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SENATE—Wednesday, March 3, 1993

The Senate met at 8:45 a.m., and was
called to order by the Honorable WEN-
DELL H. FORD, a Senator from the
State of Kentucky.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray:

Thus saith the Lord, What iniquity
have your fathers found in me, that they
are gone far from me, and have walked
after vanity, and are become vain?—Jere-
miah 2:5.

Almighty God, You ask a question
which accurately diagnoses our present
situation, forsaking Thee and following
emptiness, we become empty; following
hollow gods, we become hollow souls.

You remind us, Heavenly Father,
that we are incurably religious. We
must have a god, if not the true God,
some substitute, even if that substitute
is no-god. The real tragedy is we be-
come like the god we worship. We
watch helplessly while our culture de-
generates into paganism and wonder
what is happening.

Gracious God, help us see that the
answer is a return to the God of our fa-
thers, whose guidance made possible
this great Nation. And help each of us
to examine his soul, lest we blindly fol-
low emptiness.

We pray in His name who is the Way,
the Truth, and the Life. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.B. SBENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 3, 1993.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable WENDELL H. FORD, a
Senator from the State of Kentucky, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

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

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Also, under the previous order,

there will now be a period for the
transaction of morning business not to
extend beyond the hour of 9:30 a.m.,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for not to exceed 5 minutes
each.

Does the Senator from Iowa seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEF-

LIN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
The Senator, under the previous

order, is recognized for up to 15 min-
utes.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, before
proceeding with my remarks, on behalf
of the majority leader I ask unanimous
consent that all bills and joint resolu-
tions read a first time be deemed to
have been read a second time en bloc,
and objection being heard to further
proceeding, the wvarious matters be
placed on the calendar.

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

HAITI

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, 17
months have come and gone since
democratically elected Jean-Bertrand
Aristide, Haiti's first freely elected
President, was violently overthrown.

During that time, over 500 days, Haiti
has become a human rights nightmare.
Just this past Saturday, soldiers at-
tacked people attending a Mass in the
southern town of Jeremie. Leading the
service was Archbishop Willy Romelus,
who was assaulted by a mob in Port au
Prince 2 days earlier.

Mr. President, tragically the violence
this weekend has not been an isolated
event, but has become daily fare for
the people of Haiti,

Meanwhile, the 67 percent of the Hai-
tian population who voted for Aristide
anxiously await his return. They wait
for democracy to be restored and for an
end to brutal military rule.

Their hopes are fragile. They are pre-
pared for the worst. After all, hope is a
luxury in Haiti. That is why 1,500 boats
lie on the sandy shores of Haiti, wait-
ing to be launched. They are every Hai-

tian's insurance policy, the last des-
perate means of escape from a violent
regime should President Aristide not
return.

Mr. President, Haitians are staking
their futures—literally their lives—on
the success of the United Nations and
Organization of American States in
their collective effort to restore Presi-
dent Aristide.

The International community—the
United States in particular—has very
little time to make good on its prom-
ise. We need to establish, right now, a
firm date for President Aristide's re-
turn.

For 500 days the authoritarian re-
gime has manipulated the negotia-
tions. Its goal is not democracy but to
outwait the patience or interest of the
United States and the international
community.

Its goal is to continue its reign of
terror. Unless we set a firm date for
President Avristide's return, negotia-
tions will continue to drift inconclu-
sively. We should set May 31 as that
date.

Why this date?

The calmest seas prevail in the 3
months before the onslaught of the
summer hurricane season—April, May,
and June. Haitians are a Caribbean
people. If they are going to escape,
they know this is the time to try.

The wall represented by United
States policy of forced repatriation of
Haitians and enforced by sentries of
Coast Guard ships is under pressure
from both sides.

From the United States, the Presi-
dent’'s policy of direct return of Hai-
tians is probably illegal and politically
cannot be long sustained. Demonstra-
tions last month in New York, Miami,
and other American cities made that
abundantly clear. As we discuss this
issue here in the Senate, hunger
strikes continue around the United
States in opposition to our policy.

The Supreme Court yesterday consid-
ered the legality of our policy. Experi-
ence has shown that the outcome of
this case will have even more influence
on whether Haitians attempt the dan-
gerous sea passage than the weather it-
self. If the Supreme Court overturns
the current policy, and President
Aristide has not been restored to the
Presidency, we will face a new wave of
refugees.

Third, Haitians are staying at home
in part because President Aristide has
asked them to, and because President
Clinton has committed the United
States to a policy of restoring democ-
racy in Haiti.

Unless we make good on those com-
mitments—and soon—Haitians will
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lose hope and take the only action left
to them; leave Haiti in mass waves.

Failure to restore President Aristide
to power, therefore, could mean that
literally tens of thousands of Haitians
will launch their boats within the next
120 days, Coast Guard ships be damned.
Hundreds, maybe thousands of men,
women, and children, will drown before
reaching the promised land that Amer-
ica represents.

The depressing reality is that this
would relieve pressure on the current
de facto regime while presenting the
United States with yet another refugee
crisis.

If we are to avoid this possible ca-
lamity, the United States must accel-
erate its efforts. Our goals are clear:

Restore President Aristide's govern-
ment as soon as possible;

Be ready to activate a comprehensive
economic recovery plan to get the
country back on its feet, after democ-
racy is restored;

Build democratic institutions. In this
regard, three objectives are paramount:

The establishment of an independent
system of justice—democracies in the
Caribbean stand ready to assist us;

Separation from the army of a well-
trained police force—the army must
get out of the police business if human
rights violations are to be curbed;

Establishment of a professional army
which serves the nation, not its own
corrupt ends. Haiti needs to be rebuilt.
Its roads, its health system and its
public works are a disaster. The army
could play an important role in each of
these areas.

To achieve these goals, the United
States should lead the United Nations
and the Organization of American
States to establish a firm timetable for
negotiations and create a climate
where all sides will have the confidence
to be flexible. The time for delay is
over, and all sides must be made to re-
alize this.

That means keeping the pressure on,
and maintaining our Government’s at-
tention at the highest levels until
President Aristide is restored to power.
We must make clear to each party that
they will pay a very personal price for
further delay.

We must also stop sending mixed sig-
nals. Certain statements made by rep-
resentatives of this administration
have led some parties to this negotia-
tion to believe that the United States
is prepared to negotiate for a year or
longer. That is absolutely the wrong
impression to leave if we hope to re-
solve this issue.

To the regime holding power in Port
au Prince, we must say, ‘‘you risk
intervention if you continue to block
President Aristide’s return. We are pre-
pared to negotiate President Aristide's
peaceful return under conditions that
take into account your legitimate in-
terests. But believe us when we say
that we are not prepared to rule out
the use of force.”
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To ourselves, we must say, ‘‘get seri-
ous about restoring democracy to
Haiti. Maintain the necessary adminis-
tration focus at a high level. Stop tem-
porizing, stop sending mixed signals
and be prepared to maintain force as an
option. Important U.S. interests are at
stake. We must commence the organi-
zation of a multilateral force of hemi-
spheric allies if negotiations break
down."

To President Aristide, we must say,
“Commit yourself to a policy of real
democracy, one that recognizes the le-
gitimate interests of those who dis-
agree with you. Adopt a policy of re-
demption, not vengeance. That means
a properly structured amnesty, which
is an essential element in any success-
ful negotiation. Without one, don't ex-
pect your opponents to negotiate them-
selves into exile, poverty, or prison.”

To the army, we must say, ‘‘go back
to the barracks, get out of the drug
trade and begin to protect the Haitian
people rather then terrorize them. If
your institution is to survive, you
must dedicate yourself to rebuilding
the country, rather than destroy-
ing it."

To the powerful Haitian business
community, we must say, “Come into
the 20th century by accepting democ-
racy and the will of the people. Stop
running the country like its your per-
sonal fiefdom. Use your capital to prof-
it not just yourselves but the Haitian
people as well.”

To our allies, the French, the Canadi-
ans, the Venezuelans, Mexicans, and
others, we must say, “*Haiti is a prior-
ity. We need your help and support,
and we expect it. We must work to-
gether to construct a multinational
economic program to rebuild the Hai-
tian economy. By doing so, we signal
the Haitian people that there will be
international support for building de-
mocracy in Haiti.”

And to international investors, we
must say, ‘‘upon restoration of democ-
racy in Haiti, the United States is pre-
pared to renew its commitment to eco-
nomic assistance and the Caribbean
Basin Initiative.

Mr. President, the Organization of
American States adopted a far-reach-
ing policy in support of democracy
when it approved the so-called
Santiago accords in 1991. The accords
represent an aggressive policy of pre-
serving democratic gains in this hemi-
sphere.

I believe that the Organization of
American States must consider going
one step further and establishing a
multilateral peacemaking force for
this hemisphere.

I know that there are numerous rea-
sons to question this concept given this
hemisphere’s historical sensitivity to-
ward intervention. Nevertheless, I be-
lieve the idea, in some form, deserves
action.

In a world increasingly confronted by
the tragedies of Haiti and Bosnia, a
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credible military option is clearly nec-
essary if diplomacy is to stand a
chance of success.

A military force sends a clear mes-
sage to those who would disrupt the
democratic process that the hemi-
sphere's democratic governments will
not stand idly by in the face of such
threats.

Mr. President, we have a very narrow
window of opportunity to resolve this
crisis. If we fail to restore President
Aristide to office within the next 2 to 3
months, we will face a tidal wave of
refugees. Our failure will also signal
the rest of the hemisphere that we are
less than committed in backing demo-
cratically elected governments.

It will send a powerful message to
the barracks of Latin America that
this period of democratic governments
is an aberration; that the nations of
the Western Hemisphere are prepared
once again to tolerate the regime of
military autocrats.

I urge this administration to make
Haiti a priority, to develop a workable
strategy and to bring this crisis to an
end, to indicate without question our
support for the principle of democracy
in the new world.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD three news-
paper items.

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

[From the New York Times, Mar. 3, 1993]
COURT I8 ASKED T0 BACK HAITIANS' RETURN
(By Linda Greenhouse)

WASHINGTON, March 2.—The Clinton Ad-
ministration argued in the Supreme Court
today for the right to continue picking up
fleeing Haitians at sea and returning them
to their country without asylum hearings, a
Bush Administration policy that President
Clinton had denounced as ‘‘cruel” and illegal
when he was running for President last year.

In the absence of both an Attorney General
and a Solicitor General, the White House had
to rely on a staff lawyer in the solicitor gen-
eral's office in its appeal. Last summer, a
Federal appeals court ruled that the policy
on Haitians violated rights guaranteed to
refugees by the country's basic immigration
law.

Maureen E. Mahoney, a deputy solicitor
general, told the Justices that the President
had emergency powers under the immigra-
tion law to carry out a policy to avert a “hu-
manitarian tragedy at sea.”

“The President is determined that in order
to prevent a mass migration and the loss of
hundreds or thousands of lives at sea, the
policy of direct repatriation must continue,"
Ms. Mahoney told the Court.

CLINTON CONCEDES A POINT

Harold Hongju Koh, a professor of law at
Yale University, arguing on behalf of a group
of Haitians affected by the policy that Presi-
dent George Bush issued last May, told the
Justices, “The fact that the new policy is ef-
fective and has terrified people so they won't
leave does not make it legal.”

President Clinton himself, at a White
House picture-taking session today, saild
that “maybe I was too harsh in my criti-
cism" of Mr. Bush.
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“But I still think there's a big difference
between what we're doing in Haiti and what
they were doing in Haiti,” Mr. Clinton said.
“You know, something that was never
brought up before but is now painfully appar-
ent is, that if we did what the plaintiffs in
the court case want, we would be consigning
a very large number of Haitians in all prob-
ability to some sort of death warrant.”

Professor Koh said the Government could
not invoke the immigration laws as the au-
thority to pick up refugees on the high seas
without also being bound by the restraints
contained in those laws. “They want the
power without the restraint,”” he said. “They
can't have it both ways.”

The case arrived on the Court’s calendar at
a most awkward time for Mr. Clinton, who is
simultaneously trying to develop both a pol-
icy toward Haiti and an Administration to
carry it out. Last summer, he praised the ap-
peals court decision that invalidated the re-
patriation program. The Supreme Court
granted the Bush Administration a stay of
the appeals court’s ruling, while agreeing in
October to hear the appeal. Briefs were filed
before Inauguration Day. —

The case has become a cause célébre at Mr.
Clinton’s alma mater, Yale Law School,
where the team of professors and students
who brought the original lawsuit have been
highly critical of the President.

At the White House today, George
Stephanopoulos, the communications direc-
tor, said the policy of intercepting the Hai-
tians at sea was “‘a policy for exceptional
circumstances,”” made necessary to ‘‘avert a
humanitarian tragedy that could result from
a large boat exodus."” Meanwhile, Mr.
Stephanopoulos said, the Administration is
speeding up review of requests for asylum
made by Haitians to the United States Em-
bassy in Port-au-Prince. He said Mr. Clinton
would meet on March 16 with President
Jean-Bertrand Aristide of Haiti, whose over-
throw in a military coup in 1991 led to the
crisis.

The unusual politics of the situation were
not readily apparent in the courtroom today,
as two former Supreme Court law clerks pre-
sented well-prepared arguments. Ms.
Mahoney clerked for Chief Justice William
H. Rehnquist during the Court's 1979 term,
when he was an Associate Justice, and Mr.
Koh clerked for Justice Harry A. Blackmun
two years later.

The Justices paid close attention during
the hourlong argument but gave little evi-
dence of how they would rule. At one point,
Justice Antonin Scalia interrupted Ms.
Mahoney's description of the humanitarian
basis of the policy to say: ‘‘None of this has
anything to do with the legal issue in front
of us. Maybe we can talk about that.”

Despite that display of impatience, Justice
Scalia appeared equally skeptical toward
parts of Mr. Koh’s argument. When Mr. Koh
said that under the logic of the Administra-
tion's case, President Aristide himself could
be returned, Justice Scalia commented that
simply because something was “horrible’ did
not mean that ‘‘there’s a law against it.”

There are several legal arguments in the
case. One central issue is whether foreigners
seeking asylum who have not yet reached
United States territory have the same legal
protection against forcible return that ap-
plies to those seeking asylum within the
country.

A 1852 LAW IS BASIS

The Immigration and Nationality Act of
1952, the basic immigration law, simply au-
thorized the Attorney General to “withhold
deportation of any alien within the United
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States” if the alien’s life or freedom would
be in peril in his home country.

In 1980, Congress amended that section of
the law to provide that the Attorney General
“*shall not deport or return any alien' under
those circumstances. The change was made
to conform domestic law to a United Nations
protocol on refugees that the United States
signed in 1968.

Mr, Koh argued successfully before the
United States Court of Appeals for the Sec-
ond Circuit, in New York, that the 1980
amendment extended the law’s original pro-
tections to aliens not yet in the United
States. ““This statute effectuates an inter-
national human rights norm,’” he said today.
He said it was “‘the plain language of the
statute and treaty” that ‘“‘you don’t send
people back."

Ms. Mahoney said that in agreeing to the
United Nations refugee treaty neither the
United States nor any other country could
be thought to have given up its ability to
stop a ‘‘mass invasion by foreigners."”

Mr. Koh said his position would not require
the United States to accept all Haitian im-
migrants. He said there were other islands
the Haitians might reach if they were not
prevented from leaving by a ‘‘floating Berlin
wall.”

For 10 years until last May, United States
policy was to intercept Haitians at sea and
not to send them back without first giving
them a chance to show that they were enti-
tled to asylum. Under the new policy, that
determination can be made only by Amer-
ican officials in Haiti.

[From the Miami Herald, Mar. 2, 1993]

POWERFUL HAITIAN CLAN'S TIES TO PEACE
PROCESS CRITICIZED

(By Don Bohning and Christopher Marquis)

WASHINGTON.—A well-connected Washing-
ton attorney hired by one of Haiti’s wealthi-
est families is quietly playing a major—and
controversial—role in brokering a political
solution to Haiti's simmering crisis.

For 15 months, Gregory Craig, a former
Yale classmate of the Clintons, whose clients
have ranged from Sen. Ted Kennedy to John
Hinckley, has used the resources of Haiti's
Mevs family in trying to forge a political
consensus in that deeply divided country.

At the same time, Craig and Sven Holmes,
one of his colleagues at the prestigious law
firm of Williams & Connolly, have served as
intermediaries between senior State Depart-
ment officials and the Mevses, one of a hand-
ful of families who rose to great wealth dur-
ing the Duvalier years.

Many of those same families were believed
to have backed the September 1991 coup that
ousted Jean-Bertrand Aristide, Haiti's first
democratically elected president.

Despite signs of progress in Haiti, the link
established by Craig between U.S. officials
and the Mevses has drawn sharp criticism
from all sides in Haiti's delicate peace proc-
ess. The critics—who include other U.S. offi-
cials—question both the propriety of the
contacts and the role played by the Mevses—
with Craig serving as the intermediary—in
attempting to dictate the outcome in Haiti.

The ultimate test of whether the effort is
being made in good faith and not simply to
buy time, observers say, will be when it
comes time in the current negotiating proc-
ess to determine a date for Aristide's phys-
ical return as president,

Robert White, president of the Center for
International Policy and a former U.S. am-
bassador to El Salvador, termed it “‘bizarre™
for U.S. officials to deal with the Mevs fam-
ily.
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TRYING TO BREAK DEADLOCK

Over the past year, as Washington groped
for solutions on Haiti, Bernard Aronson and
Robert Gelbard, the Bush administration's
point men for Haiti who temporarily remain
on the job under President Clinton, have re-
peatedly looked to the Mevses' attorneys to
help break a political deadlock.

For Aronson and Gelbard, the contacts ap-
parently began as part of a U.S. effort to
open a back channel to Haiti's military,
which toppled Aristide. Fritz Mevs Sr., a
Miami resident who made his fortune with a
sugar monopoly under the dictatorship of
Francois ‘“*Papa Doc’ Duvalier, his sons
Gregory, Fritz Jr. and other family members
in Haiti, are widely said to share the mili-
tary's disdain for Aristide.

Aronson failed to respond to phone calls
and Gelbard declined to be interviewed. But
a State Department official who insisted
that his name be withheld praised Craig for
facilitating the accord that led to the de-
ployment of international observers in Haiti
last month.

“I don’t think without him we could have
gotten an agreement,” the official said.

Attempts in both Haiti and Miami to ob-
tain comment from the Mevses were unsuc-
cessful.

For Craig, ties to the Mevses presented a
unique opportunity to alter a seemingly
hopeless situation.

‘““There's a moment in the process when
one person can make a difference—when the
process is stuck." Craig said.

But officials from both sides of Haiti's po-
litical debate—representatives of Aristide
and of de facto Prime Minister Marc Bazin—
are skeptical. Both groups fear that the fam-
ily, whose wealth gives it influence over Hai-
ti's military, is pursuing its own agenda, not
Haiti's.

Even the military high command is said to
be wary of the role of Mevs, but for the mo-
ment, considers it to be in its own best inter-
ests to cooperate with the current efforts to
resolve the crisis.

“If anyone believes that the Mevs family is
a credible interlocutor for resolving the Hai-
tian conflict in a way that helps Haiti build
democratic institutions, then they are out of
touch with reality,” said Stephen Horblitt, a
public relations consultant with ties to the
Bazin government.

The Rev. Antoine Adrien, Aristide’s chief
negotiator in Haiti, said Washington ‘“‘sends
the wrong signal” by enlisting the help of
known enemies of Aristide. “When you do
that you are saying: We're still in business
with [Aristide opponents].”’

Dante Caputo, envoy to Haiti for the
United Nations and Organization of Amer-
ican States, resents the U.S.-Mevs contacts.
He says they reinforce the view that Wash-
ington is coddling anti-Aristide forces, the
very people Caputo says must cede to inter-
national pressure to restore democracy.

One diplomat complained bitterly that
Aronson and Gelbard, through Craig, have
taken up the banner of Haiti's elite, calling
at every turn for a quick lifting of the eco-
nomic embargo. Within weeks of the coup,
the OAS declared a boycott on trade with
Haiti; the United States has since eased
some of the sanctions unilaterally.

‘‘We expected negotiations to go quickly
because of a credible threat that [the United
States] would tighten the embargo,”” the dip-
lomat said of U.S. negotiations. ‘‘The last
thing we expected was that we would have to
fight to keep this leaky embargo on.”

The imbroglio began quietly, more than a
year ago, when Fritz Mevs contacted Craig
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to discover what measures he should take to
protect his interests as the Bush administra-
tion considered freezing assets of backers of
the coup.

Craig may have been a mewcomer to Hai-
tian politics, but he had an enviable Wash-
ington Rolodex. As a litigator, he had de-
fended Hinckley, the man who shot Presi-
dent Reagan; and he had been at Sen. Ken-
nedy's side during the rape trial of William
Kennedy Smith.

The election of Clinton added to Craig's
clout. He knew both Bill and Hillary Clinton
at Yale. He is chairman of the board of the
International Human Rights Law Group,
which includes Clinton's national security
deputy, Samuel Berger. His Washington of-
fice has a gallery of snapshots of Craig with
world movers: Fidel Castro, Martin Luther
King, LBJ, even the pope.

With a call or two, Craig established that
the U.S. government had no proof of Mevs
family complicity in the coup, and he set to
work trying to “make a difference™ in re-
solving the Haitian crisis. He registered as a
lobbyist for the Haitian Chamber of Com-
merce, but, when chamber members ob-
jected, amended his Justice Department fil-
ing to become Gregory Mevs' personal lobby-
ist in Washington.

Within weeks, Craig and Holmes, a former
chief of staff of the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee, had submitted a “*declaration of prin-
ciples" endorsed by Mevs and several other
Haitian businessmen. The document formed
the basis of the first peace accord, signed in
Washington by Aristide and Haitian law-
makers six weeks later.

CRAIG TRIES AGAIN

The accord quickly collapsed, but Craig
tried again, this time in December. He flew
Gregory Mevs to Washington with Lionel
“Son Son" Elysee, a close friend and adviser
to Gen. Raoul Cedras, chief of Haiti's 8,000-
member military. As Mevs met with Aronson
and Gelbard, Elysee called on Pentagon offi-
cials.

Within a month, the deadlock between Hali-
ti's military-backed government and
Aristide was again broken. Aristide had
agreed to call for international observers in
Haiti, and the military had assented. It is
widely believed that Craig may have had a
hand in drafting at least an early version of
the military’s letter.

Cralig and Homes were in Haiti when Bazin
and the military gave letters to Caputo
agreeing to the observers. When Bazin
balked a few days later, Craig and Holmes
hopped a private plane back to Haiti. Within
24 hours of their arrival, and a flurry of calls
to Haiti from Aronson, the deal was back on
track.

Yet even as the observers arrived in Haiti
last month, Craig remained under fire.
Friends and colleagues in his human rights
law group voiced distaste for his alliance
with Haiti's monied elite. The Haitian press,
responding to nationalistic sentiments in
Haiti, meanwhile, ripped into the Mevses for
selling out the country to the United Na-
tions.

But Craig is convinced he has helped the
Mevses to right a sinking nation.

“What we are doing is allowing them to
play a constructive role in the process,” he
said. “*So far, that is what they have done."

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MATHEWS). Under the previous order,
the Senator from South Dakota is rec-
ognized to speak for up to 10 minutes.

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. DASCHLE per-
taining to the introduction of S. 484 are
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located in today's RECORD under
‘*‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’)

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Chair. I
yvield the floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. GORTON] is
recognized.

NORTHWEST REGIONAL ENERGY
ISSUES

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, last
week I had the pleasure of visiting with
a number of individuals from Washing-
ton State who are concerned about re-
gional energy issues. These meetings
were enjoyable and informative for me
but also somewhat worrisome. The
Northwest faces a number of daunting
challenges in the energy arena, and our
ability to meet these challenges will
determine in large part how our econ-
omy will fare over the next decade. I
should like to take this opportunity to
share some of what I heard last week,

The topic at the top of everyone's
mind, of course, was President Clin-
ton’s proposed energy tax. While de-
tails of the proposal are still sketchy,
preliminary figures indicate that the
tax would translate into a 12-percent
increase in the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration’s wholesale power rate.
As many of my colleagues know, Bon-
neville is the Federal power marketing
agency that sells about half of the elec-
tricity consumed in the region.

Aside from my more general views as
to whether a tax of this nature is ap-
propriate at this time, there are spe-
cific components of the proposed tax
that greatly concern me and many in
the Northwest. For one, it is difficult
to understand how the administration
could propose taxing hydroelectric gen-
eration at a rate equal to fossil fuels.
While I recognize that hydroelectric
generation has environmental costs of
its own, it is a renewable resource
every bit as much as wind, solar or geo-
thermal energy—all of which are ex-
empted from the proposed energy tax.

I also note that in developing the en-
ergy tax, the administration com-
pletely ignored internationally accept-
ed standards for generating efficiency.
While hydroelectric generation re-
quires only a third of the energy used
in a coal plant to produce a kilowatt
hour of electricity, hydro is nonethe-
less taxed at the same rate as coal. Ac-
cording to the Washington State En-
ergy Office, such a tax structure would
place Washington fourth or fifth in a
ranking of States most affected by the
energy tax. A more sensible hydro con-
version factor of 3,600 to 3,900 Btu's per
Kilowatt hour would still subject
Washington to higher than average
costs—due to local weather, longer
driving distances and predominance of
energy intensive industries—but would
be more appropriate from a thermo-
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dynamic standpoint. I ask unanimous
consent that a memo from the Wash-
ington State Energy Office describing
some of these issues be printed in the
Record at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GORTON. Given that the pro-
posed energy tax hits hydroelectric
generation quite heavily, my col-
leagues can imagine the great concern
being expressed by the energy intensive
aluminum, titanium, and chemical in-
dustries in my State. These companies,
known collectively as the Direct Serv-
ice Industries, employ more than 10,000
people in the region. They located in
the Northwest precisely because of the
availability of inexpensive hydropower,
but have watched over time as electric
rates have crept upward, eroding the
price advantage they enjoyed in world
markets. Because electricity purchases
represent from 30 to 50 percent of a
DSI's manufacturing costs, the pro-
posed energy tax would inflict a ter-
rible blow on an already troubled in-
dustry. For this reasons I hope the ad-
ministration will consider exempting
electricity used in such reduction proc-
esses as it purportedly would exempt
petroleum used as feedstock in manu-
facturing processes.

Aside from the energy tax, those vis-
iting my office last week had much to
say about the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration rate case currently being
heard by the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission. This rate case
could result in a rate increase of 10 to
15 percent or more, and many speculate
could be followed by another double
digit rate increase in 2 years. The com-
ponents of the proposed increase in-
clude the costs of resource acquisition,
fish mitigation activities pursuant to
endangered species listings, trans-
mission improvements and other items,
all of which have been compounded by
some very poor water years.

While reasonable people may differ
over the specifics of the rate proposal,
all agree that the cost of Bonneville
power is rising rapidly. The days are
gone when BPA could be treated as a
sort of slush fund to pay for any num-
ber of desirable social programs.

To his credit the current Bonneville
Administrator, Randy Hardy, has rec-
ognized this fact, and is commencing a
function-by-function review of all Bon-
neville programs and expenditures. In
doing so he has put the region on no-
tice that Bonneville must fight to stay
competitive. Mr. Hardy deserves a
great deal of credit for tackling the
issue head on, and I certainly support
him in this endeavor.

Those with whom I met last week are
also concerned about the latest version
of what have become annual power
marketing administration repayment
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reform proposals. Though the version
in the President's economic plan is less
onerous than those proposed in past
years, it would still result in an esti-
mated Bonneville rate increase of 2 to
3 percent. I am not convinced that scal-
ing back of the proposal makes it any
more justifiable, but 1 am prepared to
work with the administration, the
Northwest delegation and the North-
west energy community to explore cre-
ative financing alternatives for Bonne-
ville. The time may have come to re-
solve this matter once and for all. I
will be listening closely to the views of
the people of Washington State for
guidance on this issue.

When the impacts of the energy tax,
Bonneville rate cases, repayment re-
form and other factors are considered,
it is not unreasonable to envision a 40
to 50 percent increase in wholesale
electricity rates in the Northwest over
the next 3 years. Such an increase
would be a devastating blow to Wash-
ington's economy, which is already
reeling from the timber crisis and mas-
sive layoffs in the commercial aircraft
industry.

I have taken this time ftoday to let
the people of Washington State know
that I have listened to their concerns,
and that I pledge to work hard on these
issues during the 103d Congress. But I
also want to make my colleagues
aware of the difficulties we are facing,
and to dispel the notion that the
Northwest is rolling in cheap elec-
tricity. While we still enjoy lower than
average rates, those rates are rising
rapidly and our power surplus has dis-
appeared. I hope my colleagues will re-
member this as we debate these issues
over the coming months.

I thank the Chair.

EXHIBIT 1
WASHINGTON STATE ENERGY OFFICE,
Olympia, WA, February 24, 1993.
MEMORANDUM

To: James C. Waldo, Chairman, Washington

Energy Strategy Committee.
From: Jim Harding, Acting Director.
Subject: Clinton's Energy Tax Proposal.

As we discussed, I have summarized some
of the key elements of the proposed Clinton
administration energy tax proposal. I believe
that the proposal contains some unjustified
provisions with regard to hydroelectricity
that should be promptly reconsidered.

The tax is proposed to be phased in over
three years. A basic tax of 25.7 cents/million
BTU is applied to all fossil fuels, nuclear
fuel, and hydroelectricity. The tax is applied
at the point of production. An additional
“o0il supplement’ of 34.2 cents/million BTU is
applied to petroleum and imported refined
products. Non-fuel use of petroleum (plas-
tics, waxes, road oils, etc.), other renewables
(solar, geothermal, biomass, wind, etc.), and
exported fossil fuels are not subject to the
tax. A key point for the state of Washington
is that the tax on hydroelectricity is applied
as if the power had been generated by fossil
fuel.

The consequences for the state of Washing-
ton are as follows. As currently formulated,
the tax would yield revenues of about $730
million per year. Petroleum bears most of
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the burden. The treatment of hydro as a
“fossil fuel” yields $2256 million in revenues
from Washington state. The valuation of our
hydropower as if it were coal, vaults us into
the position of being the fourth or fifth most
affected state in the nation (after Alaska,
Hawaii, Wyoming, and, possibly, Texas). It
may be unrealistic to assume that the gov-
ernment would exempt hydropower on the
same grounds as it exempts wind and solar.
However, standard practice is to convert
hydroelectricity to primary energy at high
efficiency (about 95 percent), yielding an al-
ternative tax of $72 million on Washington
hydropower.

The difference is $150 million per year.
There is a perception that Northwest energy
users receive special treatment. But we
would still pay more than the national aver-
age even if the hydropower tax were cor-
rectly calculated, owing to climate, long
driving distances, and energy intensive in-
dustries. The tax would yield a 10 percent in-
crease in BPA's wholesale rate independent
of the 11 to 15 percent increase that BPA is
seeking for endangered species protection,
new resource investments, drought, and high
purchased power costs.

In justifying the package, the Administra-
tion focused on regional equity, fairness, and
consistency with economic and environ-
mental goals. The stated goals are to 1) in-
crease energy efficiency for long-run com-
petitive advantage, 2) improve environment
through reduced growth of fossil fuels. . . 3)
enhance national security and improve the
U.S. trade balance by reducing oil imports,
and 4) strengthen economic performance
through deficit reduction.

These are all good goals, and an energy tax
may achieve them. But the approach taken
on hydropower is neither fair, nor does it
contribute to advancement of the stated
goals.

1. A Hydro Tax Will Not Contribute to En-
vironmental Goals.

One argument in Washington, DC may be
that hydroelectricity, while a renewable re-
source, has damaged Northwest salmon fish-
eries and should not be encouraged. This
may be correct, as far as it goes, but the
medicine is worse than the disease. Hydro
plants have harmed Northwest salmon runs,
a tax would not change the way in which
they are used, reduce their use for power
generation, or assist salmon migration in
any conceivable way.

On the contrary, a tax on hydropower will
probably have strongly negative environ-
mental consequences. One is that it will set-
back one of the world's most ambitious elec-
tricity conservation programs underway—al-
beit slowly—at Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration. BPA and the Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council expect to see $7 billion spent re-
gionally ($4.5 billion in Washington) during
the next 8 to 10 years in the public and pri-
vate sectors on electricity efficiency meas-
ures. Many of these investments in the fu-
ture will be crowded out by extreme rate
pressure on BPA. Fish protection invest-
ments will also be crowded out.

A high tax on hydropower would also dis-
courage the use of Northwest hydro facilities
in a coordinated West Coast approach to en-
ergy and environmental protection. As our
situation has shifted from surplus to deficit,
the Northwest (including British Columbia)
has tried to substitute long-term electricity
exchanges for outright sales. These offer the
opportunity to move more water down the
river in spring and summer to help salmon
migration while displacing generation in
mid-summer in California when air quality
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is worst. The generation is returned off peak,
at night, during fall and winter to help refill
our reservoirs and meet our winter needs.
Both systems benefit environmentally and
neither must build new generation to meet
needs. This approach (and required Canadian
involvement) would be strongly discouraged
by a fossil-based BTU tax on
hydroelectricity. The result would be new
generation in both locations, greater re-
leases of CO; and other pollutants, and great-
er difficulty in adjusting to the need to pro-
vide higher spring and summer flows for
salmon protection,

2. A Tax on Federal Hydropower Will Not
Change Behavior.

There is usually little argument for a tax
on federal government activities. Our hydro
systemn is largely owned by the Bureau of
Reclamation and U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers and BPA owns the intervening trans-
mission. However, a tax on the government
may be justified if it alters purchasing be-
havior,

A rate increase may indeed spur greater ef-
ficiency investments throughout the North-
west. I doubt it, for the reasons described
above. Meanwhile, a large tax on hydropower
would not alter the use of the resource in
any way that assists in fish migration, re-
duces air emissions, or prevents new hydro
additions (they are already extremely un-
likely for ESA and other permitting rea-
sons). If behavior isn't changed—or is
changed for the worse—there is hardly an ar-
gument for the tax.

3. Hydropower Is A Renewable Resource. A
Fossil-Based Approach is Fundamentally
Wrong.

A typical fossil or nuclear fueled power
plant requires about 8,000 to 11,000 BTUs of
thermal energy (provided by the fuel) to boil
water, turn turbines, and generate one kilo-
watt hour of electricity. A hydropower plant
requires about 3,700 to 3,900 BTUs of energy
to turn turbines, suffer frictional losses, and
convert the energy of falling water into one
kilowatt hour of electricity. There is no
mystery here. Other areas of the world that
are heavily reliant on hydroelectricity (Nor-
way and Sweden) raise this issue in inter-
national energy use comparisons constantly.
Standard international practices convert hy-
dropower along with other renewables at
3,412.8 BTU per kilowatt-hour. One could
argue for a few more BTUs to overcome the
frictional losses of the turbine and genera-
tor, but, regardless, the physical energy con-
version occurs with a third the energy re-
quired by a coal or nuclear plant. Valuation
on a *“*fossil-fuel equivalent' basis is thermo-
dynamically incorrect.

4. Fairness Merits A Re-Evaluation of the
Proposed Approach.

The Washington and Northwest economies
benefit significantly from precipitation, run-
off, altitude changes, and federal invest-
ments in hydroelectric generation. An unfair
tax on hydropower does nothing to cure ac-
tual or perceived problems.

At the proposed level, the taxes will exac-
erbate solutions to salmon protection strate-
gles, require the Northwest to pay a much
greater burden than the national average
(even moreso in percentage terms), reduce
investments in needed conservation and re-
newables, and accomplish no clear positive
national environmental or energy policy ob-
jective. At a thermodynamically appropriate
level (3,413 to 3,900 BTU/kWh), we would still
incur costs slightly above the national aver-
age, based on our colder weather, energy in-
tensive industries, and longer average driv-
ing distances. This is fair. Asking for an ex-
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emption from taxation as a renewable tech-
nology is unlikely and impolitic, but not en-
tirely unjustified.

1 think the Administration didn’t think
this through, and deserves a prompt oppor-
tunity to do so. I have written Governor
Lowry on this issue, described the issues in
several radio and television interviews, and
notified appropriate committees of the Leg-
islature. Please let me know if I can assist
further.

VIDEO GAME PIRACY

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the pi-
racy of American patents and copy-
rights and the counterfeiting of Amer-
ican trademarks costs our economy
more than $60 billion annually, accord-
ing to executive branch estimates.
Since most of this illicit activity takes
place in foreign countries, Government
action to reduce this problem would
greatly benefit both our economy and
our international trade balance.

Congress created the Special 301
process in the 1988 Trade Act to provide
the executive branch another tool to
deal with this serious problem. Under
former U.S. Trade Representative
Carla Hills, Special 301 was used effec-
tively to call attention to these viola-
tions, and to bring about important re-
form through persuasion and occasion-
ally, the threat of sanctions. Unfortu-
nately, the problem requires constant
attention and much remains to be
done. I trust that the new USTR, Am-
bassador Kantor, will follow up on the
excellent beginning made by Ambas-
sador Hills.

Intellectual property piracy is par-
ticularly harmful to the economy of
my State. Washington has become a
U.S. center for the video game indus-
try, a major victim of this piracy. The
industry leader, Nintendo of America,
is located in the Seattle area. This
company directly or indirectly contrib-
utes more than $100 million to the
area’s income, and more than $400 mil-
lion to area sales.

But Nintendo creates only about 30
percent of the game software for its
hardware systems. Over 175 independ-
ent U.S. companies create or develop
the remaining 70 percent of the games.
Many of these companies are also lo-
cated in Washington State. California,
New York, Illinois, and Florida are ad-
ditional centers.

In a conscious effort to expand its
traditional manufacturing base,
Nintendo has authorized a number of
its licensees to manufacture their own
game cartridges. These licensees have
turned to Spokane's Key Tronic Corp.,
which last year manufactured more
than 1 million game cartridges. As ad-
ditional companies develop the capabil-
ity to handle this part of the business,
I expect manufacturing at Key Tronic
to grow.

Mr. President, unfortunately the pop-
ularity of video games has bred an un-
derground industry of counterfeit prod-
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ucts. Based largely in Taiwan, this ille-
gal industry sends fake Nintendo game
cartridges around the world, to the
point that many markets are essen-
tially closed to legitimate goods.

To counteract this widespread and
growing infringement, Nintendo of
America has instituted civil, criminal,
and customs actions in the United
States and many foreign countries but
has not been able to stop the manufac-
ture and distribution of the pirated
games.

Last year the Nintendo video game
industry sought help from USTR, ask-
ing that Taiwan be designated a “‘prior-
ity foreign country’ the category of
the most serious violators under Spe-
cial 301. A number of other industries
also targeted Taiwan, resulting in its
designation as one of three priority for-
eign countries.

The designation was subsequently
withdrawn on the basis of an under-
standing providing for increased en-
forcement of trademarks and copy-
rights and the creation of an export
monitoring system to be operated by
an agency of the Taiwan Government.
This system was intended to prevent
the export of computer software, in-
cluding video games, which would vio-
late copyrights in the destination
countries.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, while
the agreement was an excellent one, se-
rious problems remain. Accordingly, on
February 12, Nintendo of America, over
70 licensees and developers, and char-
acter licensors such as movie studios
asked that USTR retaliate against Tai-
wan. The industry also cited Korea,
Venezuela, and Mexico for failure to
protect intellectual property rights.

Mr. President, I am particularly con-
cerned that appropriate action in the
form of retaliation be taken against
Taiwan. In the 9 months since the un-
derstanding was signed, there have
been numerous delays and failures on
the part of Taiwan to institute an ef-
fective export monitoring system cov-
ering software.

Initially, Taiwan even refused to
record Nintendo of America copyrights
in its export monitoring system, on the
grounds that the copyrights owned by
Nintendo of America were not pro-
tected in Taiwan. This would be totally
contrary to the understanding. I have
been informed that this decision may
have been reversed, but I intend to
watch this closely.

Mr. President, I call on USTR to take
strong action against Taiwan’s failure
to enforce adequately video game copy-
rights and other intellectual property
rights. Without such action, our video
game industry in Washington and
throughout the United States will have
no effective remedy for growing piracy.

In addition, I strongly urge the
USTR to institute appropriate action
against Korea, Venezuela, and Mexico
in order to ensure that these countries
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also will significantly improve their
current protection and enforcement of
trademarks and copyrights. While
these countries do not have the same
worldwide impact on piracy as does
Taiwan, the dominant manufacturing
source of counterfeit video games, they
have their own very serious problems.

I am eager to work with USTR to de-
mand protection for United States in-
tellectual property rights in these
countries.

Mr, KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY] is
recognized.

THE PUBLIC SCHOOL
REDEFINITION ACT—S. 429

Mr. KERREY. I thank the Chair. Mr.
President, I rise today to cosponsor the
Public School Redefinition Act, an im-
portant piece of legislation designed to
support community based efforts to
improve America’s schools.

A close look at America's schools
causes me to feel an intense mixture of
pride, sadness, anger, and fear. I am
proud of the heroic work of students,
parents, teachers, prinecipals, and oth-
ers who are hitting the goal of excel-
lence. I am proud of the many high
school students whose intelligence, val-
ues and attitude cause me to feel impa-
tient for the moment they take the
reins of social, political, and economic
power.

I also feel sadness. Sadness when we
lose a gifted teacher who cannot afford
to remain in education or whose deci-
sion to leave was based upon lack of re-
spect or opportunity for personal
growth. Sadness when I see children
having children. Twenty-five percent of
all our children born in Nebraska are
born out of wedlock. This is up from 4
percent when I graduated from high
school 30 years ago. I am saddened by
the loss of children who suffer the
abuse of alcoholic, negligent, or abu-
sive parents. Sometimes the damage is
too great even for even miracles to
work.

I also feel anger. Anger at funding in-
equities which lift the bar even higher
for children trying to jump into the
American mainstream. Anger at fund-
ing restrictions which tie early child-
hood development workers into knots
of paper shuffling frustration. Anger at
colleges that graduate and allow un-
qualified people to become teachers.
We would put them in jail if they ran
medical schools. Anger in particular at
teachers whose dislike for the students
they teach should be an immediate
disqualifier. Anger when adults talk
about the importance of preventive
health care but are unwilling to fight
for reform that establishes health care
as a right for all Americans regardless
of income or social status.

And I feel fear. Fear for the con-
sequences of graduating and presenting
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diplomas to students who cannot read
or write. Fear for the impact on our de-
mocracy of graduating students who do
not understand enough history, geog-
raphy, or language to be good citizens.
Fear for the impact on our economy of
sending into the workplace men and
women who cannot speak in the lan-
guage of mathematics, who cannot per-
form the complex tasks required of
those who want to earn a decent living.

The Public School Redefinition Act
is written in response to this pride,
sadness, anger, and fear. The bill is
based on a premise essential to re-
form—that successful innovation must
occur at the local level with local
heros in the shape of parents, teachers,
school board members, and business
leaders. The Federal Government
should serve as the role of partner and
advocate.

This principle is the basis for the
overall agenda I envision for America’'s
schools. This agenda depends upon the
Federal Government committing to the
task of providing more choices to local
districts to address their individual sit-
uations. The Federal Government must
be prepared to quickly bring money to
these ventures with results-oriented
strings attached.

School districts are best able to iden-
tify which ideas should be tested and
which should be ignored as well as the
best strategies to develop more effec-
tive programs, a higher quality of in-
struction, improved staff development,
better assessment strategies, a more
dedicated community, and a uniform
clarify of purpose.

The idea that fundamental reform
must take place at the local level was
the basis for legislation I introduced in
the last Congress and plan to reintro-
duce in this Congress, the Education
Capital Fund. This bill establishes the
Federal Government as a catalyst for
systemic school reform at the local
level. It encourages local communities
to develop their own proposals to re-
structure their schools and adopt ini-
tiatives that reflect specific needs of
the community.

The Education Capital Fund would
establish a Board of Directors that
would enter into a contract with either
States or local school districts who are
committed to undertaking school re-
form. The Board would provide Federal
grants to local entities in allowing
them to implement promising reforms
that will enhance student performance
and improve school operation.

The Education Capital Fund would
break the mold of top-down, category-
driven aid. The No. 1 problem facing
Americans who are working to improve
the lives of our children is not the lack
of money, but is the back-breaking pile
of regulations. Paperwork is the demon
haunting the lives of those who use the
programs of chapter 1, Head Start, spe-
cial education, and even school lunch.
Regulation and the fussy need to put
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every problem in a neat little compart-
ment create an environment of growing
distrust, wasted time, inflexible ap-
proaches, and the anguish of watching
children fall through the gaping holes
in our safety net.

But today, I am here to declare my
enthusiastic support of another vehicle
also designed to promote innovation at
the local level—the Public School Re-
definition Act.

The legislation which we are intro-
ducing today will give the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education the resources to
partner with local leaders who believe
education choices should be expanded.
In Omaha, NE, the public school choice
program has received national acclaim.
It has fostered healthy competition be-
tween the high schools and has forced
them to find ways to attract and retain
students. By expanding the educational
choices for students, parents have be-
come more active participants in their
children’s education and, as a result,
have placed greater demands on these
schools to ensure that their expecta-
tions are fulfilled. Public school choice
is a step in the right direction.

But local leaders want to go even fur-
ther. The Public School Redefinition
Act will help them do just that. It pro-
vides Federal assistance to States to
establish charter schools. Charter
schools are public schools that are or-
ganized by parents, teachers, or com-
munity members and approved, or
awarded a charter, by a public body,
such as a state of local education
agency.

Schools may choose to tailor their
curriculum to target students from a
certain background or students dem-
onstrating interest in a particular sub-
ject area. The charter, which must de-
scribe student outcome objectives and
how they will be fulfilled, is then es-
tablished for a set number of years dur-
ing which time the school must achieve
these student performance expecta-
tions.

Charter schools are anchored in the
belief that alternative forms of public
schools are healthy if they continue to
satisfy the fundamental principles of
public education. Charter schools meet
these requirements in that they may
not charge tuition and they may not
discriminate. They are authorized the
same amount of funding as other public
schools.

Central to the concept of charter
schools is the idea that excessive regu-
lation in schools inhibits successful re-
form. Efforts at reform are too often
constrained by the burden of regula-
tions. Because layers of Federal and
State bureaucracy can discourage
school autonomy, charter schools are
waived from all statutes and regula-
tions governing the operation of a
school. They need only to comply with
safety and health regulations. This en-
ables the school's sponsors to cre-
atively develop its proposals without

March 3, 1993

the barriers of mandates that could
frustrate the reform effort.

Some friends in public education are
concerned the concept of charter
schools will undermine support for pub-
lic schools. Carried to the extreme I ac-
knowledge this is possible. However, if
offered as an option, charter schools
will generate increased support for
public schools by demonstrating a will-
ingness to innovate when circum-
stances warrant it.

When changes in school organization
enhance rather than impede student
achievement, taxpayers conclude they
are getting their money's worth. Fur-
ther, while charters are not appro-
priate for most schools and students,
they can provide an important element
of flexibility to promote reform in
schools. And, they can provide an op-
portunity for teachers to flex their en-
trepreneurial muscles.

Mr. President, charter schools are
just a small part of what we need to do
to improve the quality of our children's
lives. America's agenda for our chil-
dren must begin with our families. One
of President Clinton's most appealing
observations is that Government can-
not raise children, only parents can.
The family will always be our most
powerful and important institution.
The more children learn in the home
the more they will learn in the school.

However, it is also true that children
do not pick their parents. Just as cru-
cial is the difficult fact that being a
parent is the toughest job of all. The
implications of these two observations
are that we should spend time and
money making sure our children under-
stand the responsibility of choosing to
become a mother or father. And, it’s ir-
responsible for us to ignore the plight
of children just because they are not
physically in our possession.

Mr. President, I will speak later
about a broader agenda for education
in America. At that time I will discuss
the importance of three community in-
stitutions which are too often ignored
when we consider the education of our
children. These are our juvenile justice
system, our parks, and our libraries.
My evaluation of the three is as fol-
lows. Our juvenile justice system is a
disgrace. Our parks haven't had a na-
tional advocate for 50 years. Our librar-
ies need an injection of imagination
and cash.

There are four areas of action where
we are likely to generate substantial
benefit and progress. First, we adults
must demonstrate that we value learn-
ing. If all we do is talk about learning
and make no effort to learn ourselves,
at best our children will smile and
judge us to be hypocrites. At worst,
they will do as we do, not as we say.

Second, most State curricula are too
large. The urge to add new require-
ments should not only be resisted, but
the work of earlier urges should be un-
done.
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Third, our standardized method of
testing worked in the old world of
standardized knowledge and work. It
does not work in a world where there is
a premium placed on the ability to
demonstrate complex and creative
thinking. We need a method of exam-
ination that is as rich as the learning
itself. Such examinations are more dif-
ficult and more expensive. I never
promised this would be easy.

Fourth, we need to accelerate the in-
troduction of technology into the task
of teaching and the work of learning.
Teachers use less technology per per-
son in their work than in any other
sector of our economy. And, individual-
ized computer learning has dem-
onstrated extraordinary value assisting
in subjects from reading to languages.
This is an extremely important issue
that I intend to discuss in depth at a
later date,

In sum, I believe the Federal Govern-
ment’s role in assisting local school re-
form is clear, but we have a long way
to go. I look forward to working with
other Senators and the Clinton admin-
istration to see these proposals become
a reality.

A CALL FOR ACTION AT THE
UNITED NATIONS

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a copy of
a letter the American Jewish Congress
sent on February 8 to Madeleine
Albright, United States Ambassador to
the United Nations, regarding rape as a
tactic of warfare in the former Yugo-
slavia be inserted in the RECORD. The
letter was signed by Henry Siegman,
executive director, Robert K. Lifton,
president, and Ann F. Lewis, chair,
Commission for Women's Equality on
behalf of 44 organizations representing
many diverse constituencies.

The letter lays out a series of rec-
ommendations for action at the United
Nations. It calls for the international
war crimes tribunal to document and
prosecute cases of rape as a tactic of
warfare. It asks Ambassador Albright
to help ensure that the U.N. Commis-
sion of Experts is given the necessary
resources to carry out its work, and
that the membership be expanded to
include a woman. It also asks Ambas-
sador Albright to press U.N. agencies
to sponsor support and treatment serv-
ices for the victims, and that she work
to pass a resolution explicitly recogniz-
ing rape as a violation of human rights.

Mr. President, this letter is in line
with a resolution that I along with
Senator DOLE and 14 Members of the
Senate introduced on January 26. That
resolution, Senate Resolution 35, cur-
rently has 39 cosponsors and has been
referred to the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. This letter is also
similar to a letter I and 18 other Mem-
bers of Congress sent to Madeleine
Albright on February 1.
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Mr. President, the systemic rape of
women in the former Yugoslavia is a
war crime and a crime against human-
ity. The perpetrators of these crimes
should be prosecuted in an inter-
national war crimes tribunal. I hope
that Ambassador Albright will make
this issue a high priority at the United
Nations, and I commend the American
Jewish Congress for speaking out on
this tragic issue.

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

FEBRUARY 8, 1993.

Dr. MADELEINE K. ALBRIGHT,

U.S. Permanent Representative to the United
Nations, U.S. Mission to the Uniled Na-
tions, New York, NY.

DEAR AMBASSADOR ALBRIGHT: AS you as-
sume your new responsibilities as the United
States Ambassador to the United Nations,
we urge you to take immediate steps to work
with the United Nations to document and
prosecute, under an international war crimes
tribunal, cases of rape as a tactic of warfare
in the former Socialist Republic of Yugo-
slavia.

The undersigned organizations represent
diverse constituencies. Some of us have al-
ready called for other actions to relieve the
situation in Bosnia and prevent further suf-
fering in the successor republics to the Yugo-
slav state, including enforcement of a no-fly
zone and lifting of the arms embargo on
Bosnia. Others of us have called for increased
U.N. peacekeeping forces. But we are united
in our horror at the reports of systematic
rape and forced impregnation of women and
girls, and we call in a single voice for imme-
diate action to prosecute those responsible
for these crimes against humanity.

As you know, the U.N. Security Council re-
quested last October that the Secretary-Gen-
eral establish a commission of experts to
gather and analyze information regarding
violations of human rights in the former
Yugoslavia, The commission’s reports may
be used to prosecute perpetrators of war
crimes by an international war crimes tribu-
nal. We are dismayed to hear that the com-
mission, although established, has as yet not
been funded. We urge you to help ensure that
the commission is given the necessary re-
sources to carry out its urgent and necessary
work.

We are also disturbed by the fact that the
commission's current membership includes
no women. We are concerned that without fe-
male representation on the commission, rape
as a war crime with unique consequences
may not be given proper consideration. We
urge you to press for inclusion of the per-
spective that women with expertise in this
field can bring to the commission.

We urge you to press the appropriate U.N.
agencies to sponsor the medical, psycho-
logical and social support and treatment
services the victims desperately need and to
ensure a full range of medical and social
services for women. And we ask that you
lobby for programs that will strengthen ex-
isting social services for families and chil-
dren in the affected areas, or create them
where they do not now exist.

Finally, we feel that the United Nations
Commission on Human Rights can make an
important contribution to this effort by
passing a resolution explicitly recognizing
rape as a violation of human rights. We hope
that you will press this issue at the next
meeting of the Human Rights Commission.
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We hope that you will make the suffering
in the former Yugoslavia, particularly the
rape of women and girls, a high priority of
our work.

Sincerely,

Henry Siegman, Executive
American Jewish Congress;

Robert K. Lifton, President, American
Jewish Congress;

Ann F. Lewis, Chair, Commission for
Women's Equality, American Jewish
Congress.

American Jewish Congress on behalf of:

American Jewish Committee.

American Muslim Council.

American Public Health Association.

American Refugee Committee.

American Task Force on Bosnia.

Anti-Defamation League of B'nai Brith.

Armenian Assembly of America.

B'nai Brith Women.

Catholics for a Free Choice.

Central Conference of American Rabbis.

Coalition on Abuse and Neglect of Latino
Children.

Ethiopian Development Community Coun-
cil.

Federation of Reconstructionist Congrega-
tions and Havurot.

Fund for a Feminist Majority.

Hadassah, the Women’s Zionist Organiza-
tion of America,

International League for Human Rights.

International Rescue Committee.

Jewish Labor Committee.

Lutheran Immigration and Refugee Serv-
ice.

Lutheran Office for Governmental Affairs.

Mary House.

Maryknoll Missioners Justice and Peace
Office. ;

Na'amat USA.

National Coalition Against Domestic Vio-
lence.

National Council of Churches, Washington
Office.

National Council of Jewish Women.

National Federation of Business and Pro-
fessional Women's Clubs/USA.

NETWORK: A National Catholic Social
Justice Lobby.

The Rabbinical Assembly.

Rabbinical Council of America.

Reconstructionist Rabbinical Association.

Synagogue Council of America.

Tolstoy Foundation, Inc.

Union of American Hebrew Congregations.

Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations of
America.

Unitarian Universalist Service Committee.

United Church of Christ—Office of Church
in Society.

United Church of Christ—Board for World
Ministries.

United Synagogue of Conservative Juda-
ism.

Women of Reform Judaism, National Fed-
eration of Temple Sisterhoods.

Women's American ORT.

Women's Commission for Refugee Women
and Children.

Women's League for Conservative Juda-
ism.

World Relief.

Director,

ESMERALDA “BETTY" ROSE
GRANT, OLDEST CITIZEN OF
WOLFEBORO

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I would
like to pay tribute to Esmeralda
“Betty' Rose Grant who is the oldest
citizen in Wolfeboro, NH. Ms. Grant,
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who was born on September 13, 1891,
was 101 years old this past year. She
will be receiving the Boston Post Cane
from the town of Wolfeboro in honor of
this milestone.

Betty Grant was born in Flamengoes,
Azores Island in 1891 and came to the
United States while still in her teens.
She lived in Gloucester, MA, with her
family until 1921 when she moved to
Lynn, MA, where she went to beau-
tician’s school.

Wishing to further her career, Betty
moved to White Plains, NY, and
worked in several salons in the
Hartsdale/Scarsdale area. She met her
husband, John Grant, in New York and
they were married for 26 years before
he passed away in 1964.

Following her husband's death, Betty
moved to Peabody, MA, to live with
her niece. She was very active in the
Senior Citizens Club and was an avid
bowler until her early nineties. She
and her kid sister, Adal, who is now 96,
moved to the Clipper Home in
Wolfeboro, NH, in 1987.

Today, Betty, who was an accom-
plished seamstress, is still knitting Af-
ghans and has made several which she
happily gives away. She always has a
smile and a word of encouragement for
everyone she passes as she walks the
halls of the Clipper Home. Betty says
she finds it difficult to believe she is
101 years old and says she feels 40.

I just want to extend my best wishes
to Betty for receiving the Boston Post
Cane. I am pleased that she is in good
health and good spirits at the Clipper
Home.

EMERGING DEMOCRACIES IN ASIA

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to
salute two developments in Asia of
great importance to Americans. On
February 23, Dr. Lien Chan was con-
firmed by the Legislative Yuan as Pre-
mier of the Republic of China. He is the
first ethnic Taiwanese ever to hold
that important post. On February 25,
Kim Young Sam was sworn in as South
Korea's seventh President and the first
civilian President of that country in
more than 30 years.

Both these developments signal the
coming of age of democratic institu-
tions and practices in Taiwan and
South Korea.

As the Department of State observed
in a statement recently, Premier Lien
Chan’'s appointment is “part of Tai-
wan's ongoing process of democratiza-
tion."” Noted, according to the State
Department, for his ‘long-standing
dedication to promoting good relations
between the peoples of the United
States and Taiwan," the Premier has
had a long and distinguished career as
an academic and public servant. He re-
ceived his master and doctoral degree
from the University of Chicago and
taught at the National Taiwan Univer-
sity. Later he served as an ambassador,
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Vice Premier, and most recently Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs and Governor
of Taiwan Province.

Premier Lien Chan’s appointment
under president Li Teng-Hui means a
coming of age to power by the native
Taiwanese. Both the President and the
Premier are Taiwanese, ushering in a
new age of politics in Taiwan, one
which promises open and frank debate
on national issues with participation
from all parts of the political spec-
trum.

President Kim Young Sam'’s election
in South Korea promises the same new
age for politics in that country. As he
stated in his inaugural, I have a vi-
sion of a new Korea * * * a freer and
more mature democracy.”” Having
spent much of his 39 years in politics in
the opposition, fighting the repression
of military juntas in South Korea,
President Kim has a keen personal un-
derstanding of the price that is often
paid for freedom.

We should all applaud these develop-
ments in Taiwan and South Korea. As
Americans we can take great satisfac-
tion in what has occurred. The desire
for democracy continues to overwhelm
any tendency toward tyranny.

As our relationship with Taiwan and
South Korea deepens, it also should
mean closer and more frequent con-
tacts between our respective legisla-
tive bodies. Clearly the opening of the
democratic process in both countries
ensures a more open dialog with the
United States on the issues which mu-
tually concern us. The inauguration of
Premier Lien and President Kim signal
the start of a new age not only in their
countries but also with our's.

THE PARENTS AS TEACHERS
PROGRAM

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to once again take the lead
along with my friend Senator BOND in
pushing for passage and enactment of
the Parents as Teachers Family In-
volvement in Education Act. This leg-
islation not only allows our Governors
to designate organizations in their re-
spective States to coordinate such ef-
forts, it also provides funding for those
already acting as Parents as Teachers
programs.

Title III of the act establishes the
new Parents as Teachers Program. It
provides seed money for States to de-
velop and expand parent and early
childhood education programs which
will increase parents’ knowledge of and
confidence in childbearing activities.
The focus is on such activities as
teaching and nurturing young children;
strengthening partnerships between
parents and schools; and enhancing the
developmental progress of participat-
ing children. Alabama, Missouri, Rhode
Island, Kansas, Illinois, and a number
of other States have implemented in-
novative early childhood-parent edu-
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cation programs known as Parents as
Teachers. It is my hope that other
States will follow their lead in ensur-
ing that all children enter school ready
and eager to learn.

As I have stated before, there is
growing understanding of the impor-
tance of the first 3 years of a child’s
life. It is during this period of develop-
ment that subtle and overt influences
may adversely affect the academic and
social growth of the child. I am con-
vinced that the Parents as Teachers
Program is one of the most effective
systems we have to help parents best
nurture and teach their children.

The Parents as Teachers Program
may also help to address some of the
social problems that plague us, includ-
ing the nagging problem of child abuse
and neglect. Individuals from 27 States
have participated in training programs
in Missouri. Dr. Martha Semon was the
first individual from Alabama to par-
ticipate. She and Janet G. Horton initi-
ated a pilot program in Mobile, AL,
that has been in place for 2 years. It is
funded in large part by the Children's
Trust Fund, with additional support
coming from Scott Paper Co., the Col-
lege of Medicine at the University of
South Alabama, and the Mobile Com-
munity Foundation. There are also sev-
eral private donors. Approximately 90
adults and 50 infants are currently par-
ticipating.

Ideally, Parents as Teachers pro-
grams will eventually be available na-
tionwide. The program has proven it-
self effective in helping young people
develop their intellectual, verbal, and
social skills, all of which are at high
risk during infancy, but which are
critically important to a child's suc-
cess in school.

I hope to see all of my colleagues
supporting this important legislation.
Parental involvement in the education
of their children is the key to long-
term gains for youngsters of all income
brackets. It is also an important first
step in empowering people by giving
them a real stake in how children are
reared, knowing that the success and
well-being of their communities are di-
rect results of the values imparted
upon their young.

A TRIBUTE TO COL. FRANK
NORTON, U.S. ARMY

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to Col. Frank Nor-
ton, who retired yesterday from the
U.S. Army. Frank has had a long and
distinguished career in our Armed
Forces, where he last served as Army
Senate Liaison Division chief.

This division has a history of excel-
lent commanders, but certainly Frank
stands out as one of the finest officers
to ever hold that position. He is seen as
a friend and confidant by Members of
the Senate, and as a trusted adviser by
congressional staff. Indeed, Colonel
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Norton has won the friendship and
gratitude of all who have worked with
him.

Frank began his Army career in 1967,
joining the 17th Infantry and attending
Ranger School at Fort Benning. Like
most of his class, he was sent to Viet-
nam after graduation for a 1-year tour.
His next overseas assignment was in
Baumholder, Germany, where Frank
received his first company command.
For those not familiar with
Baumbholder—it is an endless cycle of
dust, mud, and snow. It is good testing
ground for our young officers, and by
all accounts, Frank passed all tests
with flying colors.

In 1976, Frank returned to Georgia,
this time being stationed at Fort Stew-
art. He held a number of assignments
there, ranging from company com-
mander to the executive officer of the
Third Battalion. But though Frank
loves Georgia, even he would admit
that he did not find his true calling
until he was reassigned to the Penta-
gon in 1980. That year the young major
joined the Army’s legislative liaison
team, and never was anyone more per-
fectly suited to the position.

Legislative liaison is no easy job.
Caught between the politics of the Pen-
tagon and Capitol Hill, this select
group of officers tread a fine line. To be
successful, they must be honest to both
their superiors and the Congress, while
demonstrating sound judgment both in
their choice of words and the level of
detail they provide. But they do far
more than just provide information,
they are the Army’'s ambassadors to
the Senate., Many on Capitol Hill, espe-
cially among the staff, will form their
view of the Army from their inter-
action with these officers. These Serv-
ice men and women must therefore
meet the highest standards. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Army could have had no bet-
ter ambassador than Col. Frank Nor-
ton.

One of the liaison office’s duties is to
escort members of Congress on visits to
military facilities. Over the years I
have had the pleasure of taking two or
three trips with Frank, and let me as-
sure you that the Army could not have
assigned a better host. I want to say
that my travels with him were well co-
ordinated and ran like clockwork, and
my memories of these trips are only
good ones.

Of course, during these trips I did
witness Colonel Norton’s one weakness,
his love of fine dining. No matter what
dish you name, Colonel Norton can tell
you the one restaurant in the whole
world that serves it best. Lest you
think that Colonel Norton has forgot-
ten his infantry roots, let me assure
you that even though he has developed
the most discriminating of palates, his
appetite has remained equal oppor-
tunity, accepting a hamburger as
quickly as the finest of haute cuisine.

Mr. President, Colonel Norton's serv-
ice as chief of Senate liaison sets the
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standard for all those who follow. He
dedicated himself to fostering and im-
proving the relationship between the
Army and Congress, and I feel he suc-
ceeded in this in so many tangible
ways that it would be difficult, if not
impossible, to list them all. During his
career he received over 25 service rib-
bons and metals, including two Legion
of Merit awards, a Bronze Star for
Valor, and a Purple Heart. Upon retire-
ment, Frank received the Distin-
guished Service Medal. Very few offi-
cers receive this award, but I can think
of no man more deserving.

It is my pleasure to offer my con-
gratulations to Colonel Frank Norton
on an outstanding career and to thank
him for his many contributions to our
national defense. While I was prepared
to wish he and his wife, Carol, all the
best for a happy and healthy retire-
ment, I have learned that Frank will be
joining the Senate Armed Services
Committee staff. Considering Colonel
Norton's experience, talent, and knowl-
edge of defense issues, this is good news
for both the Senate and the Depart-
ment of Defense. I look forward to
working with him in the future.

TRIBUTE TO VICTOR A. LANDRY

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to Mr. Victor A.
Landry.

Last Saturday, February 27, 1993, Vic
retired from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers after 36 years of truly out-
standing service. To say that Vic is an
institution at the Army Corps of Engi-
neers, after so many years of dedicated
service, is indeed a great understate-
ment. A more apt description of Vie's
talents, knowledge, and performance
would be ‘‘legendary.”

Vic has served Louisiana and the Na-
tion well through Hurricanes Hilda,
Betsy, Camille, and Andrew. Through-
out his many years of service, Vic has
served as chief for flood fight and lev-
ees, chief of projects operations, and
has directed numerous mobilization op-
erations. His contribution to the corps
has been hands-on—from sandbagging,
to hurricane and flood evacuation, his
work has benefited not only New Orle-
ans, but Louisiana overall.

But most importantly, for me at
least, has been the invaluable help Vic
has provided me, as chairman of the
Energy and Water Appropriations Sub-
committee. When a corps project is
mentioned in my office, we think of
Vic Landry.

He is truly the epitome of a public
servant.

Mr. President, I will miss his valu-
able counsel, expertise, and extreme
professionalism. I want to extend my
heartfelt thanks to Vic, and my very
best wishes to his wife, Frankie, and
their children, Secott, Viector Jr.,
Lauren, and Melanie.
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IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE
IS TODAY'S BOX SCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed-
eral debt, run up by the U.S. Congress,
stood at $4,205,086,748,556.94 as of the
close of business on Monday, March 1.

Anybody remotely familiar with the
U.S. Constitution is bound to know
that no President can spend a dime
that has not first been authorized and
appropriated by the Congress of the
United States. Therefore, no Member of
Congress, House or Senate, can pass
the buck as to the responsibility for
this shameful display of irresponsibil-
ity. The dead cat lies on the doorstep
of the Congress of the United States.

During the past fiscal year, it cost
the American taxpayers $286,022,000,000
merely to pay the interest on deficit
Federal spending, approved by Con-
gress, over and above what the Federal
Government has collected in taxes and
other income. Averaged out, this
amounts to $5.5 billion every week, or
$785 million every day—just to pay the
interest on the existing Federal debt,

On a per capita basis, every man,
woman, and child owes $16,371.19—
thanks to the big spenders in Congress
for the past half century. Paying the
interest on this massive debt, averages
out to be $1,127.85 per year for each
man, woman, and child in America. Or,
looking at it another way, for each
family of four, the tab—to pay the in-
terest alone—comes to $4,511.40 per
year.

What would America’s economic sta-
bility be today if there had been a Con-
gress with the courage and the integ-
rity to operate on a balanced budget?
The arithmetic speaks for itself.

VIETNAM WOMEN'S MEMORIAL
COIN ACT OF 1994

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
today to add my support for the legis-
lation authorizing the Secretary of the
Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of the Vietnam Women's Memorial
project. This act, the Vietnam Wom-
en’s Memorial Coin Act of 1994, was in-
troduced by my colleague from Vir-
ginia, Senator JOHN WARNER, and my-
self yesterday.

This act helps bring recognition to a
group too long neglected—those tens of
thousands of women veterans who
served in Vietnam. The proceeds from
the coins minted and sold under this
legislation will be used as a permanent
source of endowment for the memorial.
This endowment, as well the contribu-
tions from volunteers and organiza-
tions such as the Vietnam Women's
Memorial project, will ensure the per-
petual care of the memorial at no bur-
den to the taxpayer.

These moneys also serve to support
educational programs, health research
for women veterans, and help in the
identification and documentation of
the women who served in this conflict.
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Above all else, Mr. President, this leg-
islation permits all Americans—men
and women, young and old, people from
all walks of life—the opportunity of
joining with their countrymen to
honor this very special group of veter-
ans.

I respectfully ask each of my col-
leagues to join Senator WARNER and
me in supporting this truly worthwhile
legislation.

Thank you, Mr. President.

THE RECORDBREAKING UNIVER-
SITY OF VERMONT WOMEN'S
BASKETBALL TEAM

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I come to
the floor to talk about the only thing
that stands taller today in Vermont
than the snowbanks—the University of
Vermont Women’s Basketball Team.

Last Friday, in what has become so
routine for Vermont's Lady Cat-
amounts, they chalked up another “W"
in the win column. However, Mr. Presi-
dent, this was not just another victory.
The Catamounts won for the 50th time
in the past 50 regular season games,
breaking a NCAA Division 1 record
that has stood for 12 yeas.

The UVM team doesn’t have a towel-
chewing coach nicknamed the Shark
and isn't a team known for their on or
off court theatrics. What this team has
is a gritty playing style that has been
key to their success. A style, may I
add, that complements a starting line~
up that cannot boast a player over
511%.

The Catamounts also have a univer-
sity, a city, and a State full of faithfuls
watching as they knock off opponent
after opponent on their way toward the
top of the NCAA rankings.

This should come as no surprise. Last
year, the UVM team finished the regu-
lar season with their win streak stand-
ing at 27—putting their challengers and
the sports writers on notice.

It isn't just the warmth of UVM's
Patrick Gymnasium that has brought
out the legions of fans during this long
and cold Vermont winter. The pride
and admiration for these players runs
much deeper—a pride that was obvious
last year when I was joined by Senator
JEFFORDS, Congressman SANDERS, staff
and friends to watch UVM challenge
George Washington University in tour-
nament play here in Washington.

Far from home and loyal fans, the
D.C. contingent of expatriates decided
we needed to show the players they
were among friends. What we found
when we arrived were bleachers already
filled with over 300 Vermonters who
had driven 12 hours by bus to cheer on
Vermont's finest.

As the State tuned to the live tele-
cast on Vermont's largest television
station, we were treated to the kind of
performance that has become the hall-
mark of the UVM women's basketball
team. The courage and perseverance of
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head coach Cathy Inglese, assistants
Pam Borton and Keith Cieplicki, and
the entire Vermont squad gave the fans
one more victory and the record books
a new chapter.

The people of Vermont and I salute
the University of Vermont Women's
Basketball Team and pass along our
thanks for the pleasure of watching a
group of athletes and coaches play with
the enthusiasm, dedication, and desire
that is now in the record books for all
to see.

I ask unanimous consent that, along
with my statement, a copy of Debbie
Becker's feature article in the Wednes-
day, February 24, edition of USA Today
be included in the RECORD.

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

[From the USA Today, Feb. 24, 1993]
HoT HooPs LIGHT A FIRE UNDER FANS
(By Debbie Becker)

BURLINGTON, VT.—In a place where the cold
grabs your toes the instant you step out-
doors, a tiny group of overachieving women
in black high tops has warmed the soul of a
state best known for moose and maple syrup.

With players most top programs wouldn't
touch and with no starter taller than 5-11,
the Vermont women's basketball team
Thursday can break the NCAA Division I
record for consecutive regular-season vic-
tories.

The Catamounts (22-0, 11-0 North Atlantic
Conference) tied Butler’'s record of 49 Satur-
day night with a dramatic 68-67 defeat of
Maine. In two days, coach Cathy Inglese's
team hosts Northeastern (12-11, 8-3)—winner
of 10 of its last 12—before a sellout crowd of
3,228. The game will be shown live locally by
WCAX-TV. The men’'s game is tape-delayed.

“We're still kind of caught up in it,”" says
5-6 senior guard Jen Neibling, one of six Ver-
mont natives on the team. “I'm sure in a few
years we'll look back and appreciate how
much we’ve done, but for now we still feel we
have a lot to do.”

The improbable success of the Catamounts,
No. 13 in the USA TODAY/CNN Top 25,
prompted Burlington, a trendy city of 40,100,
to adopt the women as their own.

Fans have waited as long as four hours in
10-below weather for a coveted ticket. Last
week, 2,000 tickets sold in 30 minutes. Offi-
cials expect fans to camp out tonight so they
can be first in line when the ticket office
opens at 9 a.m. game day.

What's the draw?

“When I first came here, a lot of people
thought women's sports were dull and bor-
ing. But we lit a fire under everyone,' says
junior forward Sheri Turnbull, whose parents
are driving 12 hours from Windsor, Ontario,
to see her play for the first time in her col-
lege career Thursday night. “We've got a lot
of heart on this team. Everyone wants to
win. We play hard. We like each other.”

Times were not always this glorious.

Just two years ago, the women drew a
lonely 200 fans a game. Because of the lack of
interest, one side of the bleachers stayed
locked up. Desperate to increase attendance,
Inglese invited local teams to play at half-
time in the hopes at least their parents
might show up to watch.

“You could get here two minutes before
the game, sit anywhere you want and stretch
your legs out," says Inglese, whose program
has a 100% graduation rate.
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That's hardly the situation now. Ticket
manager Ann Daley is the most beloved or
hated person on campus—depending on who
gets tickets.

“People feel ownership of this team,”
Daley says. “‘The fact is there are only so
many tickets, and some people aren't going
toget in.”

Despite the Cats’ success. not all have
caught on.

This season, Inglese sent one high school
coach information about the program in
hopes of recruiting a player. The coach
threw it out and later explained to Inglese
that he thought Vermont was a Division III
team.

The Catamounts’ success begins with
Inglese and assistants Pam Borton and Keith
Cieplicki, who have magically created more
with less.

NCAA rules permit women’s programs to
give 15 scholarships. Vermont has 11%. Al-
lowed to have two full-time assistants and
one part-time coach, Inglese has only one
full-time and one part-time assistant.

To compensate, the fast-talking, hyper-
active Inglese works well into the night and
has become good friends with custodians who
clean the gym in the evening hours.

‘“‘She works nonstop,’" says sophomore
guard Carrie LaPine, who plays despite
chronic pain from a bulging disk. “‘She’s in
the gym at 9 a.m. and goes home at 10 p.m.
She puts her life into the game, and that's
reflected in our team—aggressive, fast-
paced.”

Inglese says the secret is signing players—
like starters Sharon Bay and Kari Green-
baum—with the right attitude.

“We don’t want to recruit a kid that only
wants to play in games. Mistakes, adjust-
ments take place in practice,” says Inglese,
who grew up in Wallingford, Conn., the sec-
ond-oldest of five children. “We want players
who want to become better. We give them a
kick in the butt sometimes, but we also let
them know we care about them as individ-
uals.”

Inglese calls Niebling, from Randolph, Vt.,
the backbone of the team.

“She's an outstanding student, a competi-
tor. You can't coach that,”” Inglese says.
“She made herself a better player on her
own. She'd be anywhere within a 20-mile ra-
dius to play a pickup game with the guys.”

Inglese jokes that the first thing she does
each day when she arrives at the gym is take
three laps around her office, enlarged from
last season’s miniature space. This year, she
gets to park in front of the gym.

Last season, The Burlington Free Press
created a ruckus when it compared Inglese's
salary ($27,500) to men’s coach Tom Brennan
($47,800). The issue was even discussed in the
state legislature.

Inglese did get a raise but is more inter-
ested this season in getting Cieplicki pro-
moted to full-time status than in getting
more money for herself.

Pretty heady stuff for someone who never
wanted to coach. Inglese aspired to teach nu-
trition and work in public health before she
took a high school coaching job for *‘just one
year.”

She was hooked and now can't imagine
doing anything else.

“There’s never a day I don’t want to come
to work. We're trying so hard. We appreciate
people getting joy in what we're doing. It's
nice to share that.”

TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE
SAMUEL E. HAYES, JR.
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise
to salute retired Pennsylvania State
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Representative Samuel E. Hayes, Jr.
Representative Hayes served admirably
and diligently for 22 years in the Penn-
sylvania Legislature. He is a man for
whom I have a great deal of respect
both professionally and personally.

Representative Hayes was working as
a high school teacher when he was
elected to the House of Representatives
in 1970. He was reelected every 2 years
after that until retiring in 1992. Once in
the legislature, Sam Hayes worked to
make significant contributions to the
lives of all Pennsylvanians. He served
on the education, State government,
military and veteran affairs, ethics and
rules committees.

During the 1977-78 session Sam be-
came the majority whip and served as
minority caucus chairman; he was the
youngest person in the history of the
Pennsylvania Legislature to ever serve
in either capacity. Then, in 1981, Sam
became the majority leader of the
Pennsylvania House and in 1983 he be-
came minority whip, a position he had
until he retired. I had the privilege of
working with Sam when I was sec-
retary of the department of labor and
industry. He made major contributions
to education and agriculture. During
his 22 years he coupled two of Penn-
sylvania's most important resources,
youth and agriculture. It is easy to see
why many of Sam’s friends refer to him
as the ‘'‘dean of agriculture and edu-
cation’ on the Hill. His contributions
can be seen, today, in every county of
Pennsylvania.

In addition, Representative Hayes
served his country in other capacities.
Sam served 5 years in the U.S. Army as
a commissioned officer. He then went
to Pennsylvania State University and
received a bachelor's and master's de-
gree. After completing his studies, Sam
reenlisted in the Army and served 2
years in Vietnam, earning a Bronze
Star for leadership and courage. After
his tour of duty, Sam became a high
school teacher in Tyrone, PA, working
as a teacher until his election.

Again, it is an honor to salute Sam
Hayes for his service to Pennsylva-
nians and all Americans.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for morning business is now closed.

EMERGENCY
COMPENSATION
OF 1993

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 382, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 382) to extend the emergency un-
employment compensation program, and for
other purposes.

UNEMPLOYMENT
AMENDMENTS

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Packwood amendment No. 66, to provide
for the payment of unemployment benefits
through the enactment of savings to stream-
line government and enhance management
efficiency.

AMENDMENT NO. 66

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is the amendment by
the Senator from Oregon, No. 66, on
which there shall be 1 hour of debate to
be equally divided, minus the time
used by the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may need.
The amendment I have offered is a rel-
atively simple amendment. We have
before us an unemployment compensa-
tion bill. All of us realize the emer-
gency nature of those who are out of
work. For them it is an emergency. We
want to extend to them a helping hand
by extending the unemployment com-
pensation bill. The question is: Should
we pay for it?

The administration’s bill, which we
have before us, will spend close to $6
billion over the next 2 years for unem-
ployment compensation, without pay-
ing for it. We are going to widen the
deficit and borrow the money. The
amendment I have offered has sug-
gested a 0.5 percent—half of 1 percent—
cut in a variety of administrative serv-
ices, travel, and other executive branch
expenditures, which will raise the
money necessary to pay for the bill in
the first year.

There are about $644 billion in per-
sonnel, travel, communications, print-
ing, consulting services, and whatnot,
and it is from this amount that I cut
the money. Interestingly, the Presi-
dent has suggested this spending cut in
his economic plan., It is one of the
streamlining in Government cuts he
proposes for deficit reduction later on.
All T am suggesting is that with this
first spending bill we have in the Sen-
ate, this is going to set the standard
for whether or not we are going to pay
for things, or whether we are just going
to spend and not pay.

S0 the amendment is simple. The
amendment will pay for the expenses of
the bill in the first year. The question
for the Senate is: Do you want to pay
or borrow? I think we ought to pay,
and I do it by cutting other programs,
not by increasing taxes. The bill, as it
stands, would simply say let us widen
the deficit and borrow. I hope that the
Senate will support my amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
want to, first of all, thank the distin-
guished ranking member of our com-
mittee as this final hour commences,
for the thoughtfulness he has put into
the position he has offered the Senate,
or the considerateness, but perhaps it
would be less forthcoming as regard to
the thoughtfulness. The alternative of-
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fered here is not a program; it is not
even an idea. It is simply a decimal
point reduction across the board, re-
gardless of relative merit, need, de-
mand, circumstance, of all programs, a
fixed amount of money, starting Sun-
day, and lasting for 7 months.

That is not a way to reduce the size
of Government. We have before us a
proposal for doing that, 145 pages, a vi-
sion of change for America, which the
President has sent us, in accordance
with his State of the Union Address
and the budget recommendations that
go with it.

We are given specific items for
streamlining government, for cutting
specific programs, not as any general-
ized proposition across the board. You
do not cut across the board. You cut
item by item. You go from a fixed
amount in the forest program to a less-
er amount.

You take the budget outlays by func-
tion one by one. National defense,
$202.9 Dbillion; international affairs,
$19.3 billion; general science, space and
technology, $17.2 billion; energy, $4.9
billion; natural resources and develop-
ment, $22.1 billion; agriculture, $21.6
billion, and right down through the en-
tire list of general budget functions,
until you get to all distributed offset-
ting receipts, including Social Secu-
rity, $305 billion; income security, $2.8
billion.

That is the way in which budget re-
ductions are made. The President pro-
poses to make them in this budget
cycle. The Budget Committee will be
holding hearings momentarily with the
prospect of a budget resolution before
us in a month’s time. Then our Com-
mittee on Finance will have its work
to do.

We may have to go through painful,
necessary, and unavoidable proposals
to raise revenues and cut outlays.

In the meantime, we have an emer-
gency program which ceases at mid-
night, which, if it is not continued for
the 7 months we are proposing, will
leave 1.8 million people without ex-
tended unemployment benefits.

As the distinguished presiding officer
knows, business cycles are determined
by the National Bureau of Economic
Research, and it does so on very rigor-
ous standards of economic growth in
production and output of goods and
services. It does not measure unem-
ployment. And we are dealing with the
first ever recorded recession in which
there is virtually no increase in em-
ployment, although there is a signifi-
cant increase in output.

So while we can say we are in a re-
covery, we can also say, with emphasis,
that unemployment is higher today
than it was at the trough of that reces-
sion.

And so, the President has asked us,
as an emergency, given the fact that
this program ends Saturday night, to
keep it going. That is what this vote
will be about. ;
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It will not be about reducing the size
of Government. It will not be about
cutting the whole area of activity or
raising revenues, getting ourselves on
track to a balanced budget. That has
happened, and the business community
has said it has happened. This elusive
creature called the bond market has
said it has happened.

We had some rather welcoming re-
marks from fellow Republican Sen-
ators who met with the President yes-
terday and they acknowledged some-
thing is underway. That something is a
process we are at work at.

Directly before us this morning is a
simple decision concerning the lives of
millions of Americans who have done
nothing wrong, who are working Amer-
icans, who have attachment to the
work force. They only gain entitlement
to unemployment insurance by attach-
ment to the work force. They have
been laid off in proportions unprece-
dented. They have been laid off with no
prospect of returning.

It is not a cyclical inventory reces-
sion of the kind we have seen, where
inventories build up and a plant lays
off for a while, letting people expect to
return.

Only 14 percent of the persons laid off
in this recession have reason to expect
that they will return. Therefore, in
this legislation—new and long past
due—is a provision for developing a
profile of people who really cannot ex-
pect to return to work, working with
them on retraining and whatever is
necessary before their benefits have ex-
pired; when it is clear that there is not
going to be a new job for them in their
old workplace.

Therefore, Mr. President, the whole
operation we are dealing with here this
morning is an ongoing extended unem-
ployment insurance proposal, a meas-
ure we have had in place since the
1930°s.

We are simply keeping it in place
while we can go about changing the
whole structure of American Govern-
ment outlays and income as we have to
do.

This morning, the President is an-
nouncing the creation of a national
performance review task force, headed
by Vice President GORE, which is di-
rected to the performance of actual
programs in Government; again, with
the object of getting more product out
of what is obviously a large and by no
means perfectly efficient enterprise.

But the one program we know works,
where money goes directly to people
who need it and who have earned it,
earned it through their periods of em-
ployment for which contributions have
been made, these millions of Ameri-
cans and their dependents. And it is in
their name that we will be voting in a
very short time.

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.
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Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, of
all the Senators in this body, there is
no one that is a greater gem than the
chairman of the Finance Committee,
PAT MOYNIHAN. He has a respect for
this institution. He has a knowledge of
the history of this institution and of
this country that is unrivaled.

But, I would say, when he says that
this is a bad way to budget—simply
cutting across the board—I have taken
this from the President's suggestions.
He plans to do this, he says, later. I am
saying, let us do it now.

But in terms of cutting across the
board, I am reading from the Presi-
dent’'s Executive order of February 10
as to how he is going to reduce $9 bil-
lion in executive branch expenses. One
item, 4 percent reduction in civilian
personnel over the first 3 years, across
the board.

Deficit control and productivity improve-
ment in the administration of Government
requires a reduction in the Federal adminis-
trative expenses as follows: 3 percent in 1994,
6 percent in 1995, 9 percent in 1996, 14 percent
in 1997, across the board.

These are not line items. These are
not saying, we find the Defense Depart-
ment more or less valuable than the
Department of Agriculture, so we will
make greater cuts in defense or greater
cuts in agriculture.

So they are just across the board. I
did not dream up this idea. I took it
from the President himself.

But the key, again, Mr, President, is:
Do we want to pay for this program? If
we pay for it, it is not going to delay
it. We can pay for it. We can pass it in
the Senate today with a method to pay
for it. We can send it to the House.
They can adopt a provision for paying
for it or give us another one and we can
finish a conference on this bill tomor-
row afternoon and have it on the Presi-
dent's desk tomorrow night with a pro-
vision to pay for it.

Last night, I appeared on a business
news program somewhat critical of the
President's budget. One of the
commentors on the program said to
me: “‘But don't you like the Head Start
Program? Don't you want the Summer
Youth Employment Program?"

1 said, “Those are good programs.
Should we pay for them?"’

And there was kind of an obfuscated
response, but basically it was these are
nice programs, so we should have them.

And what I fear, Mr. President, is we
are going to start down the road—just
like this unemployment program—and
not pay for it. And then Congress, for
one reason or another, will not come
up with all the taxes the President
wants. Maybe the energy tax does not
pass—who knows?—and yet we will
still want the programs. And we will
start to vote for them, saying we are
going to raise the revenues later, or
say we are going to cut some other pro-
grams later to bail it out, and we will
not do it.
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This particular bill is starting down
the wrong road. There is nothing wrong
with extending a helping hand to those
who are unemployed. It is a decent
thing to do that the Government
should do. But we ought to pay for it in
the way proposed in this amendment.

This amendment would require that.

I am prepared to yield to the Senator
from Oklahoma, if he is ready.

How much time would the Senator
like?

Mr. NICKLES. Seven minutes.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield T minutes to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish
to compliment Senator PACKWOOD and
other colleagues—Senator DOLE and
Senator DOMENICI—who came up with
this amendment, because we felt very
strongly that if we are going to have
unemployment extension and benefits,
we should pay for it.

I might mention to my colleagues,
when we had the three previous exten-
sions—one extension in November 1991,
one in February 1992 and one in July
1992—when those bills were reported
out of the Finance Committee, or be-
fore they passed, we paid for them. And
I think before this bill passes we should
pay for it.

S0 the amendment we are offering
this morning says we are going to pay
for it. We are going to pay for it
through spending cuts, not through tax
increases. But I think it would be a lot
more responsible to pay for it through
a tax increase than just to say we are
not going to pay for it, we are going to
declare an emergency and just have it
increase the deficit. I think that is the
most irresponsible action we could
take.

We have several actions. We could
just do nothing, have no extension—
that is one possibility. Another one is
we could have the extension but we pay
for it and we pay for it either by cut-
ting spending—which is the amend-
ment that Senator PACKWOOD, myself,
and others have offered, which I think
is the most desirable alternative—or
we can pay for it in the form of a tax
increase. That is what has happened in
the past. I think we have gone back too
many times to the taxpayers to expand
the program.

So I think the alternative we have is
the best one. Yes, let us have the ex-
tension of unemployment compensa-
tion benefits, but let us pay for it. Let
us pay for it by cutting Federal spend-
ing.

Frankly, I am bothered by what we
see because this Congress, the 103d
Congress, is not very old, but we have
passed one piece of legislation that we
sent to the President, and already it is
a mandate on business. We are mandat-
ing to business they have to provide
parental leave, not maternal leave but
parental leave. That goes a lot further
than most people think. It talks about
mothers-in-law and fathers-in-law. But



March 3, 1993

anyway it dictates a mandate on busi-
ness.

Now, the next piece of legislation we
are going to pass is an extension of an
entitlement program. I am on the Ap-
propriations Committee and I listen to
the appropriators always bemoan the
fact that the discretionary amount we
appropriate is not really growing; it is
those darned entitlement programs
that are exploding. And it just so hap-
pens they are right. And this is one en-
titlement program that is exploding.
The cost of this program, unemploy-
ment compensation benefits, last year
grew at 48 percent. The cost of living
grew at about 3 or 4 percent, but the
cost of this program grew 10 times that
amount, 12 times that amount. It grew
at 48 percent.

You have to compare it to what?
Well, the year before it grew at 46 per-
cent. So this is in outlays, this is in
real dollars, this is in dollars that
Uncle Sam is drawing a check for. You
can see in 1989 we were spending $14 bil-
lion; in 1990 we are spending $17 billion;
in 1991 it increased by 46 percent and
went up to $25 billion; and in 1992 it in-
creased to $37.8 billion. It is exploding
in cost.

One reason why it is exploding is we
have had three extensions in the last 2
years. Fine. At least we paid for that.
At least we can actually say, yes, we
know that it is exploding; we did have
the courage and conviction to say,
well, let us pay for it. So Congress
raised the taxes to pay for it.

The amendment we have today does
not raise taxes. It says let us cut
spending. Let us pay for this bill. The
cost of this bill we have before us is
$5.7 billion. If we do not pay for it, it is
just that much more increasing the
deficit.

We received a Statement of Adminis-
tration Policy that I had printed in the
RECORD yesterday that I find to be very
irresponsible. Basically, it said the
President wants to pass this package,
but he does not want any offsets. For
those who are not familiar with what
that term means, it means we do not
want to pay for it. He does not want to
pay for it through spending cuts. He
does not want to pay for it through tax
increases. I think that is grossly irre-
sponsible. That is the reason why we
have a deficit that is growing. That is
the reason why we have entitlement
programs that are exploding. This is
not the only one, but it is one of the
fastest growing entitlement programs
we have. It is compounding right at 50
percent per year. And now we are not
even going to pay for it. I find that to
be grossly irresponsible.

I really do hope most of my col-
leagues will support this amendment. I
hope the Democrats and Republicans
will support this amendment. This
should not be a party-line issue. We
should stand together and say we are
not going to expand an entitlement
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program unless we at least pay for it—
pay as you go.

The only way they are getting
around the pay-as-you-go requirements
in the Budget Act is they are declaring
it an emergency. I compliment Presi-
dent Bush. When Congress tried to do
this a couple of years ago he said, *'I
will veto the bill unless you pay for
it.” And because of that resolve, at
least we did pay for it. We did not in-
crease the deficit, even in spite of this
increase in outlay, because we did have
the courage to pay for the program as
it was growing.

Right now we are just saying let us
be irresponsible. The first piece of leg-
islation that comes out of the Finance
Committee, the first piece of legisla-
tion that comes out of the House deal-
ing with spending money, we are not
going to fund it. I just find that to be
irresponsible.

So I hope my colleagues in a biparti-
san fashion will support this amend-
ment. This amendment is not going to
hurt people. We are not going to be
cutting your favorite program. We are
going to be cutting some administra-
tive expenses, and, frankly, I think
some can and could and should be cut.

The administration has said we can
cut $30-some billion over the next 5
years. Most of their cuts are in the 4th
and 5th year. I think we should take
the 4th- and 5th-year cuts and throw
them away because the 4th- and 5th-
year cuts made in the 1990 budget pack-
age are not happening. The caps that
were agreed to under the 1990 budget
package, President Clinton said we do
not need to adhere to those caps for
1995. In other words, we do not have to
make the spending cuts that were
agreed to in the 1990 budget package—
as many of us forecast.

I think we have to be up front and
put the spending cuts up front and not
at the back end. This says, yes, if we
are going to expand that entitlement
program, that is fine but, yes, let us
pay for it, and pay for it by cutting
spending. So I hope my colleagues will
agree to this amendment and that it
will be agreed to today.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
in close accord, I believe, with my
friend about the disarray into which
this program has fallen. We had a very
straightforward measure in the 1930's,
one temporary extension under Presi-
dent Eisenhower in 1958, then another
under President Kennedy in 1961; then
in 1970 a permanent extension, which
has had its problems. Our original con-
cept of the legislation was that em-
ployers paid into an unemployment tax
fund, FUTA. The funds built up during
periods of high employment, then were
spent down during periods of low em-
ployment.

It has to be understood that, when
you were spending them down, you
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were, in fact, borrowing money, be-
cause when money comes into the trust
fund, it immediately goes to the Treas-
ury. That is the reality of Federal fi-
nance.

A year ago we established an advi-
sory council on this whole program,
and somehow it has not gotten into
place. I am told the very distinguished
former head of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Dr. Janet Norwood, has been
designated as chairman, but the final
appointments from the executive
branch have not come. I am told on the
Senate side, Owen Bieber, of the UAW;
Bill Grossenbacher, of the Texas Em-
ployment Commission; and John Ste-
phens, of Roseburg Forest Products,
have been appointed. On the House
side: Tom Donahue, secretary-treas-
urer of the AFL/CIO; Kay Bailey
Hutchinson, Texas State treasurer; Bob
Mitchell, payroll manager at Sears,
Roebuck. The executive branch has evi-
dently also selected Mitch Daniels, of
Eli Lilly. But nothing has happened.

Secretary of Labor Reich has told me
he is going to put this commission to
work; he is going to put it together,
get it moving. It has 1 year. Maybe a
year will be sufficient for its purposes.
I do not know why it ought not. The
commission, headed by Professor Witte
of the University of Wisconsin, drafted
the entire Social Security Program in 1
year. But what Senator NICKLES has
been saying needs to be done.

On the other hand, the specific plight
of 1.8 million workers, whose prospect
is to get back, on average, as unem-
ployment compensation, one-third of
their weekly wage—that commences
Saturday night—to say no to them be-
cause we have been inattentive to our
duty is to compound that inattention.

Mr. President, that is very simply
what the vote will be about in 30 min-
utes’ time.

Mr. President, I see no other Senator
seeking recognition and wonder if we
might have a quorum call, to be equal-
ly divided in regard to time.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senator
SMITH of New Hampshire, as a cospon-
sor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WoFFORD). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum to be equally di-
vided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to dispense with
further proceedings under the call of
the quorum.

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
South Dakota.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

(The remarks of Mr. PRESSLER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 485 are
located in today's RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.')

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
yield to my colleague from Oregon.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank my good
friend from South Dakota. I ask unani-
mous consent to add Senator
FAIRCLOTH as an original sponsor of the
amendment.

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. Could I ask how
much time I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine
minutes and twenty-eight seconds.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 4% minutes
to the Senator from Minnesota. i

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
1 express my appreciation to my col-
league, Senator PACKWOOD, and to my
leader, Senator MOYNIHAN.

Mr. President, today I join with Sen-
ators PACKwWOOD, DOLE, and other col-
leagues in sponsoring an amendment
that would offset the costs of extending
the Emergency Unemployment Com-
pensation Program with specific cor-
responding budget cuts.

I first want to emphasize that I be-
lieve it is necessary to extend the EUC
Program. While this program was not
meant to provide income security for-
ever, it is clear that we must respond
to the needs of the long-term unem-
ployed who have exhausted their regu-
lar State unemployment benefits and
who would not be eligible for any addi-
tional Federal benefits without this ex-
tension. According to preliminary fig-
ures from the Department of Labor,
nearly 4,500 Minnesotans made initial
claims for emergency unemployment
compensation benefits last month, over
5,600 Minnesotans received their first
EUC benefit payment, and another
2,000 Minnesotans exhausted their EUC
benefits entirely.

We in Minnesota are blessed with an
economy that is strong and vibrant
when compared with the States of
many of my colleagues that have been
hurt so badly during the recent reces-
sion, Yet, while Minnesota’s 4.9 percent
unemployment rate is low compared to
the rest of the Nation, that figure does
not, and cannot, tell the full story.
Today, there are over 120,000 Minneso-
tans who want to work, but who are
unable to find the jobs they need to
feed their families and to meet their
mortgages.

Many of these people are victims of
defense cuts, such as those which have
occurred at Alliant Tech, FMC, and
others. Minnesota’s high-tech commu-
nity also has suffered employment
losses due to restructuring and
downsizing necessitated by weak eco-
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nomic conditions both here and abroad.
For the first time, many layoffs in
these industries have occurred among
middle management, professional, and
highly skilled workers.

There are signs that our Nation’s
economy is improving. Yet, at the
same time, there is growing evidence
that this recovery will be more slow
and more painful for American working
men and women than at any other time
in recent memory.

When we first enacted the EUC Pro-
gram at the end of 1991, the Nation’s
unemployment rate stood at 6.9 per-
cent. Unemployment now has exceeded
7 percent for 14 consecutive months.

Unemployed workers are exhausting
their regular benefits at a rate that is
20 percent higher now than it was at
the low point of the recession, and they
are collecting unemployment benefits
at a rate that is 15 percent higher than
at the low point of the recession.

Moreover, many people who have lost
jobs in the recent recession have no
hope of being rehired by their former
employers.

Many people are so frustrated by the
lack of employment opportunities that
they have stopped looking for work al-
together.

However, unlike the original EUC
legislation and its two earlier exten-
sions, this bill is designated as an
emergency requirement—and therefore
it is exempt from the pay-as-you-go re-
quirements of the Budget Enforcement
Act.

When we passed the law creating the
Emergency Unemployment Compensa-
tion Program back in November 1991,
we made sure that those benefits were
paid for by revenue offsets. When we
first extended the EUC Program in
February 1992, to give workers exhaust-
ing their EUC benefits an additional 13
weeks of benefits, that legislation
again was paid for by revenue offsets.
And most recently, in July 1992, when
Congress extended EUC benefits until
March 6, 1993, that extension also was
paid for by offsets.

The administration has assured us
repeatedly that it is committed to re-
ducing the Federal deficit. Therefore, I
fail to understand why this EUC exten-
sion—the first of President Clinton’s
spending programs to reach the floor of
the Senate—actually proposes to in-
crease the deficit. If this is an example
of how the Clinton administration's
economic program is going to work, we
are in deep trouble.

As I said earlier, I believe that we
should extend the EUC Program. At
the same time, however, the American
people are deeply concerned about our
burgeoning deficit and our $4 trillion
national debt. They are watching us,
and holding us accountable. And they
need to know that we are serious about
reducing the Federal deficit, a point
the President made clear with us on
the Republican side of the aisle at
lunch yesterday.
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There are many necessary and worth-
while spending programs. But if we are
truly committed to reducing the defi-
cit, then every spending program can-
not constitute an emergency. If we are
serious about reducing the deficit, we
cannot continue to redraw the bound-
aries which limit Federal spending
whenever we find it difficult or incon-
venient to stay within them.

The President has set forth a number
of spending cuts in his new economic
program. The amendment we have of-
fered simply requires that one of the
cuts that President Clinton already has
proposed be used to offset this spending
program so that it does not add to the
already staggering Federal deficit.

Mr. President, I would like to make
one final, important point about this
legislation in general. the profiling and
referral system proposed by the admin-
istration is an interesting prospect.
But it does not begin to address the se-
rious problem of long-term unemploy-
ment, or the serious needs of the long-
term unemployed.

Our unemployment insurance system
was designed to provide temporary sup-
port to workers who had been laid off
or who had lost their jobs. It cannot ef-
fectively combat the more serious, and
more costly, problem of long-term un-
employment and permanent worker
displacement.

In order to thrive in today's increas-
ingly competitive global marketplace,
American businesses are striving to be
even more productive and efficient.
This brave new world has presented
American workers with unprecedented
challenges, as well. That is why I be-
lieve that instead of continuing to pass
further EUC extensions, we should di-
rect our efforts in the future toward
ensuring that industry restructuring
will have the least possible impact on
American workers. We may have no
choice for the near term. But somehow
we have to strive to fix the problem of
long-term unemployment, or at least
move more quickly in that direction by
improving our job training programs
and developing new strategies to help
workers adapt to today's changing
workplace needs.

I would like to work with the admin-
istration to develop a more comprehen-
sive approach to this serious problem,
and I look forward to doing so.

In the meantime, I applaud the ad-
ministration for proposing to extend
EUC benefits. As I said before, the
country still faces a serious unemploy-
ment problem. But in attempting to
provide support to American workers
so that they can provide for themselves
and their families while they find new
jobs, it is imperative that we do so
within the confines of the Federal
budget.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
step up to the plate on this one—and
stop piling up our national debt. Let us
be responsible—vote ‘‘aye’ on this
amendment.
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Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
would make the point that the amend-
ment before us does not strike the
emergency designation of the underly-
ing bill and that would remain in ei-
ther.

Mr. President, we are honored this
morning that the President pro tem-
pore has come to offer his thoughts on
the matter and I yield 5 minutes, half
the remaining time.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished friend, who is a scholar
by education and a gentleman by na-
ture.

This amendment would require
across-the-board cuts in administrative
expenses to finance an extension of un-
employment benefits.

Mr. President, the proponents have
pointed out that the President himself
is proposing to cut administrative ex-
penses by 4 percent in 1994 and by 14
percent over the next 4 years. There-
fore, what difference could it make now
to make this one-half percent reduc-
tion in order to pay for this extension
of unemployment benefits?

I must admit that it is a clever and
well-drafted amendment that attempts
to beat the President to the punch on
his own proposal. But I have in my
mind a letter from the director of the
Congressional Budget Office to Senator
MOYNIHAN, chairman of the Finance
Committee, a short letter, paragraph 2
of which reads as follows:

The bill, S. 382, would affect direct spend-
ing and thus would be subject to pay-as-you-
go procedures under Section 13101 of the
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990.

The bill, Mr. President, would affect
direct spending as defined in the 1990
Budget Enforcement Act. As Senators
are aware, the Budget Enforcement Act
of 1990 was enacted as a result of the
1990 budget summit. I participated in
that summit. The Bush administration
participated in that summit. Despite
the fact that former President Bush in
the heat of his campaign stated that he
regretted having signed the Budget En-
forcement Act of 1990, that act resulted
in many important improvements in
the budget process.

The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990
contained stringent annual caps on dis-
cretionary appropriations and for the
first time it required committees of ju-
risdiction to pay for new entitlement
and mandatory spending programs
under their jurisdiction. In other
words, the committee that does the
deed is required to pay for the deed.
This was a very important change in
the budget process that was enacted as
part of the Budget Enforcement Act
following the summit.

Mr. President, up until now that
agreement has been lived up to by the
committees in the Senate. The Appro-
priations Committee has lived up to
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our part of the bargain. For example,
for the 13 fiscal year 1993 appropria-
tions bills, we appropriated $16 billion
less than the caps allowed by the Budg-
et Enforcement Act.

Now, with this amendment we are
being asked to cut discretionary appro-
priations further in order to pay for an
extension of unemployment benefits. I
must strongly oppose the amendment
because it would require that the dis-
cretionary appropriations be rescinded
to pay for a direct spending program.

This amendment violates the spirit
and the letter of the Budget Enforce-
ment Act. It requires across-the-board
cuts in discretionary programs to pay
for legislation that should be paid for
by the committees of jurisdiction, the
Finance Committee and the Ways and
Means Committee in the other body. If
it were to be offset, it should be from
programs under their jurisdiction.

Section 13101 of the Budget Enforce-
ment Act exempts spending from pay-
as-you-go requirements if the Presi-
dent and the Congress designate such
spending as emergency spending. It al-
lows such spending to occur without
offsets. In section 6 of this bill Con-
gress designates as an emergency any
direct spending provided pursuant to
this bill. If the President also makes an
emergency designation amounts pursu-
ant to the bill it will not be subject to
the pay-as-you-go procedure.

Surely, this extension of unemploy-
ment benefits meets the definition of
an emergency as contemplated by the
Budget Enforcement Act. I am told
that without this extension, between
250,000, 300,000 workers per month
would no longer be able to receive Fed-
eral extension benefits.

Mr. President, to agree to this
amendment would set a popular, new,
direct spending program and require
that the discretionary appropriations
be rescinded to pay for the program. It
would violate the principles of commit-
tee accountability established in the
1990 budget agreement, a principle
which is vital if we are to have any
chance of controlling growth in new
entitlement spending.

Mr. President, I urge that that
amendment be defeated.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, we
have heard a powerfully persuasive
statement. Not only are we voting on a
specific program, but as the revered
President pro tempore of this body has
said, we are voting on an absolutely es-
sential issue. We would establish a
precedent that would undo the entire
work of 1950.

Mr. President, I can imagine no more
forceful case to be made to defeat this
amendment and get on with this legis-
lation.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished friend.
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Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield such time to the Republican lead-
er as he might desire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. DOLE. Is leader time reserved,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Leader
time is reserved. If there is no objec-
tion, the Republican leader will use
that time.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague and manager, our distin-
guished chairman, Senator MOYNIHAN.

In my view this is probably the most
important vote we have had this year
and maybe the most important vote we
are going to have for the next several
weeks because it is a very defining
vote. We heard all this talk about defi-
cit reduction, all the speeches, all the
rhetoric, all the polls. What have we
done this year, the first bill we passed
was a mandate which is a tax on busi-
ness employers across the Nation that
the Federal Government knew best on
how to mandate family leave. Now the
next proposal is to add about $5.8 bil-
lion to the deficit.

Maybe I do not understand every-
thing but today the President is going
to announce the national performance
review program. He wants to go
through Government with a fine-
toothed comb and make it better and
user friendly and eliminate waste in all
of these things that we should do.

Yesterday, the President was kind
enough to accept our invitation to
meet with Republican Senators over
lunch. He emphasized again that we
need to deal with the deficit. So here
we are, first shot out of the box, say-
ing, oh, well, we do not really mean
that. We do that later. But right now
we have to add about $5.8 billion to the
deficit.

If the amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon, my-
self, and others is not adequate, let us
have another one, Let us have one from
that side of the aisle that pays for this
program. We need to extend the unem-
ployment benefits package. We did it
three times last year but the difference
was we paid for it each time last year.
So is this an emergency? With all the
spending and all the taxes that Presi-
dent Clinton is advocating, $178 billion
in new spending, $360 billion in in-
creased taxes, $58 billion in new tax
breaks, is it necessary that we add $5.8
billion to the deficit?

And Republicans are asked almost by
the hour from the media, well, where is
your plan? Where is your plan? Well,
we do not have a Republican plan. We
have a number of people with amend-
ments. Like Senator GRAMM is having
a press conference as I speak—some
meeting where he is laying out his pro-
posal. There will be other proposals
and we will have a coordinated position
at the appropriate time.

We are also in the midst of a recov-
ery. The Bush recovery is working. The
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economy grew at an all time rate of 4.8
percent in the fourth quarter of 1992—
the best quarter of economic growth in
5 years, the best quarter in 5 years. In-
flation remains low and interest rates
are low. Last month the national un-
employment rate dropped to 7.1 per-
cent.

So we look at a number of opportuni-
ties, a number of signals that growth
and job expansion are on the economic
horizon, that the Bush recovery is
picking up steam. That does not mean
much if you are out of work. That is
why we are here today, that is why we
ought to pass this bill and get it to the
President for his signature.

We have had in my own State of Kan-
sas announcements by Boeing of up to
6,000 to 7,000 people who will lose their
jobs; Sears another couple thousand;
400 from Beech; and on it goes. Gen-
erally, the economy is good. But there
are pockets where we have problems.

So, job loss means sacrifice and hard-
ship and, yes, it means the Government
has a responsibility to lend a helping
hand. Normally, we used to divide
these payments with the State govern-
ments but the States figure out if they
wait long enough the Federal Govern-
ment will pick up the entire tab.

So we are here today debating wheth-
er or not we ought to add $5.8 billion to
the deficit. The next one we are going
to take up, another mandate that is
going to cost a couple hundred million
dollars, is moto-voter. We will tell the
counties, States, this is good for you
because the Federal Government says
it is, and we are going to mandate it
but we will not send you any money.
You figure out how to get the money.

So here we are in I think sort of a
watershed. This is a watershed vote. If
we really believe what President Clin-
ton said to us in the joint session of
Congress a couple of weeks ago, that
we had a real problem with the deficit,
if we believe all those polls which say
60 to T0 percent of the people support
the President, or at least support his
speech on the deficit, why are we here
adding $5.8 million to the deficit? Ex-
plain that to somebody in Kansas or
any other State represented in this
body.

We cannot do it because there are
plenty of areas we can cut spending
enough to pay for this package as out-
lined in the amendment offered by the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD].

So it seems to me that this is hope-
fully not a partisan vote, not a party-
line vote. This ought to have the unan-
imous support of Members on both
sides of the aisle. I hope that we would
attract good bipartisan support to help
the President to underscore the impor-
tance of what he has been saying about
reducing the deficit and not walking
the other way and say, oh, now we will
add $5.8 billion to the deficit. I did not
hear President Clinton say he was
going to increase the deficit. I thought
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he was going to cut the deficit. Appar-
ently, he is prepared to sign this legis-
lation. They sent up the administra-
tion's position, which is in support of
this legislation without paying for it,
and therein lies I think the problem
with the whole Clinton package. We do
not have the details. We really do not
know where the defense cuts are going
to hit, who they are going to hit, what
States are going to be hit, how many
young men and women are going to be
kicked out of the military because of
$112 billion in new defense cuts on top
of the $50 billion already passed by
Congress, proposed by President Bush,
$360 billion in new taxes, $178 billion in
new spending, and it seems to me that
we are underscoring the flaws in this
package by passing this bill today. We
do not have a budget. We do not even
know what the details are. We are
going to be asked in this body before
long to pass a budget resolution before
we have the budget. It seems again to
me that we are just proceeding in the
Wrong way.

If we cannot take money out of trav-
el and consulting, personnel and other
overhead expenses in Government
across the board, then I think it is an
indication that we are not going to be
very tough when it comes to spending
reductions, and that is true. There are
not many spending reductions in the
President’s package. They are all taxes
and new spending and very little spend-
ing reductions.

So, Mr. President, this amendment is
sound, it ought to have unanimous sup-
port. We ought to pass it on a voice
vote. Maybe we can do that. In any
event, it is a watershed vote. It is
going to determine what is going to
happen in the next 2, 3, 4 weeks, 30
days, 60 days, 90 days, when we talk
about reducing the deficit.

You cannot fool the American people.
We start here if we want to reduce the
deficit. $5.8 billion. Ross Perot said
yesterday that we ought to pay for this
bill, We should not add more money to
the deficit. So all those who want to
cut the deficit, this is their oppor-
tunity. This is the first ball over the
plate.

I hope my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle will act responsibly and give
the American taxpayer a break and, at
the same time, give the unemployed a
break and let us pay for this, and not
impose the burden on their children
and grandchildren 10, 20, 30 years from
now.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
yield the remaining time, and such
time as he may wish to use, to the ma-
jority leader, Senator MITCHELL.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that if I go beyond
the time allotted remaining for the dis-
tinguished chairman, that it come off
of my leader time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the
sponsors of this amendment have said
that their intent is to offset the costs
of the unemployment insurance bill.
Yet, the offset they propose does not
cover the cost this year. According to
estimates from the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the offset used by
the sponsors does not even come close
to raising the amount that the spon-
sors claim this year. So it will not pay
for the bill.

The sponsors claim they have offset
$3.3 billion. Yet, both OMB and CBO es-
timate that the sponsor’'s amendment
would actually amount to much less in
savings this year. What would this off-
set actually do? While the sponsors
claim that it involves reductions in ad-
ministrative overhead, the amendment
actually goes far beyond that.

The sponsors of the amendment
break down Federal administrative ex-
penses as something called object
classes. What does this mean? This is
budgetese, technical jargon. No one has
really explained it. I think the Senate,
before voting for such an amendment,
ought to examine what these so-called
object classes and administrative ex-
penses are.

First, the sponsors list 16 items
which they say would add up to $644
billion. That $644 billion would then be
subjected to a one-half of 1 percent re-
duction in fiscal year 1993. Included in
that $644 billion are the costs of regu-
lar salaries and wages paid to full-time
civilian employees, salaries and wages
for terminal leave payments, hazardous
duty pay, overtime, holiday pay, and
night work differential. At the same
time, the text of the same amendment
appears to preclude reductions in cur-
rent rates of pay.

Well, if pay is not to be reduced, does
this mean that people are to be fired to
achieve these savings? No one has ex-
plained it. There is no language in the
amendment regarding civilian govern-
ment jobs, or language protecting
Americans who are at this moment
abroad in hazardous duty pay areas. No
one has explained that.

Everyone knows that personnel ac-
counts are the fastest spending ac-
counts. If we are to achieve savings in
personnel accounts without reducing
pay, will there have to be employees
fired to achieved it? Would it not be a
supreme irony to pay for unemploy-
ment benefits by creating more unem-
ployment. To totally exclude personnel
costs such as wages and salaries in
both defense and civilian government
employment, $162 billion has to be
sliced right off of the top of the spon-
sors’ $644 billion base. It clearly will
not do what the sponsors say it will do.

That is because this is not a sub-
stantive amendment. This is a political
amendment. Let us talk about some of
the remaining items on the sponsors’
list.
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There is a vague category called
other services, $230 billion. What serv-
ices? No one has explained that. An in-
quiry has determined that it includes
hospital care and premiums on insur-
ance. Hospital care for whom? Insur-
ance for what? No one has explained
that. Are we going to cancel Govern-
ment insurance policies? Has anybody
explained it? No one has explained it.

Equally vague categories are listed
as equipment and land and invest-
ments. That is another $133 billion. Do
these accounts or any of the others
cover defense procurement or weapons
systems? The minority leader just said
we should not be cutting defense as
much as proposed. Yet, here is an
amendment cutting defense, and no-
body even knows what defense is being
cut,

What are these categories listed
under something called acquisition of
capital assets? Nobody has explained
that. The amendment refers, as I said,
to something called object -classes.
That is clearly an effort to make this
whole thing sound painless and tech-
nical, using budget jargon. But if you
look at the definition of object classes,
you are talking about real contracts
and real things.

For example, category 31.0, equip-
ment. If you get the definition of ob-
ject classes—not provided by the spon-
sors of the amendment; you have to dig
it out otherwise—it includes obliga-
tions for tanks, armored carriers, trac-
tors, missiles, bayonets, antiaircraft
guns, artillery, search lights, detec-
tors, fire control apparatus, submarine,
mine equipment, ammunition hoists,
torpedo tubes, and other miscellaneous
military equipment. The sponsors
know that is what they are cutting
with this amendment. Did they intend
that? Does anybody understand that.
Has anybody explained it. Does any-
body know what this is all about, other
than that it is a political effort?

Aside from the substantive issues of
exactly what is being proposed for re-
duction, there are practical issues to
examine. We are halfway through the
fiscal year 1993. The end of the fiscal
year is September 30. How would these
across-the-board cuts be implemented?
Much of the $644 billion has already
been obligated. Will contracts be can-
celed? Are there penalty clauses in
those contracts, as is common with
Government contracts, so that actu-
ally the cost to the Government would
be higher than the savings alleged?
Does anybody know? Nobody has ex-
plained that.

President Clinton has proposed
downsizing Government. The sponsors
claim their proposal is the Clinton pro-
posal, but it is not. I would like to re-
mind my colleagues that the President
has proposed to prospectively reduce
administrative costs. He has given fair
notice that there will be thorough ex-
amination by the relative committees
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in Congress and executive agencies,
and rational decisions will be made on
what to cut and what not to cut.

This amendment does not do that.
There is no examination by the com-
mittees. Obviously, there is no exam-
ination by anyone. Furthermore, the
President’s proposal would operate
against the base of about $50 billion in
administrative expenses. This proposal
has a base of $644 billion. What is the
difference? Nobody has explained that.
Does anybody know? Nobody voting
will know, because it has not been ex-
plained.

In view of the obviously hasty man-
ner in which the amendment appears to
have been put together, and the obvi-
ously political purpose of the amend-
ment, as opposed to any substantive
decision, the lack of any explanation of
its provisions, lack of any understand-
ing of what it will do or what it is in-
tended to do, no one can know or un-
derstand what they are voting for.

The unemployment insurance bill is
part of the President’'s overall eco-
nomic package. That package is needed
to ensure that a recovery does install,
and we get more job growth. I urge my
colleagues, let us give the President's
economic program a chance by joining
me in defeating this amendment.

I agree with the Republican leader on
one thing. This is a significant vote on
one thing. This is an effort to torpedo
the President's economic program, be-
ginning here and now in the Senate.

So the question really before us is:
Are we going to give the President’'s
economic program a chance, or are we
going to torpedo the President's eco-
nomic program beginning right here?
Let there be no mistake about that.
Those who vote for this amendment are
voting to torpedo the President’'s eco-
nomic program.

Let us get at it right now in the be-
ginning. This is a significant vote, and
if you want to kill the President’s eco-
nomic program before giving it a
chance, then you vote for this amend-
ment. If you think that the President’s
economic program ought to have a
chance, if we ought to once and for all
end the gridlock in this country and
get this country moving again and let
us support the President’s economic
program, then the way to do it is de-
feat this amendment.

1 yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
move to table the pending amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on a motion to table
the amendment No. 66.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 43, as follows:
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{Rollcall Vote No. 21 Leg.}
YEAS—&T
Akaka Feinstein Metzenbaum
Baucus Ford Mikulski
Biden Glenn Mitchell
Bingaman Graham Moseley-Braun
Boren Harkin Moynihan
Boxer Heflin Murray
Bradley Hollings Nunn
Breaux Inouye Pell
Bryan Johnston Pryor
Bumpers Kennedy Reid
Byrd Kerrey Riegle
Campbell Kerry Robb
Conrad Kohl Rockefeller
Daschle Krueger Sarbanes
DeConcini Lautenberg Sasser
Dodd Shelby
Dorgan Levin Simon
Exon Lieberman Wellstone
Feingold Mathews Wofford
NAYS—43
Bennett Faircloth McConnell
Bond Gorton Murkowski
Brown Gramm Nickles
Burns Grassley Packwood
Chafee Gregg Pressler
Coats Hatch Roth
Cochran Hatfield Simpson
Cohen Helms Smith
Coverdell Jeffords Specter
Craig Kassebaum Stevens
D’'Amato Kempthorne Thurmond
Danforth Lott Wallop
Dole Lugar Warner
Domenici Mack
Durenberger McCain
NOT VOTING—0

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 66) was agreed to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senator
ROTH as a cosponsor of the amendment
that was just defeated.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, with
the current extended unemployment
benefits program set to expire this Sat-
urday, legislation to reauthorize the
Emergency Unemployment Compensa-
tion Program is sorely needed. We may
be emerging from the recession, but
new jobs are simply not being created
fast enough.

In my home State of Washington,
where the unemployment rate is over 7
percent, Boeing recently announced
plans to lay off more than 20,000 work-
ers in the next 18 months. Each Boeing
job supports an additional 2.8 jobs,
meaning that as many as 60,000 work-
ers and their families may be affected
in the near future. In our timber-de-
pendent communities, thousands of
other workers and their families are
struggling to survive as they have con-
sistently watched jobs disappear over
the last 4 years. We must not abandon
any of them at this time of great need.

Nor can we foresake the other 1.5
million unemployed Americans cur-
rently receiving Federal emergency
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compensation. These emergency bene-
fits will stop flowing on March 6, just a
few days from now, if we do not pass
this bill.

As large American companies are
downsizing and banks have a tight hold
on credit needed to help start new busi-
nesses, it is extremely difficult for
many of our unemployed workers to
find new jobs or to get the kind of re-
training they need to enter new fields.
I am committed to working with Presi-
dent Clinton to enact his deficit reduc-
tion and economic stimulus package.
For Washington State, job creation and
economic diversification are two of my
top priorities. But as we move forward
to create good-paying jobs, we must
not cut off support to the unemployed
in the meantime.

Finally, I would like to commend
President Clinton and the sponsors of
this bill for recognizing that many dis-
placed workers must find new employ-
ment in different industries. The inclu-
sion of a special initiative in this legis-
lation to identify displaced workers
and provide them with retraining,
counseling, and job search assistance is
very important.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support this critical legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question recurs on the committee
amendment.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
ready to go forward if the Senator
would defer with that.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Should we dispose
of the committee amendment first?

Mr. President, I ask that matter be
put off pending a colloquy with the
Senator from Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, it was
my intention to offer an amendment
that would do away with the so-called
luxury tax, as far as it pertains to
boats. This has been an absolute disas-
trous tax.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Rhode Island has a mat-
ter of urgent concern to him, and the
Senate should be able to hear it.

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

The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, if I
might repeat, several years ago, we en-
acted the so-called luxury tax that ap-
plied to boats, airplanes, furs, jewelry,
and automobiles. I am only going to
discuss the aspect that is of deepest
concern to me, the tax that applies to
boats.

What that so-called luxury tax does
is to apply a 10-percent tax on the sale
of all new boats over $100,000. The ob-
jective of this originally, Mr. Presi-
dent, was to hit the rich. But as so
often happens, the projectile did not
hit the target.
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Mr. President, what happened was
that it did not hurt the rich. The rich
just stopped buying boats and they in-
vested their money in vacation homes
in the Caribbean, or wherever it might
be. The people who were hurt are the
people who make the boats. They are
not millionaires. The people who were
hurt were the people out in the produc-
tion line. And by modest estimate
something like 19,000 Americans have
lost their jobs in boat building. In my
State, perhaps 3,000 to 5,000 lost their
jobs. You might think 3,000 to 5,000 is
not much, but that is a lot in a little
State like ours.

Rhode Island, the smallest State in
the Nation, produces more sail boat
hulls than any State in the Nation.
And so the construction of boats was a
very, very major factor in our econ-
omy. It is not just the people who build
the boats. It is the people who design
them; it is the people who make the
sails, the cordage, the ropes, the lines,
the people who make the winches that
pull up the anchors, the winches that
are used for the jib sheets and the main
sheets. It is a total industry that has
been really severely hit.

Mr. President, you might say, well,
there has been a recession and that is
what has happened to the boat indus-
try, it was not the so-called luxury tax.
History has shown, however, that in
the boatbuilding business when bad
times come, the small boats are hit but
big boat sales continue. So we have had
a double whammy in the boatbuilding
industry. The recession has hit the
small boat builders, and the luxury tax
has hit the big boat builders.

We have twice passed in the Senate,
in connection with other legislation,
repeal of that tax bill, but because of
other factors, primarily objections of
the past administration to other facets
of that legislation, the repeal was part
of a bill that was later vetoed.

So, Mr. President, as is the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana who
has been one of the real leaders in this
and indeed it was his repeal measure
that has been the factor that we have
worked together on, we are looking for
a vehicle and it was my belief that this
particular vehicle would be adequate.
But I had it explained to me that this
is not a tax bill.

The original proposal was to come in
with a replacement tax; namely, the
diesel tax, a tax on diesel fuel on which
there is currently no tax. We would
apply the diesel fuel tax to yachts, but
not for commercial vessels, fishermen
and so forth. That would replace what-
ever lost revenue was anticipated al-
though, I believe the Treasury is losing
revenue if other factors such as unem-
ployment compensation and last in-
come tax receipts are taken into con-
sideration.

So, Mr. President, I would like to
hear from the distinguished chairman
of the committee. I see the distin-
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guished majority leader is also on the
floor and he certainly is involved in
this with a big boatbuilding industry in
his State. I know he is concerned about
this so-called luxury tax.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAFEE. I will be glad to yield.
I would like to yield a moment to the
Senator from Louisiana because he has
been deeply involved with this from the
beginning.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, just
to be clear, we do very much want to
hear from the Senator from Louisiana
and then we will want to hear from the
Senator from Maine and then I would
like to respond as would be appro-
priate.

Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, just
briefly, the Senator from Rhode Island
has accurately outlined the situation.
The Senate on two separate occasions
has looked at this proposition which I
think was ill-conceived in the first
place and the Senate has spoken clear-
ly on it; that it is the desire of this
Senate to repeal the so-called luxury
tax on large vessels.

It was an idea to try and offset the
regressive nature of the tax on beer
and alcohol and wine by somehow hit-
ting millionaires who bought large
boats. The problem is instead of hitting
the millionaires, as the Senator from
Rhode Island has accurately spelled
out, we hit the people who make the
boats, the workers, the craftsmen and
women who build the boats. They lost
their jobs because fewer and fewer
boats were actually produced. Instead
of generating more revenues, we gen-
erated no new revenues and, in addi-
tion, put people out of work. That was
not the intent of the Congress. It is
time we recognize it, as we have on two
separate occasions, and ask the Clinton
administration to embrace this.

I just want to comment to Senator
CHAFEE from Rhode Island, as well as
the majority leader who has been
steadfast in pushing this legislation for
the people he represents in Maine. It
has been a high priority for the major-
ity leader. We have been working with
the chairman, the distinguished chair-
man of the Senate Finance Committee
to encourage his active support. He
certainly understands this problem. I
look forward with anticipation to his
leadership in this area. So maybe in a
few weeks, a few months at the most
we can all come back and say we have
all put our heads together and solved
the problem.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the majority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
strongly favor repeal of the luxury tax
on boats for reasons explained by the
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Senators from Rhode Island and Lou-
isiana. It has clearly not worked as in-
tended and should be and must be and
will be repealed. I commend the Sen-
ators from Rhode Island and Louisiana
for their leadership in this area, and I
commit to all involved that we are
going to get the luxury tax repealed
this year and as soon as possible.

The problem we face with respect to
this bill was, of course, stated by the
Senator from Rhode Island. Under the
American Constitution, the Senate has
no legal authority to initiate a tax bill.
None. All tax measures must originate
in the House of Representatives. If the
Senate on its own initiative passes a
tax bill, it will not be taken up in the
House. It is annulled. It is an act that
has no legal consequence or signifi-
cance.

The unemployment insurance bill is
not a tax bill. Adoption of the luxury
tax repeal on boats would convert it
into a tax bill and, therefore, would
have only the effect of killing the un-
employment insurance extension with-
out enacting the boat tax repeal.

That must originate in the House of
Representatives. Therefore, what we
must do is find a vehicle which origi-
nates in the House under constitu-
tional procedures and which we can
then take and act on the luxury tax re-
peal. I am strongly committed to that.
I have discussed it with several mem-
bers of the administration, high-rank-
ing officials in the administration, as
has Senator MOYNIHAN, and I believe is
going to address that subject now be-
cause he himself has been involved in
the discussions.

We passed this twice last year. Twice
it was vetoed, not because of this pro-
vision but because of other unrelated
provisions in the bill. I hope very much
that this year, and soon and promptly,
we are going to be able to pass this re-
peal and get this matter over with once
and for all because I think the Senator
from Rhode Island is quite right; it
must be repealed, and I say to him and
my friend from Louisiana and others,
it will be repealed. We are going to get
that done.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If we are on the
same subject, may I say that the Presi-
dent of the United States agrees with
the Senator from Rhode Island, the
Senator from Louisiana, and not un-
naturally the Senator from Maine. It is
not normal to report conversations
with the President on the Senate floor,
but I think this is a special occasion.

On February 15, the President asked
if I would meet with him to review the
measures that would come before the
Finance Committee that would be dis-
cussed in the State of the Union Mes-
sage. 1 observed that on the list of
measures repeal of the luxury tax was
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not on the list. I pointed that out to
the President and said the Senate
twice repealed this measure, that it
was in no sense an effective measure;
and it resulted in lost jobs.

The President said he was entirely
agreeable to our adding this measure
to the first tax wvehicle that came
through the body.

I am sure the President would not be
averse to my having made this point
because I said at the time that I would
inform Senators. I mentioned the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, I mentioned
the Senator from Louisiana, and I men-
tioned the Senator from Maine whose
specific interests are involved, said it
is a matter of great concern to them as
well as to me. What has been done
twice will be attempted a third time
and I am confident that this time it
will be signed.

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I want
to thank the distinguished majority
leader, who, as I mentioned before, has
been deeply involved with this right
from the beginning. I know his State
and the boat building industry in his
State well. I know his concern for it.
So his remarks and the remarks of our
distinguished chairman are very satis-
fying and gratifying.

I would like to make one point, that
there is a sense of urgency here, and so
it is terribly important that the first
vehicle which goes through here that
we can attach this measure onto is one
I am going to grab hold of because now
is when all the boat shows are on. Peo-
ple want to know are they going to
have to pay 10 percent additional for
anything over $100,000 for any boat
they buy.

I believe we have to move as rapidly
as possible. And so when the first vehi-
cle comes through here that I believe
we can grab hold of, I will grab hold of
it.

I appreciate the support of the distin-
guished leader.

I will say one more thing. I know my
colleague from Florida wants to com-
ment briefly on this. The distinguished
Republican leader would be on the floor
because he has an interest in this, not
with respect to boats, but with the pri-
vate aircraft, which are also part of the
so-called luxury tax. Perhaps he will
comment on that later.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Before we hear the
distinguishe