment to this Senator and to many oth-
ers in this body and in this country.

Two years ago, the version of the In-
telligence Authorization Act for fiscal
year 1992 that was passed by the Senate
did contain language to require, begin-
ning in 1993, disclosure of the total
amount requested, authorized, and
spent for intelligence and intelligence-
related activities.

I had proposed that initiative in the
Intelligence Committee markup, and I
was very pleased that it gained the
support both of our chairman, Senator
BOREN of Oklahoma, and of our vice
chairman, Senator MURKOWSKI of Alas-
ka.

Both of those fine gentlemen have
since left the Intelligence Committee,
but both are cosponsors of the present
amendment, for which I am most
grateful. Their steadfastness is a re-
minder that the issue of leveling with
the American people has real continu-
ity. It does not go away; rather, it lasts
through the years.

President Bush opposed the Senate’s
language 2 years ago and threatened to
veto the authorization bill over it.
Faced with that threat, our House col-
leagues became nervous and the Com-
mittee of Conference settled on sense-
of-Congress language instead. The lan-
guage that was enacted was as follows:

It is the sense of Congress that, beginning
in 1993, and in each year thereafter, the ag-
gregate amount requested and authorized
for, and spent on, intelligence and intel-
ligence-related activities should be disclosed
to the public in an appropriate manner.

The very same language was enacted
again last year, in the Intelligence Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 1993,
without any debate or opposition.

My colleagues will note that the lan-
guage I am proposing today is essen-
tially the same as that previous lan-
guage. I have merely dropped the ref-
erence to the year 1993, since that year
is already upon us.
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The amendment before us would,
thus, simply restate the policy that
Congress has enacted each of the last 2
years. It does not require budget dis-
closure; it merely keeps us from back-
sliding on the issue and it indicates
that the Congress believes that the
number should be disclosed; and it is a
message to the President and the head
of the Central Intelligence Agency.

This year we have a new President of
the United States of whom we are very
proud. He has proclaimed a new com-
mitment of openness in Government. I
expected and encouraged the President,
therefore, to determine how best to dis-
close the intelligence budget total and,
in the words of a popular advertising
slogan, to *‘just do it.”

As I said in a letter to the President
last February:

With the end of the Cold War, there is a
new requirement to buttress public trust in
U.S. intelligence. The old forces that once
assured a consensus on the need for secret
intelligence no longer exist.

A limited budget disclosure such as that
which Congress has recommended would be
an important, and simple, first step toward
creating a new basis for that public trust.

On March 27, the President replied as
follows:

* * * | take seriously your suggestion that
our Administration disclose the aggregate
amount spent on intelligence when we sub-
mit our Fiscal Year 1994 budget to the Con-
gress. But as Jim Wooslsey and the rest of
our national security team attempt to struc-
ture new intelligence priorities, my hope is
that you will allow us the opportunity to
evaluate carefully both the benefits and le-
gitimate concerns which are associated with
such public disclosure.

I willingly gave the administration
more time to adopt a policy on this
matter, confident that there were mno
concerns that could not be readily an-
swered. But the new Director of
Central Intelligence has rather old-
fashioned views on this issue. He fears
that disclosure of the budget total
would result in his budget being cut.
He also argues—without justification,
in my view—that such disclosure would
lead inexorably to more detailed budg-
et disclosure.

Mr. President, intelligence budget
disclosure is an old issue. And although
the administration has not moved
smartly on this issue, we are making
some gradual progress.

In the old days, opponents of disclos-
ing the intelligence budget total used
to argue that disclosure of even this
one figure would provide important in-
telligence information to foreign coun-
tries. That argument is no longer used.
People realize that little or no intel-
ligence information can be gleaned
from this figure, even though it does
provide a useful indicator of budget
priorities to the American people,
which the American people have a
right to know.

Two years ago, the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee asked several wit-
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nesses whether any danger to the na-
tional security would result from dis-
closing the intelligence budget total.
On March 21, 1991, Admiral Bobby
Inman, former Deputy Director of
Central Intelligence in the Reagan ad-
ministration, spoke directly to this
issue, saying:

Our worry has been * * * that somehow if
we release those figures, it was going to help
foreign intelligence services figure out where
to go burrow in and conduct effective coun-
terespionage. And I have increasingly had
difficulty in seeing where just the total fig-
ures were going to let them do that.

Admiral Inman said that we could
even disclose the budget totals by
agency without harming the national
security. We chose not to go that far,
but here was a former NSA Director
and Deputy DCI assuring us that such
highly aggregated budget figures can
be disclosed without betraying any sen-
sitive information.

Two months later, we had a hearing
with some of the old boys who had held
major CIA positions in the earliest
days of the cold war. One of those wit-
nesses was Ray Cline, an aide to Wild
Bill Donovan in OSS who went on to
become CIA Deputy Director for Intel-
ligence and then Director of the State
Department Bureau for Intelligence
and Research. He commented on budg-
et disclosure as follows:

If you are talking just about the total, I
think it is entirely appropriate now to make
it public. I don't see any reason not to. * * *
It really was the kind of fascination with
clandestinity that caused it to be kept [se-
cret] so long.

Perhaps because of such testimony as
that, the next Director of Central In-
telligence actually supported disclo-
sure of the intelligence budget total.
On September 16, 1991, responding to a
question from Senator WARNER of Vir-
ginia in the first of his confirmation
hearings, Robert Gates testified as fol-
lows:

I don't have any problem with releasing
the top line number of the Intelligence Com-
munity budget. 1 think we have to think
about some other areas as well.

The following day, in response to a
question from Senator CHAFEE of
Rhode Island, Dr. Gates added that his
stand was ‘‘premised on my belief that
it would send a good signal to the
American people of change' that would
reflect the intelligence community’s
adjustment to a changing world.

That need to ‘“‘send a good signal to
the American people of change' is still
with us, Mr. President. The American
people need some assurance that in a
post-cold war world, U.S. intelligence
programs will no longer be run on a
cold war basis.

In particular, the American people
need assurance that their views will be
considered when Congress and the exec-
utive branch decide how much of the
national treasury to spend on this
function of Government. And that is
what disclosure of the intelligence
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budget total would accomplish, for it
would permit the American people to
compare what we spend on intelligence
with what we spend on other Govern-
ment activities—on housing, on edu-
cation, on the U.S. Navy, or whatever
the case may be.

Clearly, if the American people are
ever to trust their secret arms of Gov-
ernment, the time has come to trust
the American people in turn with the
basic fact of how much we spend on in-
telligence. I am, frankly, baffled, Mr.
President, by the thought that any-
body would still fear that disclosure of
this budget figure would harm the na-
tional security.

1 know some people still say that if
we release one number, we will go on to
release more details. That is the so-
called slippery slope argument. It is
sort of like original sin, or eating just
one potato chip: once we start, presum-
ably we will be unable to control our
base impulses to disclose more and
more information.

Having served over 6 years on the In-
telligence Committee, I must say that
I trust my colleagues not to do that.
We handle very sensitive matters all
the time. And if we and the executive
branch agree on the proper extent of
intelligence budget disclosure, I am ut-
terly confident that none of us would
breach that agreement and make im-
proper disclosures.

As I noted earlier, there are already
plenty of leaks and press reports re-
garding the intelligence budget figure.
But that is not how the intelligence
budget should be handled.

The fact is that the executive
branch's historic preoccupation with
secrecy in this matter is precisely what
has bred this city’s cynical acceptance
of leaks and rumors of intelligence
budget information. The best way to
stop leaks is to adopt a sensible disclo-
sure policy, one that accepts the
public’s right to know this information
when it can be released without harm-
ing the national security.

The argument that disclosure of the
ingellgence budget total would lead to
cuts in that budget is more interesting.
I have to admit that I think it would
do just that, or at least it might do
that. I think the American people
would object to spending so much on
intelligence. If the budget figure is
more than the American people want
spent on intelligence, then why should
we be spending it? Are we not here to
reflect the views of the people whom
we represent?

I also think the American people
would be right if they thought that the
budget should be cut. Too much is
spent on intelligence today, and a lean-
er Intelligence Establishment would be
both more efficient and more effective.

When it comes to the intelligence
budget, then, you may count me on the
same side as Gen. Bill Odom, the
former NSA Director, who testified to
the Intelligence Committee as follows:
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* * * ] would not be at all hesitant to im-
pose a 15- to 20-percent reduction on intel-
ligence in the next couple of years and let
them scramble. * * *

But you do not have to favor budget
cuts to support this modest bit of open-
ness. This bit of openness has nothing
to do with whether you favor a higher
budget or lower budget. Some of my
colleagues look at our total Defense
bill and say that intelligence is a bar-
gain by comparison. But they, too, are
not afraid to let the American people
know how much this costs. It is the old
bureaucrats who do not want the
American people to be told how much
money the executive branch wants or
spends for intelligence.

Frankly, those bureaucrats are being
shortsighted in their approach to budg-
et disclosure. The world has changed.
Intelligence budget cuts are very likely
unavoidable, given the end of the cold
war and our economic problems at
home.

Even CIA Director Woolsey may rec-
ognize this. In a letter to many of us on
October 5, he wrote as follows:

I certainly recognize and support the ur-
gent need to reduce the budget deficit by
cutting back on expenditures. Intelligence
cannot be immune from such reductions.

S0 the handwriting is on the wall:
the intelligence budget is very likely
to be cut, at least in the short run,
whether the budget total is disclosed or
not.

Disclosure of the budget figure will
simply permit the American people to
take part in deciding budget priorities,
as they should do in this great democ-
racy. The American people have a right
to be told—in a regular and official
way, rather than through leaks and ru-
mors—how much is actually being
spent on intelligence.

And that right of the American peo-
ple is especially important to us in the
Congress. That is because we, too,
must deal with a climate of voter dis-
trust. And continued Government se-
crecy on something as basic as the in-
telligence budget total preserves not
the budget itself, but rather the peo-
ple's distrust both of intelligence and
of congressional oversight.

Mr. President, I am certain that
some day disclosure of the intelligence
budget total will be permitted. The
American people’s right to know this
information is clearly implied—if not
required—by clause 7 of article 1, sec-
tion 9 of the U.S. Constitution, which
reads as follows:

No Money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury, but in Consequence of Appropriations,
made by Law; and a regular Statement and
Account of the Receipts and Expenditures of
all public Money shall be published from
time to time.

That is from the Constitution.

It has become abundantly clear that
there is no real security justification
for keeping the intelligence budget
total secret. So if the executive branch
continues to hide this information
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from the people, it will only look more
and more out of date. I believe that
this is a President who is very much up
to date. I believe that this is a Presi-
dent who is very much with it. I be-
lieve that the President of the United

States has been misinformed and
misadvised in connection with this
issue.

I hope that the administration will
see the light sooner, rather than later,
and simply disclose the intelligence
budget total. Our continued expression
of conecern on this issue should serve to
hasten that day. If it does not, Mr.
President, then some day both Houses
of Congress must summon the courage
to require this modest and sensible dis-
closure.

For now, however, renewing our tra-
ditional expression of the ‘‘sense of
Congress’ will send a useful message of
our continued commitment to openness
in Government and specifically of our
belief that a measure of openness can
be achieved on the intelligence budget
without endangering the national in-
terest.

I urge my colleagues to join me and
the other cosponsors of this amend-
ment in supporting this basic commit-
ment to open Government.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio yields the floor.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. WARNER].

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield
to myself such time as I require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio said the
President of the United States was
misinformed. I bring to his attention
that the Director of Central Intel-
ligence and the Central Intelligence
Agency were established in 1947, so
does that mean Presidents Truman, Ei-
senhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon,
Forp, Carter, Reagan, Bush, and Clin-
ton were all misinformed, I ask the
Senator?

I doubt that. Under the Constitution,
they—the Presidents—are the Com-
mander in Chief. Under the Constitu-
tion, they are the chief architect of for-
eign policy. Nothing is more essential
to the discharge of those two constitu-
tional responsibilities than the collec-
tion of intelligence.

They were not misinformed, I say to
the Senator. They were fully informed.
They made a careful decision, which
has been consistent throughout the
Presidency since 1947, that the top fig-
ure or any other figures relating to the
Nation's intelligence should not be dis-
closed.

If I may ask a question of my col-
league from Ohio, how many major na-
tions of the world adhere to the objec-
tive of the Senator from Ohio and dis-
close their top line intelligence budg-
et?
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Mr. METZENBAUM. I have not the
slightest idea, and I do not think it
would be relevant.

Mr. WARNER. That to me just shows
the fallacy of this whole debate. The
other major nations do not do it.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I say to my col-
league, I do not believe the United
States is supposed to follow Germany,
or England, or France, or the former
Soviet Union, or Russia, or any other
nation in this world. I believe this re-
lates to an obligation of this Congress
and this Government to report to the
people of America, and we are not re-
sponsible to other nations. I am
amazed that my colleague would sug-
gest that.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
Senator from Ohio has answered my
question. Not a single, major nation in
this world discloses the top line of
their budget. And why? Because intel-
ligence is an interlocking, interdepend-
ent network. When we have problems
in various areas of the world, we call
on colleagues in those nations to help
us supplement such knowledge as we
may or may not have.

That is one of the fundamental rea-
sons. Intelligence is an interlocking,
interdependent network. If we were to
adopt the resolution as advocated by
my friend from Ohio, it would begin to
undermine that very structure of inter-
dependent, interlocking network of in-
telligence throughout the world that
makes it possible to preserve freedom
and our security. If cooperating coun-
tries saw us disclosing our intelligence
budget, they might become concerned
about what else we would disclose.

I say to my colleague, why did 265—
I repeat, 265—Members of the House of
Representatives vote no on a propo-
sition comparable to that of the Sen-
ator from Ohio? Only 168 went along
with that proposition.

I do not know what we gain as a na-
tion standing alone, as the Senator
points out, in disclosing this. I can
show nothing on the positive side to
contributing to the national dialog on
national defense. But I can show you
any number of negatives, strong nega-
tives, for not adopting the resolution of
the Senator from Ohio.

Indeed, this would, in my judgment,
undermine a most valuable asset that
we have in that our President must act
on a moment's notice both in matters
of national security as well as foreign
policy, while the Congress is dispersed
across the United States.

So, Mr. President, I now yield the
floor.

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Maine such time
as he may require.

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

Mr. WARNER. Of course. Mr. Presi-
dent, we will yield only on both sides.
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We would yield on the time of the Sen-
ator from Ohio because I gave him time
to try to make his point. I only need
half the time to make mine.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Twice as many
people want to come over and speak on
my side, want to be a cosponsor and
want to protect their rights.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would ask whose time is being
yielded?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the time of the Senator from Ohio.

I will yield for a question.

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

Mr. METZENBAUM. Would the Sen-
ator from Virginia care to expand upon
the point he just made that the Presi-
dent has to be prepared to act on a mo-
ment’s notice when there is a problem
anywhere throughout the world, and
explain what relevance that has to this
amendment, which only says that the
American people are entitled to know
how much we are spending on intel-
ligence and is a sense of the Congress?

Mr. WARNER. Precisely. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. President, the answer to that is
as follows. Often that decision he must

make in a matter of seconds is depend-'

ent on the quality and the quantity of
the intelligence he has at hand. I have
a fundamental precept that to adopt
this amendment begins to erode the
international network of contribu-
tions, interlocking contributions by
other nations of the world because they
will become suspect as to how we man-
age our intelligence here and what we
will keep secret.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the Sen-
ator from Virginia for his response.
But I have to say that I think it is a
non sequitur. I do not think it is a re-
sponse to the question, but we will let
it go at that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. WARNER. Mr, President, I yield
such time to the Senator from Maine
as he may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Maine, [Mr. COHEN].

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I came in
only on the very tail end of that par-
ticular exchange, but let me offer a few
observations. As I understand it, the
Senator from Ohio is offering this
amendment because the public has a
right to know.

The public does know through its
elected officials, Members of the House
and Members of the Senate. We sit in
deliberation day after day after day
and listen to the presentations on
budgetary and other matters. Reports
are made to the Senate Armed Services
Committee and the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee. Every Member in this
Chamber has access to those numbers.
And so the public does have knowledge
through its elected officials.
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But the Senator from Ohio wants to
go further. He is suggesting the public
has a right to know the bottom line
number that we spend for intelligence.
I would then raise the guestion, to
what end? Is it for the purpose of al-
lowing our constituents to know
whether we are spending too much for
intelligence? If that is the purpose,
then you have to ask the next question.
How will they know?

Assume you give them the figure of
$5 billion, $10 billion, $15 billion, $50
billion. How is the public to make a
judgment as to whether that is too
much or too little unless they know
what? Unless they know all of the
other factors involved.

S0 the next question will be, how
much are we spending for satellite cov-
erage? How much are we spending for
human intelligence? How much are we
spending for covert activity? How
much are we spending for a whole vari-
ety of programs that the intelligence
community and the President rec-
ommend and believe is in our national
security interest to pursue?

That is the only way the public has
any measure of knowing whether there
is too much money being allocated for
intelligence or too little.

So the notion that somehow we are
going to disclose to the public the bot-
tom line figure and that is going to in-
form the public I think is sheer non-
sense—I think it is shear nonsense—un-
less we are willing to say the public
has a right to know the components
that make up that total budgetary fig-
ure. Then you can make the argument
the Senator from Ohio is making. Then
the public will be in a position to make
a judgment as to whether we are spend-
ing too much or too little.

Now, I was tempted to come over
here and offer a second-degree amend-
ment to the amendment of the Senator
from Ohio, and that would be to have
the markup of the Intelligence Com-
mittee conducted in the open. Make it
open, and that way the public through
C-SPAN or any other network could
then listen to the debate and the pres-
entations made to the members of the
committee. Then the public would be
able to judge whether or not their Sen-
ators are measuring up to what is per-
ceived to be their responsibility to the
public as to whether we are making the
right kinds of decisions.

Are we spending too much on sat-
ellite coverage over Iraq? Are we
spending too little on satellite cov-
erage over Libya? Should we have
greater resources devoted to what used
to be the Soviet Union? Will there be a
proliferation of nuclear weapons? Who
is watching this? Is it enough, or is the
cold war over? Do we have to be con-
cerned about 30,000 nuclear weapons
rolling around over there or the chemi-
cals being developed even to this day
by Iraq or those in Iran—or the biologi-
cal weapons, or do we not need to be

November 10, 1993

concerned about them because the cold
war is over?

I submit to you, Mr. President, and
to my colleagues in the Senate, dis-
closing the bottom-line figure of what
we spend on intelligence will not con-
tribute one iota to the public's under-
standing of what goes into the makeup
of that intelligence budget, and we
have determined as a Senate and as a
House that that knowledge should not
be made public. We have imposed sanc-
tions on the Members not to disclose
that information under penalty of
being expelled from this place and
prosecuted by the Justice Department
if they disclose the components of that
particular budget.

Yet, if you really want to say the
public has a right to know, you have to
take the next step. And the next step is
to allow the public to see what are the
ingredients of that budget, and allow
not only our publie, but every nation’s
public, to understand the ingredients of
what makes up our intelligence com-
munity.

We had something of this debate last
spring when there was a motion made,
apparently successfully as I recall, to
cut $1 billion out. I argued strenuously
against that because I thought it was
ill-advised. But that is another matter.

But the Members at least had access
to the budget figures. They had access
to go over and examine what the budg-
et was so they could make a reasonable
determination as to whether they fa-
vored more or less for the intelligence
community. I tried to point out that it
is ironic that many of the Members
who were calling for greater reductions
in spending for intelligence also were
demanding more from the intelligence
community, better analyses, better
human intelligence. We all know it
takes a long time to develop good
agents in the field, to develop the kind
of intelligence that is necessary. But
that is another issue altogether.

I see the chairman of the committee.
I respect the kind of work he has been
doing in the intelligence field, both in
the FBI and the CIA, as well as all of
our intelligence community. But at
least he has access to that information.
I think he would be the last one to say
let us disclose everything that the
budget is made up of.

I find it ironic also that here we are
prepared, at least on the part of some,
to disclose a bottom line, a specific fig-
ure, on what we spend for intelligence
activities in this country. And yet we
adopt some broad categories for finan-
cial disclosure on the part of Members.
It struck me as I was coming over here
that we are very protective of our own
particular personal situation. We have
categories, zero to $10,000, $10,000 to
$50,000, $50,000 to $200,000, whatever the
assets might be. We are very general
and vague about protecting things that
we deem to be of some private nature.
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Yet, this is the most private. The se-
crets of this country are the most pri-
vate. They are the most important.
Yet, we say, let us just disclose the
specific numbers. I submit to you if
you disclose the number this time, that
is just the beginning and not the end
because next year in the next debate
there will be an effort to say it does
not tell us anything. How can we as a
public, the American people, judge ex-
actly what is being spent? Tell us
more. How much will this satellite
cost? How much will that satellite
cost? What will it do? Where will it go?
How often will it cycle over that spe-
cific area? You mean to say we are
spending that amount of money for
this particular system? We could do a
whole lot better by getting four sys-
tems for that one with a little less ca-
pability.

So the debate will start not in the
Senate Intelligence Committee or the
Armed Services Committee, but in the
general public forum.

Mr. President, I know there are a lot
of speakers who would like to talk on
this issue. But I would say that I spent
a good deal of time on this committee.
I still take a great interest in its ac-
tivities and mission. I can think of
nothing positive that will come from
an amendment like this should it pass.
I can see a whole lot of negatives.

So I want to alert my colleagues
that, if this were to pass, I would be
prepared to move that we open up the
intelligence process so that the public
really can know and can see its Mem-
bers in operation, reviewing the sys-
tems, the programs, and the activities
that come before the Members, and let
the public make a judgment as to
whether we are fulfilling our respon-
sibilities.

I think that is really the logical con-
sequence of this amendment. But sim-
ply to tell the public we are serving
you by telling you the bottom-line fig-
ure really is misleading them into
thinking they will be able to make a
judgment as to whether it is too much
or too little.

Is it too much because the percent-
age of defense spending is coming
down? There are Members on both sides
of the aisle who will point out to you
that as defense spending is coming
down you really want to increase your
intelligence, not decrease it. Intel-
ligence is a force multiplier. It does
not matter how many weapons you
have, how many systems you have to
fight a war if you cannot see and you
cannot hear and, moreover, you do not
understand what is going on in the
world. We need more intelligence, not
less.

So then you can find yourself locked
into some kind of arbitrary formula-
tion that if you just keep squeezing
that defense budget down, we can take
more and more out of intelligence.
That is the wrong way to go. But that
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would be the force of that particular
line of argument.

So, Mr. President, I suggest that
there is no good to come from this
amendment. It is misleading the public
to suggest that they will now know
something of very positive value that
will enable them to make a judgment
as to whether we are spending too
much on intelligence. We would then
have to disclose all of the ingredients
of the intelligence budget. And that, I
think, would lead to a great com-
promise of our national security inter-
ests.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ex-
press my appreciation to my friend and
colleague, with whom I have served for
almost 15 years on the Armed Services
Committee. A comparable argument
can be made: That the Senate go into
that committee's work and make dis-
closures on all types of programs that
the Armed Services Committee han-
dles. I would be against that. The basic
point is that the people in the United
States elected us to come here to dis-
charge the trust they reposed in us,
and in such instances, to discharge
that trust in a way that we maintain
the confidentiality of sensitive na-
tional defense matters.

I thank the Senator from Maine for
his very valuable contribution. He has
served 8 years on the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee, the last 4 of which
he was the vice chairman of that com-
mittee. He knows of what he speaks.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as I
listen to the arguments on the pending
issue, I do not find that they are very
compelling, candidly, on either side.
But I think that the balance of persua-
sion is on the side of and in favor of
disclosure.

When the Senator from Virginia
talks about strong negatives, I did not
hear him say any strong negative at
all.

He talks about ‘‘interlocking inde-
pendence.” I really do not know what
that means. He talks about undermin-
ing an asset of a President. Whatever
asset the President has by way of intel-
ligence, he has it or he does not have
it. But the disclosure of the total fig-
ure seems to me not to have any real
disadvantage at all.

The question as to what is the advan-
tage, I suggest, is not too great either.
I think there is some advantage, Mr.
President, of having the total figure
because it does show some relationship
to what the figure was in the past,
what the figure was in relation to the
total budget, what the figure was in re-
lation to the defense budget.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
MOYNIHAN], introduced a similar reso-
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lution back in 1990 where I joined him.
At that time, the then chairman of the
committee, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. BOREN], and the Senator
from Maine [Mr. COHEN], then vice
chairman, took the floor and suggested
that there be hearings on the subject. I
served 6 years on the Intelligence Com-
mittee myself and am looking forward
to going back next year for my final 2
years, hopefully as chairman—that will
only require a Republican majority—
and, if not, then as vice chairman.

I do not recall whether the hearings
were held. This was referred from the
proceedings we had back in 1990. I have
heard the statements from quite a
number of the former heads of the CIA,
Mr. Inman and Mr. Gates, both of
whom favor disclosure. One factor
which weighs in my mind is the con-
stitutional provision, article I, clause
7, which says:

No money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury but as a consequence of the appropria-
tions made by law, and a regular statement
of account of the receipts and expenditures
of all public moneys shall be published from
time to time.

On its face, the statement about a
regular statement of accounts of ex-
penditures of all public moneys shall be
published from time to time would ap-
pear to include this type of a disclo-
sure.

1 have great respect for my colleague
from Maine with whom I served on the
committee for 6 years, and also my col-
league from Virginia. Based on what
has been said thus far, I have not seen
any strong reason for nondisclosure.

When the Senator from Maine talks
about disclosure as to Members' pro-
grams, it should be more precise. If so,
I would have no objection to that. I
think that kind of disclosure really is
on the high side anyway. I look at the
totals in the newspapers about my net
worth, and it is a lot higher than my
actual net worth.

When the Senator from Virginia
talks about disclosures on the Depart-
ment of Defense budget, there are pre-
cise figures which are made there. But
in the absence of some compelling rea-
son why there should not be disclo-
sure—and I know of none from the ar-
guments today, or from my service on
the Intelligence Committee, or from
my service in the Senate, or from my
general activities as a citizen—then
there is some value in that, in com-
bination with the factor that we have
twice passed a sense-of-the-Senate res-
olution calling for disclosure.

I am informed that this year the
sense-of-the-Senate resolution was not
included on the expectation that there
would be a stronger resolution compel-
ling disclosure. I wonder, as I listen to
the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio, why his amendment does not call
for mandatory disclosure. So in the
context of this record, it seems to me
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that it would be a step backward to re-
treat even from the sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution. That is why, on a nar-
row reading, without very powerful ar-
guments on either side, my inclination
is to support the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. WARNER. Might I briefly reply
to my colleague from Pennsylvania,
who could quite likely become the vice
chairman of the Intelligence Commit-
tee next year, succeeding me on the
committee,

Mr. SPECTER. Quite likely the
chairman.

Mr. WARNER. My point in a most se-
rious vein is that you questioned my
statement with respect to the defense
budget. There are many programs to
which we refer by the generic term of
“‘special access programs.’” The funding
for those programs is not a matter of
public record.

Second, you expressed concern about
my point with respect to the inter-
dependency of other nations in our in-
telligence network. Each day our intel-
ligence agencies are working in a coop-
erative way with their counterparts in
many nations. It is that flow back and
forth which contributes to the quality
and, indeed, in many instances, the
quantity of the intelligence made
available to our President as Com-
mander-in-Chief.

I point out that nine Presidents, I
say to my friend from Pennsylvania,
have had the authority to disclose the
U.S. intelligence budget if they wished,
and each of them has declined to do so,
including the current officeholder of
the Presidency.

Mr. SPECTER. By way of brief reply,
I am well aware of the provisions in the
Department of Defense budget as to
nondisclosure. Nonetheless, I thank my
colleague from Virginia for pointing
that out.

Not only are those figures not dis-
closed to the public, but there is sub-
stantial effort to avoid disclosure of
those figures to Senators. I recall one
day in 1982 or 1983 when there was an
issue on the Senate floor involving $100
million, and I asked what it was about.
I was taken into the Cloakroom by the
then chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, and we had quite a discus-
sion as to whether a sitting Senator,
albeit a junior one, ought to know
about it. So I think Senators ought to
know about those figures, even though
some other Senators might say no.
There are good reasons why those fig-
ures are not subject to public disclo-
sure. I do not think that impacts on
the pending argument in any way.

When the Senator from Virginia
talks about working in cooperation
with intelligence agencies in other
countries, I am well aware of that. But
I do not think total disclosure will
have a negative impact on foreign co-
operation. When the Senator from Vir-
ginia says that no President has made
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a voluntary disclosure, I have not seen
any President make any voluntary re-
duction of a scintilla of executive
power. I am not impressed by the fact
that Presidents do not give up any-
thing, even if it is a semicolon. I bal-
ance this weight in favor of the Sen-
ator from Ohio.

How much time do I have remaining,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 4 minutes
remaining.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has 27 minutes re-
maining.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Rhode Island, Senator CHAFEE.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio.

Senator METZENBAUM argues that
greater openness regarding the intel-
ligence budget will somehow prove to
be of value to the American people
without jeopardizing national security.
Let's examine this concept for a mo-
ment.

I would like to ask the Senator from
Ohio, if greater openness regarding in-
telligence is desirable, why is he only
proposing to release the total budget
figures? Why not release the budgets
on each intelligence agency? Why not
release the budget figures for specific
satellite programs? Why is he only pro-
posing to release the overall figures for
intelligence spending instead of more
detailed budgetary information? Obvi-
ously, we cannot provide such informa-
tion without damaging our security.

Mr. President, I would like to suggest
that revealing the intelligence budget
total could be worse than meaningless,
because it could very well lead to unau-
thorized disclosures that would com-
promise some of the substantial invest-
ments we have made on sophisticated
technical collection systems. That is
where most of our intelligence dollars
are. In addition, if greater scrutiny
leads to more leaks, this amendment
could ultimately jeopardize sensitive
relationships with over countries and
deter potential agents who might fear
for their personal safety.

Anyone who doubts the slippery slope
argument should recall what happened
with the B-2 bomber. The fact is, it
simply became impossible to support
the B-2 program without a detailed dis-
cussion of the plane's capabilities. In-
formation regarding the plane's range,
payload, radar cross section, arma-
ments and other characteristics quick-
ly became public once we began to de-
bate the B-2 bomber’s cost. In the case
of the B-2, this has been a useful and
necessary debate and one that has not
damaged U.S. national security. I say
that because the plane’s incredible ca-
pabilities serve as a deterrent to poten-
tially hostile nations. Further, this
aircraft is so sophisticated that there
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is little prospect other countries can
duplicate it or develop effective coun-
termeasures. Intelligence capabilities,
however are often highly perishable.
Billions of dollars have been invested
in intelligence capabilities that could
be rendered useless if they were dis-
closed.

Intelligence is inherently a secret
business and will always remain so.
The sponsors of this amendment im-
plicitly acknowledge that fact by indi-
cating that they do not want to reveal
the details of classified programs. If
the details of the intelligence budget
remain secret, then the only impact
this amendment can have is to frus-
trate a curious public and politicize the
intelligence budget. If the details do
not remain confidential, then the im-
pact will of course be to compromise
programs that we rely on to protect
our soldiers and citizens.

The Senator from Ohio says that the
overall intelligence figure is a poorly
guarded secret, and its release will
cause no harm. Why not release other
poorly guarded intelligence informa-
tion? There have been leaks regarding
some of our intelligence satellites,
which are very expensive, why not de-
classify the budget figures for these
programs? Perhaps that would enable
us to come down to the Senate floor
and offer amendments regarding dif-
ferent intelligence satellites. Clearly,
this is a very slippery slope.

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment is falsely advertised. Its sponsors
have no intention of permitting the
public to see or understand how their
intelligence dollars are spent. They
readily admit that they have no inten-
tion of revealing sensitive programs or
capabilities. So the idea that the pub-
lic will be better informed, or in a posi-
tion to evaluate intelligence spending,
is pure hyperbole. What the proponents
want to do is to put a bulls eye on the
intelligence budget, and hold it up as a
target for public ridicule, recognizing
full well that we cannot engage in a
meaningful public debate regarding in-
telligence programs.

There are many opportunities here in
Congress, within the confines of at
least six committees, to freely debate
the intelligence budget. The Senate in-
telligence committee has hearings and
briefings virtually every week, as does
its House counterpart. We have an
audit team that travels to distant
parts of the world to examine the
minute details of intelligence pro-
grams. The Senator from Ohio, who
serves on the intelligence committee,
and the Senator from Arkansas, who
serves on the appropriations panel,
have every opportunity to review this
budget and offer committee amend-
ments proposing specific reductions.
Their party controls both the White
House and the Congress. In these com-
mittees, there is a level playing field
because intelligence costs and capabili-
ties can be freely discussed. But the
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sponsors of this legislation have not
had much luck on a level playing field,
8o they now want a public debate on a
tilted field where they can discuss
costs but others cannot discuss capa-
bilities.

I believe that all of us in the Senate
support the concept of openness. Yet,
we also all realize that there is a great
deal of Government information that
should remain confidential. For exam-
ple, we all agree that the data compiled
by the FBI during background inves-
tigations should not be made public, al-
though some could argue that the pub-
lic would be better informed if the FBI
records regarding the administration’s
nominees were made public. There are
appropriate limits on openness and the
public expects us to protect sensitive
information. Similarly, we all agree
that many defense and intelligence
programs need to remain classified in
order to protect national security.

Mr. President, if you want to politi-
cize the intelligence budget, invite un-
authorized disclosures, or have a mean-
ingless or even misleading public de-
bate about intelligence spending, then
you should vote for this amendment.
That's all that revealing the top line
figures can produce. On the other hand,
if you believe that the intelligence,
armed services and appropriations pan-
els do their jobs properly, and provide
effective oversight; and if you believe
that intelligence, like foreign policy,
should not be a partisan issue, you
should oppose this amendment.

Indeed, I want to ask the Senator
from Ohio a couple of questions, if I
might.

If the objective is greater openness so
the public can better understand the
intelligence budget, why do you only
reveal the total budget figure? Why not
get into the details of each of the agen-
cies, for example, and why not release
the budget figures for specific satellite
programs? It seems to me, then, one
can compare the budgets of agencies A
and B and C, and what the various ca-
pabilities are of the overhead pro-
grams; that is the way to really make
sense out of this. Whereas, if you just
argue about an overall fixed sum, intel-
ligence costs r billions of dollars, so
what? I am curious. Will the Senator
help me on that?

Mr. METZENBAUM. I am happy to
respond to my colleague and friend
from Rhode Island. I think you can
compare it to other expenditures in
Government. We spend r dollars on the
intelligence budget as compared to so
many dollars that we know we are
spending on education, or on crime, or
on issues that challenge us with re-
spect to the environment. So we have a
chance to make a comparison, and the
American people have a right to know
whether we are spending half as much,
twice as much, or five times as much
on intelligence as we are on other
worthwhile programs.
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Mr. CHAFEE. I appreciate that from
the Senator. I have a limited amount
of time. I did ask a question, and he
was very kind to respond. But I am
caught in the situation where I have to
receive very brief answers—unless, of
course, the Senator could respond on
some other time. Is that possible?
Could the Senator get any time to re-
spond to me?

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
will respond on my own time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio has 54 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. METZENBAUM. The other point
has to do with the fact that if we went
too far, there were some who are more
knowledgeable than I about intel-
ligence, who have actually worked in
this field, who would indicate a con-
cern that if we got into the specifics of
spending so much on this program or
on that program, that others through-
out the world might be able to divine,
discern, or determine just how far we
are in this particular intelligence-gath-
ering process, and that it might serve
some useful purpose for them as far as
their being able to relate to America's
strategic advantage or disadvantage.

For that reason, I have not advocated
the specifics. I am frank to say that I
am not sure that I could not be per-
suaded that there would be an advan-
tage to going further than this amend-
ment.

But this amendment really goes just
the very slightest amount. It merely
says that it is the sense of the Congress
that this one number should be made
public.

It is a fact that we have already en-
acted this. We passed this very same
thing last year and the year before,
saying that it is the sense of the Con-
gress that in 1993 the numbers should
be made public.

This does not even say that. It does
not say the 1993 figure should be made
public, but it indicates that the Con-
gress has not backed off its commit-
ment to the concept that this number
should be made public.

As I said before in offering the
amendment, I am very proud of the
fact that just about every former
chairperson and vice chairperson, with
one or two exceptions, are cosponsors
of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I voted
against it in the past and I will vote
against it in the future. I am quite con-
sistent here.

I think it is bad business. You get a
total figure. It does not do you any
good. You get r billions of dollars on
intelligence. So what are you getting—
a new satellite system? Are you using
new type of equipment? Are you estab-
lishing CIA representatives in such and
such a country? You do not know any-
thing significant when you only get a
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lump sum figure. Therefore, you start
down a slippery slope of having to get
disclosures of what you are going to
spend the money on.

When you go out to buy a car, you
see what you are going to get for your
money. What kind of a car is it? Is it
some kind of clunker, or does it have
all these marvelous things with the up-
holstery that smells like leather, and
all those other wonderful options? That
is what you find out when you are
going out to buy a car. You just do not
work with a lump sum.

It seems to me that all that can come
of the Senator's amendment, if ap-
proved, is that with the details of the
budget remaining secret, as it does
under his amendment, it only frus-
trates the public, which wants to find
out more about how the money is
spent.

Some say that there have already
been leaks regarding some of our sat-
ellites, for example, which are very ex-
pensive, and perhaps by disclosing the
lump sum and then getting down into
more detail, we would be able to come
on to this floor and discuss the capa-
bilities of the various intelligence sat-
ellites. But that in itself I believe
would be a great mistake.

You might say, well, here we are. We
are all moving around in the dark.
That just is not so. We have six com-
mittees in the Congress, three in each
body, that have the capability of know-
ing every single detail of the intel-
ligence budget, the Appropriations
Committee, the Intelligence Commit-
tee, and the Armed Services Commit-
tee.

Any Senator on those committees or
any Senator, really, in the Senate who
wants to know the details of the budg-
et of the Intelligence Agency, all he
has to do is go find out. The difference
is, are we going to discuss it here on
the floor and reveal it entirely to the
public? I think that would be a great
mistake. You might say oh, well, no-
where else do we keep anything a se-
cret. That just is not so.

We all know that the FBI records
concerning nominees that come up to
us are not made public. When we get a
nominee come before us, there is an
FBI report on that individual. That is
not made public. That is kept secret.
Think of it. That wicked word ‘‘secret”
is used, but the facts are that for good
reason the public expects us to protect
sensitive information.

I believe if you want to politicize the
intelligence budget, if you want to in-
vite unauthorized disclosures, if you
want to have misleading or meaning-
less public debate about intelligence
spending, then go ahead and vote for
this amendment.

I think it would be a mistake. I hope
the Senate will reject the amendment
of the Senator from Ohio.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?
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The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the former vice
chairman of the Intelligence Commit-
tee, Senator MOYNIHAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN] is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my friend
from Ohio.

Mr. President, once again I rise to
discuss this matter with a combination
of concerns, not the least of which is
that the honor and the reputation of
the Central Intelligence Agency should
be left intact at the end of the cold war
for which it was established and
through which time it has existed.

I would tell the Senate an anecdote
which I think we might all learn from
or recognize. It takes place in 1984 and
that wonderful gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, Mr. Boland was retiring. He
had been chairman of the House Select
Committee on Intelligence. A reception
was given for him on the House side. It
was quite an elaborate reception, I may
say, and some industrial firms, elec-
tronic firms, and aerospace firms paid
for it. The Speaker of the House was
there. I was asked to come over rep-
resenting the Senate committee to say
just a word or two of friendship to our
departing counterpart.

About halfway through this, a senior
official of the intelligence community
came up and said: ‘‘Senator, everyone
has known for years that if an activity
in the executive branch wishes to
thrive, it gets itself a pair of commit-
tees on Capitol Hill to look after them.
Senator, could you explain to me how
it has taken something called the in-
telligence community 30 years to fig-
ure this out,” as he looked at all this
happiness going on about him because,
indeed, the Intelligence Committee had
been then only 4 years old, barely that.

Here we are 10 years later, more or
less, with the mission of this intel-
ligence activity having been, finished.
The committee continues to insist that
it exists. It is a pattern all over Gov-
ernment but a particularly difficult
pattern in this case.

The Central Intelligence Agency has
had a mixed experience.

Present at the creation of the Agency
was Dean Acheson. There are many of
us who perhaps remember Dean Ach-
eson in this Chamber. He was a man of
great perspicacity when the Agency
was created in July 1947. In his mem-
oirs, he wrote. “I had the gravest
forebodings about this organization
and warned the President’'—that would
be President Truman—‘‘that as set up
neither he, the National Security
Council, nor anyone else would be in a
position to know what it was doing or
to control it,"”" an experience President
John F. Kennedy had within the first 4
months of his administration.

The Agency has done important
things, but I do not think it could es-
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cape the general proposition that it
vastly overestimated the size and
power of the Soviet Union and failed
completely to see its demise.

Only today we were talking at lunch
about the problem of nuclear weapons
in the Ukraine, an independent
Ukraine, a prospect that was abso-
lutely inaccessible to the community
mind of the 1980’s.

Adm. Stansfield Turner, who headed
the Central Intelligence Agency under
President Carter, wrote in Foreign Af-
fairs 2 years ago, that here and there
was sought insight in the intelligence
community about the weaknesses of
the Soviet Union during the cold war
but, in the main, the corporate view
failed totally.

That is an admiral standing up to the
facts. Rocks and shoals: If your ship
goes aground, you are held account-
able.

We missed it. He said a revisionist
view is coming into place, but it ought
not. Yet it has.

My friend, the gallant Senator, and
former Secretary of the Navy, has spo-
ken of the Agency’'s work and how
things might be revealed about it.

This April 15, we opened the New
York Times to learn that the adminis-
tration had asked for a substantial in-
crease in intelligence spending. At a
time when this Senator was devising a
means to cut moneys from charity hos-
pitals in the central cities of this coun-
try, the secret proposal to increase was
made public. It was public all the time.
It is an instrument of national policy
to give out CIA material when it is in
the interest of the administration.

Now they are moving on to painful
matters. I received a letter from a man
I respect greatly, the present head of
the Agency, not long ago telling us
that, “Yes, the cold war is over but,”
said Mr. Woolsey, ‘‘the demise of the
Soviet Union has had no effect on
international mnarcotics cartels which
continue to pour poison into this coun-
try.”

I wrote him to say that if I under-
stand the word ‘‘cartel’” correctly a
cartel is a group of businesses which
get together to restrict supply in order
to raise prices. Well, theoretically, we
should welcome the existence of drug
cartels, because they would be sending
less of this poison, as it were.

The answer came back, “We said
‘cartel,” but that is not what we
meant,’”” and so forth. Well, if you do
not mean what you say, why have you
said it?

Finding activities like narcotics
interdiction and such like, that is
called organizational maintenance. It
is normal for a bureau to seek ways to
survive. Every suburban county in this
country has extension agents of the
Department of Agriculture advising on
how to grow better lawns and to get
more corn. But do we really want it
and is it really in the interest of the in-
telligence community?
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The intelligence community is too
large by half. Its military intelligence
is not used by the military: They have
their own intelligence. It is just not
the nature of the military to take a ci-
vilian agency's advice in matters hav-
ing to do with war and peace.

Its economic intelligence is at the
level where, 2 years before the Berlin
Wall came down, the Central Intel-
ligence Agency estimated that the per
capita gross domestic product in East
Germany was higher than in West Ger-
many. I know that drives them crazy
when one says that, but they did. Any
taxi driver in Berlin could have told
you it was not so, but the internal
logic of our model told us it was.

Back in the 1950’s, they developed
models which showed the Soviet econ-
omy growing at something like a 6-per-
cent rate a year, at rates in which the
Soviet economy would now surpass the
American economy. The internal logic
of those models was never accessible
because they are secret. Secrecy con-
geals intelligence. It conceals failure,
and it conceals mistakes. Do you not
correct your mistakes?

So President after President was
driven by the impression of an enor-
mous power in the Soviet Union that
was not there. At a time in the late
1970's, we estimated the size of the So-
viet economy to be about 60 percent of
the United States GNP. It was, in fact,
perhaps 20 to 25 percent. The difference
had enormous strategic consequences.
The arms buildup went on far past the
time in which it need have done. And
we are left with ethnic strife and mis-
siles spread across Eurasia that we had
no contingency plans for.

This is a very modest proposal. The
Senator from Ohio has been restrained,
has been respectful, has been factual. I
hope he might be heard.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York has yielded the
floor.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield
7 minutes to the Senator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska, Senator STEVENS, is
recognized for 7 minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I op-
pose the amendment of the Senator
from Ohio, and I join the Senator from
Virginia in opposing it very strongly.

Having been associated with defense
appropriations for many years, we have
dealt with the intelligence structure.
This past year, I decided I would at-
tempt to, and have, become a member
of the Intelligence Committee because
of some of the trends I perceived in
that committee, and I wanted to find
out a little bit more what was happen-
ing. This amendment is a good example
of that.
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If the Senator from Ohio really wants
to force this disclosure, he should offer
an amendment to do it. It is another
sense of the Senate. It just states a pol-
icy of some people that they would like
to start down the track of destroying
the intelligence apparatus of this coun-
try.

As a practical matter, now is the
worst time that I have known since I
have been in the Senate to start down
this track. We know we are reducing
the intelligence budget. It is being re-
duced much lower than I would like to
have it reduced.

As a matter of fact, I wish we could
talk about some of the votes that have
taken place in the committee. I wish
we could come out here and tell the
American public who is reducing it
down so low.

But to go down this track of now dis-
closing the numbers would confirm to
some of our potential enemies through-
out the world what we have done, what
we are doing to reduce the redundancy
in our intelligence system, what we are
doing to lower the support for some of
the most sustainable systems we have
ever developed, and what we are doing
to increase the risk to our defense.

Now, having been so involved in the
defense structure in terms of watching
the funding for defense, we will soon be
here to tell the Senate that we have
funded, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, the authorization bill. That is
not to say we provided the kind of
money that we need for the defense of
the United States. It is going very low.
As a matter of fact, the intelligence
level is too low, and to say now we
should start disclosing that is just like
starting to draw a nice, big picture of
what it is like.

A nation such as ours needs secrets.
We need to have the ability for people
to worry about what we will be able to
do should they challenge our interests
or our people abroad. We saw that in
the Persian Gulf. We disclosed some of
our secrets in the actions in the Per-
sian Gulf, and we now are rebuilding
some of those. We are developing new
concepts, albeit at a very low level.
That means we have to make decisions.

Now, I see no reason, no reason at all,
for even passing a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution on this matter,

Again I say, and I ask the Senator
from Ohio, if he really wants it done,
why does he not make it a matter of
law?

We now have one of the finest Direc-
tors of the Central Intelligence Agen-
cy. He is from the other side of the
aisle. He has worked with us openly
through the years as a very well-
known, articulate Democrat. Jim
Woolsey has indicated he opposes this.
He is in transition in intelligence. Why
should we ask this man, give him a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution that
says, "‘Oh, by the way, we are not going
to pass a law saying you have to, but
why don’t you disclose your budget?"
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Now, as a practical matter, to my
knowledge the President of the United
States has not supported this, either.

And I believe when people become
Presidents, when they become Direc-
tors of the CIA, when they have the
job, they have a different sense of re-
sponsibility than when they are the ex-
Presidents and ex-Directors of the CIA.

I am not an ex-Senator, and I do not
look forward to becoming an ex-Sen-
ator in the near term. And I do not ex-
pect to vote to start down the path of
telling our potential enemies what we
are working on by virtue of showing
them our ever-decreasing budget.

Now, that is my point to you. If you
start that this year, I guarantee you
will show next year how much more we
requested and how much more we have
the next year.

We are on a path, as far as I am con-
cerned, of reducing the intelligence
support down to the level where it in-
creases the risk of the security of this
country.

Now, for those people who support
this, I will tell you, you are wrong. You
are wrong. As a matter of fact, we
ought to have a meeting like we used
to have out here and talk about this in
camera.

Do you know why we cannot do that,
Mr. President? It is because we have
the television cameras. They did not
tell me that when I voted for television
in the Senate.

We really cannot go into the security
interests of the United States before
the Senate now because there is no way
to disconnect the apparatus that is
here to provide the public knowledge as
to what the public should hear.

I think the public trusts us to deal
with the security interests of this
country. They know we need intel-
ligence on foreign activities. They
know we need systems to deal with
those potential enemies of the United
States. This is no way to treat it, by
asking us to tell the Director of the
CIA, it is the sense of the Senate you
should disclose what we have author-
ized you to spend.

To me it is wrong to ask us to take
a position on that. If we want to make
it a matter of law, bring it out here
and make it a matter of law. But this
idea of telling the Director of the CIA,
make public what you have, and once
you start down the path you will do it
every year, and pretty soon anyone
who is involved in the system will be
able to see what we peeled off.

Periodically we surge. Periodically,
we have to surge, in terms of support of
systems like this, adding new systems
that cost money and then pulling some
out. There is no reason to demonstrate
that we are doing that. Because anyone
who reads that can say within 2 or 3
years we are going to be fielding a new
system; in 2 or 3 years we might be re-
tiring a system when we reduce. That
kind of information ought to be kept
close.
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It has been pointed out when I came
to the Senate there were four people in
the Senate who had knowledge of this
budget; four people. Today, we have
three full committees and we have a
rule that every Member of the Senate
can go to a classified area and obtain a
full briefing on what is in this budget.
We have gone to the point where we do
not just have a few people examining
this budget. But we do still have a sys-
tem of being able to keep the con-
fidence, keep the intelligence secrets
we must have in order to preserve a
system and, by the way, just in closing,
to protect the lives of people who are
out there throughout the world to try
to help gather this information to pro-
vide for our defense and sustain our
economy.

I oppose this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
LIEBERMAN). Who yields time? The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, mo-
mentarily I will yield the floor, but I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD following the remarks of
the distinguished Senator from Alaska,
the pertinent part of the document
from the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent which indicates the policy of the
Clinton administration. It is dated Oc-
tober 18, 1993. I read one sentence:

Furthermore, the Administration opposes
any change to S. 1301 that would disclose, or
require the disclosure of, the aggregate
amount of funds authorized for intelligence
activities.

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

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY—S.
1301—INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDG-
ET, EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE
PRESIDENT,

Washington, DC., October 18, 1993.

The Administration supports 8. 1301. The
Administration will seek to manage pru-
dently reductions of the intelligence author-
ization contained in the bill, but notes that
S. 1301 already makes cuts beyond those in
the House bill. The Administration will op-
pose any amendment that would further re-
duce intelligence spending beyond what the
Select Committee on Intelligence has rec-
ommended. Furthermore, the Administra-
tion opposes any change to S. 1301 that
would disclose, or require the disclosure of,
the aggregate amount of funds authorized for
intelligence activities. The current proce-
dure that provides for the authorization of
appropriations in a classified annex contin-
ues to be appropriate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
vield myself such time as I use.

Just in response briefly to the Sen-
ator from Alaska, who indicated he
just recently came on the Intelligence
Committee, I would like to point out to
him three former chairpersons of the
committee and three former vice chair-
persons of the committee, three of
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whom are Members of his party and
three of whom are Members of my
party, all are cosponsors of this amend-
ment. One of them is from the same
State as the Senator who just spoke,
from Alaska.

Having said that, I think we might
get some gems of wisdom from the
former chairman, the immediate past
chairman of this committee.

Therefore, Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. WARNER. Will the distinguished
Senators from Ohio and Oklahoma per-
mit the Senator from Nebraska, who
has been waiting for some period of
time, to use 3 minutes of the time
under the control of the Senator from
Virginia?

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have no objec-
tion. Mr. President, may we just then
yield 3 minutes on Senator WARNER'S
time to Senator EXoN, and 3 minutes of
my time to Senator BOREN.

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

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair, Sen-
ator WARNER, and my colleagues for
their consideration. I am going to be
very brief.

Certainly the amendment offered by
my distinguished friend from Ohio,
with a very impressive list of cospon-
sors on the sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion, might make some believe it
should be agreed to.

I rise because a substantial portion of
the funding for our intelligence agen-
cies, and they are far flung—we hear
the CIA, time and time again. I suspect
most of the people in America think
most or all of the intelligence money
goes to the CIA. I am not going to get
into the disposition of the total intel-
ligence budget but that portion of the
intelligence budget known as defense
intelligence comes through my sub-
committee. It has for many, many
years.

Certainly Senator BOREN, Senator
WARNER, I believe my friend from Ohio,
and certainly the present chairman,
the distinguished Senator from Ari-
zona, and others know that for many,
many years I have been holding a club
over this, saying we have to cut down
the expenditures on international in-
telligence especially in the areas I have
first jurisdiction over.

I would simply echo the comments
made by the Senator from Alaska. We
have made significant reductions, in
cooperation with Senator BOREN when
he was chairman, and now the new
chairman Senator DECONCINI—with
their counterparts on the other side of
the aisle. So significant cuts, in bil-
lions of dollars, have been made.

I am not going to go so far as the
Senator from Alaska, when he said he
thought we are spending too little
today on national security intel-
ligence. But I would say it is probably
about right. Certainly those who are in
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a position of responsibility, in my opin-
ion, have done a very, very good job in
making recommended reductions. I
think we are on the right track. I do
not believe we should go down the
track, though, as suggested in the
sense-of-the-Senate resolution by the
Senator from Ohio for several reasons.

The President of the United States is
not for it. Some say they are dis-
appointed that the new President of
the United States is not for this. Prob-
ably before he was President of the
United States he, like so many others,
said we should spend this much less. I
simply say, Mr. President, now that
the cold war is over the demands on
our defense agency I think are more.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. WARNER. I am pleased to yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I would
simply say, with the new challenge fac-
ing our defense intelligence and na-
tional intelligence agencies, and CIA,
the problems they face today are in-
creased significantly over when we
were concentrating only on the Soviet
Union. To put it another way, there are
more hot spots and trouble spots, po-
tentially, around the world, than we
had 5 years ago.

So I say this is the wrong road we are
going down. I emphasize that if and
when we ever put out publicly what the
total billions of dollars in expenditures
are, I can hear now, with the offsetting
requirements we have in the budget
bill, when somebody comes up with a
very, very good program,

It is only $100 million. Let us just take
that out of defense intelligence or the CIA,
or out of the intelligence budget total.

I think it is a step in the wrong di-
rection. The President of the United
States, the Commander-in-Chief op-
poses it; the head of the CIA opposes it;
most of the military leadership in-
volved in military intelligence, which
is my domain, are opposed to it. I sim-
ply say while it sounds good I agree
with the Senator from Alaska, I believe
the people of the United States recog-
nize when you start making disclo-
sures, then the question is how much
are you spending for that satellite?
How much are you spending for this
human intelligence?

I am afraid when we announce what
it is we open up a can of worms. The
demands are going to be made, how are
you spending it and in what areas?

When you get down to that level,
then we have concerns. I have no basic
concern with the lump-sum disclosure,
but I cannot vote for the sense-of-the-
Senate resolution because I am afraid,
as the Senator from Alaska has indi-
cated so forcefully, once we start down
that road it is going to be picked to
pieces and when you start picking it to
pieces, then you are going to reveal to
potential enemies how much we are
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spending and approximately in what
areas.

I hope we will defeat the sense-of-the-
Senate resolution,

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of any time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has been yielded
time by the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair and thank my colleague from
Ohio for yielding to me.

I have been listening to this discus-
sion. It is a matter that has been de-
bated for a long time. It was being de-
bated during the time when I served on
the Intelligence Committee and had
the privilege of serving as chairman.

This is, in my mind, a relatively
close question. It is a matter about
which very honorable people, sincere
people—and let me say highly intel-
ligent and capable people—can differ.

There is a strong argument that can
be made on both sides. On balance, I
come down on the side of those who
feel it is appropriate to reveal the ag-
gregate figure. As others who have spo-
ken previously, I would be very con-
cerned if we went further than that. If
I really thought that it was going to
lead to demands that would be com-
plied with or full disclosure of major
items in the budget, differentiating
how much we were spending on certain
technical systems—for example,
human intelligence in certain parts of
the world—I would not be for it. I do
not think it will necessarily lead to
those kinds of steps that would follow
on.

I also do not support this amendment
because I believe that we ought to dis-
mantle the intelligence community. I
heard some of the comments made by
the Senator from New York earlier who
has advocated very sharp cuts, if not
the dismantling, of the intelligence in-
stitutions, as we now know them, in
our country. At a time in which we are
undergoing rapid change in our world,
at a time when we are cutting back on
the defense budget, at a time in which
we are going to have fewer and fewer
forces in a forward position around the
world, I strongly believe that that is
the time when you need intelligence
even more than you needed it before.
You need early warning, you need an
understanding of what is going on in
very complex areas of the world, and
you need to know about it as soon as
possible because we are not so forward
in position, we are not able to respond
quickly militarily.

We all know that intelligence is a
force multiplier: The better informa-
tion you have, the more you can cope
with an emergency with a smaller
number of forces. If we are indeed
going to go forward and cut the defense
budget as has been felt necessary, it is
even more important we have a strong
intelligence capability.

Having said all of that, let me return
directly to the subject of this amend-
ment. I have always believed that even
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though, of necessity, the intelligence
operations and budgets and programs
must be essentially conducted in se-
cret—there are many things that have
to be secret—that we should go as far
as we possibly can in protecting those
things that should be kept secret.

I see the Senator from Maine on the
floor who served as vice chairman
while I served as chairman. We were
known as something of fanatics about
safeguarding those things that should
be kept confidential and secret in the
national interest. We developed very
strong rules in our committee about
disclosing classified information.

My philosophy is this: Those things
that should be kept secret, keep them
secret, have very strong rules that
make certain, that do everything you
can to keep them secret in the national
interest. But those things that do not
have to be kept secret, that can be
known by the full Congress, that can
be known by the American people,
allow those things to be made public so
that you have as much accountability
as you can possibly have in the intel-
ligence process.

So much has to be secret that I think
it is healthy when we share with the
American people as much as we can.
We tried to do that in the confirmation
process with Mr. Gates, to give the
American people a glimpse into how
the intelligence community operates,
how the analysts work, how the opera-
tors work, to the maximum degree pos-
sible. It is a shame that most of the
successes—we heard some of the fail-
ures of the intelligence community dis-
cussed publicly—it is a shame that the
successes cannot be known publicly. By
very definition, often the success is a
success because the program worked
and it remained secret. I think if the
American people knew more about the
quality and caliber of those serving in
the intelligence community, they
would feel better about it than they do.
They would have a more positive view
of the work of those people in intel-
ligence, who often risk their lives and
who are people of enormous talent,
than they do.

So let me just say this: Since I think
we need as much accountability as we
can have, I think our committees of
the two Houses, the two Intelligence
Committees, because they do operate
largely in secret, should be under as
much constraint as possible to make
sure that the budgets are held to levels
where they should be, that we get the
full dollar’'s worth out of a dollar in-
vested.

I do not think it is going to com-
promise the basic capability of our
country, I do not think it is going to
compromise too much information if
we share the total figure with the pub-
lic as to how much is being expended
on intelligence matters, just as I did
not think that we compromised any-
thing by having open hearings on the
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proposed reorganization of the intel-
ligence community to cope with
changes in the post-cold-war world,
just as I did not think it was unhealthy
for us to share, during confirmation
process, with the American people as
much as we possibly could about the
operation of the intelligence commu-
nity.

It is a delicate balance between what
can be shared with the public and what
should not be shared in the national in-
terest. I realize honest people can dif-
fer as to where that balance should be
struck. I simply believe we should
share with the people as much as we
can, we should be as accountable as we
possibly can be, just as I always believe
that in judging covert actions, we
should always make sure that those ac-
tions, if they were known by the Amer-
ican public, would be actions that
would be approved of as being consist-
ent with basic American values.

The committee operates in a trustee-
ship role.

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BOREN. I will yield in a moment.
It is under the very able leadership of
the distinguished wvice chairman and
the distinguished chairman, Senator
WARNER and Senator DECONCINI. It is
under fine leadership, and these are is-
sues, as I said, that honest people can
differ about. I simply believe the bal-
ance will be better struck by agreeing
to the Metzenbaum amendment.

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

Mr. BOREN. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. WARNER. Can the question be
answered on the time of the Senator
from Ohio? Because we are rather short
on this side.

Mr. BOREN. How much time is re-
maining to this Senator?

Mr. METZENBAUM. Take another
minute or two,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 34%2 minutes remaining on the time
allocated.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I believe
the Senator from Ohio yielded me a
couple extra minutes.

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator explain
to me how the public is going to be in
a better position to know whether the
Senate and the House are acting appro-
priately in terms of its allocation of
funds by the simple disclosure of the
bottom line figure? For example, as-
sume that it were $50, $60, or $70 bil-
lion—giving an exaggerated figure, ob-
viously, in order to not disclose any
figures—assuming that was the case,
how does the public really know wheth-
er or not that is an appropriate
amount? It has no basis to know, if
there were a 10-percent increase, as to
whether or not that was for a new sat-
ellite system.

Let me suggest to my colleagues, the
Senator and I were involved in a very
delicate matter to get a particular type
of system paid for that could not come
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out of the intelligence budget. We went
to great, extraordinary lengths to do
that. That was not a matter that I
think the Senator from Oklahoma or
the Senator from Maine would want to
make a matter of public record, in
terms of what the system was or its
costs or its function and when it is
going to be deployed and under what
circumstances. Those are the kinds of
issues that really have no business
being in the public domain.

Yet, I submit to my friend from
Oklahoma, with whom I served for so
many years, that the mere disclosure
of the bottom-line figure tells the pub-
lic very little. And when you say it is
a close question, I ask whether or not
it is better to err on the side of pre-
venting us from going to the next
stage, which is tell us what the ingredi-
ents of the intelligence budget are.

Mr. BOREN. I will say to my col-
league—and it is rare I differ with him
on any matter of intelligence policy.
Usually we see eye to eye, and we cer-
tainly do 99 percent of the time. I do
not think we necessarily will go down
to the next stage, and I do think that,
at least in some sense, it would inform
the American people. If, indeed, we are
spending $50 billion on intelligence,
which we obviously are not, or $60 bil-
lion, certainly we would have a sense
that we have gotten out of hand; it is
far too much. If we are spending $1 bil-
lion on intelligence or $2 billion on in-
telligence, which I am glad to say we
are not, that would inform us of doing
far too little in terms of the intel-
ligence capability.

So within certain parameters, I think
it does inform, to a degree—not to a
large degree. That is the reason I say it
is a close question.

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. BOREN. In just a moment. I will
say also that the figure has often been
bandied about in the press. There has
been speculation about the figure. You
can say, “Well, it has never been con-
firmed one way or the other,” and I am
not here commenting on the accuracy
of every press report. They have not al-
ways been the same number. Generally
they have been in the same ball park.

I think even that it is generally a
widely discussed matter that when
something continues to be discussed
over and over again, it almost then
causes a disregard for those things that
should be kept secret. That is the rea-
son I believe in sort of building a very
strong line between something that
can be told, that really is not going to
hurt the national security interests,
and those things that clearly are on
the other side of the line, and we
should go to the wall to protect those
things from ever being known.

My colleague makes a good case. I
cannot quarrel with the arguments
that he makes. I simply do not think
we necessarily go all the way down the
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primrose path if we release this one fig-
ure, which is often bandied about in
the press already.

Mr. COHEN. Can I ask a further ques-
tion? In the Senator’s judgment, is it
appropriate that the intelligence budg-
et should be considered as a percentage
of the defense spending or a percentage
of the total budget? He indicated $50
billion would be, obviously, too much;
$2 billion too little. How does the Sen-
ator go about calculating what is a fair
percentage for the intelligence budget
to be based upon?

Mr. BOREN. I would look at both,
frankly. I think as defense budgets go
down, I honestly think the percentage
of the total Defense budget devoted to
intelligence has to go up because it is
a force multiplier, as I said earlier.

I think, in terms of total spending,
you still have to look at the total re-
sources of the country. Whether or not
we are educating our children properly
and a lot of other areas of Government
spending ultimately relate to our na-
tional security in the broadest sense.

So I think there has to be some bal-
ance kept. So I would really look at
both of those figures.

Mr. COHEN. That is the basis on
which the American people make a

judgment, the percentage of the de-

fense spending plus the percentage of
the total budget? On that they can
make a proper determination of the in-
telligence needs of the country?

Mr. BOREN. I do not think the Amer-
ican people are going to make an exact
determination, but I think they will
have some general idea as to whether
or not the Congress is staying within
the bounds of some reason, or within
the border of some reason.

Mr. COHEN. How do you determine
what is reasonable under the cir-
cumstances?

Mr. BOREN. I would say to my col-
league, by the two measures he just
talked about.

Mr. COHEN. Is it the threat that
drives or should shape the budget, or is
it the budget that shapes what we ap-
propriate for intelligence matters?

Mr. BOREN. I think we have enough
discussion of public policy matters in
foreign policy and defense policy, and
we discuss Defense appropriations on
this floor, which we certainly do quite
openly except for a very few programs.
I think the American people have a
common sense, basic judgment about
the nature of the threat facing this
country and would have some param-
eters with which to judge whether or
not we are in the ballpark on defense
spending by looking at an aggregate
number.

Mr. COHEN. I thank my friend from
Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr, President, I won-
der if I could ask one short question to
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my colleague from Oklahoma on the
time allocated to the Senator.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I would
have to ask the Senator from Ohio. I do
not want to intrude upon his time.

Mr. METZENBAUM. On whose time?

Mr. WARNER. The Senator from
Ohio. We gave the Senator 2 minutes
for every minute we have.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I am running
out of time. I have other speakers com-
ing. I did not interrupt the Senator
from Maine and the Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield
a minute for him to reply to a short
question?

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield 1 minute.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Ohio.

1 think the key words used in the
Senator’s presentation to the Senate
are that this is a ‘‘delicate balance.” I
repeat, that is a very wise and judi-
cious characterization of this debate, a
‘‘delicate balance.” Then I ask my
friend, why, given that it is a ‘*delicate
balance,” would the Senator want to
go against the collective judgment of
nine Presidents, the majority in the
other body, the House of Representa-
tives, and the fact that no other na-
tion, major nation, in the world has
taken the initiative as sought by the
Senator from Ohio? Why would the
Senator want to upset that ‘‘delicate
balance''?

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, as al-
ways, the Senator from Virginia asks a
very difficult question, and now I wish
I had not agreed to yield to such a dif-
ficult question because he asks it very
well.

I would just have to say that there
are others who have other judgments.
Presidents, I think institutionally,
hesitate to share this information just
as they are always skeptical about
oversight itself and do not always see
the positive nature of oversight of a
process.

There are others, I would say, not
just myself but others, who have
shared the responsibilities in the Intel-
ligence Committee and in the intel-
ligence community who have been in
favor of open accounts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
has expired.

Mr. BOREN. It is a judgment each
Senator will have to carefully malke.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. METZENBAUM and Mr. WAR-
NER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the chairman and
manager of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank my friend
from Ohio.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
might interrupt, we have one Senator
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who cannot stay. Can we allocate him
4 minutes, Mr. President, I ask the
Senator from Arizona?

Mr. DECONCINI. On the Senator's
time.

Mr. WARNER. Yes. I thank the Sen-
ator for his courtesy.

Mr. President, I allocate 4 minutes to
the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair and thank the Senators.

Mr. President, a curious thing. Amer-
ica is a great country that does nice
things, but it is not a great country be-
cause it does nice things. It is a great
country because it does strong and
wise things.

This is not a strong and wise thing. It
may well be a nice thing. It may well
satisfy some curious need to be ‘‘a
well-informed public.” But the public
cannot be well informed through this
amendment. Foreign intelligence agen-
cies can be well informed through this
amendment but the public cannot be.

The Senator from Oklahoma was
talking about the needs and the com-
mon sense of the American people.
They have it in spades. But they can-
not possibly be expected to know of the
changing circumstances worldwide day
in and day out. Our requirements for
intelligence, I am sure the Senator
from Virginia would agree, are much
more complicated than they were dur-
ing the cold war. We have missile pro-
liferation. We have what is coming out
of China. We have what is coming out
of Pakistan. We have what is coming
out of India. We have what is coming
out of Iran and Irag. We have what is
coming out of Libya. We have places in
the world that are taking untold, un-
predictable, and unknown, unknowable
steps.

Now, those circumstances are going
to change, and they do not require the
same kinds of intelligence purposes
that we had before.

What sort of information is the pub-
lic going to derive by our satisfying
those needs through a changing bottom
line figure? The bottom line figure is
going to give them absolutely nothing,
to know the needs of America and
whether or not they are going to be
met.

What this does is a little bit like sort
of a prurient peep show—having given
you a little look, you want to look
under the sheet now. You want the
movie to become more explicit and yet
more explicit.

The fact is that what America
needs—it is an intelligence world—is
very well satisfied by the amount of in-
formation that 1is mnow provided
through the Senate of the United
States in its what, three committees
and through the House of Representa-
tives and its three committees.

We have untold numbers—in the
judgment of the Senator from Wyo-
ming, almost irresponsible numbers—of
people now knowing the details, plus
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the fact there is not a Senator here
who cannot satisfy his or herself as to
the details of the intelligence commu-
nity if they wish.

Now, I suspect that those who are
voting for this have never come to the
committee and asked to be informed. It
is too darned difficult to be informed.
It is easier just to have us come and
publish it.

My friends, that is not the respon-
sible road to travel. Great nations re-
main strong, great nations by doing
wise things. This is nice to know. This
is not needed to know. What is needed
to know the Senator from Ohio can get
and any other Senator can get, any
other Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives can get. They need to have
the ambition to go get it. When they
have taken those steps, maybe the Sen-
ate ought to agree that a further step
would be taken. But until that time, I
suggest this is just a way, a lazy man's
way, of finding out information that
means little or nothing when pub-
lished, literally nothing, except to for-
eign intelligence agencies who can
draw great inferences by tracking that
figure.

I thank the Senator from Virginia. I
thank especially the Senator from Ari-
zona for allowing me to proceed in
front of him.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we do
thank the Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FEINSTEIN). Who seeks recognition?

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
simply say that the Senator from Wyo-
ming has nearly a decade of service on
the Senate Intelligence Committee.

Mr. DECONCINI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. Madam President, I
am going to proceed on the time allo-
cated to me from the Senator from
Ohio.

I thank the Senator from Ohio for
bringing this to us again. The distin-
guished former chairman from Okla-
homa, Senator BOREN, has operated
this committee longer than anybody I
believe, and he certainly has an under-
standing of what is dangerous or what
is necessary for security reasons and
has imposed some very tight rules,
along with the Senator from Maine
when he was the vice chairman, and
the Senator from Virginia and I have
attempted to maintain that.

I think it is very important that
some information be kept secret. Why
is that? The American public may say,
well, tell everything. Because there are
many, many dangers involved in the
gathering of intelligence, those who
gather it, those who inform, those who
take pictures, those who give informa-
tion, and instruments, if that is all ex-
posed, even the amounts that are paid
for or contributed to such activities,
would jeopardize some people.

It is interesting to note how many
nations today are looking at the Unit-
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ed States. I know the Senator from
Virginia often gets visitors from for-
eign countries. We had some par-
liamentarians here from Bulgaria.
They want to know about the over-
sight. We have had parliamentarians
from Romania. We have had par-
liamentarians from Hungary, from
Russia, and from the Ukraine.

I have talked to most of them. They
want to know what we do. They want
to know, well, how much does it cost?
Of course, I cannot tell them. They
say, well, in your democracy, do you
not publish that? We tell them no, we
cannot do that because of the reasons I
have explained.

Even the U.K., having talked to
Members of the Parliament there on
both sides of the aisle, talk about over-
sight for the first time. They have lit-
erally no parliamentary oversight.
They do not know, the members, what
is spent. They want to know.

Then of course the question is, we
know, does the public need to know?
Indeed I think there is some public in-
formation and public purpose for the
amendment that is before us today.

It is my best judgment that I have to
disagree with my friend from Alaska,
who said we do not spend enough on in-
telligence. I would ask him or anybody
else who thinks we do not spend
enough to show me one program that
we have cut, one program that this
committee has cut, or the appropria-
tions defense committee, which will be
on the floor shortly, that we have cut
that has damaged or jeopardized the
national security. We have not.

We did not do everything that was re-
quested of us because it costs a lot of
money. And it is time that we reduce
the expenditures, not only of the De-
fense Establishment and the defense
part of our bill, but also the intel-
ligence.

That is where I think the Senator
from Virginia and I have tried to steer
this committee. Perhaps the Senator
would have gone a little bit further
with the expenditures, and I might
have gone a little further with reduc-
tions. But we have reached a com-
promise. Nothing has been jeopardized.

The Senator from Alaska sits on the
Defense Appropriations Committee as
the ranking member. I sit on that com-
mittee too. That committee that will
be before us on the floor shortly cut
more than the authorizing committee,
than this committee did.

S0 now we are not jeopardizing the
national intelligence and the national
security capabilities of this country by
this bill or the appropriations bill.

Look at the increase of what has
been spent on intelligence. Of course
the figure is secret. We have all read
about amounts that are in the news-
papers, the press. I cannot confirm nor
deny. But we know from just those sto-
ries it is a lot of money. And rightfully
s0.
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The public asks me. Is that an accu-
rate figure? I am sorry. I cannot tell
you. They say, well, if it is, it is a lot
of money.

Then you get to the point where the
Senator from Maine says what is it for?
I am sorry. I cannot tell you what it is
for. Why not? Well, because of the rea-
sons I have explained.

But yet they would like to know just
how much you are spending. I have to
come down on the side of the Senator
from Ohio. I think it is a proper thing
to tell them this is what we are spend-
ing, and them explain it to them. It is
not difficult to explain to them why
you cannot disclose each figure or each
category of the expenditures.

So we are faced here with a public
confidence or lack of public confidence.
When we see in the decade of the
eighties where the intelligence expend-
itures went up over 100 percent more
than the defense expenditures did
under the Reagan and partially the
Bush administration—and I voted for
it—I thought, yes, sir, the President is
correct. We have to spend that money
on intelligence. We have to know what
the Soviets are doing. We have to un-
derstand what they are doing, and we
have to follow it.

We saw the Senator from New York
point out how improperly intelligence
can be used and how improperly it was
used in analyzing the Soviet Union. We
were told year after year that the So-
viet Union had an economy second to
none, except the United States. And we
know it is a basket case. When it fell as
it did, we know now that that intel-
ligence was misused. Maybe they had
too much money. Maybe there was a
wrong direction coming from the exec-
utive branch to that agency. ‘“‘You
cook up what we want. You work for
us.” And then use that for public pol-
icy.

That is wrong in my judgment. What
does Congress do when some agency
does something like that? You start
cutting away at their budget, and
rightfully so. That is what we have
done. We have done that with other
agencies who have misused the public
trust, and to the credit of Mr. Woolsey,
he has changed that, and also to the
credit of Mr. Gates, his predecessor,
who I did not support because I was
afraid he would not have the courage
to change the direction of the Central
Intelligence Agency as to what kind of
information was brought forward to
the National Security Council, the
White House, and to the Congress of
the United States.

There is one example after another.
During the Persian Gulf war, we re-
ceived daily briefings on that war. We
were told what the casunalties would be.
We were told what a great army Sad-
dam Hussein had, sixth largest, fourth
largest army, the state of the art tech-
nology from the former Soviet Union,
had the faster tanks. We found out
they did not have those. We knew it.
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We had intelligence information that
was wrong. And I contend that it was
purposely supported in order to build
public opinion. That is not what intel-
ligence is for. It is so the people who
need that information can make a
judgment.

So what do you do with an agency
that misuses—that is what I think hap-
pened—the public trust and the public
funds? You start reducing, you oversee,
and you ask the questions. Why? That
is what we have done here.

The Senator from Ohio says, well, let
us just tell the public. The Senators
from Maine, Alaska, Wyoming, or Vir-
ginia will say, wait a minute. They do
not need to know. If they need to
know, they will want to know about
every specific item.

The public is not as dumb as some of
us might think that on occasion they
are. If the public knew that 100-percent
increase in the intelligence budget over
the 10-year period during the eighties, I
think they would ask us all some ques-
tions. And we had better have some an-
swers for them.

Then when they looked at it, found
out that the Soviet Union was not the
second-largest economy that our Gov-
ernment said it was, they would say,
well, did you get a good amount of in-
formation for the money you spent?

I think that is a valid public informa-
tion policy to have out. That is what
the Senator is asking us to do. I am not
afraid to explain it to the public in Ari-
zona. I am not afraid at all to say, yes,
that is what we spent. I cannot explain
every program but I think it is impor-
tant for them to know and they will
judge—and rightfully so—they should
judge how much we spend on defense,
how much we spend on intelligence,
how much we spend on health care, and
how much we spend anyplace else.

So, Madam President, I think the
Senator has approached this in a most
reasonable way, and not as the Senator
from Alaska who I have great respect
for and work not only on this commit-
tee of defense and many other commit-
tees of appropriations whom I have
great respect for. Why does he not just
go out and do it all, and make it law?
Or the Senator from Maine, say do all
the programs, and make it law? Well,
that would be irresponsible. And I do
not think it is appropriate.

The Senator has only asked to start
to build the confidence in the public
that the amount of money totally
spent, the total amount is this much. If
you are going to spend more next year,
maybe you should explain why. Maybe
because there are areas in the former
Yugoslavia that we need to know more
information about, or areas in Africa,
or some other continent that we need
to know more about, or the political or
economic changes in Asia or some
other place. And explain that. If they
are not there, then why is the budget
going up?
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Mr., STEVENS. Madam President,
will the Senator yield for one question,
respectfully?

Mr. DECONCINI. I am happy to yield
on his time.

Mr. WARNER. We have to allocate
the time of the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Arizona has ex-
pired.

Mr. WARNER. How much time does
the Senator from Virginia have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. You have
2 minutes and 50 seconds.

Mr. WARNER. I wish to allocate now
2 of those minutes to the Senator from
Maine, Madam President, we have the
pending question of the Senator from
Alaska.

Mr. DECONCINI. My time has ex-
pired. I will ask the Senator from Ohio
to yield an additional couple of min-
utes after the Senator from Maine is
finished.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized for the
present time for 2 minutes.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield the Sen-
ator from Arizona 1 minute.

Mr. WARNER. Parliamentary in-
quiry.
Mr. STEVENS. One second. Go
ahead.
Mr. WARNER. If I understand,

Madam President, the Senator from
Virginia has 2 minutes and 50 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. WARNER. I ask that 2 of those
minutes be given to the Senator from
Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I beg
your pardon. I thought you said
Alaska.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the distin-
guished Chair, and 50 seconds remain-
ing under the control of the Senator
from Virginia.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
will take 1 minute. As chairman—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Ohio yield for these pur-
poses?

Mr. METZENBAUM. What
question?

Mr. STEVENS. I want to ask the
Senator from Arizona a question, and I
need 1 minute for him to answer it.

Mr. METZENBAUM. 1 yield 1 minute
to the Senator.

Mr. STEVENS. I am on the commit-
tee with the Senator from Arizona,
who is our chairman. The chairman
just said if next year we had to in-
crease it, we could explain why.

As a member of your committee, am
I at liberty to explain why we have in-
creased the intelligence budget? Could
I come out here and tell the public
what we increased it for?

Mr. DECONCINI. I believe the Sen-
ator could come out here and, in the
areas that it was increased and in the
areas it was decreased, make some gen-
eral statements as to why we spent
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that much. I think the Senator from
Alaska decreased it in appropriations,
and I support it. I suspect you are
going to vote for the conference report
here that cuts more than this commit-
tee. How are you going to explain that?
I think you can explain it.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. COHEN. Madam President, the
Senator from Arizona said, ‘“‘Show me a
program that we have cut which jeop-
ardized the national security.” The
problem is that you cannot point to
any program that has been cut until
there has been a disaster. After you
have a disaster, that is the one way
you can tell. Like in Somalia, appar-
ently a decision was made to reject a
recommendation coming from the field
commanders that was approved all the
way through the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs. It was rejected. A disaster en-
sued. A decision was made that some-
how contributed, or appeared to have
contributed, to a very sad incident in
that country.

The Senator from New York has indi-
cated he would like to abolish the CIA
and transfer all of its responsibilities
to the State Department. I have to ask
the question: Is the mission of the CIA,
as the Senator from New York has
said, over? Are the nuclear weapons in
the world over? Is Libya over? Is China
over? Does it matter if North Korea
builds a nuclear weapon? Does the NSA
matter anymore? Do we disband it all
and give it to the State Department? A
lot has been said that is critical of our
Central Intelligence Agency and the in-
telligence community.

I would like to submit, for the
RECORD at least, that I believe it was
our agency's activity that contributed
to the defeat of the Soviet Union in Af-
ghanistan. I think that was of seminal
importance in leading to the dis-
mantlement of that empire. They were
bogged down and defeated in Afghani-
stan largely due to the efforts of our
agency.

How about the success in the discov-
ery of the Krasnoyarsk ABM radar?
Our intelligence community said that
is a violation of the ABM Treaty. That
is not a satellite-tracking system. That
is an ABM battle management system.
Over the objections of many on the
other side and many in the other
House, and listening to the argument
and lies of Mr. Gorbachev, who said it
is only for satellite tracking purposes,
our intelligence community was cor-
rect.

Also, with respect to the Persian
Gulf, let us give our intelligence com-
munity credit that the Persian Gulf
war was won largely as a result of the
kinds of intelligence provided to our
military, notwithstanding the kind of
statements made on the floor today.

Mr. DECONCINI. I have a few seconds
left, I believe.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. To respond, we saw
General Schwarzkopf criticize the in-
telligence. That is what we have tried
to correct in the committee and in the
appropriations process. We know that
there is always some good intelligence,
and that is correct; there are some
very good examples, even in the Per-
sian Gulf, where overall the intel-
ligence was not good, at least as told to
the oversight committee. I was there
every day listening to it, and it turned
out to be pretty ugly.

Mr. COHEN. We won the war pretty
well.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi-
dent, I will suggest the absence of a
quorum to be charged to the parties if
nobody wishes to speak. I see that Sen-
ator SPECTER wishes to speak.

Mr. WARNER. I object. We only have
50 seconds left. I seek recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
have to respectfully disagree with the
chairman of the committee, which I
seldom do, about the reports that he
tells us of the gulf war. The Senator
from Maine is exactly right. He tells us
it was key to the execution of that con-
flict, and while General Schwarzkopf
bore in on certain real-time features
and the need to improve that, there
was no overall indictment by him or
anybody else.

Mr.. COHEN. It was real-time tactical
intelligence.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator is cor-
rect. It was real-time tactical intel-
ligence.

Madam President, I move to table
and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to table is not in order while time
remains.

Mr. WARNER. I ask that at the ap-
propriate time the Senator from Vir-
ginia be recognized for the purpose of
moving to table.

Mr. DECONCINI. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
objection.

Mr. WARNER. I know exactly when
and where that can be done. I am just
trying to accommodate the Senate.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
agree with the most recent comments
made by the Senator from Maine con-
cerning the value of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency. In supporting the
amendment by the Senator from Ohio,
I do not do so on the grounds that it is
a way to weaken or undercut or cripple
the CIA. I believe the CIA is a very im-
portant agency. I believe that the CIA
may well be in a better position to
command more support for its oper-
ation if its funding is disclosed and if
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there is a greater public understanding
of what is going on in the intelligence
community.

When we are debating the total ap-
propriation figure, as I said earlier, I
think it is a close question. I have not
yet heard, at least to my satisfaction,
any forceful reasons to oppose total
disclosure. I think the tilt is in favor of
disclosure, and it accords with the con-
stitutional provision which calls for
disclosure. But I believe there are
many phases of the CIA’s activities
which require substantial support, like
human intelligence, the issue of locat-
ing terrorists, which is a big issue for
the United States. There are major
areas of deficiency. For example, we do
not have sufficient intelligence on the
ground. We had sufficient ideas as to
what was happening in the Soviet
Union prior to August 19, 1991,

It may well be that if the public had
more of an idea, there would be more
public support for the CIA. I think
there are some areas which do have to
remain secret. My colleague from Vir-
ginia made a comment to me that my
earlier remarks were not clear as to
whether there were funds in the De-
partment of Defense which are black
box, not publicly disclosed. There may
be ambiguity in the RECORD on my
comments. Permit me to make it plain
that there are such funds in the DOD
budget which are not subject to public
disclosure, and necessarily so. But to
the extent that disclosure may be made
in a free society, it is highly desirable.
Just because other countries do not do
it—mo country is as free and open as
the United States. My view is that we
can derive considerable strength from
that openness, and I think the CIA
would, in fact, be stronger with this
minimal disclosure. It is only a sense
of the Senate.

How much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute 15 seconds.

Mr. SPECTER. I would be glad to
yield that time to the Senator from
Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, this
has been an excellent debate. A key
statement was that it is a very delicate
balance whether or not to proceed with
this amendment.

The Senator from Maine pointed out
in a very forceful manner, as I have en-
deavored to do, if it is a delicate bal-
ance, why should we do it? How do you
go back home to your constituencies
and say that we have changed the posi-
tions of nine consecutive Presidents?
And say that we have taken a position
inconsistent with every other nation in
the world? If we were to do so, we may
have jeopardized not only the lives and
the safety of some of our agents serv-
ing overseas, but indeed the men and
women in the Armed Forces, who so
highly depend upon the quality and
quantity and accuracy of our intel-
ligence, which could be jeopardized.
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Madam President, as I understand
the Chair is about to rule the time of
the Senator from Virginia has expired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I think
you got it.

The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi-
dent, I yield up to 10 minutes or such
time as the Senator uses in excess of 10
minutes to the Senator from Arkansas.

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

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Ohio for yield-
ing. I will not take 10 minutes.

I came over to express my vVery
strong support for the Senator's
amendment.

Let me say, first of all, that I do not
believe there is a single person in the
Senate naive enough not to know that
the reason Members of Congress do not
want the macro figures on the amount
of the intelligence budget is because
not having them makes it almost im-
possible to have an intelligent legiti-
mate debate on how much we ought to
be spending. How can the American
people evaluate whether they think it
is too much or not?

Some people around here take the po-
sition it is none of the American peo-
ple’s business; we have to do a certain
amount of intelligence; we are going to
do it no matter what the cost; and this
is really none of their concern.

A lot of the people who are involved
in making up this number feel the
same way about Members of the United
States Senate. If you are not on the In-
telligence Committee or the Armed
Services Committee, the subconscious
or maybe overt belief is that other
Members of the Senate have no busi-
ness talking about this issue.

I have been so gun shy, even though
it has been published, in trying to cut
the intelligence budget. This year I
consistently referred to the New York
Times and the Los Angeles Times and
what they say the intelligence budget
is, $28 billion.

We are not here today debating about
whether that is enough or too much. I
personally feel, as you all know, that it
is too much.

At the height of the cold war, when
we were spending 65 to 70 percent of it
spying on the Soviet Union, it was not
much more than that. You get the
same justification for the intelligence
budget as you get for the B-2, the super
collider, and the space station: We have
already spent so much; you cannot cut
funding.

The Senator from Virginia, who I
consider one of the very finest men in
the United States Senate, one of the
most courageous and certainly my dear
friend, just got through saying we
might jeopardize our agents. Nobody
here really wants to jeopardize an
agent, an on-the-ground human agent
that the CIA might have someplace.

While we are not debating the
amount of the intelligence budget, I
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want you to think about this: Our in-
telligence budget is bigger than the en-
tire defense budget of 10 NATO coun-
tries. Our intelligence budget is bigger
than the French defense budget. You
think about that. And the present CIA
director, unlike his predecessor, Robert
Gates, is strenuously opposed to mak-
ing this total figure public.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President,
could I ask a 10-second question of my
good friend.

Mr. BUMPERS. Absolutely.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator ques-
tioned the statement by the Senator
from Virginia with respect to the
statement not only regarding intel-
ligence agents abroad but the men and
women of the Armed Forces. Tell me
how releasing this figure is going to in-
crease their ability to perform the mis-
sion, be they agents or men and women
of the Armed Forces? That is the ques-
tion you have to ask. How will it in-
crease their safety abroad or their se-
curity if it is released?

Mr. BUMPERS. It does not increase
or decrease their ability to carry out
their mission. That is not my reason
for being here. I am not trying to cut
the feet out from under the intel-
ligence community. They perform a
useful function. Nobody denies that.

But I am just simply saying, What
kind of nonsense is it for us to come
here as 100 men and women of the Unit-
ed States Senate and say we cannot
dare mention the total amount we are
talking about? You know what the de-
bate was about on the intelligence
budget when I was trying to cut it.
Someone said, We have already cut 3.7
percent. But then the question is for
the ordinary citizen of the country and
most of the United States Senators, 3.7
percent of what? Nobody had a clue.
Maybe 3.7 percent of $50 billion or $10
billion.

It was 3.7 percent from the Presi-
dent’s request, which was a substantial
increase over last year’s budget.

The President is my dear friend, and
I forgive him because he is a first-year
President, and this is a very arcane
subject. But you think about it. You
think about it—us standing around
here not knowing a percentage of what
we are cutting. It is just such powerful
nonsense. It has nothing to do with
jeopardizing agents on the ground. It
has nothing to do with the reconnais-
sance or anything else. What it has to
do with is, Is the figure too high or is
it too low and how on Earth can you
know if you do not know what the fig-
ure is?

I thought the Senator from Virginia
was going to challenge me on the state-
ment I made about how we spend more
on intelligence than the French spend
on defense. I was wrong by $5 billion.
They spend $33 billion on defense, and
we spend $28 billion on intelligence ac-
cording to the press.

But look at this: Italy, $5 billion less
on their entire defense budget than we
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spend on intelligence; Saudi Arabia, $15
billion; China—look at that—we spend
almost twice as much on intelligence
as China spends on its entire defense
budget, and every time we are threat-
ened by the Chinese military we jump
under our desk. In South Korea, one of
our stepchildren, who we defend, they
are putting up $13 billion, not half as
much as we spend on intelligence.

Good Lord.

The amount we spend is important,
and if you cannot deal with this, you
cannot deal with anything else unless
you know what you are talking about.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President,
now I ask: Is the Senator informing the
Senate and indeed the American public
as to the total of the U.S. commitment
to intelligence? If so, it seems to me
that could be very much a violation of
the rules of the Senate.

Mr. DECONCINI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. WARNER. I will not yield.

It would be a violation of the rules of
the Senate to disclose information sub-
mitted in confidence by the executive.

Mr. BUMPERS. Do I have the floor?

Mr. METZENBAUM. Regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CONRAD). If the Senator will yield for a
moment, the Senator from Arkansas
retained the floor.

Mr. BUMPERS. He asked a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator yielding for the purpose of a
question?

Mr. WARNER. That is correct.

The Senator yielded, and I was pro-
pounding the question when others
sought to interject. I retain the floor,
and I pose the question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The
Senator from Virginia does not retain
the floor. The Senator from Arkansas
retains the floor. The Senator from
Virginia asked for permission to ask a
question.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
permission was granted, and I was in
the course of asking the question when
others sought to interject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed to ask a question.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
question to my colleague is: Does that
figure marked *‘U.S. intelligence rep-
resent——

Mr. BUMPERS. Right.

Mr. WARNER. Their $28 billion?

Then I ask the question without con-
firming or denying the accuracy of the
number stated on the chart the Sen-
ator is displaying: The rules of the Sen-
ate state that Members may not dis-
close publicly information which is
transmitted by the President in con-
fidence to the Senate.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, to an-
swer the Senator’s question, see this
big asterisk here next to the number
on the chart. It is down here. That is
according to the Los Angeles Times,
August 4, 1993, and the Senator’s ques-
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tion is precisely why I am over here
supporting the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Ohio because the Senator
would deprive me or anyone else from
using anything except press reports. I
know what the figure is, but I am not
telling the world what I know. I am
telling the world what has been re-
ported in the Los Angeles Times, and
that is about what 80 of the Senators in
this body has to go by—what they read
in the newspaper.

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

The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President
how much time does the Senator from
Ohio have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes 42 seconds.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
yield 3'%2 minutes to the Senator from
Alaska.,

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. President, I have served on the
Intelligence Committee for 8 years and
2 years as vice chairman of the com-
mittee.

I support the Metzenbaum amend-
ment, which expresses the sense of the
Congress that the President disclose
the aggregate amount of the intel-
ligence budget.

This is not a new position for me.
While I served as vice chairman of the
Select Committee on Intelligence, I
supported a similar measure which
emerged in a conference agreement
with our House counterparts, and some
speaking against it today also sup-
ported it then.

Providing the public with the total
funding provided to the intelligence
community will not harm our national
security, nor should it compromise our
ability to engage in sensitive intel-
ligence activities. I rely on intelligence
professionals, like Robert Gates, in ar-
riving at these conclusions. During our
confirmation hearings of Bob Gates to
be Director of Central Intelligence, he
acknowledged that releasing the over-
all budget figure would do no harm.

In fact, under Director Gates and
President Bush, the intelligence com-
munity began promoting greater open-
ness in dealing with the public on a va-
riety of subjects. For example, Director
Gates testified in open sessions, before
various congressional committees on
activities in the former Soviet Union,
on proliferation of nuclear and other
weapons, and other topics affecting our
national security. To me, giving the
public more information from our in-
telligence experts, not less, proves the
worth of our investment in our na-
tional intelligence system.

This has led me to support this sense-
of-Congress approach, which urges the
President to release the gross intel-
ligence budget figure. The public ought
to understand that we take our Na-
tion's intelligence mission very seri-
ously, and that we are willing to spend
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a large amount of money to maintain
an active and effective intelligence ca-
pability. I have no difficulty defending
spending levels for our intelligence
community, nor any individual portion
of it. It is money well spent, and is as
necessary today as it was when the So-
viet Union was our primary adversary.
It is often said that our intelligence
mission today has become much more
complicated, with renewed attention
being paid to regional conflicts, inter-
national drug networks, proliferation
of weapons, and even global economic
issues. Therefore, releasing the overall
amount of money we spend on this im-
portant aspect of our national defense
should inform our taxpayers that we
take quite seriously our need to gather
intelligence, and to assess events in a
complex world.

I do not favor providing details on
funds allocated to individual programs
or activities. Our adversaries, whoever
they may be at any given moment,
should not be given any insights that
may indirectly or directly advance
their causes.

Finally, let me reiterate that the ul-
timate decision to release the aggre-
gate budget number for intelligence
will still reside with the Commander in
Chief, if the Metzenbaum amendment
is adopted. This mild proposition will
do no harm, and it has already passed
Congress in a previous authorization
bill.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Metzenbaum amendment.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

LT e

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 3116

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, upon the dis-
position of H.R. 2330, the intelligence
authorization bill, the Chair lay before
the Senate the conference report ac-
companying H.R. 3116, the Department
of Defense appropriations bill; that
there be 2 hours for debate on the con-
ference report, with the time con-
trolled as follows: 1 hour, equally di-
vided and controlled between Senators
INOUYE and STEVENS, 30 minutes under
the control of Senator McCAIN, and 30
minutes under the control of Senator
NUNN; that when all time is used or
yielded back, and without intervention
action or debate, the Senate proceed to
vote on adoption of the conference re-

port.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. I now ask unani-
mous consent that it be in order to re-
quest the yeas and nays on the adop-
tion of the conference report.

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

PROVIDING FOR A RECESS OR AD-
JOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE AND
THE SENATE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of House Concurrent Resolution
178, a concurrent resolution just re-
ceived from the House, providing for a
recess or adjournment of the House and
Senate, and that the concurrent resolu-
tion be agreed to and the motion to re-
consider laid upon the table.

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

So the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 178) was agreed to, as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 178

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on Wednesday, November 10, 1993, it
stand adjourned until noon on Monday, No-
vember 15, 1893, or until noon on the second
day after Members are notified to reassemble
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent reso-
lution, whichever occurs first; and that when
the Senate recesses or adjourns at the close
of business on Wednesday, November 10, 1993,
pursuant to a motion made by the majority
leader or his designee, in accordance with
this resolution, it stand recessed or ad-
journed until noon on Tuesday, November 16,
1993, or at such time as may be specified by
the majority leader or his designee in the
motion to recess or adjourn, or until noon on
the second day after Members are notified to
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
majority leader of the Senate, acting jointly
after consultation with the minority leader
of the House and the minority leader of the
Senate, shall notify the Members of the
House and the Senate, respectively, to reas-
semble whenever, in their opinion, the public
interest shall warrant it.

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank my col-
leagues.
I yield the floor.

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994

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

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Ohio. The overall, top line
amount appropriated for intelligence
should be made public because it is
constitutionally mandated, because
there is no longer a security reason for
keeping the figure secret, and because
it is time for intelligence to stand on
its own feet and compete openly on its
own merits with other programs.

The Constitution directs in article 1,
section 9, that ‘‘no money shall be
drawn from the Treasury, but in con-
sequence of appropriations made by
law; and a regular statement and ac-
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count of the receipts and expenditures
of all public money shall be published
from time to time.” During the cold
war we set up an artifice to exempt in-
telligence from this requirement. We
kept the intelligence budget number
secret and concealed most of its pro-
grams in the Defense budget. We did
this for good reason: we had in Moscow
an adversary with a large intelligence
service that would have taken this fig-
ure, had it been available to them, to
measure America's effort. So we kept
it from them, and rightfully so, even if
in the process we kept it from our peo-
ple as well. But today we have no such
adversary. If our present antagonists,
countries like Libya, Iran, Iraq, had
any idea how much we spent on intel-
ligence, they would be dismayed to
learn that we spend far more on intel-
ligence than they do on their whole
governments. But they would learn
nothing, in my view, that they could
use against us.

I noted that it is time for intel-
ligence to stand on its own feet, and I
say that for several reasons. First, if
intelligence is the valuable commodity
that I contend it is in this very uncer-
tain world, a world of new threats but
from which the old nuclear threat has
not completely faded, if it is the force
multiplier that our military command-
ers say it is, than it ought to be amply
funded. If it is tied to Defense with a
continuation of the current policy of
hiding the intelligence budget inside
the Defense budget, then it is at risk of
declining along with Defense. Absent
new military threats, I believe we all
agree that the Defense budget will con-
tinue to drop, perhaps steeply. A con-
current drop in the intelligence budget
would not be appropriate. That is why
I favor letting intelligence compete
freely as a separate program. To do
that, you have to announce the top-
line intelligence budget figure.

Don’'t misunderstand me. Intelligence
and Defense will always be functionally
linked. As long a military commanders
are the top priority customers for in-
telligence—and they always will be—
the Defense Department should have
an active role in managing intelligence
programs and the Armed Services Com-
mittee should continue to take the in-
telligence authorization bill on sequen-
tial referral. But the top-line figure
should be made public.

There’s another reason, beyond the
decline of the old threat and the
shrinking Defense budget, for making
the intelligence figure public. This is
an age of increasingly open govern-
ment. Don't take my word for it.

Look at the CIA. They began declas-
sifying documents under the last DCI,
Bob Gates, and are continuing to do so
under Jim Woolsey. We all recall the
recent release of previously classified
documents on the assassination of
President Kennedy. A great many
other documents have been declassified
and released as well.
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The intelligence community is work-
ing with the scientific community to
provide scientifically useful data on
such things as whale migration and cli-
mate change, data collected by systems
designed to pinpoint enemy sub-
marines.

The CIA is seeking more of its infor-
mation from open source material. It
has even joined the Intermet computer
network, which means that virtually
anyone can go online with them.

A Presidential panel is charting a
whole new system of Government in-
formation security which will bring
forth a more open systemn that will
limit secrecy.

Intelligence topics like imagery and
cryptology are now discussed in the
public media, with surprising accuracy.

The Intelligence Committees of the
House and Senate have an increasing
number of open hearings.

Let's face it. Openness is the order of
the day, and unless a threat as for-
midable and as lethal as the old Soviet
Union comes along, our society and
Government will steadily become more
open. Our task is to make intelligence
more useful to more Americans, not
hoard it. I know that Bill Clinton un-
derstands this—his support for open-
ness in Government is one of the driv-
ing factors behind this trend. That’s
why I can’t believe that he personally
opposes this amendment.

I also can't believe that stating the
top-line intelligence figure would hurt
the intelligence community. I know
from my service on the Intelligence
Committee that our extraordinarily ca-
pable intelligence structure is both
priceless and a bargain. It can compete
successfully with other Government
programs.

Finally, I reject the argument that
stating the top-line figure will lead to
an additional peeling of the onion, a
steady revelation of more secrets. This
won't happen if we do it right: One way
would be to simply require the Presi-
dent to state two figures when he sub-
mits the annual budget; the amount
appropriated for the last fiscal year,
and the amount the President requests
be appropriated for the next fiscal
year. In that way there would be no op-
portunity to compare the bills of dif-
ferent committees or to compare out-
lay wversus budget authority. This
would be one way to avoid the slippery
slope, and I am sure there are others,
which the Senator from Ohio’s amend-
ment leaves the President free to sug-
gest.

The power to change is the power to
keep our democracy vibrant and young.
The budget secrecy that was necessary
during the cold war is today at best
disfunctional. We can do better in the
sunshine. Both our intelligence com-
munity and our democracy will be
healthier for it. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the
Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
wish to say a concluding word to my
colleagues.

In 1991, the Senate passed a provision
to require disclosure of the budget
total—to require it. That provision was
watered down in conference, but the
Senate had approved requiring disclo-
sure.

This proposal does not require it. It
is just a sense-of-Congress resolution
as to our policy, that it should be dis-
closed. We enacted the same sense-of-
Congress language in the 1991 con-
ference report and again in 1992, All we
are saying today is, pass again some-
thing that is really much less than
that which the Senate passed in 1991.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, is all
time yielded back?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the
Senator from Ohio yielded back all
time?

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield it back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment and I ask for
the yeas and nays.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. WAR-
NER] to table the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM].
The yeas and nays have been ordered
and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 366 Leg.]

YEAS—49
Bennett Faircloth McCain
Bond Ford McConnell
Breaux Gorton Nickles
Brown Gramm Nunn
Burns Grassley Packwood
Chafee Gregg Pressler
Coats Hatch Reid
Cochran Helms Roth
Cohen Hutchison Shelby
Coverdell Jeffords Simpson
Cralg Johnston Smith
D'Amato Kassebaum Stevens
Danforth Kempthorne Thurmond
Dodd Lieberman Wallop
Dole Lott Warner
Domenict Lugar
Exon Mack

NAYS—51
Akaka Dorgan Kohl
Baucus Durenberger Lautenberg
Biden Feingold Leahy
Bingaman Feinstein Levin
Boren Glenn Mathews
Boxer Graham Metzenbaum
Bradley Harkin Mikulski
Bryan Hatfield Mitchell
Bumpers Heflin Moseley-Braun
Byrd Hollings Moynihan
Campbell Inouye Murkowski
Conrad Kennedy Murray
Daschle Kerrey Pell
DeConcini Kerry Pryor
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Riegle Sarbanes Specter
Robb Sasser Wellstone
Rockefeller Simon Wofford

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 1157) was rejected.

Mr. DECONCINI. I urge the adoption
of the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any further debate? If there is no fur-
ther debate, the question is on agreeing
to the Metzenbaum amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous
consent that further proceedings under
the quorum call be dispensed with.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ob-
ject. I object two times.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The bill clerk continued the call of
the roll.

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

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. What is the pend-
ing matter?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
METZENBAUM].

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

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

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollecall Vote No. 367 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Akaka Glenn Mikulski
Baucus Graham Mitchell
Biden Harkin Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Hatfield Moynihan
Boren Heflin Murkowski
Boxer Hollings Murray
Bradley Inouye Pell
Bryan Johnston Pryor
Bumpers K dy Riegle
Byrd Kerrey Robb
Campbell Kerry Rockefeller
Conrad Kohl Sarbanes
Daschle Lautenberg Sasser
DeConcini Leahy Simon
Dorgan Levin Specter
Feingold Lugar Wellstone
Feinstein Mathews Wofford
Ford Metzenbaum
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NAYS—48

Bennett Durenberger McCain
Bond Exon McConnell
Breaux Faircloth Mack
Brown Gorton Nickles
Burns Gramm Nunn
Chafes Grassley Packwood
Coats Gregg Pressler
Cochran Hatch Reid
Cohen Helms Roth
Coverdell Hutchison Shelby
Cralg Jeffords Simpson
D'Amato Kassebaum Smith
Danforth Kempthorne Stevens
Dodd Lieberman Thurmond
Dole Lott Wallop
Domenici Lugar Warner

So the amendment (No. 1157) was
agreed to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the bill?

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has 3 minutes, 2 sec-
onds. The Senator from Virginia has 14
minutes 7 seconds.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senate for its indulgence in having
a second vote on this very important
issue. If the Senate feels so strongly
that it wants to pass a sense-of-the-
Senate, I wish it would have the cour-
age to step up and pass the law then.

I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the bill for the third
time.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Intelligence
Committee is discharged from further
consideration of H.R. 2330, and the Sen-
ate will proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of the bill.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2330) to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1994 for intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the United
States Government and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, all after the enact-
ing clause is stricken and the text of S.
1224 is inserted in lieu thereof.

The clerk will read the bill for the
third time.

The bill (H.R. 2330) was ordered to a
third reading and was read the third
time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DECONCINI. 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. WARNER. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, is this
to be done by voice vote, in which case
or Senator from Virginia has no objec-
tion?

Mr. DECONCINI. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. WARNER. The request for yeas
and nays has been withdrawn?

Mr. DECONCINI. It was never formu-
lated or consummated.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this is
to be done by voice vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If no one
requests the yeas and nays, yes.

The bill having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall the bill
pass?

So the bill (H.R. 2330) was passed.

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

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair appoint conferees, and
they are before the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate insists
on its amendments, requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes, and the Chair is authorized
to appoint conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The Chair appoints the following con-
ferees.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

From the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence: Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
METZENBAUM, Mr. GLENN, Mr. KERREY, Mr.
BRYAN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BAUCUS,
Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DANFORTH,
Mr. GORTON, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. LUGAR, Mr.
WALLOP, and Mr. STEVENS.

From the Committee on Armed Services:
Mr. NUNN and Mr. THURMOND.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, S. 1301 is indefi-
nitely postponed.

The Senator from Arizona is recog-
nized.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, that
finishes the authorization.

I thank my distinguished vice chair-
man for his counsel and advice. I know
he feels very strongly about this sub-
ject matter. We spent a good part of
the afternoon, and I respect his posi-
tion on this. I hope we can work in the
future to maybe find a little better way
to handle it. I pledge to him to con-
tinue to work with him.

I thank the dedicated staff on both
the majority and minority side for
their work in putting this bill to-
gether.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized.
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished chairman, colleague,
and friend. I join him in commending
our staff. We have an excellent staff.
We try as best we can to perform in a
bipartisan manner such important is-
sues to this Nation as its intelligence.

I yield the floor.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the conference report accompany-
ing H.R. 3116.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
3116) making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1994, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective houses this re-
port, signed by all of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
November 9, 1993.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is recog-
nized.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, before
proceeding, I ask unanimous consent
that the following persons be given
floor privileges during consideration of
this conference report: Denise Baken,
Paul Joula, Nancy Lescavage, Karen
Miller, and John J. Young, Jr.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to offer the conference report
(H. Rept. 103-339) making appropria-
tions for the department of Defense for
fiscal year 1994. The conference report
before you provides funds to operate,
maintain and equip the Defense De-
partment and our military forces dur-
ing fiscal year 1994.

The bill provides $240.6 billion for
DOD, a reduction of $1.4 billion from
the President's budget request. It is
within the subcommittee’s 602(b) allo-
cation. Discretionary outlays from the
bill will be $255.2 billion, a reduction of
$3.2 billion from the budget request and
less than $50 million below the sub-
committee’s allocation.

Mr. President, this is a very lean bill.
The budget authority in this bill is
$13.5 billion below the level funded for
fiscal year 1993, and nearly $40 billion
lower than funds provided 10 years ago
not counting inflation. I must advise
my colleagues that not every worth-
while program could be accommodated
in this austere bill, but the conferees
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have done their best to produce a bill
which meets the needs of our men and
women in uniform.

MILITARY PERSONNEL

The bill provides a total of $70.6 bil-
lion for military personnel pay, allow-
ances and related costs. This amount
includes $1.1 billion to fully fund a 2.2-
percent pay raise for our uniformed
personnel. Military end strength will
decline by 103,000 active duty personnel
during fiscal year 1994. Guard and re-
serve strengths are above the adminis-
tration's request by 5,300, reflecting
the increased requirements to be levied
on our reserve components.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

To operate and maintain our forces,
the conference agreement recommends
$77.1 billion. This is $1.6 billion below
the budget request, but most of this re-
duction is from fact of life savings in
fuel pricing, undermanning of civilian
personnel and lower costs of foreign
currency.

In addition, funding has been added
to the President’s request for aircraft
and ship maintenance programs, unit
training activities, and for returning
excess Army equipment from Europe.
We began this year by emphasizing the
need to maintain the readiness of and
quality-of-life for our troops. I believe
this bill does preserve that critical
readiness for another year.

Also in title II, funds were added for
select defense conversion programs
supported by many Members in this
body. For example, the conference
agreement adds funds for military
youth programs, economic develop-
ment programs in California, Florida,
Michigan, and many other States af-
fected by base closures, and aid for
school districts.

PROCUREMENT

The bill would fund $44.7 billion for
procurement, a decrease of $300 million
from the reguest. Mr. President, this
amount is $10 billion below the levels
funded in fiscal year 1993.

Significant army highlights of this
action include providing a $2756 million
in increases for Apache and AHIP heli-
copters.

For the Navy, the agreement pro-
vides funds to support the three DDG-
51 destroyers as requested. Full funding
is provided for the Trident Missile Pro-
gram and the purchase of 36 F/A-18 air-
craft.

BQG-5 WIDE APERTURE ARRAY

Mr. President, the conferees agreed
to provide $33 million for the BQG-5
wide aperture array program, as noted
in the statement of the managers. Un-
fortunately, the table which accom-
panies the statement of the managers
does not include funding for the pro-
gram. Mr. President, I want it to be
clear that the conferees funded this
program, and the Navy is directed to
adjust the amounts shown in the tables
to reallocate funds from other pro-
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grams which were not increased above
the budget request in the other pro-
curement Navy appropriation to fund
this important program.

Mr. President, one issue that is of in-
terest to many Members is funding for
the CVN-T76 aircraft carrier. The Senate
bill included $3.4 billion to complete
the financing of the next nuclear air-
craft carrier. The House committee in-
cluded $1 billion to finance a portion of
the costs; however, the specific ear-
mark for using these funds for the car-
rier was deleted on the House floor.

I made a statement on the Senate
floor on October 26, explaining the rea-
sons that the Senate provided funds for
the carrier and urging the conferees on
the Defense aunthorization bill to in-
clude authorization for the balance of
the carrier. I will not repeat all the ar-
guments here, but just remind my col-
leagues that funding the carrier in 1994
instead of 1995 would have saved U.S.
taxpayers $200 million.

Unfortunately, the Defense author-
ization bill did not authorize the re-
maining balance for the aircraft car-
rier. While many of my colleagues
agree that the authorization granted in
1993 to begin financing the ship is suffi-
cient authorization to complete pay-
ment for the ship, there are those here
and in the House who believe that this
issue should await additional author-
ization.

It is somewhat ironic that, while we
are discussing this issue today in the
Senate, tomorrow, in Newport News,
VA, a new nuclear aircraft carrier will
be christened. Some of my colleagues
will remember that, in 1987, Congress
authorized $644 million in advance pro-
curement funds to partially fund this
carrier and then appropriated $6.2 bil-
lion, the full amount required to fund
two aircraft carriers. I think that is
important to keep in mind.

Mr. President, I was not chairman
during that period. My predecessor,
Senator John Stennis, was the chair-
man. It was Senator Stennis who
spearheaded the effort to fund the two
carriers. Senator Stennis knew a good
deal when he saw it. By fully funding
the two carriers in 1 year instead of
funding them incrementally over sev-
eral years, the Congress, at Senator
Stennis' urging, saved the taxpayer
about $1 billion. Some shortsighted in-
dividuals complained at that time that
the ships were not authorized com-
pletely, but in that instance, reason
prevailed. It is even more ironic to
note that tomorrow this new carrier
will appropriately be christened the
John C. Stennis.

Mr. President, I am sorry to report
that the conferees on the Defense ap-
propriations bill were unable to con-
vince the House of the merits of this
case. In a compromise, the conferees
agreed to provide $1.2 billion in addi-
tional national defense sealift funds
which may be used to help purchase
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the CVN-76, if subsequent authoriza-
tion is provided. I would note that, if
authorization is not granted, these
funds could be used for chartering roll-
on/roll-off vessels, or for constructing
additional sealift ships.

Significant highlights for Air Force
procurement include providing $2.2 bil-
lion to buy six C-17 aircraft this year
and advance procurement funds for
buying eight in fiscal year 1995. The
conferees also agreed to purchase 12 F-
16 aircraft, for $400 million.

Mr. President, the conference report
reflects the strong support of the Sen-
ate regarding National Guard and Re-
serve equipment. While the House ear-
marked funds for specific projects, the
Senate did not.

The conference agreement allows the
chiefs of the Reserve components to de-
termine which specific items will be
purchased. The statement of the man-
agers earmarks $400 million for mis-
cellaneous equipment and lists items
which it believes should be given prior-
ity, but does not mandate which equip-
ment must be acquired. In addition,
the statement earmarks $800 million
for new transport aircraft. The con-
ferees intend that these aircraft can be
either new production or newly refur-
bished aircraft.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Mr. President, in order to preserve
readiness and still live within the fund-
ing constraints imposed upon the com-
mittee, the conferees made significant
reductions in research and develop-
ment. A total of $3.4 billion was cut
from the budget request of $38.6 billion.
Included in the reductions, the bill ter-
minates the Army’s Sadarm Precision
Submunition Program, terminates the
Navy's AF/X attack aircraft, and slows
down the F-22 program, cutting the re-
quest for that aircraft by $168 million.

In other highlights, the agreement
fully funds the Army's Comanche heli-
copter, fully funds the Navy's F/A-18
E/F program, and the Navy's new at-
tack submarine.

Mr, President, the conferees provided
$2.6 billion for ballistic missile defense.
For the first time, the conferees agreed
to recommend a number of discrete re-
ductions in this program.

The discrete reductions rec-
ommended by the conferees provide the
level of funding for theater and na-
tional missile defenses as we expect
will be authorized. The full Senate pre-
viously approved virtually all of the
recommended reductions.

The ballistic missile defense organi-
zation also recently decided to termi-
nate several projects in preparing to
adjust to a lower level of fiscal year
1994 spending. The conference rec-
ommendations include these reduc-
tions.

Mr. President, I believe the discrete
spending recommendations in this con-
ference report are an important first
step in demystifying the Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense Program. The Congress
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should evaluate the ballistic missile
defense research and development pro-
grams just like other Pentagon pro-
grams. We should endorse those pro-
grams which are militarily-justified
and cost effective. We should reduce
programs which are lower priority, un-
justified or duplicative.

Mr. President, this is not micro-
management. This is prudent oversight
of the taxpayers resources. Within the
overall ballistic missile program we
are talking about a number of large ac-
quisition programs, each receiving
hundreds of millions of dollars. The
Congress should have a voice in the al-
location of funds to major acquisition
programs such as Patriot, Thaad, and
the many other major acquisition ef-
forts embodied in the overall ballistic
missile defense program.

The conference report recommenda-
tions express that voice as it should be
expressed. It is essential that the De-
fense Department understand the seri-
ousness with which I view this action
to begin exercising the same oversight
over these programs as Congress exer-
cises over other defense programs.

The Department should heed these
words and follow the recommendations
to make the discrete reductions high-
lighted in the conference report.
Should the Pentagon wish, based on
new information or some better jus-
tification than so far provided, to
change these discrete funding alloca-
tions, it is my strong opinion that DOD
should consult with, and notify, the
committee well in advance of taking
any such action.

The conference recommendation
clearly indicates the Congress' prior-
ities. I look forward to working with
the leadership in the Department of
Defense to assure that our views are re-
flected in their allocations of fiscal
year 1994 funds.

In other matters, the conference re-
port affirms the position of the Senate
regarding U.S. peacekeeping activities.
The Byrd amendment restricting Unit-
ed States forces in Somalia is incor-
porated in the conference agreement as
are amendments adopted by the Senate
regarding Haiti, Bosnia, and command
and control of United States forces. A
new general provision has been added
which expresses the sense of the Con-
gress that the President should consult
with Congress prior to undertaking any
new humanitarian or peacekeeping de-
ployment and pay for such operations
through supplemental appropriations.

Mr. President, this has been a tough
year for the Defense Subcommittee.
The funding constraints that the com-
mittee must meet required that $3 bil-
lion in outlays be reduced from the
bill. After 9 straight years of reducing
defense spending, that is not an easy
task. The Senate was up to the chal-
lenge in its passed bill, and I am happy
to say the conferees have also re-
sponded to that difficult challenge.
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The conference report reflects a good
compromise between the priorities of
the Senate and the House. But most
importantly, it is a good agreement
which will provide for the safety and
support of our men and women in uni-
form. I urge all Members to support the
conference report.

Mr. President, before I conclude, I
would like to say a few words about the
staff of this subcommittee. These dedi-
cated professionals have earned the re-
spect and admiration of their col-
leagues in the Senate and in the execu-
tive branch. They have served individ-
ual Senators—and the Senate as an in-
stitution—in a most exemplary fash-
ion.

I know them, I trust them,
grateful to them.

It is not a large staff, just a dozen in
number. Their names are: Richard L.
Collins, Charlie Houy, Steve Cortese,
Dick D’Amato, Peter Lennon, Jay
Kimmitt, David Morrison, Mary Mar-
shall, Mazie Mattson, Susan Char, Jim
Morhard, and Donna Patty.

As in past years, this staff has been
supplemented by a departmental sup-
port group: John Young, Denise Baken,
Paul Joula, and Karen Miller.

Mr. President, this is an extraor-
dinary staff. Their well earned reputa-
tion for a thorough and reasoned anal-
ysis of the President’s budget for de-
fense appropriations was enhanced this
year when, in an unparalleled achieve-
ment, through their study and analy-
sis, this subcommittee met the chal-
lenge posed by the sharply cir-
cumscribed allocations it received in
the budget process. It was only through
their study and analysis that Senator
STEVENS and I were able to do this, and
1 would note that, of all of the Defense
committees, this subcommittee was
the only one to meet its target.

Mr. President, this kind of an
achievement does not rest on the ef-
forts of one person alone; it requires a
team effort, and they all deserve rec-
ognition. And yet, as many know, in
the years that I have been chairman of
this subcommittee, I have thought it
appropriate, each year, to single out an
individual for special recognition.

This year, I am in a position to do
both, because this year I want to give
recognition to an individual who exem-
plifies the team effort which has made
Senator STEVENS and me so proud of
our subcommittee.

Steve Cortese is the minority staff
director of the Senate Subcommittee
on Defense Appropriations. He is a pa-
triot, a trusted advisor, and a friend.
He works for my good friend, TED STE-
VENS,; he serves us all.

This year Steve and his wife, Eileen,
had a baby girl, Lauren Elizabeth, who
has kept him up late at night, almost
as often as the Senate has, And yet, he
is invariably good-humored, well-in-
formed, and ready to contribute. And,
most capable of advancing the goals

I am
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and objectives of his party within the
Senate.

Mr. President, I am pleased to have
an opportunity to recognize the con-
tributions of a dedicated public serv-
ant. Steve Cortese has served the vice
chairman of this subcommittee, Sen-
ator STEVENS, and myself in an excep-
tional manner. He has served the Sen-
ate in an exceptional manner. He
serves his country every hour of every
day, without complaint and without
expectation of great reward. In doing
so, he rewards us all.

And, for that, I am grateful.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS].

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, let me,
on behalf of my good friend and assist-
ant and associate, Steve Cortese, thank
the Senator from Hawaii for his usual
graciousness, and the kind words he
has said about our minority staff direc-
tor for this subcommittee, It is a great
pleasure to have worked with him, and
with Senator INOUYE.

I want to go quickly through some
points on this bill. But I, too, would re-
member that it is not quite 6 years ago
that I offered the amendment to name
the new nuclear aircraft carrier, the
John C. Stennis. That was on December
11, 1987. I think we mentioned this car-
rier not only because of our great love
for John Stennis—and on that day I
mentioned I have never known a man
like John Stennis in my life, who had
the stamina and the will to continue
and the great love for country that
John Stennis had; but we mentioned
the John C. Stennis’ christening tomor-
row, and Senator COCHRAN I know will
be there to do that; unfortunately, we
are not able to be there—primarily be-
cause of the time lag in authorizing an
aircraft carrier, and getting it to the
point where the John C. Stennis will be
tomorrow, where it can be christened.

On the conference committee that
approved the John C. Stennis were John

Stennis, Senator Proxmire, Senator
Chiles, Senator Burdick, Senator
Weicker, Senator McClure, Senator

Garn, Senator Kasten, and Senator
Rudman. In 6 years, all of those Sen-
ators have departed from this body and
we are just getting the John C. Stennis
to the first stage of its service in the
U.S. Navy. It takes the time of a lot of
people to bring a major ship on the line
in the United States Navy. We have
been only able to take a very small
step toward the next aircraft carrier.

I want to emphasize what the Sen-
ator from Hawaii said concerning the
money that is earmarked in this bill
for that carrier, in the event that it is
authorized. And I do urge the author-
ization committee to promptly author-
ize it next year, keeping in mind this
very, very long time before that air-
craft carrier will become a part of the
U.S. Navy.
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The bill we present to the Senate is
$511 million below the President’s re-
quest. Every Member of the Senate can
be confident that this bill accommo-
dates the priorities of the Joint Chiefs
as well as the theater commanders in
the field. Senator INOUYE and I have
personally visited with them this year,
prior to the preparation of this bill. It
is a bill that has $1.2 billion in a mod-
ernization initiative for the National
Guard and Reserve, taking into ac-
count the new burden that falls upon
those forces in their overall plan for
our country's defense.

We have not this year earmarked any
of the funds for specific systems. The
authority to allocate the funds for the
Guard and Reserve rests with the com-
manders of those forces, of course
under the control of the President and
his appointees. But it is a new initia-
tive.

I think of interest to our conferees is
the funding provided for aircraft to
modernize the Guard fleet. We expect
the Guard and Reserve to procure ei-
ther new aircraft or refurbished or
modified aircraft to best meet their
mission requirements. And the Con-
gress in this bill will give them the dis-
cretion to make the best decisions to
give us the best force possible.

A success story has been in the pro-
curement of an especially modified
C23-B aircraft for the National Guard,
existing planes with alterations, dedi-
cated to a Guard-specific mission. This
conference reports the authorized level
of funding for the Ballistic Missile De-
fense Program, with the accounts for
Patriot, Erint, and Arrow programs.
They are fenced, but that is to ensure
the full funding of those programs.
There is no constraint on the funding
for Brilliant Pebbles, and $140 million
is provided to continue the program for
the Brilliant Eyes initiative.

We have a new provision that I wish
to discuss. That makes available $100
million to initiate contractor provided
logistic support for United States and
United Nations forces in Somalia.
While I support this provision as an im-
portant step to accomplish withdrawal
of our forces by March 31, as is indi-
cated by the action of the Congress and
as stated by the President, I do express
my concern for the safety and protec-
tion of these American civilian con-
tract workers in Somalia.

I am sure that the matter will be set-
tled expeditiously. We should take
steps to ensure that no Americans will
be at risk in Somalia as part of our na-
tional and United Nations support for
the effort there.

This is a new initiative. We did as-
sure ourselves that it has total support
of the Commander in Chief and, there-
fore, we have initiated this money for
contractor-supported logistics for
those forces in Somalia. I again state,
however, that it is not contrary to the
position taken by the Senate to reqguire
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the withdrawal of U.S. forces by mno
later than March 31.

The proposed bill supports the Army
structure as it has been outlined to us
by the authorization program. There
still is a question about the rest of the
5-year program. That has not been ini-
tiated yet by the authorization com-
mittee.

The Army organization is at 540,000
military personnel and 12 divisions. In
my judgment, we should not go any
further. We have accomplished our re-
duction in force for the Army, so far as
this Senator is concerned. The troops
deployed over the past 5 years in Pan-
ama, Desert Shield, Desert Storm, So-
malia, and Hurricane Andrew—so many
events in these past 5 years—have dem-
onstrated the flexibility of prepared-
ness and professionalism of our United
States Army. It cannot stand any fur-
ther reductions at this time. It is a pre-
cious asset for a democracy such as
ours to have such a professional mili-
tary force as we have in the U.S. Army.

I am not neglecting the Air Force
and the Navy, but I do believe it is
time to draw the line and say there
should not be any more cuts. There
should be a floor under the 12 divisions,
as far as the Army is concerned.

I express our thanks to the Senator
from Hawaii and his distinguished as-
sistant, Richard Collins. The four of us
have traveled, literally, throughout the
world. We get some criticism for it, but
we visit remote places in this world to
see what is happening and why we have
forces where we do have them around
the world in this period. It is a matter
of great pride to me that we continue
to serve together, as I have stated to
this Senate previously. In the time I
have worked on this bill with my
friend, which is almost 25 years now,
we have never had a basic disagree-
ment.

I again close as I started, Mr. Presi-
dent. I know of no Member of the Sen-
ate that served a longer period of time
and dedicated his soul and his exist-
ence to the concept that this Nation
deserves a total defense than John
Stennis. He served as chairman and
then when I was chairman of the sub-
committee, he was the ranking mem-
ber. He became chairman again for a
short time, and my friend from Hawaii
then became the chairman.

We have worked together as a team
on this defense appropriations concept.
We feel, I think—the two of us—that
we are sort of the students of John
Stennis, and since tomorrow will be
John C. Stennis Day, I hope the Senate
will take the time to commemorate
the service of this distinguished gen-
tleman who will now have his name
prolonged in the history of the U.S.
Navy he loved so well in the form of
this great new carrier, the John C. Sten-
nis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN] is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would
like to express my concurrence with
the views concerning Senator Stennis
just voiced by my two colleagues. He
is, indeed, a wonderful giant of a man,
a great leader, one I had the privilege
of serving with on the Armed Services
Committee in my first years in the
Senate. He will stand as one of the gi-
ants of the U.S. Senate.

I have one question for either my col-
league from Alaska or the Senator
from Hawaii, to begin with.

Is there a printed copy available of
the appropriations bill?

Mr. INOUYE. It has been printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. McCAIN. Fine. I say it is too bad
we do not have a printed copy on our
desks, as we should have. I want to
alert my two colleagues, next year if
the appropriations bill is not printed
and available for me and my staff—as
is the custom here—to read, I will ob-
ject to consideration of a $241 billion
bill until such time as I have the op-
portunity to look at it. I think that is
something we have a right to.

I repeat, I believe that appropriations
bills should be printed and on the
desk—

Mr.
yield?

Mr. MCCAIN. Yes.

Mr. STEVENS. I am informed that
my staff spent an hour or more going
over every sheet of this bill with the
Senator prior to this being printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. MCCAIN. With the Senator?

Mr. STEVENS. It is printed in full in
the RECORD.

Mr. McCAIN. No member of your
staff has been over anything with me.
They may have been over it with my
staff.

Mr. STEVENS. With your staff.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Fine. I believe I should
have the right myself to be able, as
every other Member, to have a copy of
the bill on our desk. I believe it is cus-
tomary in the Senate.

Mr. STEVENS. It is on the Senator’s

STEVENS. Will the Senator

desk. It is in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

Mr. INOUYE. If the Senator will
yield.

Mr. McCAIN. My staff tells me it is
not printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

Mr. INOUYE. If I may respond, it is
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and it
has been the tradition, I have been ad-
vised, as to the printing of the bill it-
self, the Government Printing Office
does that after the President signs the
bill. So what we have before us is the
conference report, and it is in the CoON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of November 9,
1993, on page HB8978.

Mr. McCAIN. Thank you for that in-
formation. I am not going to take too
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much time. It is my understanding
that it was not available until this
afternoon. That is not a lot of time to
examine a bill that entails $241 billion.

What I am complaining about, obvi-
ously, is that in the days, weeks and
months to follow, we will find unau-
thorized appropriations, special pork-
barrel projects, which this Senator is
going to continue to do everything I
can to bring to a stop.

I see special earmarks for defense
conversion: New London State Pier,
$3.7 million; Miami Dade County Com-
munity College, $10.5 million; Aviation
Technology and Training Center—I
have no idea where—$4.5 million; World
Language and Cultural Studies Center
at Pfeiffer College, $250,000; Health
Care Network, New York, $2.5 million;
CFC Free Refrigeration Technology
Project, $200,000—on and on and on and
on—the list goes on and on. And cuts to
these appropriations, by the way, re-
quire the consent of all four appropria-
tions committees—these I just read—
there are some 56 of them, coming up
to over $221 million, which are special
congressional interests. That despite
the fact that an amendment of Senator
BrowN was accepted and I understand
it was accepted in the Senate bill:

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this act may be used
for a defense technology reinvestment
project that is not selected pursuant to the
applicable competitive selection and other
procedures set forth in chapter 148 of title 10,
U.S. Code.

The intent of the Brown amendment
was to prevent this, and yet I see that
funds are earmarked for projects that
have, as far as I can see, absolutely
nothing to do with national defense, at
the same time, at the very same time—
and I sound a little emotional about
this over and over again—we are going
to cut 103,000 men and women out of
the military. We are going to tell
103,000 men and women in the military
that we cannot afford to keep them be-
cause we have to cut the defense budg-
et—103,000 of them, many of them on
short notice. Most of them had wanted
to stay in the military for a career.

What are we going to do? We are
going to spend $2 million to establish a
marine environmental research facility
in Astoria, OR; $1.3 million for a re-
placement landfill in Kotzebue, AK. I
am sure I mispronounced that name.
$500,000 for environmental remediation
and wells on Walker River Paiute trib-
al lands; $1.5 million for the purchase
and rehabilitation of an LCU ship as a
commercial cargo vessel to be trans-
ferred to the Government of American
Samoa; $7 million for an MDIS tele-im-
aging medical diagnostic program at
Madigan Army Medical Center in
Washington State; and $2.3 million for
cell adhesion molecule research. Get
this:

The $2.3 million for cell adhesion molecule
research; specifies that the research be done
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at a “nonprofit foundation in the northeast
by an integrated team of scientists with ex-
tensive experience in the molecular analysis
of the immune system. The scientific team
must have extensive experience in the iden-
tification and analysis of cell adhesion, sig-
nal transduction pathways, cytokine produc-
tion and gene regulation.”

Mr. President, that must be some
place in somebody’s district. What in
the world, what in the world has that
to do with national defense? I am all
for investing in cell adhesion molecule
research. What does it have to do with
national defense?

What do I tell these young men and
women who are in my State, who are
saying, ‘“Senator, I do not want to
leave the military. I wanted to stay in
the military for a career. And now I am
being separated because they say they
cannot afford to keep me."”

Mr. President, the fact is that what
we are doing is not acceptable. My
greatest fears about defense conversion
were that the money for defense con-
version that we appropriated would not
be used to help with conversion of in-
dustries which need help, but they
would be used for pork barrel projects.

The World Language and Cultural
Study Center in Pfeiffer College is
going to get $250,000. What is the re-
quirement for defense conversion?

New London State pier. I do not
know what that has to do with defense
conversion. It is earmarked. I am sure
that there will be answers for all of
these.

I am sure that the Paiute Indians
need to have something paid for and
cleaned up. What do the Paiute Indians
have to do with national defense?
There are no greater supporters in this
body than this Senator and the Senator
from Hawaii for Native Americans. I
have yet to see any connection between
Paiute Indians, who are going to get
$500,000, and at the same time that is
called national defense.

I would like to talk for a minute
about the Seawolf submarine, a fantas-
tic example of what is wrong with the
system here, Mr. President.

The Seawolf submarine, a $5.2 billion
weapons system, which no military
person in the world will say there is a
requirement for—not a one, not any
Navy, not any Army, not any Air Force
official, no one will say there is a
threat to this Nation’s national secu-
rity that requires the presence of a
Seawolf submarine. The amendment
that I had added during the Senate de-
bate on this bill, which was accepted,
said that there would be a cap placed
on the expenditures for the two pre-
vious submarines, the SSN-21 and 22.

Now, I was not trying to kill it. We
went through that. We went through
the attempt to terminate the program.
But all I asked for was a cap. I used the
cap which was stated in the letter from
the Secretary of the Navy of Septem-
ber 13. The letter that I got from the
Secretary of the Navy, which I in-
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cluded in the RECORD at that time, said
we need no more than those funds. So
I thought, well, if the Secretary of the
Navy says they do not need any more
money than that, approximately $4.673
billion—§4.673 billion—surely that
would be enough. But that amendment
was dropped in conference. The Depart-
ment of Defense said as follows from
their appeal letter:

This cap greatly curtails our flexibility in
managing the shipbuilding account., * * *
While the Department feels confident that
an estimate of $4,673.4 million for the SSN-21
and 22 is currently achievable, it should be
recognized that it is difficult to provide ab-
solute assurance in overall costs. * * * The
Department urges the conferees to exclude
this provision.

We contacted Electric Boat Co., the
people who make the submarine, and
asked, is $4.673 billion enough for you
for two submarines? Two, count them,
two submarines. They said “yes.” In
fact, they told us they would write us
a letter and say yes.

So I thought it was reasonable per-
haps to tell the American taxpayers
that we were not going to spend any
more than what the shipbuilder and
the Secretary of the Navy said they
needed.

What happened? Dropped in con-
ference, Mr. President, because there is
no fiscal discipline. We could have
taken this $5 billion boondoggle and
paid each one of those workers whose
jobs we are saving somewhere around
$200,000 each.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield right there?

Mr. MCCAIN. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. STEVENS. I want the record to
show that at times the Senator from
Arizona and I have slightly disagreed
on these matters. But on this one, I am
entirely in accord with the Senator, as
the Senator knows. I fought the
Seawolf. 1 have opposed the Seawolf. 1
continue to oppose the Seawolf, as I did
the battleships when they were re-
floated and now we are putting them
back as museums.

But the majority wins in these mat-
ters, and I appreciate the statement
the Senator is making. But I do remind
him that we have lost that battle every
time we fought it in this Chamber. As
a consequence, there is nothing much
we can do about it except I do com-
mend him once again for making the
record that we do not need the Seawolf;
it is a waste of money, and I hope he
will continue reminding people of that
fact. But the fact remains that the ac-
tion taken by the conference was in ac-
cordance with the opposition bill.

Mr. MCCAIN. Let me tell my friend
from Alaska that I understand that it
is in accordance with the authorization
bill, and I do not intend to sign the au-
thorization bill. I intend to vote
against the authorization bill for that
and a variety of reasons, including our
dramatic derogation in readiness and
capability that is the result of a steady
decline in defense spending.
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Let me just remind my friend from
Alaska that there were two issues that
I brought before the Senate with re-
gard to the Seawolf submarine. One was
to kill it. The other was to put a cap on
the expenditure as a result of the letter
that I received from the Secretary of
the Navy.

That amendment was accepted and
approved by the Senate. Obviously, the
House must have felt differently and
the House prevailed. I regret enor-
mously that the position of the House
obviously prevailed which caused my
amendment, which had been accepted
by the Senate on a voice vote, to be
dropped. But what it proves is that this
system is so broken that we cannot
even put caps on expenditures for a
weapons system that both the Navy
and the people who are building the
ship say they can adhere to. We cannot
even do that. At the same time—this is
what galls me so much—we tell these
young men and women, ‘I am sorry; we
are paying you $30,000 a year.” That is
the average salary of a young enlisted
person. ““We cannot afford to keep you.
But our expenditures on the Seawolf
submarine are basically without caps,
without limit.” 1

Mr. President, I was able to compile
last July a very interesting document,
at least interesting to me, called
“Going Hollow.” And they were not my
thoughts. They were the thoughts of
the various chiefs of staff who I asked
various questions. For example, the
Commandant of the Marine Corps stat-
ed in response to my request:

The Marine Corps is underfunded by $101
million it needs to compensate for readiness
funds it had to use to pay for humanitarian
and peace keeping operations.

It has current combat equipment backlogs
that would cost $93 million to cure, and the
cost of correcting these backlogs will rise to
$165 million in 1994.

Combat training is underfunded by $7.8
million,

The Marine Corps has only received $115
million of the $230 million in DBOF 1993 cash
transfers needed to maintain proper readi-
ness.

The Marine Corps has reached a critical
point in modernizing medium lift.

We are funding Marine Corps real property
maintenance at $250 million versus $430 mil-
lion we really need.

These are all statements I got from
the various chiefs of the services.

The Chief of Staff of the Army said:

Although Operational tempos have been
kept high at the cost of other forms of readi-
ness, the amount of money spent on
OPTEMPFO per division has still dropped by
21% from FY1985 to FY1989—from $124 mil-
lion to $98 million.

The amount of base operations support per
division has dropped by 14%, measured rel-
atively to a FY1985-FY1989 baseline. It has
declined from $107,000 to $92,000 per soldier,
severely reducing the quality of life for mili-
tary personnel.

Total operations and maintenance expendi-
ture per soldier has dropped by 36%.

The funding of supplies and related main-
tenance per division has dropped by 22%.
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This is a drop from $244 million to $191 mil-
lion per division.

That list goes on.

The same is true of the Navy. The
same is true of the Air Force. Each
service is well documented in this doc-
ument by their statements and
warnings—not mine—that we are ap-
proaching a hollow military.

Then we turn around and do this. I
wish I did not understand it. I am not
happy with it. I will continue to do
whatever I can to stop it, and to pub-
licize this because the American tax-
payers deserve better. The American
fighting men and women deserve bet-
ter. Sooner or later they are going to
get better.

I spend a lot of time in my State of
Arizona for a variety of reasons. The
fact is the people in my State are
angry. They are upset, and they are fed
up. They think that this kind of thing
has to stop.

I have been made keenly aware that
this may cause my State or military
installations in my State to suffer. It
already has—and that there will be all
kinds of problems that I am generat-
ing, that I should go along with this
system. I have been advised to go along
with this system.

Mr. President, I cannot. Life is too
short. Life is too short for me to go
along with a system both in the au-
thorizing process and in the appro-
priating process that may cause us to
repeat again the errors of the last cen-
tury, four times in this century, where
we have allowed our military to de-
cline to the degree where lives are
wasted as we restore our military via-
bility and again are required to fight
and engage in conflict when we are not
prepared to do so.

Mr. President, let me focus now on
the broader context of this bill before I
address the specifics once again.

Our debate takes place at a time of
crisis in many areas of the world. The
importance of this bill increases in the
context of post-cold war global insta-
bility and the potential threat of pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. The decisions the Congress makes
today will determine the ability of this
Nation in the future to play an effec-
tive role in world affairs and to protect
our own security and that of our
friends and allies. Therefore, the de-
bate in the Senate today is not about
just another defense bill—it is a debate
about ensuring our security far into a
challenging future.

Of particular importance, then, are
the decisions of this body as we at-
tempt to reconcile our local and spe-
cial interests with our legitimate na-
tional security needs—all within the
limited dollars of a defense budget
which continues to decline to levels
well below what I believe to be prudent
in this time of uncertainty. Every spe-
cial request, every special interest
item, every bit of pork, comes at the
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expense of direct national security re-
quirements of the United States, and
at the expense of the careers of hun-
dreds of thousands of men and women
who serve in our military. In making
our choices in this body, we must not
lose sight of this and several other im-
portant facts.

We all know that economic consider-
ations have forced us to continue to
cut the defense budget and the military
forces of this Nation. Real defense
spending has been cut steadily every
year since 1985. According to a recent
estimate by the Congressional Re-
search Service, we have cut defense
spending, in constant 1994 dollars, from
$388 billion in 1985 to $278 billion in
1993. The budget resolution requires
that we cut the defense budget to $263
billion this year.

The Clinton administration budget
submitted earlier this year plans to cut
defense spending to $234.1 billion by
1998. This is a total cut in real defense
spending of roughly 43 percent—in only
slightly more than a decade.

Because 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 must draw the line, and
draw it now.

Mr. President, the new strategy and
reduced force posture just announced
by the Clinton administration in the
Bottom-Up Review is seriously under-
funded, by nearly $100 billion, accord-
ing to some of our best defense experts.
Even if the Congress never spent one
dime of the defense budget on pork and
special interests, we could not afford to
pay for the force posture called for in
the Bottom-Up Review with the funds
that the Clinton administration has al-
located in its future years defense plan
[FYDP].

Yet I have no indication that the
Clinton administration plans to find
the additional funding required to pay
for the new force structure. It is imper-
ative that the Congress insist on hon-
est budgeting and adequate resources
to ensure the national security of this
Nation. I intend to continue to work
hard to halt the decline in defense
spending at this point; I do not believe
we can safely cut any more.

This funding shortfall, however, is
only the tip of the iceberg. It assumes
there will be no more raids on the de-
fense budget for peacekeeping oper-
ations or domestic programs, like can-
cer research and environmental res-
toration. It also assumes that defense
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dollars will not be diverted to other
needs. But, as I have said and will re-
peat many more times, consider the
Defense appropriations conference re-
port before the Senate today. Money
that is vitally needed for Defense pro-
grams goes to special interests and pro-
grams that have absolutely nothing to
do with the defense of our Nation. This
is not a new problem. But it must be
remedied now. Our future security de-
pends on our responsible actions today.

Mr. President, on October 18 and 20,
during the Senate’s earlier consider-
ation of the Defense appropriations
bill, I spoke at length about the his-
tory of -congressional funding for
unrequested, unauthorized appropria-
tions—to the tune of $28.7 billion over
the period fiscal years 1990-93, accord-
ing to CRS. In short, as our national
defense budget dropped steadily during
those 4 years, the Congress spent near-
1y $30 billion on unauthorized activities
and programs, on pork barrel projects,
and on other special interests.

My colleagues know my views on this
issue. Programs which are not author-
ized should not be funded in appropria-
tions bills. That is the process in the
Senate; we should follow it. Or we
should change it. And I intend to pro-
pose changes that will strengthen the
process.

We have an established budgetary
process. We hold hearings with the ci-
vilian and military leadership of the
Pentagon—whose appointments and
promotions are approved by this very
body—to determine the accuracy and
adequacy of the budget request. We
have scores of staff members who col-
lect data from contractors, consult-
ants, and the military in an effort to
recommend authorizations for only
those items which will guarantee the
best military forces and weapons for
the money.

After all this information is gath-
ered, processed, and debated, the Con-
gress votes on an authorization bill
which reflects the collective judgment
of the members of the Armed Services
Committee on the appropriate mix of
programs in the Defense budget. The
entire Congress participates in this
process and votes on passage of the au-
thorization legislation. At times, this
legislation is not officially completed
when the appropriators are conducting
their conference, but the substantially
completed recommendations of the au-
thorization conference are always
available to the appropriators in a
timely fashion.

But the appropriators routinely ig-
nore the authorization process and pro-
vide funding for billions of dollars of
programs for which there is no request
and no authorization. In the very short
time that this conference report has
been available to me, I surveyed one
account—Army research and develop-
ment—and found that nearly $380 mil-
lion was provided for line items in ex-
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cess of the amount contained in the
Defense authorization conference re-
port. If T had the time, I'm sure the
amount of unauthorized appropriations
would be substantial.

Mr. President, the authorized appro-
priations contained in this bill are
hurting the military. These expendi-
tures threaten the viability of a nec-
essarily smaller Defense force and the
long-term security of our Nation. But
in an immediate sense, unrequested
and unauthorized spending take away
the jobs of men and women in Defense
industry who earn those jobs by work-
ing 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, I receive requests on a
daily basis from my constituents who
serve in the military and desire above
all else to remain on active duty. These
are hard-working, patriotic Americans
whose jobs are valuable to the country.
But these young men and women are
being forced to leave the service be-
cause we can no longer afford to pay
for their services. We can't afford to
pay for their services, but we can af-
ford to appropriate billions of dollars
for projects that have little or no mili-
tary value., We displace thousands of
dedicated, highly trained people who
serve all the people of this country,
just to create a few jobs which benefit
specific districts and States.

I have made this plea many times to
my colleagues. We have a process in
this body; we should follow it. And I
will work to ensure that we are forced
to follow our own procedures.

Mr. President, I also spoke at length
during the Senate's debate on the De-
fense appropriations bill about the
practice of earmarking scarce Defense
dollars for special projects at particu-
lar institutions or organizations which
are important to particular Senators. I
provided an extensive listing of ear-
marks in the fiscal years 1990-93 De-
fense appropriations bill, compiled by
CRS, which demonstrates just how
egregious earmarking of appropria-
tions has become.

At that time, I offered an amend-
ment, together with Senators NUNN,
BINGAMAN, THURMOND, and SMITH,
which would have required competitive
award of contracts and grants, regard-
less of any earmarks in the bill, for
projects involving community adjust-
ment assistance, environmental res-
toration, strategic environmental re-
search, and university research. The
managers of the bill accepted my
amendment, and it was included in the
Senate-passed version of the Defense
appropriations bill.

Mr. President, the amendment I of-
fered was just a start. But I thought
that, at least, my colleagues on the Ap-
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propriations Committee, having ac-
cepted the amendment, would take to
heart its intent. Unfortunately, that is
not the case.

My amendment to permit competi-
tive award of contracts and grants was
dropped in the conference. There is no
language restricting the earmarks in
this bill.

In the short time this conference re-
port has been available to me, I have
found innumerable examples of ear-
marks in a number of areas, and most
of these are programs which I discussed
in the earlier debate on this bill. Let
me list just a few of these.

The sum of $2.3 million for cell adhe-
sion molecule research; specifies that
the research be done at a nonprofit
foundation in the northeast * * * by an
integrated team of scientists with ex-
tensive experience in the molecular
analysis of the immune system * * *
the scientific team must have exten-
sive experience in the identification
and analysis of cell adhesion, signal
transduction pathways, cytokine pro-
duction, and gene regulation.

The sum of $7 million for a MDIS
teleimaging medical diagnostic pro-
gram at Madigan Army Medical Center
in Washington State.

The sum of $1.5 million for the pur-
chase and rehabilitation of an LCU
ship as a commercial cargo vessel to be
transferred to the Government of
American Samoa.

The sum of $2 million to establish a
marine environmental research facility
at Astoria, OR.

The sum of $1.3 million for a replace-
ment landfill in Kotzebue, AK.

The sum of $500,000 for environmental
remediation and wells on Walker River
Paiute tribal lands.

The sum of $12 million for AKAMAI
medical project at Tripler Army Medi-
cal Center in Hawaii.

And, Mr. President, I particularly
want to highlight the earmarked pro-
grams for which the conferees provided
language which reads as follows:

The conferees recommend that the follow-
ing conversion projects be funded. * * * DD
Form 1414 shall show them as items of spe-
cial congressional interest, a funding de-
crease to which requires prior congressional
approval. * *

Mr. President, the conferees provided
this protection for 56 separate projects
in the defense conversion account, for
which funds are earmarked totaling
nearly $222 million. I ask unanimous
consent that the listing of these
projects be included in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD following my state-
ment.

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

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, to meet
the targets of the budget resolution,
the Armed Services Committees of
both Houses cut $2 billion out of the
operations and maintenance accounts
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of the Department of Defense, the life-
blood of military readiness. Then, the
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittees in both houses are informed
that they may divide among them-
selves §4 billion in member add-ons in
this year’s defense budget.

Objections to the extravagance of
spending $4 billion on unnecessary,
unrequested, and indefensible programs
are rejected by appropriators with as-
surances that such extravagance has
been much worse in the past. Granted,
the House-passed version of the DOD
appropriations bill included over $6.5
billion in earmarks. But $4 billion dol-
lars’ worth of pork-barrel spending is
thus defended as an example of con-
gressional discipline and fiscal respon-
sibility.

Mr. President, $4 billion in pork
projects is a model of congressional
discipline that this country can ill af-
ford. It is irresponsible. It is unaccept-
able. And I will not vote for it.

This bill contains abundant evidence
of just how dysfunctional our budget
process has become. Mr. President, it is
well past time for Congress to begin re-
pairing a process that serves the paro-
chial interests of members at the
unaffordable expense of denying this
country all the goods and services it
requires for an adequate defense.

Mr. President, the most egregious ex-
ample of a pork-barrel project is the
Seawolf submarine program—a $5.2 bil-
lion boondoggle. I argued during the
floor debate on the Defense appropria-
tions bill that the Seawolf is typical of
what  happens with  pork-barrel
projects: they grow far beyond their
original cost and live on indefinitely.

Mr. President, my colleagues agreed
with my amendment to cap the costs of
the SSN-21 and SSN-22 submarines,
costs which, I hasten to point out, have
already grown far beyond any reason-
able projections. My colleagues agreed
that the cost of these submarines had
to be controlled. My colleagues agreed
to impose fiscal responsibility on both
the Navy and the contractors building
Seawolf.

Apparently, however, pork-barrel
politics is stronger than fiscal respon-
sibility. As the appropriators went into
conference on this measure, the De-
partment of Defense sent an appeal of
the Seawolf spending caps to Congress.
The appeal stated:

This cap * * * greatly curtail(s) our flexi-
bility in managing the shipbuilding account.
* * * While the Department feels confident
that an estimate of $4,673.4 million for the
SSN-21 and SSN-22 is currently achievable,
it should be recognized that it is difficult to
provide absolute assurance in overall costs.
* * * The Department urges the conferees to
exclude this provision.

Mr. President, I am curious about the
Department’s aversion to a cost cap on
this program, when the Secretary of
the Navy assured the Congress in a let-
ter dated September 13, 1993, that $4.673
billion was sufficient to complete work
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on the first two submarines. So I con-
tacted the Electric Boat division of
General Dynamics to get their view on
the cost cap. Officials of Electric Boat
advised that they could live with the
cost cap as stated in the amendment.

Electric Boat, the builder of Seawolf,
said that they could live with the cost
cap, yet DOD says that the cost cap
would hinder the construction of these
submarines. In other words, the De-
fense Department cannot live within
the highly inflated means that defense
contractors are willing to accept. I
strongly suggest that the Department
of Defense thoroughly examines its
budgeting procedures to see if they
have any relation at all to fiscal re-
sponsgibility and the defense needs of
this Nation.

Not surprisingly, the appropriations
conference committee dropped the cost
cap amendment which had been agreed
to by the Senate. By so doing they
have sent an emphatic message: no
matter how great the cost overruns, no
matter how useless the projects, no
matter how determental to the na-
tion's security, Congress will accept no
limits on its appetite for pork.

Mr. President, when will we learn the
lesson that pork projects, once appro-
priated, become an entitlement for the
Department which manages the project
and the people in the districts who ben-
efit from that project? As we all know,
entitlements rarely die. All the pork in
this bill, like Seawolf, cell-adhesion
molecule research, and the Astoria ma-
rine environmental research facility
should be removed and the funds re-
applied to legitimate national security
needs.

We have disillusioned our military
personnel. No matter how’ hard they
work, no matter how much they sac-
rifice in service to the country, they
can be sent home whenever the costs of
their service conflicts with spending
habits of Congress. No matter how
much they try to explain why modern
weapons are needed, or why improve-
ments are necessary to prevent weap-
ons from becoming obsolete, they will
continue to go into harm's way
indequately armed and trained because
the cost of preparation conflicted with
the costs of pork-barrel spending.

We previously spent money to train
our military personnel. Now, we have
to pay for their involuntary separa-
tions, pay for their retraining, and pay
for their unemployment benefits. But
at least we still have funds to pay for
the requirements of our constituents,
even if their most important require-
ment—their security—erodes.

Mr. President, our continued practice
of pork-barrel spending has jeopardized
the ability of this country to defend
our national interests. We have dimin-
ished the stature of our defense forces
and contributed to the decline in our
economy. The Congress is doing the op-
posite of what it was charged to do by
the Constitution.
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Dollars earmarked for pork are dol-
lars taken away from identified, high
priority, military requirements of the
Department of Defense. They are dol-
lars which are required to pay the sala-
ries of the dedicated men and women
who make up our all volunteer force
today. They are dollars taken away
from programs which directly support
the training and welfare of our active
duty military personnel. Pork-barrel
programs are not free. Their cost is the
continued degradation of the readiness
of our military forces at a time of con-
tinuing instability in the world.

Every one of these pork-barrel
projects—from the smallest earmark to
the Seawolf submarine boondoggle—
should be eliminated from this bill and
the funds allocated to national defense
programs—not local economic en-
hancement programs. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in opposing these
special interest set-asides by voting
against this conference report. Send
this agreement back to the drawing
table with instructions to appropriate
money for the defense of our Nation,
and not the special interests of a few.

I urge my colleagues to demonstrate
their commitment to good government
and responsible leadership. I urge my
colleagues to vote against this con-
ference report.

EXHIBIT 1
Defense conversion earmarks
Southeastern Pennsylvania

Consortium for Informa-

tion Technology and

i n b b LT R e nat S
Western Michigan Univer-

sity School of Aviation

Sciences/Fort Custer In-

dustrial Park ..........iccoeeee
Illinois Vietnam Veterans

Leadership Program .......
Monterey Institute of

International Studies .....
California State University

53 7 1 S
New London State Pier .....
Conversion of Homestead

Air Force Base ........ccceoeus
Miami Dade Community

(200 502 S e SR S R
California Statewide Eco-

nomic Development Net-

ORI v foiivadons oo sasumatuant ovaass
San Diego State University

Center on Defense Con-

NBUBION ... peiimeionsrossninrsnnes
San Francisco State Uni-

versity California Eco-

nomic Recovery and En-

vironmental Restoration

PERIROES b e L et
Hampton University/

Hughes Aircraft

Aeroscience Institute .....
Rand Study on Force

Downsizing and Immigra-
Personnel Training in Law

Enforcement and Health

Care Professions .............
Mare Island & Charleston

Shipyard Conversion/

Reuse Studies .......ciceveeen
Mare Island Worker Re-

training for Environ-

mental Restoration

$875,000

6,000,000
125,000
5,000,000

15,000,000
3,725,000

5,000,000
10,500,000

8,125,000

7,000,000

750,000

3,750,000

1,000,000

15,000,000

500,000

2,500,000
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Section 1333 Worker Re-
training .

Personnel Tra.nslbion As-
sistance ..........

Century Brass Producta‘
Environmental Cleanup ..
Aviation Technology and

Training Center .
System Intematlona}l Joh
Training Education Pro-
World La.ngusga a.nd Cul-

tural Studies Center,
Pfeiffer College ..
Urban-Renewal Health

Care Network—Carolinas
Health Care Network—New
YOPE it mdvinnnagine
Servicemen Occupational
Conversion and Training
CFC Free Ramg’emtion
Technology Project ........
Shipboard Material Han-
dling System ...........

Plastics and Rubber Tech-
nologies ...........

Drew Medicine ami Scwnce
Health Occupations Re-
training Demonstration
Project .........

Midwest Reg’lonal Centers
for Advanced Technology

Development . b

Far West Ragiona.l Of‘ﬁce
Technology Transfer
Lot on] i R

Renewable Electric and
Renewable Thermal Util-
ity Demonstration
Projects .. et T

Ocean Thermal Power

Plantships Technology
BT0Ie0E e iz

St. Louis Manufa.ct.urlng
Extension Program ........

Center for Photochemical
Sciences .

Center for Advsnced Con—
trol System Technology
Queens Hall of Science
“Discovery Lab' Project
Lahey Clinic Ambulatory
Surgical Research ..........
RPI New York Regional
Manufacturing and Engi-
neering Center, Troy,
New York .....cccoocvvvemnmnnnnes
Miami Health Tech-
nologies Science Center
Defense Reinvestment

Project .

Tucson Del‘ense Corwersmn
Project . .

Joint Arlzona Center for
Manufacturing and
Training (JACMET) ........

Curved Plate Technology
Project in Norfolk, VA ...

Joint Army Ammunition
Plant Transfer Project ...

Southeast Health Profes-
sional Training Center at
Mount Sinai Medical
Center of Miami, FL .......

High Technology Center of

Rochester, NY .
Magnetically Lewtated

Transportation Proto-

type Test Track ..............

USF/DOE Pinellas Tech-
nology Deployment Cen-
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5,000,000
8,750,000
5,000,000
4,500,000

8,000,000

250,000
3,000,000
2,500,000

6,250,000
200,000
500,000

3,125,000

2,000,000

20,000,000

79,000

6,250,000

2,000,000
1,000,000
1,250,000
2,500,000
2,500,000

750,000

1,250,000

750,000
225,000

375,000
15,000,000
18,750

750,000
6,000,000

10,000,000

Device Independent Multi-
Media Universal Inter-
face System for Medical
Information Manage-
ment .

Ben Franklin Partnership
and Industrial Resource

1,400,000

Center . 14,000,000
Methanol Plant.sh.ip . 3,000,000
Low Cost Contmuous

Emission Monitoring

BYBLENY v s vl 185,000
Mojave Regional Technical

Center for San

Bernardino County ......... 167,000

Software Engineering En-
vironment for Parallel
Processor Supercomput-
ers . 7,851,000

Emuronmenta.l Technolos'y
Project. at Duquesne Uni-

versity . 750,000

Total .. 221,975,750
Mr. MCCAIN Mr Presu:lent. I want
to assure my colleagues on the Appro-
priations Committee of my continued
respect and admiration for their work.
I also want to assure them of my con-
tinued criticism and steadfast opposi-
tion to a process that gives us this
kind of result.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I re-
ceived word from the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. NUNN], that he has no de-
sire to participate in this debate, and
he asks that the time that was set
aside for him be deleted.

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

Mr. INOUYE. If all time is returned,
I urge that the Senate adopt the con-
ference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded.

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion before the Senate is the adoption
of the conference report. On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
BOXER). The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Madam 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. Madam President, I
urge adoption of the conference report.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as we turn
to the consideration of the Defense ap-
propriations conference report, I want
to commend the chairmen and the
ranking Republicans of both the House
and Senate Defense Subcommittees for
their work in crafting this legislation.
Their task has become increasingly dif-
ficult as the defense budget continues
to shrink.

In fact Mr. President, it is this trend
in our defense spending which concerns
me. Over the past several months, the
United States has expanded its mili-
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tary commitments around the world.
And yet, at the same time, the admin-
istration has sent defense budget pro-
posals to Congress which will gut the
Nation’s defenses. In my view, we have
embarked upon a very dangerous path,
and if we are not careful, we will end
up with another hollow military. It
seems others are starting to realize
this too. Just this week Defense News
reported that Pentagon officials are
concerned that the Navy ‘‘may soon be-
come overextended'’ as a result of in-
creased '‘overseas commitments and a
declining force structure.'” Addition-
ally, when the Senate first considered
this bill last month, the distinguished
chairman and the ranking member of
the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee both voiced their concerns
about a continually declining defense
budget. How can anyone square the
fact that we are undertaking more mis-
sions and expanding our presence
around the world while the Congress
continues its slash and burn policy to-
ward the defense budget? We are not
cutting defense. We are gutting it. If
we continue down this path which the
President has planned, we will most
certainly threaten our Nation’s ability
to defend itself and its vital interests.
I know the administration likes to
characterize our current health care
system, unemployment, and many of
our domestic problems as threats to
national security. These domestic is-
sues are critically important, and need
to be addressed, but unless we start
paying attention to the threats posed
by some foreign powers, we won't have
to worry about dealing with domestic
problems. There are some that say the
United States no longer has any real
enemies or faces any real threats. But
as I have pointed out before, North
Korea, as well as, India and Pakistan,
continues to develop its nuclear weap-
ons capabilities. China continues its
massive arms build-up, and the conflict
in the Balkans is threatening to draw
in surrounding nations. Let us not also
forget our old friends in Iraq and Iran.
Furthermore, our new friend, Russia,
has just released a new military doc-
trine which establishes guidelines for
using nuclear weapons, and makes it
quite clear that Russian forces will
conduct offensive, as well as defensive
operations. Yet, some Members of this
body think we should slash all of our
strategic programs and our intelligence
budgets. Mr. President, the truth re-
mains, the world is still a dangerous
place, and the United States must be
prepared to face any future threat.
Congress and the administration are
cutting the defense budget too far and
too fast. The defense appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1994 is approxi-
mately $13 billion less than last year's
bill. Last year, we reduced defense
spending from the previous year’'s level
by $17 billion. In fact, this year’s bill
represents a 33-percent reduction in de-
fense spending since 1985. That is one-
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third less than what is was just 9 years
ago. By the end of the Clinton budget
plan, defense spending will have been
reduced by 43 percent since 1985. Mr.
President, I believe the conference
committee has done the best it pos-
sibly can to ensure that vital accounts
are adequately funded. However, this
will become increasingly difficult in
the coming years. I urge my colleagues
to closely examine the defense cuts
which have been imposed over the last
few years. We simply cannot continue
to cut defense spending like this. If we
do, we will not be prepared to face the
uncertainties that await us.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as vice
chairman of the Intelligence Commit-
tee, I want to express my appreciation
to Senators INOUYE and STEVENS, the
chairman and ranking Republican of
the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee, for their cooperation with
the Intelligence Committee.

That cooperation assured proper co-
ordination of the intelligence author-
ization and appropriations processes.

I would note that the Defense Appro-
priations Act contains a provision, sec-
tion 8152, requested by the select com-
mittee on Intelligence to ensure that’
intelligence funding may lawfully be
obligated and expended prior to enact-
ment of the fiscal year 1994 Intel-
ligence Authorization Act. Absent sec-
tion 8152 of this act, such obligation
and expenditure would be prohibited by
section 504 of the National Security

Act.
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise
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quest, most of the reductions come
from pricing adjustments which reflect
lower than expected costs for items
such as fuel and foreign currency. The
committee added over $1 billion to the
budget request to improve readiness,
with funding for activities such as unit
readiness training. This bill is consist-
ent with the recent amendment that
cut over $700 million from the budget
request for the strategic defense initia-
tive, which the Senate approved during
consideration of this year's Defense au-
thorization bill. The research and de-
velopment and procurement accounts
receive over $120 billion.

One decision made by our committee
which I believe to be of the highest im-
portance is the allocation of over §1
billion not requested by the Defense
Department to fund a 2.2-percent pay
raise for our military personnel effec-
tive January 1, 1994. The men and
women serving our country in uniform,
whether on active duty or in the Guard
and Reserve components, are far and
away the most important safeguard of
our national security.

I am deeply convinced, and I think
any commander in the field would
agree, that the unmatched excellence
of the men and women serving under
arms in the U.S. military is our great-
est national military asset, and the
greatest deterrent to any potential ad-
versary of the United States. Far more
than star wars or the B-2 bomber, it is
the world renown for the valor and pro-
fessionalism of our Armed Forces
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under its 602(B) allocation by $58 mil-
lion in budget authority and $43 mil-
lion in outlays.

I would like to compliment the dis-
tinguished manager of the bill, chair-
man INOUYE and the ranking member,
Senator STEVENS, for their excellent
work in bringing this bill back to the
Senate under its 602(b) allocation. Mr.
President, every year we hear from the
advocates of large military expendi-
tures that the spending levels approved
by the Appropriations Committee will
bring about the complete collapse of
our military forces and their morale.
And this year, like previous years, the
Defense Appropriations Committee has
met its targets while maintaining our
highly trained military forces.

Mr. President, I have a table pre-
pared by the Budget Committee which
displays the official scoring of the De-
fense appropriation conference report
and I ask unanimous consent that it be
inserted in the RECORD at the appro-
priate point.

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

SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE'S SCORING OF
H.R. 3116

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS

[in millions of dollars)

which will give pause to those who Bill summary ﬁmﬂ’ Outlays
today to voice my support for the De- might consider challenging our vital
fense appropriations conference agree- national interests. Discretionary totak
ment. The defense community, and in- The 2.2-percent pay raise will both sty st " 2. <10
deed the Nation, I believe owe a debt of acknowledge and reward our outstand- sl sl sallo syt el 0
gratitude to Senator INOUYE, the dis- ing service members. Just as impor- Supph I 10 -212
tinguished chairman of the Appropria- tantly, it will help preserve the most h
tions Subcommittee on Defense. I am important resource of our Armed s"m1l' R ““'fﬁ 255{5
very pleased that we have succeeded in Forces—an unsurpassed tradition of ex- S Sl L
forging an agreement which meets the cellence. Senale f:'}t;;“.. SR N P Rl
budget caps for new budget authority STATEMENT ON DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS :
and fiscal year 1994 outlays, while gen- CONFERENCE REPORT OB i Semony g oo TSRO 0 '
erously providing for our Nation’s real Mr. SASSER. Mr