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SENATE—Monday, March 29, 1993

The Senate met at 12 noon, on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable BOB GRAHAM, a
Senator from the State of Florida.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray:

Ezxcept the Lord build the house, they
labour in vain that build it: except the
Lord keep the city, the watchman waketh
but in vain.—Psalm 127:1.

Almighty God our Heavenly Father,
the psalmist brings us face to face with
the tragic limitations of the best that
legislation can do—the futility of the
finest human effort. All the statistics
concerning crime, dysfunctional fami-
lies, divorce, violence, drugs, teenage
pregnancy, and suicide are growing. At
the same time, leadership is doing ev-
erything in its power to stop regres-
sion.

Help us to see, Father, that this is
the price a secular society pays when it
rules God out of its life. Without God—
without an infinite and eternal ref-
erence point—the animalism in human-
ity grows, and the world becomes a
jungle. Without God, all the symptoms
of paganism are manifest—cheapness of
human life, violence, child sacrifice,
hedonism, greed, lust, moral and ethi-
cal anarchy.

Gracious, patient God, our Founding
Fathers were no better, no wiser than
this generation, but they took God se-
riously. They prayed to Him, depended
on Him, sought His will. Restore in us
their faith.

We pray in the name of the holy Son
of God. Amen.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 29, 1993.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule 1, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable BOB GRAHAM, a Sen-
ator from the State of Florida, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

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

(Legislative day of Wednesday, March 3, 1993)

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business not to extend be-
yond the hour of 12:30 p.m., with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for
not to exceed 5 minutes.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

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

SCHEDULE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, and
Members of the Senate, there will now
be a period for morning business during
which Senators will be permitted to
speak until 12:30 p.m., at which time
the Senate will return to consideration
of the pending bill, the supplemental
appropriations bill, which includes the
President’'s economic investment and
stimulus program.

I have been advised that our Repub-
lican colleagues will be holding a cau-
cus from 1 to 1:45 p.m. and have re-
quested that the Senate stand in recess
during that period of time. Of course,
we will be pleased, as always, to ac-
commodate that request. So the Senate
will stand in recess from 1 until 1:45
and then at 1:45 will return to consider-
ation of the supplemental appropria-
tions bill.

Mr. President, I wish now to repeat
what I have said on many, many occa-
sions over the past 2 weeks. The Senate
is scheduled to begin the Easter recess
at the close of business on this Friday,
April 2. Prior to that time, we must
complete action on the pending meas-
ure, on the conference report on the
budget resolution, and on the debt
limit extension. We will be required to
remain in session until those measures
are completed. If, through diligence
and good fortune, we are able to com-
plete action on those measures prior to
Friday, why, of course, we will dis-
continue our session at that time.

So I look forward to working with
my colleagues to try to complete ac-
tion on those important measures as
soon as possible. Votes may occur at
any time from 12:30 p.m. today on
throughout the week until we complete
action on these measures. There are no
restrictions with respect to when votes
may occur once we resume action on
the supplemental appropriations bill at
12:30 p.m.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

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

ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL
REFORMS IN RUSSIA

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this
morning we have all watched very
closely and read about the events un-
folding in Moscow. We have observed
with a great deal of concern the strug-
gle for control over policies and direc-
tion of economic and political reform
in Russia and in other states of the old
Soviet Union.

It seems to me that this is a time
when we in the Congress should work
together on a bipartisan basis with the
President to define policies and pro-
grams to help encourage the reformers
in the Soviet Union and also to help
ensure the success of economic and
democratic reform in Russia.

Obviously, this is a problem that is
too big for the United States to solve
by itself, even with massive direct fi-
nancial assistance, credits and other
programs that we have discussed in re-
cent months. In the final analysis, it is
really up to the people of Russia and
the Russian leadership to decide what
their future will be. But our future is
directly tied to the events that are oc-
curring in Russia today. So I do not
think we should sit back and passively
observe the events without trying to be
a constructive and positive force for
multinational assistance to support
the reformers in Russia.

We need to speak with one voice at
this time, and I encourage all in the
Senate to try to set aside partisan con-
siderations at a time when we are try-
ing to develop a program for active as-
sistance to the reformers in Russia.

I am optimistic that there are some
things that we can do that will be very
helpful. Encouraging the International
Monetary Fund, for example, to be
more aggressive and to be more gener-
ous in designing an assistance package
for Russia would be a very meaningful
first step. The $84 billion debt that now
hangs over the Russian economy needs
to be refinanced. They are going to
have to find some way to buy the goods
to address their emergency and long-
term investment needs.

As a part of this assistance package,
there should be a fund for loans to en-
trepreneurs, both for those in the Rus-
sian Republic and for those seeking to
do business in the Russian Republic.
The goal would be to encourage entre-
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preneurial activity and to help private
businesses create jobs for workers that
provide stable sources of income. Rath-
er than subsidizing the state-owned in-
dustries and businesses which the oppo-
nents of reform want to do in Russia,
we should try to use our influence to
encourage private entrepreneurial and
business activity that will assure eco-
nomic growth. That is what is needed.

That will send a very clear signal to
both the reformers and the people of
Russia that they are not in this by
themselves and that they are not being
abandoned to the forces of opposition
within Russia at this very perilous
time in their transition.

There are training programs, Mr.
President, that I think we could ex-
pand in order to teach Russian man-
agers the precepts, the practices, and
the benefits of private enterprise. We
have some exchange programs that are
already underway and are designed to
deal with some sectors of the economy.
We had a delegation from Russia visit
my State of Mississippi recently to
learn how private enterprise farming
and agribusiness enterprises work.
They saw how to modify their system
to take advantage of proven practices
in our system that have led to such a
high standard of living for so many of
our citizens.

I think we can use our experience and
know-how, in a way that will help
teach—not in a dominating way but in
a helpful way—those in the old Soviet
Union, in Russia, and in the other
states who want to succeed in the mod-
ernization of their economy and their
political system. We have to be in-
volved. We should not just look the
other way.

Their future is certainly at stake,
but ours is, too. We would hate to see
a reversal of the democratic reforms
that have taken place and the return
to a hostile militarism in the former
Soviet Union. That is certainly not a
happy thought.

So I hope in the days ahead, Mr.
President, that we will work in a coop-
erative way here—Republicans and
Democrats—with the President to de-
fine and promote programs that will
help encourage reform, help give re-
form a better chance of succeeding
than it would have without our assist-
ance.

I think that is very important right
now. I think our influence will be felt
not only within Russia and the other
States of the former Soviet Union, but
in Eastern Europe, where they are
struggling with democratic and free-
market reforms, and it will also help
encourage and bolster the resolve of
other influential democracies around
the world to be more generous and to
become more involved in helping to as-
sure effective multinational coopera-
tive assistance for Russia and the
democratic reformers there.

I suggest the absence of a gquorum.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

NUCLEAR WEAPONS
PROLIFERATION

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, our
world faces change at a rapid pace. Al-
though the cold war no longer threat-
ens our very existence, the chilling
after-effects still linger. In the last
half-century, new technologies and
other scientific discoveries have ex-
ceeded our expectations. One of the
greatest scientific achievements of this
century is the amazing discovery and
progressive development of nuclear
science. Nuclear science can yield enor-
mous benefits for humanity. Unfortu-
nately, the uncertainty of a post-cold-
war world and the endless advance of
technology have combined to increase
the threat of nuclear proliferation.

I rise today to address the implica-
tions of nuclear proliferation and to
commend Zachery Davis and his col-
leagues at the Congressional Research
Service for their extensive research on
nuclear disarmament and nonprolifera-
tion of nuclear material.

A few years ago, I asked the Congres-
sional Research Service, known as
CRS, to conduct comprehensive re-
search on the problematic con-
sequences of nuclear disarmament in
accordance with international reduc-
tion treaties. I also asked CRS to pub-
lish the research findings in an issue
brief. Since then, CRS has published
many informative issue briefs on nu-
clear disarmament that my staff and I
find very useful.

On the subject of disarmament,
Churchill’s fable said it best:

Once upon a time all the animals in the
zoo decided that they would disarm, and
they arranged to have a conference to ar-
range the matter. So the Rhinoceros said
when he opened the proceedings that the use
of teeth was barbarous and horrible and
ought to be strictly prohibited by general
consent. Horns, which were mainly defensive
weapons, would, of course, have to be al-
lowed. The Buffalo, the Stag, the Porcupine,
and even the little Hedgehog all said they
would vote with the Rhino, but the Lion and
the Tiger took a different view. They de-
fended teeth and even claws, which they de-
scribed as honourable weapons of immemo-
rial antiquity.

The Panther, the Leopard, the Puma, and
the whole tribe of small cats all supported
the Lion and the Tiger. Then the Bear spoke.
He proposed that both teeth and horns
should be banned and never used again for
fighting by any animal. It would be quite
enough if animals were allowed to give each
other a good hug when they quarreled. No
one could object to that. It was so fraternal,
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and that would be a great step toward peace.
However, all the other animals were very of-
fended, with the Deer and the Turkey falling
into a perfect panic.

The discussion got so hot and angry, and
all those animals began thinking so much
about horns and teeth and hugging when
they argued about peaceful intentions that
had brought them together that they began
to look at one another in a very nasty way.
Luckily the keepers were able to calm them
down and persuade them to go back quietly
to their cages, and they began to feel quite
friendly with one another again.

Like the peaceful existence of the
animals in Churchill’s fable, the cold
war has subsided. Bipolarism no longer
exists. The process of full-scale disar-
mament is underway. The greatest sci-
entific minds are no longer being di-
rected toward the annihilation of the
human race.

Recently, the United States experi-
enced a possible terrorist attack—the
bombing of the World Trade Center in
New York City. The facts of the explo-
sion still are being unearthed among
the twisted steel and concrete ruble.
The explosion was of conventional non-
nuclear compounds. However, imagine
for a moment that the terrorists had
access to nuclear material. If the ter-
rorists had obtained or constructed a
device, need I elaborate on the cata-
strophic outcome?

The optimist would argue that ter-
rorists would never be able to obtain or
operate nuclear material. A recent CRS
report, “‘Swords Into Energy: Nuclear
Weapons Materials After the Cold
War,”" concluded otherwise. According
to the CRS, small quantities of nuclear
materials have disappeared from arse-
nals within the former Soviet Union. It
is believed these and other nuclear ma-
terials have reached the black market.
Since the Soviet Union’s collapse, sev-
eral arrests have been made in Europe
in connection with nuclear technology.
So far, the material confiscated has
not been suitable for nuclear-grade ex-
plosives.

A CRS Issue Brief, ‘‘Nuclear Weap-
ons: Dismantlement and Disposal of
Retired U.S, and CIS Inventories,” sug-
gests several methods of disposal of nu-
clear material in accordance with the
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
[START] Treaty. Some of the rec-
ommendations are highly controversial
and may be improbable solutions. But
the fact of the matter is that there is
an urgent need for a plausible and re-
sponsible solution to this frightening
nuclear dilemma. Time is of the es-
sence.

It is somewhat reassuring to know
that U.S. nuclear material can be
traced. There are viable safeguards to
prevent our nuclear material from fall-
ing into the wrong hands. Such a vital
system does not exist in the former So-
viet Union.

To assure the same degree of ac-
countability in nuclear disarmament in
the former Soviet Union, the United
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States should continue its assistance
in Russia’s nuclear dismantlement.
Without strong international coopera-
tion to maintain a safeguarded nuclear
arsenal, the risk of retired nuclear ma-
terials being used as a viable terrorist
threat is much greater.

On September 29, 1992, I gave a
speech regarding possible options for
disposal of current nuclear stockpiles.
Included in my speech was the CRS re-
port entitled “Nuclear Material From
Dismantled Warheads: What To Do
With It and How To Verify Its Dis-
posal.” Since that time, CRS has con-
tinued its extensive research on this
vital subject. I commend Zachery
Davis and his colleagues at CRS for
their exemplary work.

Hopefully, the international commu-
nity will continue to coordinate suc-
cessful efforts to prevent nuclear mate-
rial from proliferating to hostile gov-
ernments or terrorists. Time is short,
and further inattention to the issue
will only increase potential risks. Nu-
clear nonproliferation should be of the
highest priority on the international
agenda.

Mr. President, I speak as ranking
member of the Terrorism, Narcotics,
and International Organization Sub-
committee of the Foreign Relations
Committee. We all have to think very
seriously about what would happen if a
small amount of nuclear material were
in the hands of the type of terrorists
who bombed the World Trade Center in
New York.

We also have to follow the events in
Russia very closely. Last year, I made
a trip to several of the CIS States, in-
cluding Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and
others, and many of those still possess
some nuclear materials. I know there
are plans for destroying our missile
silos, at least in western South Da-
kota.

The Russians supposedly are destroy-
ing their nuclear silos. But there is
still a great deal of nuclear material in
this world now controlled by smaller
countries with unstable governments.
Those governments desperately need
hard currency. They desperately need
money. And we are unsure exactly who
is in control of that nuclear material
in many of those countries.

I know that this is not an easy prob-
lem, but some of the steps that the
Clinton administration and the Con-
gress are taking in regard to Russia are
related to controlling this nuclear ma-
terial. Several of our colleagues in the
Senate have done a good job. But it is
a very sobering thought—had these
materials been carried in a suitcase—as
to what would have happened at the
World Trade Center had those terror-
ists had nuclear materials.

TRIBUTE TO BOB KASTEN

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to our colleague,
69-050 O—07 Vol. 139 (Pt 5) 25
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the distinguished former senior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, Bob Kasten. I am
honored to be able to follow Senator
Kasten as the ranking member of the
Senate Small Business Committee, a
committee on which he served during
his entire tenure in the Senate.

Bob Kasten was known throughout
Wisconsin as ‘“‘Mr. Small Business.”
His reputation as a tireless worker and
advocate for small business in the Sen-
ate earned him that well-deserved
title. Senator Kasten was a small busi-
nessman. He helped run his family's
shoe business in Theinsville and
Campbellsport, WI. The family busi-
ness gave him the firsthand, real life
experience of meeting a payroll, keep-
ing the balance sheets in the black, and
dealing with Federal taxes, regulations,
and paperwork. The insights Senator
Kasten gained in his family business
would later shape his entire legislative
agenda in the U.S. Senate. He was a
staunch advocate for small business,
economic growth, and job creation.

Mr. President, a great example of
Senator Kasten's commitment to pro-
tect small business from Government
overregulation came with the success-
ful repeal of the outrageous tax regula-
tion known as section 89. As my col-
leagues may remember, section 89 of
the Internal Revenue Code was a back-
door scheme to tax fringe benefits. It
required small businesses to prove—at
their expense—that their employee
health benefit plans did not favor one
group of workers over another. Busi-
nesses that failed to comply would be
taxed. Compliance with section 89
would have been so complicated and so
expensive for small businesses that
many would have been forced to lay off
employees—or drop their health insur-
ance plans altogether.

Senator Kasten diligently offered a
total of eight amendments throughout
the spring and summer of 1989 to repeal
section 89. Finally, in August, he suc-
ceeded with an appropriations amend-
ment to prohibit the IRS from using
funds to issue regulations and enforce
section 89. Senator Kasten was not fin-
ished. On November 7, 1989, legislation
to repeal section 89 passed the Senate
and was signed into law by President
Bush the next day. While many legisla-
tors wanted to compromise or back
down, Senator Kasten held firm to his
pledge to repeal the entire law. In a
letter to Senator Kasten, John Motley,
vice president of government relations
for the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, wrote:

You were the one who pushed the fight (on
section 89) forward, who kept the issue be-
fore the Senate and the one who worked the
hardest to make repeal a reality. You and
your terrific staff did what so many said was
impossible.

Senator Kasten demonstrated his
commitment to small business in other
ways, as well. Senator Kasten was the
principal Republican sponsor of a pro-
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posal to cut payroll taxes. He believed
that high levels of payroll taxes are a
barrier to job creation because they
raise labor costs for small business.
Senator Kasten was a proponent of
simplifying the payroll tax deposit sys-
tem; extending the minimum wage ex-
emption for small business; and stop-
ping efforts to undo regulatory exemp-
tions that have protected the smallest
employers and farmers from pro-
grammed OSHA safety inspections.

Bob Kasten also supported efforts to
assist small businesses in complying
with the 1990 Clean Air Act amend-
ments. He also worked tirelessly to
strengthen the hand of the President to
stop burdensome bureaucratic rules
and intrusive redtape in order to
achieve a goal of 5 percent annual re-
duction in the Federal paperwork bur-
den.

In order to expand economic opportu-
nities for minorities and the disadvan-
taged, Senator Kasten led the fight for
Federal urban and rural enterprise
zones. In conjunction with the chair-
man of the Small Business Committee,
Senator BUMPERS, Senator Kasten also
worked to create and expand the Fed-
eral Microloans Program. His efforts
were instrumental in delivering four
Microloans Programs for Wisconsin to
provide much-needed capital for new
and existing small businesses.

With the American economy support-
ing 70 percent of the world's lawyers
and many small businesses diverting
their resources from the creation and
production of goods to costly, needless
self-defense measures, Senator Kasten
believes, as do I and many of my col-
leagues, that our product liability laws
need reform.

Senator Kasten was a tireless advo-
cate for improving our current product
liability laws and the U.S. legal system
in general. I was proud to work closely
with him in that effort. From his first
day in the Senate, Senator Kasten
worked tirelessly to convince Congress
to fix this out-of-control system
through his Product Liability Fairness
Act. Year after year, Senator Kasten
was successful in getting his legisla-
tion passed out of the Commerce Com-
mittee, but the trial lawyers and their
advocates in the Senate were able to
thwart his efforts on the Senate floor.

Finally, Mr. President, Senator Kas-
ten was recognized as a leader in the
fight to revitalize our economy
through progrowth tax reforms. As one
of the principal authors of the so-called
Kemp-Kasten tax reform bill, he was
instrumental in the Tax Code revolu-
tion of the mid-1980’s. In the late 1980's,
he led the effort to restore the capital
gains deferential to spark entrepre-
neurship.

Senator Kasten's efforts on behalf of
small business were recognized by en-
trepreneurs in Wisconsin and across
the country. He is one of only a hand-
ful of Senators to receive the National
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Federation of Independent Business’
Guardian of Small Business Award and
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce’s Spirit
of Enterprise Award for his pro-small-
business voting record in every year he
served in the Senate. And in 1992, NFIB
gave Senator Kasten a special Small
Business Legislator of the Decade
Award in recognition of his overall
leadership on behalf of the small busi-
ness community.

Again, Mr. President, on behalf of
America's small business community,
let me reiterate our deep appreciation
for Bob Kasten's 12 years of faithful
service to small business in this distin-
guished body. It is a great pleasure and
privilege for me to stand here today
and publicly thank Senator Bob Kasten
for his efforts. I am sure all of my col-
leagues will agree when I say it is our
hope that Senator Kasten left this
body with a deep feeling of satisfaction
for a job well done. We miss him.

EFFECTS OF TAX PROPOSALS ON
SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
would like to report to the Senate that
I held the first of a series of meetings
and hearings on small business in
Sioux Falls, SD, last Saturday morn-
ing. I reported to the small business-
men and women what effects the Clin-
ton tax proposal might have on small
business. As the ranking member of the
Small Business Committee, I listened
to their concerns and answered their
questions. We had a panel discussion on
small business, on the tax increases in-
cluded in Clinton's package, the invest-
ment tax credit and the energy tax in-
creases. I am very concerned that
small business is being asked to pay for
President Clinton's spending increases.
Small business tax rates will go up to
42.5 percent while the rates for large
corporations will be 36 percent. Small
business cannot pass on the additional
costs energy tax. It is true that it ap-
pears there will be some benefit from
the investment tax credit. I think the
tax policy of this body regarding small
business should be carefully scrutinized
because small business creates most of
the new jobs and the new technology in
our society, and under Clinton’s plan,
small business has been hit hardest, at
least in my State.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD
summaries of statements and excerpts
of statements from small businessmen
who were responding to the current
economic conditions on small business
as it affects South Dakota and our Na-
tion.

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

OFFICE OF SENATOR LARRY PRESSLER
CONSTITUENT CALL

Call from: Bill Ferguson, Rt. 2, Box T,

Witten, SD 57584.
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Mr. Ferguson called to say he saw Senator
Pressler on C-SPAN this morning and has a
few comments.

During the debate on Senator Pressler's
Small Business Tax Fairness Amendment to
the Budget Resolution, Senator Sasser, who
was arguing against Senator Pressler and
small business, made an incorrect statement.

Senator Sasser said that all business costs
are deductible before taxes, and that is
wrong. The costs of day to day operations
are deductible, but the principal payments
on loans are not. Principal payments, espe-
cially on land, can be large and are a nec-
essary expense of owning a small business or
farm. Mr. Ferguson would like Larry to cor-
rect Senator Sasser's remarks.

Mr. Ferguson also wanted Larry to know
that the Administration’s plan would have a
devastating impact on farming and small
businesses operations such as his. Mr. Fer-
guson was appreciative of Senator Pressler’'s
efforts on behalf of small businesses and
family farms.

Rapid City, SD.

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: Thank you for
the invitation to the Small Business Semi-
nar in Sioux Falls on the 27th.

1 am glad you continue to try to reduce the
amount of Federally mandated regulations
and paperwork. I waste a lot of time on it.

Sincerely,
ALAN SEWELL,
President, The Little Print Shop.
CHAMBERLAIN, SD,
March 12, 1993.
SENATOR PRESSLER: Stop Spending First.
Thanks.
ROBERT G. KEINER.

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed-
eral debt—run up by the U.S. Con-
gress—stood at $4,222,072,198,199.65 as of
the close of business on Thursday,
March 25.

Anybody remotely familiar with the
U.S. Constitution is bound to know
that no President can spend a dime of
the taxpayers' money 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 long-term
and 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 reckless
Federal spending, approved by Con-
gress—spending of the taxpayers’
money over and above what the Fed-
eral Government has collected in taxes
and other income. This has been what
is called deficit spending—but it’s real-
ly a form of thievery. Averaged out,
this astounding interest paid on the
Federal debt amounts to $5.5 billion
every week, or $785 million every day—
just to pay, I reiterate for the purpose
of emphasis, the interest on the exist-
ing Federal debt.

Looking at it on a per capita basis,
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
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ica owes $16,437.31—thanks to the big
spenders in Congress for the past half
century. The interest payments on this
massive debt, average out to be
$1,127.85 per year for each man, woman,
and child in America. Or, looking at it
still another way, for each family of
four, the tab—to pay the interest
alone, mind you—comes to $4,511.40 per
year.

Does this prompt you to wonder what
America’'s economic stability would be
like today if, for the past five or six
decades, there had been a Congress
with the courage and the integrity to
maintain a balanced Federal budget?
The arithmetic speaks for itself.

A TRIBUTE J. CALEB BOGGS

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise and
report to the Senate with great sadness
the death of former Delaware Gov-
ernor, Representative and Senator J.
Caleb Boggs, who passed away Friday
night in Christiana Hospital, near Wil-
mington.

Cale, as he was known, was a public
servant, a lawyer, a family man—and
Delaware's friend. He was my friend.
When I first came to Washington in the
1960's as Delaware's Member of  the
House of Representatives, and when I
joined the Senate in 1971, Senator
Boggs was generous with his time and
with his advice. He was there to answer
my questions, to listen, and to lend a
helping hand to the new kid on the
block.

Cale Boggs was Delaware's consum-
mate politician. He did it all. Governor
Boggs served for 8 years, from 1953
until 1961. He was the First State’s
Representative from 1947 until 1953;
and he was Senator for two terms, from
1961 until 1973.

Cale Boggs was a true Delawarean,
born in Cheswold, whose family's Dela-
ware roots date back to pre-Civil War
days. He graduated from the University
of Delaware and then received a law de-
gree from Georgetown University. Cale
later served with distinction in World
War II and in the Delaware National
Guard. After his career as Governor
and in Washington, Cale returned to
his law practice in Wilmington, and re-
mained there until he retired.

Delaware has lost a great man. We
have lost a man who loved his State
with a passion; who knew most people
by their first names, regardless of their
age, race, or color; and, who considered
every Delawarean his friend. He will be
missed by me—and more than 600,000
other Delawareans.

I ask that obituaries pertaining to
his death appear in the RECORD.

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

[From the Wilmington (DE) News Journal,

Mar. 28, 1993]

MR. DELAWARE: DIAMOND STATE'S GLOW I8

DIMMER ToDAY WITH CALE BoGGS' DEATH

J. Caleb Boggs, Mr. Delaware, died Friday
night after a lengthy, often painful, illness.
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He was a man who loved his native state and
its people. He was a generous man who gave
constantly and expected nothing in return.
He was an unassuming man who never
seemed to allow high office to rob him of the
ordinary pleasures of life.

Will Rogers used to say he ‘‘never met a
man he didn't like.” Well, we've never met a
person who didn't like Cale Boggs. From the
Green Acres suburb in north Wilmington
where he lived to Selbyville on the Maryland
border, everyone loved Cale. And why not?
He never put on the airs of a big-time politi-
clan—though he was as big and important as
they come. Whether as governor or just Cale
Boggs, attorney, his hand was out in greet-
ing accompanied by a warm *‘Hi, good to see
you." It wasn't false. It was warm and true,
like the man.

Over the years, Cale Boggs held just about
every important office a person could hold in
Delaware: governor, U.8. senator, U.S. rep-
resentative, judge. He was a Republican
through and through, but counted oh, so
many Democrats, among his close friends.

J. Caleb Boggs was as comfortable and con-
fident on a soybean filed as he was in a law
office conference room. He slowed his pace
only recently when his body gave him no
choice.

Cale Boggs was born in rural Cheswold in
Kent County—the very heart of Delaware. In
s0 many ways, Cale Boggs represented the
heart of our state: quiet, strong, life-enrich-
ing.

[From the Wilmington (DE) News Journal,

Mar. 28, 1993]

J. CALEB B0oGGS: 1909-1993—FORMER
DELAWARE GOVERNOR, U.S. SENATOR DIES
(By Nan Clements)

CHRISTIANA.—J. Caleb Boggs, who returned
all the love Delawareans gave him, died Fri-
day night in Christiana Hospital, almost a
year to the day after the April 1 death of his
beloved wife, Bess.

The former governor and U.S. senator, who
had suffered from cancer, diabetes and other
serious ailments for several years, was 83.

‘‘Cale was such a wonderful person that it's
hard to understand why he had to suffer such
a terrible death,' said former Gov. Sherman
W. Tribbitt, a longtime close personal friend.

‘*He suffered too much, for too long,” said
his daughter, Marilu Boggs.

The Cheswold-born Republican, whose fam-
ily’s Delaware roots pre-dated the Civil War,
was one of the First State’s biggest boosters.

“1 think it's a great little state
* * * [with] high-class, first-class people,” he
said in a 1991 interview.

He was qualified to make the judgment—he
probably knew more Delawareans than any-
one in the state's history. Because he knew
so0 many, his governorship and his political
campaigns were intensely personal.

‘‘He went to every event regular people
cared about,’’ said U.S. Sen. Joseph R. Biden
Jr., D-Del. **And he still went to those events
after his political career ended, until his
health got too bad.”

Fellow politicians spoke of his remarkable
memory, which served him well to the end.

“*He seemed to know everyone,”’ said U.S.
Rep. Michael N. Castle, R-Del. "It might
take him a minute or two to place you, but
once he did, you were locked into place.”

Mr. Boggs thought nothing of marching
across the street, stopping traffic if nec-
essary, to greet a friend—and he considered
nearly everyone his friend. Virtually no one
called him “Mr. Boggs'"—the man with a
bright twinkle in his eye was ‘‘Cale’ or
“*Governor’ or ‘‘Senator.”
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He and his chauffeur, the late Walter
Nedwick—who became a close hunting and
fishing companion—logged more than 500,000
miles on Delaware roads while Mr, Boggs was
governor.

His personal contacts stood him in good
stead in 1964, during his first term as gov-
ernor, when the U.S. Supreme Court, as part
of the landmark Brown vs. Board of Edu-
cation decision, ordered the desegregation of
Delaware schools.

“I had to take a position on that * * * and
I had to go up and down the state because I
knew people felt differently than I did, and I
wanted them to understand all the aspects
[of integration] as I saw it,"” he said of his
support for the decision. “‘I felt close to the
people, I needed the benefit of their counsel
and advice. * * *"

Fellow politicians thought he'd killed any
chance at re-election, but he fooled the
naysayers and won a second term. Then he
moved on to the U.S. Senate.

Former Democratic Gov. Elbert N. Carvel,
whose two terms bracketed Mr. Boggs® stint
in the state's highest office, considered him
something of a state treasure.

“Caleb served Delaware on all levels,™
Carvel said two years ago. “Caleb is much
beloved in Delaware, and he deserved every
attention the state can give him.”

Mr. Boggs considered the naming of the J.
Caleb Boggs Federal Building in Wilmington
the highlight of his life—and his joy showed
vividly on his face in a picture taken that
day.

His life began in Kent County on May 15,
1909. He was educated in public schools, then
went to the University of Delaware. He grad-
uated in 1931, the same year he married Eliz-
abeth ‘‘Bess"” Muir of Carbondale, Pa.

Then he went to Georgetown University,
where he received his law degree in 1937.

Mr. Boggs joined the Delaware National
Guard in 1926. During World War II, he served
with the 6th Armored Division fighting in
Normandy, the Rhineland, the Ardennes and
central Europe. He earned five Campaign
Stars, the Legion of Merit, the Croix de
Guerre with palm and the Bronze Star with
cluster.

After being deactivated as a colonel, he
was appointed a brigadier general with the
Delaware National Guard. He retired from
military service in 1963.

After the war, Mr. Boggs intended return-
ing to his law practice, but Delaware Repub-
licans “‘came looking for someone to run for
Congress” and launched his public service
career.

Before that career ended, he had served
eight years as governor, from 1953 to 1961,
and represented Delaware in both the U.S.
House of Representatives (1947-53) and Sen-
ate (1961-73).

Even in high office, Mr. Boggs never set
himself above others. Delaware then had no
governor's mansion and the Bogges lived in
an apartment complex north of Wilmington.
Later, when he was elected to the Senate,
the family moved to the house they occupied
for about 30 years, his last address, at 1203
Grinnell Road in Green Acres, a suburb north
of Wilmington.

He retired from the Wilmington law firm of
Bayard, Handelman & Murdoch about 10
years ago.

He was a New Castle County Family Court
judge in 1946 and chairman of the National
Governors Conference in 1959. Other official
positions included an honorary membership
in the Japanese Diet (1965); membership in
the Joint Committee on Organization of the
Congress (1965-66), the White House Con-
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ference on International Cooperation (1965)
and the U.8. National Commission for
UNESCO (1964-66).

[From the Wilmington (DE) News-Journal,
Mar. 28, 1993]
J. CALEB BOGGS: 1909-1993—FORMER DELA-
WARE GOVERNOR, U.S. SENATOR DIES AT
AGE 83

He also served as Senate member of the
National Commission on Fire Prevention and
Control (1971-72) and was a member of the
board of visitors for the U.S. Military Acad-
emy at West Point (1965), the U.S. Naval
Academy at Annapolis (1966 and 1972) and the
U.8. Air Force Academy at Colorado Springs
(1970).

One of his primary interests was Kappa
Alpha, the social fraternity he joined while a
student at the University of Delaware. He
held every high national office in the frater-
nity, which honored him several years ago
with a significant contribution in his name
to the national Kappa Alpha Scholarship
Fund.

Mr. Boggs was a trustee of Goldey-Beacom
College for more than 25 years. The business
school made him an honorary life trustee
and awarded him an honorary doctorate. He
also received honorary doctorates from Dela-
ware State College, Bethany (W.Va.) College
and the University of Delaware.

His directorships included RLC Corp., Rol-
lins Environmental Services Inc., Beneficial
National Bank, Artisana Savings Bank,
Delaware Safety Council, Blood Bank of
Delaware, Greater Wilmington Development
Council, Delaware Automobile Club, the
Delaware Chapter of the Arthritis Founda-
tion and the Salvation Army Regional Advi-
sory Board.

Mr. Boggs was a member of the American
and Delaware Bar Associations, the Sons of
the American Revolution, the American Le-
gion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, Kiwanis
Club, Ducks Unlimited, the Delaware
Grange, the National Lawyers Club in Wash-
ington, the U.S. Capitol Hill Club and
Former Members of Congress.

Surviving, besides his daughter, Marilu of
Green Acres, is a son, J. Caleb Boggs Jr. of
Wilmington; a brother, Calvin Boggs of
Cheswold; and two grandchildren.

Services will be at 2 p.m. Friday in
Cheswold Methodist Church, where friends
may call an hour earlier. He will be buried
beside his wife in Old Presbyterian Church
Cemetery, Dover.

Friends who wish to attend the funeral by
bus would call the president's office at
Goldey-Beacom College, 998-8814, before noon
Wednesday.

The family suggests donations to Cheswold
Methodist Church, the Delaware Chapter of
the Arthritis Foundation, or the Wilmington
Endowment Fund of the Salvation Army.

[From the Wilmington (DE) News Journal,

Mar. 28, 1993)
J. CALEB BoGGS: 1909-1993— ‘DELAWARE HAsS
LOST A GIANT"'

“1 long to end my public career with the
reputation he had * * * No one ever ques-
tioned Cale Boggs' integrity, honesty and de-
cency.""—Joseph R. Biden Jr., Democratic
senator.

‘‘Cale was the greatest patriarch the Dela-
ware Republican Party has ever had. 1 ad-
mired his feel for people. * * * He was an in-
credible human being in relating to oth-
ers.—Michael N. Castle, Republican rep-
resentative.

“*Cale was a great, conscientious fellow
who never lost his composure. I don't have
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enough words to describe what a wonderful
man he was.—Sherman W. Tribbitt, former
Democratic governor.

“I've never seen a man 5o unselfish. * * *
He gave himself to serving the state and the
people.”"—John W. Rollins, Boggs' lieutenant
governor.

“With the death of J. Caleb Boggs, Dela-
ware has lost a giant. When I sought his
counsel, he always told me I was doing just
fine.”"—Gov. Carper.

“l remember a letter from Roy Wilkins
(president of the national NAACP), urging us
to support Cale Boggs for re-election. Cale
was our friend, and one of my favorite per-
sons."—Littleton P. Mitchell, former
NAACP leader.

‘‘He was one of the most beautiful people I
ever met * * * He made me feel really good
about myself, that I had something special
to offer."—Richard A. Strunk, fellow
Kiwanian and Legionnaire.

‘““We were longtime friends and political
opponents. I'm going to miss Cale—there
aren't many Cale Boggses around this state,
or anywhere else."'—Elbert N. Carvel, former
Democratic governor.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning busi-
ness?

The time for morning business has
expired.

The Senator from West Virginia is
recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask that
the Senate resume consideration of the
pending measure under the order.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is the regular order.

The Senate will resume consideration
of H.R. 1335.

The clerk will report the bill.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1335) making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1993, and for other pur-
poses.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

(1) Byrd amendment No. 271, to reduce
funds for the information systems of the In-
ternal Revenue Service, to delete funding for
the General Services Administration Build-
ing Fund, and to clarify that none of the
funds may be used for low priority programs,
projects or activities,

(2) Byrd amendment No. 272 (to amend-
ment No. 271), in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania wishes to speak as
in morning business. How long, may I
ask my friend, does he think he would
like to speak?

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the distin-
guished President pro tempore. I ex-
pect to speak not in excess of 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. BYRD. The Senator may use
more if he needs it.

Mr. SPECTER. Then I expect to
speak not more than 10 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the distinguished
Senator from Pennsylvania may ad-
dress the Senate as in morning busi-
ness for not to exceed 10 minutes, after
which I again be recognized.

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

The Senator from Pennsylvania is
recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the Senate, under the pre-
vious order, will recess from 1 o’clock
to 1:45 to allow the Republican con-
ference to meet.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There was a request for a recess
from 1 o'clock to 1:45. However, the
order has not been entered.

Mr. BYRD. It has not been entered.

I am informed that the majority
leader still wants that order entered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I therefore
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate stand in recess from the hour of 1
p.m. today to the hour of 1:45 p.m. this
day to allow for the Republican con-
ference and that, upon reaching the
hour of 1:45 p.m. today, the Senate re-
sume consideration of the now-pending
measure; provided further that my re-
marks which will continue in the after-
noon not show an interruption in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; and ordered
further that upon the Senate’s resump-
tion of the pending measure at 1:45
p.m. today, I again be recognized and
that my speech not be counted as a sec-
ond speech.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

RECESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate now stands in recess.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 1:01 p.m.,
recessed until 1:45 p.m., whereupon the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr.
DORGAN].

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS
The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate
is now into its third day of consider-
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ation of H.R. 1335, the economic stimu-
lus appropriations bill. The pending
Byrd amendment is a substitute for the
substitute for the committee-reported
substitute. It contains the President’s
proposal with the following exceptions:

First, the formulas for the $1 billion
distribution to the States of the sum-
mer jobs program in the pending sub-
stitute is in accordance with the exist-
ing formula contained in the Joint
Training Partnership Act. The Presi-
dent requested, and the House bill con-
tained a legislative change in that for-
mula. The Senate Labor Committee,
chaired by the very able Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] re-
quested that the Senate Appropriations
Committee amend the House bill so
that these summer job funds would be
distributed to the States according to
the current formulas contained in the
JTPA.

Second, during earlier Senate action
on the committee-reported substitute,
the Senate adopted the Byrd-Hatfield
amendment. This amendment is also
contained in the pending Byrd sub-
stitute. It is intended to provide the
administration with sufficient author-
ity to ensure that some of the funds in
the act cannot be used for low-priority,

- wasteful programs or projects. The

President and OMB Director Panetta
have assured us that no such projects
or programs were intended to be fund-
ed, and I am certain that is the case.
However, Senator HATFIELD and I in-
cluded in our amendment the authority
for the Secretary of HUD to publish
criteria in the Federal Register to en-
sure that only worthwhile requests will
qualify for CDBG funds.

Senator HOLLINGS, at the meeting of
the full committee, when the full com-
mittee reported the bill and the com-
mittee substitute therefor, expressed a
great concern about this subject mat-
ter.

He provided language to be included
in the statement, and this bill further
assures that that language will be fol-
lowed. Without this authority, the ad-
ministration may not have been able to
refuse funding for questionable pro-
grams or projects.

Third, the pending Byrd substitute
reduces funding for the IRS from
$148,397,000 to $43,600,000; and deletes
funding of $4,696,000 for the GSA Fed-
eral Building Fund. These changes
were made at the request of the distin-
guished chairman of the Treasury-
Postal Appropriations Subcommittee,
Senator DECONCINI.

Other than these changes, Mr. Presi-
dent, the pending substitute contains
the President’'s proposals as passed by
the House,

Mr. President, this measure contains
the funding requested by the President
for the first priority of his economic
plan. Along with long-term investment
and deficit reduction, President Clin-
ton identified immediate job creation
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as a critical component of economic re-
covery.

During his campaign across America,
he saw, firsthand, the devastating ef-
fects of the recession on millions of un-
employed and underemployed men and
women. He campaigned on a promise of
change and he recognized that before
we embark on the long and painful
road toward budget balance, we must
first put people back to work. Before
undertaking the major surgery that
will be required under the House and
Senate-passed budget resolution to re-
duce the deficit some $500 billion over
the coming 5 years, the President has
asked us to enact the job-creating
stimulus contained in the pending
measure. The American people, as 1
stated in my remarks last Thursday,
agree with the President, by large ma-
jorities in several recent surveys,
namely that creating jobs should be
our first priority.

On last Thursday, I also explained
the details of the package—3$4 billion to
continue unemployment benefits for 1.8
million unemployed workers who will
otherwise lose their benefits by the
first week in April; $3 billion to fully
fund the Federal-aid housing program
and put thousands of people to work
this summer on authorized highway
projects that are ready to go; $2.5 bil-
lion for community development
projects that will get underway imme-
diately upon enactment of this bill; §1
billion for summer jobs for an addi-
tional 683,000 disadvantaged youth;
about $1.2 billion for mass transit, air-
port, and rail projects that will in-
crease capacity, improve safety, and
decrease congestion in our public
transportation systems; SBA loan au-
thority for an additional $2.6 billion to
enable the Small Business Administra-
tion to continue making loans to small
businesses—without these funds we are
told that SBA will cease making loans
in May; $236 million to make repairs
and to better maintain our Veterans’
hospitals and cemeteries; $1.9 billion
for Pell grants for low-income stu-
dents; $500 million for Head Start; $300
million to immunize more of our chil-
dren against disease; $845 million for
State and local communities to con-
struct wastewater treatment facili-
ties—we are told that the backlog, na-
tionwide, for such sewage treatment fa-
cilities is in excess of $100 billion; addi-
tional EDA grants of $74 million—of
which $15 million is to be targeted to
assist victims of Hurricanes Andrew
and Iniki and $15 million is to go to as-
sist communities impacted by military
base closures and defense cutbacks; and
$735 million for a one-time $500 million
expansion of summer school programs
for educationally disadvantaged chil-
dren and a one-time $235 million ad-
justment for local school districts
whose funds are being drastically cut
back due to the 1990 census.

These are the President's rec-
ommendations to put Americans to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

work now, as well as to meet the
health and educational needs of the
disadvantaged and to continue unem-
ployment benefits for 1.8 million unem-
ployed workers whose benefits will ex-
pire next week unless we enact the
President’s economic stimulus plan.

Mr. President, there has been criti-
cism of this package by a number of
Senators. Those criticisms generally
fall into four categories: First, this
package will generate a small number
of jobs; second, the cost of the package
should be offset so that we won't in-
crease the deficit; third, we should
defer certain portions of the package
until after we have enacted the rec-
onciliation bill so that we can be cer-
tain that the deficit will be reduced by
approximately $500 billion over the
next 5 years; and finally, a General Ac-
counting Office report has been cited
which states that a similar 1983 stimu-
lus package was not very successful.

Now I will respond, as best I can, to
each of these general criticisms:

First, as to the criticism that this
package will provide but few jobs, that
there will be little job creation as a re-
sult of the President’s economic stimu-
lus package, which I prefer to call a
jobs bill—several Senators have stated
that this package, according to the
President’s own figures, will generate
only 219,000 jobs. I have not been able
to confirm that figure, but let us as-
sume that it is correct. However, I say
to my colleagues, there is an important
distinction between the jobs estimated
by the Clinton administration for this
package compared to job estimates
used by previous administrations. This
President chose not to count the num-
ber of jobs that will be created indi-
rectly throughout the economy as a re-
sult of this bill. In the past, for exam-
ple, we have been told by the Depart-
ment of Transportation that approxi-
mately 42,000 total jobs—both direct
jobs and ripple-effect jobs—are created
by $1 billion of highway spending. This
President chose to count only approxi-
madtely 20,000 jobs per $1 billion of high-
way spending. That is less than one-
half the number of jobs that the pre-
vious administration would have
counted. Therefore, if we accepted or
assumed the figure of 219,000 jobs that
Senators who have criticized the pack-
age have said will be created, we could
easily justify at least double that num-
ber of jobs by using the criteria of the
previous administration.

But, Mr. President, we should not ac-
cept the figure of 219,000 jobs in the
first place. According to data provided
by OMB, the President’s package will
create 683,000 jobs this summer for dis-
advantaged youth. From that one pro-
gram, we will put 683,000 14- to 21-year-
olds to work this summer in commu-
nities across the Nation who otherwise
would have no jobs. We all recognize
that these are temporary jobs for the
summer only, but they are vitally im-
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portant for disadvantaged youth. Fur-
thermore, if Senators wish to know
how many jobs are estimated by the
administration to be created, they can
find that information on page 3 of
House Document 103-50, entitled
‘“‘Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Request * * * Communication
from the President of the United
States.” Page 3 contains a letter from
OMB Director Panetta. The fourth
paragraph of that letter reads, in part,
as follows: ‘‘The supplemental re-
quests, together with the tax stimulus
proposals, will create an estimated
500,000 new jobs by the end of 1994.” So,
even using the conservative methodol-
ogy of the President in estimating the
number of jobs that will be created by
this bill and the tax stimulus, we will
get 500,000 jobs. If we count the ripple
effects on the economy—much like
tossing a pebble in the water and
watching the ripples go on and on and
on and on until they reach the banks of
the pool—if we count the ripple effects
on the economy, that number would be
over 1 million jobs.

Furthermore, if we use the logic of
those who have downplayed this num-
ber of jobs, perhaps we should appro-
priate a much larger number of dollars.
The needs are certainly there to justify
a stimulus package—as was stated dur-
ing the campaign and after the cam-
paign—the needs are there to justify a
stimulus package of $50 to $60 billion.
That is the level that was talked about
by a number of respected economists as
being a prudent stimulus package.

During the debate on the fiscal year
1993 budget, the Appropriations Com-
mittee conducted hearings, hearings in
the full committee, and economists ap-
pearing before my committee stated
very clearly the need for that kind of
stimulus and some said even higher.

But, the President recognized, and
the Appropriations Committee has
agreed, that the $16.3 billion contained
in this stimulus supplemental, this
emergency stimulus supplemental, is a
good effort when one considers the
need to cut the deficit in the coming
years.

Alternatively, would those who have
downplayed the number of jobs that
will be created by the President’s stim-
ulus package recommend that we do
nothing? Well, Mr. President, we had
an election last November and the
President made his intentions very
clear. The people voted to elect this
President and his economic program—a
first priority of which is to enact this
jobs stimulus package. The American
people still, by large margins, support
enactment of a job-creating stimulus
package.

Mr. President, I see my friend, the
senior Senator from Mississippi, on the
floor. Does he wish to address the Sen-
ate?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Mississippi.
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I do not. I was here
to listen to the remarks of the Senator.
I appreciate very much his inquiry.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. President, the stimulus bill
should be offset. This is the number
two criticism. There were four general
criticisms that we gleaned from the de-
bate last week, and I have enumerated
those four. Just now I am attempting
to take a swat at the second one, the
second one being that the stimulus bill
should be offset.

The second area, as I have indicated,
of criticism about this package is that
its cost should be offset in order to
avoid an increase in the deficit. The
President has directly responded that
such offsets would cancel out the bene-
fits. It does not take a mathematical
genius to figure that out. If one intends
to spend $16.3 billion from one pocket
to create jobs, and yet he takes away
$16.3 billion in spending from his other
pocket, he has no net increase—he robs
Peter’s pocket to pay Paul's pocket—
no stimulus at all. The one pocket
wipes out the other, the effect of the
other.

In addition, as I have explained in
previously delivered remarks, and as
the chairman of the Budget Commit-
tee, the distinguished senior Senator
from Tennessee, Mr. SASSER, has con-
firmed, the Senate-passed budget reso-
lution included the 1994 through 1998
cost of this stimulus package in it and
will still reduce the deficit by $502 bil-
lion over the next 5 years. That is near-
ly $30 billion greater deficit reduction
than requested by the President. To
pay for the cost of this bill, on top of
the $502 billion in deficit reduction,
would not only cancel the job-creating
benefits of this package, it would also
bring the Nation perilously close to a
triple-dip recession. We would bear full
responsibility for such a third relapse
and for the increase in the deficit that
would surely result. We would have
even higher unemployment, higher
record numbers of people with no
choice but to go on food stamps, AFDC,
and Medicaid. Is that what the Amer-
ican people want?

The third general criticism that has
been expressed toward the pending jobs
package: defer portions of this package
until after enactment of reconciliation.

Mr. President, if we defer the obliga-
tion of these funds until after enact-
ment of reconciliation, we may never
see these funds at all. The reconcili-
ation conferees, as was so well ex-
plained by the Senator from Oklahoma
during his very well delivered and
lengthy remarks last Thursday, often
do not meet the deficit reduction tar-
gets called for in their reconciliation
instructions. The Budget Committees
cannot insist that the Finance Com-
mittee, on which both Senators BOREN
and BREAUX serve, meet the deficit re-
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duction target that is called for in the
Senate-passed budget resolution. That
would be most unfortunate, and I cer-
tainly urge both Senators BOREN and
BREAUX to do their level best to
achieve the deficit reduction target as-
signed to the Finance Committee; nev-
ertheless, we cannot be sure, as Sen-
ator BOREN has said, that the target
will be reached.

As proof of this possible result, I
have firsthand experience. For fiscal
year 1990, the Finance and Ways and
Means Committees could not come up
with the necessary revenues and man-
datory spending cuts to meet their rec-
onciliation target. So what happened?
The Appropriations Committee was
asked to contribute. Even though the
appropriations bills for fiscal year 1990
stayed within their caps—and, I might
add, have always kept their part of def-
icit reduction targets every year, and
must do so or suffer across-the-board
cuts called sequesters—even though we
had stayed within the fiscal year 1990
caps, we appropriators were called
upon to take a further cut in order to
make up for the shortfall by the Fi-
nance and Ways and Means Commit-
tees in meeting their deficit reduction
target. So, we did that—I suggest there
is a job to be done and we will do this—
so we did it. We took an across-the-
board cut of $3.7 billion in budget au-
thority and $2.5 billion in ouftlays in
fiscal year 1990 to make up for the rec-
onciliation shortfall. That cut not only
affected discretionary spending for fis-
cal year 1990, it also cut the baseline
for each year thereafter. So, the cuts in
fiscal year 1990 carried over and will re-
sult in lower baselines totaling almost
$25 billion in budget authority and $23.4
billion in outlays over the 6-year pe-
riod, fiscal years 1990-95.

So when I suggest the appropriators
will take an across-the-board cut of
$3.7 billion in budget authority and $2.5
billion in outlays in fiscal year 1990,
that was not the end of it, Mr. Presi-
dent.

As it extended through the subse-
quent years, the fiscal year 1990 cuts
carried over and, as I say, instead of
$3.7 billion in budget authority and $2.5
billion in outlays, what the Appropria-
tions Committees have given up as re-
sult of lower baselines is almost $25 bil-
lion in budget authority and $23.4 bil-
lion in outlays over that 6-year period.
This meant that, on top of the drastic
cuts below inflation suffered by discre-
tionary programs during the decade of
the 1980's, we locked in place these fur-
ther cuts below baseline because the
reconciliation conferees could not meet
their deficit reduction targets.

This is a real danger in the upcoming
reconciliation conference. That is an-
other reason why I oppose any delay or
fencing of any of the funds in this stim-
ulus package. History has shown, and
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. BOREN] has warned us that
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the reconciliation conference may not
achieve the level of deficit reduction
that the conference will be called upon
to make.

The Appropriations Committee will
meet its deficit reduction target. It al-
ways has met its deficit reduction tar-
get, and it will meet its deficit reduc-
tion target, not because there are not
going to be pressures to exceed the
caps placed on discretionary spending,
and not because the Appropriations
Committee is more virtuous than other
committees, but because we will have
across-the-board cuts if we do not meet
our targets. So, I urge Senators not to
jeopardize portions of this stimulus
package until after enactment of rec-
onciliation. Do not do it. To do so will
jeopardize the delayed funds. It will
create a tempting source for the rec-
onciliation conferees to tax in meeting
their own targets. We should, instead,
insist that the reconciliation bill meet
its target from sources within the ju-
risdiction of those committees and not,
once again, look to discretionary
spending to bail them out, because we
are not going to bail them out.

The fourth general criticism went to
the GAO report stating that the GAO
report says that the 1983 stimulus did
not work well. Finally, the criticism
has been raised by Senators BOREN,
BREAUX, and HATFIELD that, according
to GAO, the 1983 jobs bill was not very
successful, the funds were not obli-
gated long after they were appro-
priated and, therefore, we should not
enact this stimulus bill at all.

In response, Mr. President, with all
due respect, this is not the Reagan ad-
ministration. President Clinton be-
lieves in a responsive and efficient Fed-
eral role in solving the Nation’s eco-
nomic woes.

He has studied the Federal bureauc-
racy and decided it should tighten its
belt; that we should reorganize the
Federal Government to avoid duplica-
tion; we should eliminate programs
that do not work; we should wean our-
selves from programs that consume our
resources and, instead, put our re-
sources into public investments that
can help increase economic growth and
secure a future for the coming genera-
tions. As part of that program, the
President has studied which programs
will do the most good in this limited
stimulus package and he and his Cabi-
net have assured us that the funds in
this bill can be spent quickly and effi-
ciently on worthwhile investments. I
should like to read the relevant por-
tions of the testimony given by mem-
bers of President Clinton’s Cabinet be-
fore the House Appropriations Commit-
tee in support of this economic stimu-
lus package:

First, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Secretary Cisneros stated, in
part:

I have met with the mayors, I have met
with the county officials, I have met with
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the governors and told them just how criti-
cal it is that they pick projects that are not
going to be waiting a long time for engineer-
ing or design permits. * * * [ would predict
that the vast majority of these funds, and in-
deed I have made this commitment to the
President, would result in dirt flying and
people at work by this summer.

Second, Secretary Espy of the De-
partment of Agriculture made these
comments with regard to rural water
and sewer grants:

I will do everything within my power to
obligate the funds as quickly as possible. The
fact that the funding will go to projects that
have been planned for some time should ex-
pedite the spent-out once the projects are ap-
proved. As you know, the word is already
spreading that additional funds will be avail-
able for this fiscal year, so communities will
be ready to move as soon as funds are avail-
able.

Third, Labor Secretary Reich, when
talking about the summer jobs pro-
gram, stated:

* * * the primary reason that money was
not spent in previous summers is that the
program got off to such a late start. 1 believe
that last year it wasn't until late June that
mayors even knew that they would have
funds for this particular program. * * * We
have talked with the mayors, we have talked
with the cities, administrators and we have
received assurance that with enough time,
they can do an extraordinary good job pro-
viding the jobs for kids, but also providing
academic enrichment, the kind of tutoring
programs we have also been urging. * * *
April 1st would allow six weeks of planning,
which is adequate.

Fourth, energy Secretary O'Leary, in
reviewing proposals for R&D funds and
lab funds, said:

We are capable, available and stand ready
to obligate them all, and that was really—
that is the point of the decision to rec-
ommend both the supplemental and the re-
programming.

Fifth, Mr. Dickey, the Acting Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army on Corps
of Engineers Infrastructure Projects
stated:

In putting together this program, we of
course limit ourselves to authorized work
and work that can be gotten under way quite
quickly. The projects all meet our normal
budgetary criteria, which means they are
engineeringly sound, they are economically
sound, they are environmentally sound; and
they address high-priority outputs, including
navigation, flood control, hydroelectric
power and environmental protection.

Mr. President, I am prepared to
speak quite at length this afternoon,
but I see some other Senators wishing
to address the Senate. If they will in-
dulge me for just a few minutes, then I
will seek to yield the floor to them
while retaining my rights to the floor.

Mr. President, the pending amend-
ment is a complete substitute to a
complete substitute to a complete
committee substitute for the House
bill. The House bill is open to further
amendment. The committee substitute
is open to amendment.

But, in the final analysis, the adop-
tion of the pending substitute for the
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substitute for the substitute would
have the effect of wiping out any
amendments that had been adopted
theretofore, either to the bill or to the
committee substitute.

Now, why did I do this? Why did I set
up this so-called tree? There are some
other trees that can be planted and
nurtured and brought to full strength.

I have sought to protect the Presi-
dent's package. I believe in it. He be-
lieves in it. He had previously indi-
cated to me by letter that that pack-
age—that stimulus package, that emer-
gency stimulus package, that emer-
gency jobs package—was needed and he
was not willing to encourage the
amendment of it by fencing off a por-
tion of it or by requiring offsets.

So, therefore, the President, having
informed me as to where he wanted to
stand—he did this by request last Tues-
day, I believe it was—I took him at his
word; he wrote me a letter—and that is
precisely what I have attempted to do;
namely, protect the package as he
wants it and, hopefully, get it passed in
that form.

Now, there has been a little bit of
crying in the beer about my having
taken this approach.

But I have encouraged Senators, or
tried to encourage Senators, to offer
amendments—offer amendments to the
bill, offer amendments to the commit-
tee substitute.

A Senator on the Republican side of
the aisle indicated that it would not be
meaningful to offer amendments in
this kind of parliamentary situation.

I have indicated that one should not
be faint of heart; that he should be cou-
rageous, like Caesar. When he was
crossing the water on a boat during a
storm and the pilot felt that the boat
should turn back, Caesar arose and
made himself known. He said, “Fear
not. Brave the tempest. You carry with
you Caesar and Caesar's fortunes.”

Well, I sought to encourage Senators,
by referring to Caesar, to go ahead and
offer their amendments. Because if the
Senate will not adopt the amendments,
then they have nothing to complain
about. Though the tree is closed up,
they have nothing to complain about,
because the Senate would not have
adopted their amendments anyhow.
That makes sense, it seems to me.

But, as I say, one of my good friends
on the Republican side said it would
not be very meaningful to offer amend-
ments at this point, because we could
not get them adopted; we could not get
them added to the bill.

Now, I should say, as I said a little
earlier, there are other trees. As I indi-
cated on Friday, I believe it was, there
is another way or other ways—where
there is a will, there is a way—to still
get amendments adopted.

One of the ways in which this could
be done would be by way of a motion to
recommit with instructions to report
back. And there is an even better way,
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which I will not tell anyone about
right now. There is a better way, a bet-
ter way than that.

But I will reveal that much. I will re-
veal that much, Mr. President. With a
motion to recommit with instructions
to report back forthwith the following,
we can work just about anything that
needs to be worked into this package.

So, there is a way wide open, if Sen-
ators would simply offer their amend-
ments and let us see how many votes
there are for their amendments. Then
it might be time to ask whether or not
the amendment could be included—
may be included in this package. If the
Senate votes up an amendment, if the
Senate adopts an amendment, then
that indicates that there is some jus-
tification for including the amend-
ment. Perhaps the justification will
not be strong enough, but it may very
well be strong enough.

So, I say again to Senators on the
other side of the aisle: Take heart. The
rule book on procedure, the book on
“Senate Procedure,” provides ways
around even this tree that has pres-
ently been erected here.

And, as I say, there are even better
ways. At least I can think of one or two
better ways. But I will not go into that
now.

But it is sufficient to say at this
point that Senators should not lose
heart. If they have amendments, call
them up. Let us get a vote on them.

Mr. President, I will yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont momentarily, but I
had promised, first, to yield to the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM].

Mr. GRAMM. I hoped to get 10 min-
utes.

Mr. BYRD. He was on the floor and
on his feet. May I, before yielding to
the Senator from Texas, inquire of the
distinguished Senator from Vermont
what his wishes are?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, my wish-
es were to be recognized not to amend
the package. I kind of like it the way
it is. But as the Senator from West Vir-
ginia had already told the Senator
from Texas he would yield to him, ob-
viously I do not want to interfere with
that.

I know that he will ask unanimous
consent to yield to the Senator from
Texas without losing his own right to
regain the floor. I wonder if he might
be willing to, in propounding that re-
quest, include that he might be able to
yield under the same circumstances to
me, subsequent to the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. BYRD. How much time does the
Senator wish?

Mr. LEAHY. Ten minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may now yield to
the distinguished Senator from Texas
[Mr. GRAMM] for the purpose only of his
making a statement. And I understand
in talking with him that that is the
only purpose he seeks. I ask further
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unanimous consent that following the
remarks by the distinguished Senator
from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] that I be per-
mitted to yield to the distinguished
Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] for
not to exceed 10 minutes for the pur-
pose only of treating my friends on this
side the same as I defer to my friends
on the other side—I note he has al-
ready stated that his purpose is the
purpose only of making a statement—
after which I be recognized again.

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

Mr. BYRD. And that my speech not
be counted as a second speech. I do not
mean to leave the impression that I am
filibustering, but I simply want to have
my guard up.

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

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank
our dear colleague from West Virginia
for yielding. I don’t know if the oars-
men were comforted when they were
reminded that it was the life of the
great Caesar that hung on their efforts.
But I think it was a good reminder to
give them, and I would just remind my
colleagues that it is the life of America
that hangs on our efforts and that is
why this debate is so very important.

One of the things I will have an op-
portunity someday, I hope, to share
with my grandchildren, is a discussion
of Senator ROBERT C. BYRD and his
great command of the rules of the Sen-
ate. I know he believes very strongly in
this bill and I know he is very sincere
in that belief. But I am strongly op-
posed to this bill and I believe that I
am equally sincere in that opposition. I
would like to begin today to explain to
my colleagues and to the American
people why I oppose this bill.

First of all, I think we have to re-
member that just last week we claimed
to have adopted a dramatic budget. We
claimed to have made dramatic
changes in our Government. We
claimed to have taken dramatic action
to reduce the deficit. Time will tell if
any of these things are true, but at
least we claimed to have done some-
thing about the fiscal problems of the
Nation. And all over the country, over
the weekend, our Members who are
Democrats—both in the Senate and the
House—and our President talked about
action on the deficit.

What a dramatic paradox it is, that
we stand on the floor of the Senate
today, debating a measure that raises
the deficit by $16 billion. What is even
more interesting is there is a clause in
this bill that designates all the spend-
ing as an emergency, so that despite
the fact that we spend $16 billion it
does not count as deficit spending. De-
spite the fact that the deficit goes up
by $16 billion, by this little trick of leg-
islative language this bill does not
count as additional deficit.
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We have a spending limit that is part
of the law of the land, adopted in 1990,
and without this parliamentary gim-
mick this bill would be subject to a 60-
vote point of order because it violates
that law of the land. But following a
weekend where many of our colleagues
touted the fact that we had done some-
thing about the deficit, we find our-
selves here today not to lower the defi-
cit, but to raise it. We are here to in-
crease spending by another $16 billion
before any spending cut is made, before
any change in permanent policy is
made.

I was on a television program on
Thursday and I was asked by some
Wall Street people: Well, what dif-
ference does $16 billion make? We are
looking at a huge Federal debt, we are
looking at a huge Federal deficit, why
are you complaining so much about an-
other $16 billion?

Let me try to put it in an analogy.
On Thursday we went on the wagon. On
Thursday we passed a budget that said
we were going to give up the devil's
brew. It is true that we already drank
an ocean, it is true that this is simply
a small glass. But here it is—today is
Monday, we have been on the wagon
since Thursday when we adopted this
much-touted budget, and yet as our
thirst has grown, our first action is to
take this glass of whiskey and—gulp.

I say to my colleague, how serious
were we on Thursday in talking about
deficit reduction when we are talking
about raising the deficit by $16 billion
today and we are not counting it as
spending and we are not counting it as
deficit, because to do those things is a
violation of the law of the land.

I think that we expose to the world
that we were not very serious on
Thursday and that we are not very se-
rious on Monday about deficit reduc-
tion. We have, from the administra-
tion, a letter, from OMB Director Pa-
netta, that tells us that the adminis-
tration does not support funding for
any of the types of projects that oppo-
nents of the legislation speculated
would be funded.

Let me, first of all, thank our distin-
guished chairman and ranking member
for an amendment that they intro-
duced on Thursday which protects us
against some of these projects. I think
people might be somewhat surprised—
maybe amused, maybe amazed—that
we found it necessary to adopt an
amendment that prohibited funds pro-
vided in this emergency economic
growth bill that is supposed to rebuild
the American economy from being
spent on such projects. The amendment
says: None of the funds in this act may
be used to assist a golf course or a cem-
etery project; none of the funds may be
used for white water canoeing facilities
on the Ocoee River. I do not know
whether you can support white water
canoeing facilities on some other river,
but you cannot do it on the Ocoee
River.
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We said in this amendment that none
of these funds can be used for fisheries
atlases, nor can they be used to study
the sicklefin chub. Now, whether we
can study the humpback chub, I do not
know. But our chairman and our rank-
ing member have protected us from
these things.

But let me go over a list of what we
are not protected from. In a list of
ready-to-go projects where the Sec-
retary of Transportation and the Sec-
retary of HUD said to our cities: Put
together your projects that are ready
to go under the community develop-
ment block grants because we are
about to give you $2.5 billion to spend.
And when that list was put together,
let me just read to you from ‘‘States,”
going A through C. Listen to these
projects. These are the projects that
are supposedly going to rebuild Amer-
ica; that we are told are going to make
us a great and powerful and rich coun-
try; that are going to make us com-
petitive again and that will fuel the en-
gines of industry and agriculture:

A new gym; pathways in various
parks; building phase I of a sports
park; graffiti abatement; build a park-
ing garage; build a bike path; build a
senior citizens center; build a youth
sports complex; build an amphitheater
and softball field; build three bike
paths; expand and restore senior citi-
zens center; build bike paths; staffing
for projects; graffiti removal; outreach
programs; mall renovation; construct a
bike path; a boathouse restoration,
build a soccer field; build a community
park; fund an art ark; recreation build-
ings; youth shelters. And the list goes
on and on and on.

Madam President, it seems to me
that our problem here is that we are
not talking about a jobs bill, we are
not talking about an economic stimu-
lus package; we are talking about a po-
litical stimulus package. We are talk-
ing about all the old projects that all
the cities have that they have decided
not to fund with their own money be-
cause they were not high enough in
their level of priority and now we are
going to come in and borrow $16 billion
and we are going to fund those
projects.

We have an estimate by the OMB Di-
rector that this bill will create 219,000
jobs. That is not taking into account
the negative impact of borrowing all
this money. But I just ask my col-
leagues to note, even if it did not affect
the economy to take this $16 billion
that we are going to borrow away from
the uses it would have gone to—to
build new homes, new farms, new fac-
tories, to generate real jobs—according
to the OMB figures, we are paying
$89,041 for every job we are creating.

I ask my colleagues, is it worth
$89,041 a job to create jobs that pay a
quarter or a third that amount? I an-
swer my question by saying I do not
think so. In fact, I think what this
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shows, once again, is that Government
is not an instrument for economic
growth. Government is not an effective
engine for promoting prosperity.

Now, what is the debate about? Peo-
ple are going to be confused, I guess,
for the rest of the day—and I hope not
the next couple days, but I am fearful
they are—about why people keep on
talking here and what is going on. The
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia has offered a series of amend-
ments that guarantee that if any other
Member offers an amendment to the
underlying bill, that whether that
amendment is adopted or is not adopt-
ed, that when the vote comes on the
amendments of the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia, that if they
are adopted that none of those other
amendments will stand; they will all
fall.

My own opinion is that if we are
going to vote, we ought to vote for
real. I had hoped that we would have
an opportunity to have genuine bipar-
tisan input. I think we ought to vote,
for example, on the emergency designa-
tion in this bill. I do not know that I
could win on the amendment. I would
like to see it voted on, but I would like
to see it voted on for real so if it is
adopted, it is going to become part of
the bill. If we are going to take out golf
courses and cemeteries and white
water canoeing, maybe we ought to
take out swimming pools and parking
garages and bike paths and jogging
paths. Maybe we ought to set very high
standards for spending this money. I
would like to have an opportunity to
vote on those things.

Basically, what people are saying on
my side of the aisle is this: Let us have
votes that are meaningful. I learned
my rules not from reading these big,
thick green and red books, but by
watching and listening to Senator
BYRD. And I know that we could offer a
motion to recommit, but I also know
that Senator BYRD has already figured
that out and that he could, with sec-
ond-degree amendments, take over
that tree as well. In fact, I discovered
long ago that I am not smart enough
and I cannot get recognition quick
enough—I just notice that people in
the chair always see our distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee before they see me—I am not
smart enough nor am I quick enough to
figure out how to get around Senator
BYRD in terms of parliamentary proce-

ure.

But I have also learned one little les-
son from no other source than Senator
BYRD which is: When you take all the
rules of the Senate and you take all
these amendment trees—and this is on
one piece of paper as to where we are;
people cannot see it but it is a bunch of
fancy boxes and circles—that the one
thing I know about the Senate rules is
that when the Senate rules were estab-
lished, they were meant to impose
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order in a system, but they also were
meant to protect the rights of the mi-
nority. And if the minority is deter-
mined, if the minority is unwilling to
relent, then ultimately the rules work
for them.

I believe, in this case, that the mi-
nority is determined; that the minority
is not willing to relent. I am hopeful
that we can sit down and negotiate out
a procedure to have real votes on these
amendments. I think that there are a
certain number of amendments that
people feel strongly about, and I think
our objective will be served better if we
come up with a procedure whereby peo-
ple on this side of the aisle can offer
amendments, and amendments that
will be part of the bill if they are
adopted, rather than simply going
through an exercise where we go
through a long debate and we get ex-
cited and the amendment is adopted,
but then when the final vote is taken,
those amendments fall away.

So I thank our dear chairman from
West Virginia for allowing me to inter-
vene during his speech and to make
these points. I thank him very much
for yielding the floor.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I will
note we will hear a lot of talk about
the stimulus package; how we would
like to change this little piece, we
would like to change that little piece,
and so on. Invariably, the people who
are standing up here, Madam Presi-
dent, are the people who do not want
the stimulus package at all, they do
not want the President to succeed in
stimulating our economy. And they are
the people who voted for a number of
things that got us into the problem we
are in right now.

What I am concerned about when I
look at any stimulus package is the
question of how it is going to affect
rural States. I represent one of the
most rural States in this country.

I know there is no future in rural
America if there are no jobs. And if we
want jobs for our children and our chil-
dren’s children, then we are going to
have to invest in rural America. That
is why, as chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition and For-
estry—the committee responsible for
rural development—I rise in support of
the President's economic stimulus
package.

I have heard media reports that
Members of Congress from rural areas
are not interested in this bill, that
some feel it is just an urban bill.
Madam President, that is simply not
the case. In fact, over $2.6 billion of
these funds will go to build water sys-
tems and rural housing and investment
in rural communities. These invest-
ments will assist rural communities in

6705

attracting and retaining industries and
jobs.

Madam President, too often when we
talk about improving the economy in
this country, we speak only of urban
America. Too often when we talk about
creating jobs, we talk only of urban
America. We want the qualities of
rural life: the low crime, the neighbor-
liness, the helpfulness of each other,
the honesty, integrity, the work ethics
that we so often see in rural America,
but our focus is on urban America. It
should not be an either/or. The fact is
that rural America exists. It does not
have the votes of urban America, but it
certainly has so many of the problems,
especially joblessness and poverty.

I am glad we have a President who
understands rural America and who
has sent us legislation which shows he
believes in rural America. In fact, the
President’s bill funds some of the same
programs that were funded in the
Rural Jobs and Investment Act of 1993.
That was a bill T wrote, and it was co-
sponsored by 15 of my colleagues in
this body. The bill was based on the
premise that we have to provide the
capital that new and expanding busi-
nesses need to create jobs and revital-
ize rural America. We have to invest in
our infrastructure to attract busi-
nesses and investment. We have to
make rural America more competitive
in the future.

Rural America has suffered from a
decade of neglect. I see it in my own
State where the gains of the 1970's in
combating rural unemployment and
population loss were turned around in
the 1980's, and as a result, because of
the neglect of rural America, in 1992, 1
in 10 rural Americans was unemployed;
1 out of 4 rural children lived in pov-
erty. Rural children in the 1980's were
neglected in education, hungry, with-
out adequate medical care, and lived
with a very, very dim future ahead of
them.

While economic reports show im-
provement in our economy, large lay-
offs continue. In fact, the adjusted un-
employment rate number remains at
over 10 percent.

Now, many of those Americans are
back to work but in part-time jobs.
That is nothing new for rural commu-
nities. Persistent unemployment is a
serious problem for our rural areas.

In my own State of Vermont, we see
that in February unemployment num-
bers again increased. In 10 out of our 12
labor markets, unemployment was
higher than in February 1992 when the
recession was just ending. While some
economists concluded this latest in-
crease represents new found optimism
that there are jobs to be found, we are
really not out of the woods until these
people find work. The bill the distin-
guished chairman from West Virginia
has before the Senate is designed to
create jobs and do it quickly.

Declining population is an alarming
problem for rural America as well.
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Nearly half of all rural counties lost
population during the mid-1980’s—near-
1y half. That is one of the saddest sta-
tistics we have heard about rural
America since the dust bowl days. Too
often the best and brightest of our
young people leave rural America, not
because they want to but because they
have to. There is no future in rural
America if our children are forced to
move away in search of economic op-
portunity.

Our children are our future. What fu-
ture do we have if we drive them out of
rural America?

During the 1980’s, while we spent bil-
lions of taxpayers’ dollars in defense
and savings and loan bailouts and for-
eign aid, the needs of rural America
were too often ignored.

President Clinton recognizes the im-
portance of investing in our future.
This bill is a clear massage that rural
America will be a partner in our Na-
tion's economic future, as it should be.
Let us not forget rural America. When
we have Presidential campaigns as well
as senatorial campaigns, we all love
the photographs and the campaign
stops in rural America. We see hard-
working people and the beautiful sce-
nery. It evokes some kind of Norman
Rockwell sense of well-being, but,
Madam President, there is not well-
being in rural America because it has
been ignored. It has been ignored. But
it is not ignored in this stimulus pack-
age. It has not been ignored by Presi-
dent Clinton. So many of the root val-
ues of this Nation are embodied in
rural America,

Speaking as a Senator from rural
America, I would hate to think that be-
cause of mistakes made by our Federal
Government, the great promise of
those values is diminished or lost.

Some have questioned the need for
the stimulus package in light of the
slight improvements reported in our
economy. We need only look at the
rural conditions. I just presented to see
the need. We need to turn this around.
I believe we can.

Some say passage of this bill con-
stitutes having dessert before our vege-
tables. I say this bill simply means jobs
for rural Americans. If you have jobs,
you have promise. If you have promise,
these young people who now leave
rural America will stay, holding to the
values that their parents and their par-
ents’ parents have instilled in them
and instilled in rural America. The fu-
ture of rural America should bring
promises of knowing each other, the
promises of a low crime rate, the prom-
ises of an honest day’s pay for an hon-
est day’'s work, promises of helping
each other when you are in need.

I think of my own home in Vermont.
I drive down a couple miles of dirt road
to get to it. The thing I look forward to
the most every week is the idea of get-
ting back to my home, where I know
everybody, where I am apt to come
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home and find a window repaired that
had been broken in a storm, probably
some cookies left on the table by the
neighbor who repaired it. They know
they can just walk in there and they
know I would do the same for them,
the way I was brought up, the way all
of us in rural America were brought up.

But it also concerns me when I see
the son or daughter of those same
neighbors wondering if they will have
to move from rural America to an
urban center for the promise of their
own future. They wonder if perhaps
they will have to move to a place
where they will not have the quality of
life and where they will not feel as se-
cure in their homes or have the same
sense of responsibility to their neigh-
bors. That it is a choice made not be-
cause they want to, but a choice forced
on them.

So I hope that we will keep rural
America also in mind when we vote on
this package. The distinguished chair-
man comes from one of the most beau-
tiful rural States in this country. I
know that he has that in mind. I know
from my own discussions with Presi-
dent Clinton when I talked to him,
coming from a small rural State—I say
thank God he does—for those of us who
also live in small rural States, we have
somebody who does care. There is talk
about whether we are funding canoe
launchings or something. Baloney.
This package provides funds that, in
my home State are desperately needed.
The bill means $1,255,000 for Vermont’s
rural housing program, $1,603,000 for
Vermont's rural water and waste dis-
posal loan program, $4 million for Ver-
mont’'s EPA construction grants and
State revolving loan fund. These are
good things.

Madam President, I thank the distin-
guished chairman for yielding his time
to me. I am proud to stand with him on
the floor on this package as we have
stood on the floor before on similar
things. I wish him well. I am ready to
vote on the package. I do not have any
amendments, I tell my distinguished
chairman. I am back here from Ver-
mont.

I am ready to vote. I am ready to
move this forward. I am ready to start
creating jobs in rural America.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I
thank the distinguished senior Senator
from Vermont for his fine statement. I
am sure that he is ready to vote on the
package. I am equally sure, even if he
had not assured me, that he has no
amendments thereto. But if he had, he
would be entitled to call them up, and
have a vote on them.

I again thank him for his service to
his State and for his statement today.

May I ask my very able colleague on
the other side of the aisle, Senator
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HATFIELD, if he wishes to make any
statement at this point?

Madam President, I understand that
consultations are going on with respect
to the Boren-Breaux amendment, and
have been going on over the weekend. I
shall await the outcome of those con-
sultations.

Madam President, we continue to
hear the refrain with respect to mean-
ingful amendments, beginning to hear
that under the present parliamentary
situation meaningful amendments can-
not be called up, meaningful votes can-
not be had.

Let me remind Senators about the
situation that obtained here last
Wednesday evening and last Thursday
morning. When the time, the 50 hours,
ran out on the budget resolution, Sen-
ators had the right to call up amend-
ments but without any debate on these
amendments to go to a vote.

I remind my good friends on the
other side of the aisle that time after
time they called up amendments with-
out debate, had votes on those amend-
ments, and knowing full well that with
the kind of momentum that was behind
that bill and while they could indeed
get votes the likelihood of the amend-
ments being adopted was not very
great. But they did not hesitate never-
theless to call up their amendments.
They called up amendment after
amendment after amendment, it got a
vote, and it went down in almost all
cases. And we proceeded to the next
amendment.

So we were here until around mid-
night, give or take a little bit, on
Wednesday night. And we came back,
voting on amendments, sight unseen,
like a pig in the poke, not knowing
what is in the amendment. As long as
that situation obtained, Senators on
the other side of the aisle were quite
willing to call up those amendments
even though it was in almost all cases
a futile exercise.

They probably succeeded in calling
up some amendments that put Demo-
crats on record. And that was all. That
was about all it did. The amendments
died. The amendments were rejected.

So I do not understand what was
meaningful about all of that unless it
was meaningful just to get Democrats
on record, and voting on amendments
on which there was no debate, on which
no debate occurred, just getting the
Democrats on record.

S0 I searched the RECORD and found
the following amendments. Let me just
cite the amendments that were called
up on that occasion and voted on. In al-
most all instances they were voted
down.

I believe the first amendment that
was called up following the expiration
of time on the budget resolution was
amendment No. 190 called up at 9:26
p.m. on March 24. That was an amend-
ment that was offered by Mr. BURNS re-
ducing the revenues of the Finance
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Committee report of $2.2 billion over 5
years. And so on and so on. Mr. SASSER
moved to table that amendment. The
amendment was tabled by a vote of 54
to 44.

The next amendment was amend-
ment No. 197 by Mr. CRAIG and it was
called up at 9:48 p.m. The amendment
by Mr. CRAIG was tabled by motion of-
fered by Mr. SASSER by a vote of 69 to
29. I do not know how meaningful that
was. But that was not a very impres-
sive vote for the amendment, 69 to 29.
By 69 to 29 it was tabled.

Then there was an amendment called
up by Mr. DURENBERGER, amendment
No. 222. And Mr. SASSER moved to table
the Durenberger amendment. The
amendment was tabled by a vote of 55
to 43. There was a majority of 12 votes
with two Senators not voting. That
vote occurred at 10:05 p.m.

Then at 10:22 p.m., a vote occurred on
amendment No. 234. This was an
amendment referred to as the Stevens-
Kassebaum-Lugar amendment, and
Senator SASSER moved to table that
amendment. That amendment was ta-
bled by a vote of 54 to 44.

At 10:40 p.m., on last Wednesday, a
vote started on a motion to table by
Mr. SASSER on an amendment offered
by Mr. MURKOWSKI and others. That
amendment was rejected by a vote of 52
to 46.

At 10:57 p.m., a vote began on an
amendment offered by Mr. WARNER,
Senator SASSER having moved to table
the amendment. The vote was 50 to 48
to table.

At 11:17 p.m., a vote occurred on an
amendment numbered 233, an amend-
ment by Mr. McCCAIN and others, Sen-
ator SASSER having moved to table the
amendment. The vote was 5444 to
table the amendment. At 11:34 p.m., a
vote occurred on a Sasser motion to
table the Thurmond amendment. The
vote to table was agreed to 55-42. At
11:59 p.m., 1 minute before midnight,
Senator SASSER moved to table an
amendment by Senator KASSEBAUM,
and the motion was agreed to 51-47.

Therefore, Madam President, on last
Wednesday, after all time had expired
on the budget resolution, nine amend-
ments were called up by my friends on
the other side of the aisle, and all of
the nine amendments were tabled.
Were they meaningful amendments?
They were all rejected. They might
have been meaningful amendments had
they been agreed to, but they were all
rejected. And Senators pretty well
knew, I think, what was going to hap-
pen and know what the outcomes
would be. Certainly, after one or two of
these amendments had been rejected
and it kept on and on and on, it was ob-
vious that it was not going to be a very
good evening for those offering amend-
ments, even though no debate was to
be had on the amendments.

The distinguished majority leader
pointed out the fact that all time had
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expired on the resolution itself, and the
only thing to do under those cir-
cumstances, since we were all flying
blind in the fog, not knowing what was
in the amendments, flying into the
darkness, was just to vote to table the
amendments. Everybody understood
that.

But, nevertheless, the amendments
continued to come. Then on the follow-
ing morning, it being Thursday, at 9:31
a.m., Senator BRADLEY and Senator
HOLLINGS had an amendment which ex-
pressed the sense of the Senate that
the President should be granted line-
item veto authority over items of ap-
propriation and tax expenditures that,
first, provided that each item of appro-
priations for tax expenditures is en-
rolled separately for presentation to
the President; and, second, expired at
the conclusion of the 103d Congress.

I voted for the Bradley-Hollings
amendment. It was agreed to 73-24.
But, Madam President, while there was
a vote on the amendment, in a real
sense it was not meaningful. In the
first place, it was a sense-of-the-Senate
amendment, which meant that it had
no legal binding authority. It was sim-
ply a sense-of-the-Senate taken on a
given amendment at a given hour on a
given day, without debate. And I saw in
Roll Call this morning, the fine little
paper that is printed here at the Cap-
itol, buzzing about my having voted for
line-item veto.

Well, let not those enthusiasts for
line-item veto or enhanced rescissions
gain heart. I have not changed my
viewpoint one bit. But I voted for the
amendment because, in the first place,
it was a sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment. But more importantly, it sent a
shot across the bow of committees
other than the Appropriations Commit-
tee. It was the sense of the Senate, ac-
cording to the amendment by Mr.
BRADLEY and Mr. HOLLINGS, that if
there is going to be line-item veto au-
thority, it should extend also to tax ex-
penditures.

In other words, in view of the fact—
and it is a fact—that the Appropria-
tions Committee continues to be the
target of those who talk about the
budget deficits, while the Appropria-
tions Committee is not contributing to
the deficit, the Appropriations Com-
mittee continues to work within the
caps and hews to the mark that was
laid at the budget summit in 1990. The
Appropriations Committee is not the
culprit; but all these line-item veto
amendments, enhanced rescission
amendments, and expedited rescission
amendments, continue to be directed
at the appropriations.

Well, Mr, BRADLEY and Mr. HOLLINGS
expanded the concept between the two
tax-writing committees so the tax ex-
penditures would be included if there is
going to be line-item veto or enhanced
rescissions. So I thought it might be a
good idea to send a little shot across
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the bow that if the Congress ever takes
on this business of adopting a line-item
veto or enhanced rescissions, it might
just go beyond the Appropriations
Committee, to Finance, Ways and
Means, and other authorizing commit-
tees that are responsible for programs
that result in back door spending.

As to providing that each item of ap-
propriations or tax expenditure be en-
rolled separately for presentation to
the President, I think that would be
unconstitutional and have so said in
the past, and I have not changed my
viewpoint on that.

But then at 9:55 a.m., Mr. SASSER
moved to table the Brown amendment,
and the Senate tabled the amendment
by a vote of 53 to 46. At 10:13 a.m., Mr.
SASSER moved to table the Kempthorne
amendment, and that was tabled by a
vote of 56 to 43. At 10:31 a.m., a motion
by Mr. SASSER to table the Cohen-
Campbell amendment was defeated by
a vote of 656 to 34. Again, that was a
sense-of-the-Senate amendment deal-
ing with line-item veto authority over
items of appropriations and tax ex-
penditures. The Senate rejected the ta-
bling motion, and that amendment was
subsequently agreed to by voice vote.

I voted to table that amendment.
That was one amendment that was not
tabled. As I say, it was a sense-of-the-
Senate amendment and has no binding
effect.

At 10:51 a.m., Mr. SASSER moved to
table an amendment by Mr. GRAMM,
and the tabling motion prevailed by a
vote of 54 to 45.

At 11:09 a.m., Mr. SASSER moved to
table the Bond amendment No. 253. The
tabling motion was agreed to by a vote
of 57 to 42.

An amendment, No. 250, by the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER]
and the Senator from California [Mrs.
FEINSTEIN] was agreed to. That amend-
ment was agreed to by voice.

At 11:29 a.m., Senator SASSER moved
to table the Murkowski amendment,
and the Senate tabled the amendment
by a vote of 61 to 38.

At 11:48 a.m., the Senate voted to
table an amendment by Mr. CRAIG, the
tabling motion having been offered by
Mr. SASSER. The amendment was ta-
bled by a vote of 57 to 41.

Madam President, we see that
amendments were offered in a situation
there by our friends on the other side
of the aisle when about all that was
meaningful about the exercise was that
the Republicans were able to put the
Democrats on record on eight amend-
ments on Thursday morning and nine
amendments, I think it was, on
Wednesday night.

Therefore, I say to my friends again
who have amendments, offer them.
Amendments can be offered now to the
bill and can be offered to the commit-
tee substitute.

Walter Malone wrote a bit of verse
that I would offer here because I think
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it is pertinent to what I have been sug-
gesting, namely, that Senators take
heart, offer their amendments.

They do me wrong who say I come no more
When once I knock and fail to find you in,
For every day I stand outside your door,

And bid you wake, and rise to fight and win.
Walil not for precious chances passed away,
Weep not for golden ages on the wane!

Each night I burn the records of the day;

At sunrise every soul is born again.

So the opportunity is here and Sen-
ators should not hide behind the excuse
that there is no opportunity to offer an
amendment. Offer the amendment. Let
us see whether or not the votes are
here to support those amendments.

And if the amendments are adopted,
then it will be time to discuss whether
or not they should go in the bill.

As I have said just a little earlier
today, rule XXII provides for a motion
to recommit. If Senators will turn to
rule XXII, they will find several pref-
erential motions there and the very
bottom preferential motion is a motion
to amend the amendment. That is the
amendment stage. Then just above
that is the committal stage or the re-
committal stage. So the motion to re-
commit has preference. It has prece-
dence over a motion to amend.

So while there are amendments be-
fore the Senate today, a certain hier-
archy of amendments, the motion to
recommit has preference over amend-
ments. There is that opportunity. If
Senators really have amendments that
their dedication and purpose lead them
to want to have in this bill, let them
prove by a vote on the Senate floor
that the amendment or amendments
have the support of the Senate. Other-
wise, they are just crying over their
beer, weeping over spilt milk. That is
rule XXII. All Senators are familiar
with the rule.

Incidentally, talking about rules of
the Senate, during a heated argument
back in the 1920's, one Senator said to
a colleague *Go to hell,” and the as-
tonished Senator questioned the Chair
as to whether or not that remark could
be said with propriety. Vice President
Coolidge, who was presiding and who
had been leafing through a book,
looked up and said, ‘I have just been
looking at the rules manual, and you
do not have to go."

I would suggest, therefore, that Sen-
ators study the rules manual a little
more, and I will continue to try to
keep up on it as well.

(Mr. MATHEWS assumed the chair.)

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Republican leader has said
some few days ago that upon the adop-
tion of the budget resolution we were
going to see some real bullets, that we
had just been fighting with paper bul-
lets up to that point, and from now on
it was going to be a fight with real bul-
lets.

My amendment is a real bullet. It is
the only real bullet that I have noted
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zinging down this aisle and up to the
desk. No other real bullets. But these
amendments that have been offered are
real bullets. I have been wearing my
flak jacket every day expecting the
real bullets to start flying. But there
have not been any that I know of.
There have been some very light artil-
lery echoes over on this side of the
Chamber and some sniper fire, very
light sniper fire, over on the right. No
hand grenades. Numidian cavalry. No
Balearic slingers.

Last Friday, I say to my friend from
Montana, last Friday, there was artil-
lery, a heavy artillery regiment, that
suddenly came onto the field, set up
positions over here on my right. And
from the menacing and fierce visages
of the group, I came to the conclusion
that I might be in some dire peril all of
the sudden.

But, they just came to get the yeas
and nays on my amendment. So when
that little popgun went off—it was just
a paper bullet—they disappeared in the
bushes just as rapidly as they had ear-
lier emerged out of nowhere.

Mr. President, I welcome those live
bullets whenever they start flying. I
have urged Senators to start using
those heavy artillery pieces. Let us
have some live bullets. Let us have
some amendments. Perhaps the Sen-
ator from Arizona would like to shoot
a live bullet. The way is open to call up
an amendment.

Otherwise, let me proceed now with
these charts.

While I am speaking to the package,
I know that there are those who are
continuing to try to work out the
Boren-Breaux amendment, and I would
be delighted to hear from them as to
what has happened.

Let me briefly go through this pack-
age once again.

H.R. 1335, the economic stimulus sup-
plemental, the major provisions there-
of are as follows:

Extended unemployment benefits, $4
billion.

Mr. President, the Department of
Labor says it will exhaust its ability to
pay benefits to 1.8 million jobless peo-
ple in early April, absent this appro-
priation.

Now, do Senators want to stay here
and not offer their amendments and
not get a final resolution of this mat-
ter in time for those workers to know
that they are going to be able to con-
tinue to receive unemployment bene-
fits?

I have heard some say that they
would be willing to stay all week next
week. They are so determined that
they will oppose this package, they
will stay around here all week next
week.

1 wonder if the Senator from Mon-
tana has heard such a rumor; that
there are Senators who are determined
to oppose this package to the extent
they would stay here all next week. I
have heard that.
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Mr. President, I have never been con-
cerned about such proposals or sugges-
tions. I am going to be here, anyhow. I
certainly do not want to see other Sen-
ators discommoded, but, more impor-
tantly, I do not want to see those 1.8
million workers out there—1.8 million
jobless people—do without their bene-
fits.

So if Senators want to hold up this
bill for the rest of this week and next
week, well, let those Senators who are
holding up the bill take the blame for
the jobless benefits not being appro-
priated.

May I inquire of the Senator from
Montana if he wishes to speak?

Mr. BURNS. I thank the chairman,
but I am not desiring to speak.

I have a colleague that wants some
time on the floor.

Might I inquire of my colleague from
Arizona how much time he would need?

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would
be glad to wait until the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee is finished with his remarks,
and be glad to be patient.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would be
very happy to yield the floor to the
Senator from Arizona if he wishes to
speak. It is not my desire to hold the
floor all afternoon. I simply thought,
inasmuch as we have no Senators who,
apparently, want to call up their
amendments to this bill, that I would
continue to try to educate the viewers,
who are out there watching through
that electronic eye, and try to inform
them as to what is in this bill, so that
if there are Senators who are deter-
mined not to let this bill pass, then the
people out there will know whom to
blame for the gridlock.

Now, the next item in this bill is Fed-
eral-aid highways, $2,976,250,000. This
provides full funding of ISTEA, funds
concentrated on ready-to-go projects,
creating 58,000 direct jobs in 1993 and
1994. ISTEA is the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act.

The next item is mass transit capital
grants, $736,490,000; airport grants, $250

million; Amtrak capital grants
$187,844,000. These funds will be spent
on fast-spending transportation

projects, to improve safety—what is
more important than safety?—and
would create 13,875 direct and indirect
jobs in 1993 and 1994.

The community development block
grants, $2.536 billion, would provide
communities the grants for improving
neighborhood facilities and services,
creating 60,000 direct jobs.

The SBA loan
$2,575,558.000.

Due to the credit crunch, SBA loans
have increased dramatically. Current
SBA credit will run out in May, shut-
ting down the SBA loan program. This
will create 12,000 direct jobs in 1993 and
1994.

The Pell grant unfunded shortfall is
funded in this bill. The dollar amount

guarantees,
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is $2,023,730,000. It would eliminate a
shortfall in funding for 4.4 million stu-
dents for 1993-94 and prior academic
years.

There is a billion dollars in this
package for summer youth employ-
ment. This would create an additional
683,000 summer jobs for the disadvan-
taged youth in the Nation, raising the
total to 1.4 million jobs for the summer
of 1993.

There is $892,261,000 in the hill for
sewage treatment construction. This
would enable States to capitalize their
loan funds for sewage treatment con-
struction. Nationwide needs are esti-
mated at more than $100 billion. This
would create 50,000 direct jobs. That is
EPA sewage treatment construction.

Head Start, $500 million. This sum-
mer Head Start program will enroll
350,000 children and create 50,000 direct
jobs.

There are $470 million in the bill for
waste and waste disposal loans and
grants. These funds are for rural com-
munities with populations under 10,000
to improve the safety, to provide basic
services, and promote economic devel-
opment.

For the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, this package contains $235,557,000.
It will double the VA's funding for
maintenance and construction projects
at VA hospitals and cemeteries, creat-
ing 4,700 direct jobs.

For the National Science Founda-
tion, $270,662,000. These funds would be
for research and facilities to create
2,400 direct jobs at the National
Science Foundation.

Economic Development grants,
$93,900,000. This money would fund
ready-to-go infrastructure projects by
States and local governments as well
as assist victims of Hurricanes Iniki
and Andrew. So, here is money in this
package to assist the victims of those
two hurricanes.

Mr. President, I am not going to hold
the floor to speak longer because I do
not want to discommode other Sen-
ators who have something they wish to
say. But it is my suggestion that
amendments be offered and let us have
votes on them and see if they are
meaningful votes. My colleagues on the
right here seem to be rather downcast
and morose.

Mr. BURNS. It is Monday.

Mr. BYRD. Oh, it is Monday. It is
Monday. That is true. If Senators will
momentarily allow me?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona, and I
will be happy to yield as long as he
wishes—10 minutes, 20 minutes, 30 min-
utes, 45 or whatever?

Mr. President, I am informed that
Senator McCAIN does not wish to ad-
dress the Senate at the moment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield the floor and that
no motions to table the amendment—
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the amendments, any of the amend-
ments—no motion to commit be made
until after I am again recognized.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the
floor with the understanding that now
there be no motions to table the
amendments in the tree and that no
motion to recommit would be made
until I am again recognized. I hope to
hear something during the afternoon
about the progress on the amendment
by Mr. BREAUX and by Mr. BOREN. I
also would expect to hear if the Repub-
licans have any amendments that they
want to call up, and they are serious
amendments. I would suggest that they
indicate the number of amendments
they have and what the titles of the
amendments are, what the amend-
ments would do, and perhaps we can
work out something where the Repub-
licans will be able to call up a few
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object and I shall not ob-
ject to the unanimous consent that was
just put forward by the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee—

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, that re-
quest has already been agreed to.

Mr. BURNS. I thought the Senator
had a second one?

Mr. BYRD. I did not have a second
one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator was just restating it.

Mr. BYRD. I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCcCCAIN. Mr. President, I think
it might be well to explain, if we could,
the parliamentary situation as we face
it. It is my understanding that there is
a parliamentary situation such that, if
amendments were proposed and voted
in the affirmative by this body, that
following that, when there is a vote on
the substitute of the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, then those previous amend-
ments that are voted on would no
longer be operative.

Is that a correct depiction of the par-
liamentary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
adoption of a substitute amendment
would wipe out anything that happens
previously.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Chair, be-
cause I am sure there are people
around America who may be wondering
what the U.S. Senate has been doing
for the last several days. It had the
privilege of listening to the distin-
guished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, whose eloquent his-
torical fashion it is to provide us with
a lot of information, but the fact is
that his urging the Republicans to

the
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bring forward amendments is a bit dis-
ingenuous in light of the parliamen-
tary situation.

It is well acknowledged that the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, the President pro
tempore of the Senate, is the most
knowledgeable Parliamentarian in this
body. I say that with the utmost re-
spect. The reality is that he has placed
this side of the aisle in a parliamentary
situation that basically renders mean-
ingless any amendments that we may
propose and may be voted on in the af-
firmative, given the reality that his
substitute will most likely, in fact al-
most certainly, be adopted by this
body, which would then render any
amendments that were brought for-
ward for the approval of the Senate,
any of those that were passed, basi-
cally irrelevant—certainly inoperative.

So I believe the situation that we in
the minority here are faced with is
that, if we propose amendments and
they are voted on, they will be mean-
ingless. I believe now the situation ren-
ders the minority to be in a position
where we are faced, frankly, with one
option and that option is to extend de-
bate until such time as we are given
our rights to have meaningful amend-
ments brought up for a vote.

It still requires—Mr. President, I
would appreciate it if the Par-
liamentarian would correct me if I am
wrong—it still requires 60 votes to cut
off debate to bring up final passage.

Most of us here are not as knowledge-
able as to parliamentary procedures as
is the distinguished chairman of the
Appropriations Committee. But I can.
assure him that—I cannot speak for all
43 on this side; only the Republican
leader speaks for all 43 of us—but
speaking for this Member, it is my sin-
cere and devout hope that we will exer-
cise our right to keep at least 41 Mem-
bers from cutting off debate until such
time as we are allowed the right to
bring forward amendments, meaningful
amendments that will be voted on ei-
ther up or down, depending on the will
of this body, and they would not be
rendered meaningless by a vote on a
substitute.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. McCAIN. May I ask for what pur-
pose?

Mr. BYRD. For a question.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished chairman—

Mr. BYRD. For a question.

Mr. McCAIN. I will be glad to yield
for a question.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I preface
the guestion by saying, as I said the
other day and last Thursday I believe
it was or Friday, I said that I like to
think this Senator is a reasonable man
and if the Republicans have amend-
ments that they want to call up, I sug-
gested that they call them up.
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Now, would the Senator be in a posi-
tion to ask his leader to let the Sen-
ator from West Virginia know what
Senators, what amendments he has
that Senators would like to call up?
Perhaps we can reach an agreement on
calling up a limited number of amend-
ments. I do not want to agree to call-
ing up amendments ad infinitum, as
was the situation we were in last
Wednesday night and Thursday morn-
ing. But if the Republicans have some
amendments—6, 8, 10, whatever it is—
that they wish to call up and get votes
on, I will be agreeable to making it
possible for those amendments to be
meaningful, if the Senate will agree to
them, if the Senate adopts those
amendments.

I indicated earlier today that the
way is open for a motion to recommit
with instructions, and Senators can get
amendments agreed to in that way, if
the Senate will adopt the amendments.
But I stand here today not knowing
what amendments are going to be of-
fered or whether any amendments are
going to be offered. I want to see this
package voted on. If the votes are here
to amend it, then that is another mat-
ter.

Would the Senator be able to indicate
or have the Republican leader come to
the floor and indicate what amend-
ments he has in mind? What Senators
want to offer amendments? I have been
in the Senate a long, long time. I try to
be a reasonable Senator. And I am
probably as strong as anyone here in
wanting to protect the rights of the
minority.

But I do not know what amendments
we are talking about. I do not know
how many amendments we are talking
about. I do not want to get into a situ-
ation in which I give up my rights—I
have exercised my rights according to
the rules—and I do not want to give up
my rights and say, “Well, we’ll just
vote on any old amendment sight un-
seen.”’

Would the Senator try to accommo-
date this Senator and the Senate by
bringing that matter to a head in the
fashion that I have suggested? Nobody
has come to me—the Republican leader
has not been here—to say he has some
amendments, 6 or 8 or 10 he would like
to have votes on.

I have a motion to recommit avail-
able to offer at some point or any
point, and as the manager of the bill I
certainly would exercise that right to
move to recommit. But I want to
know, I want to have some understand-
ing how many amendments the other
side wants to call up. Nobody has ap-
proached me on that point.

I have heard some vague—I am not
talking about the Senator from Ari-
zona—but I have heard some vague ru-
mors and whisperings and warnings
Senators might be prepared to stay all
week, all next week. Well, that does
not bother me one bit. If Senators want
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to filibuster $4 billion for retirement
benefits in this package all next week,
that is up to them. It does not bother
me.

But I want to be cognizant of the de-
sires of Senators to call up meaningful
amendments. Let me see; let me see
what the amendments are. Let me see.
If there are half a dozen or 10 or 12, let
me see what they are so that I know
how many there are and maybe perhaps
we can get an agreement on a time
agreement on a number of amend-
ments.

I do not want to vex the Senator. I
will not impose on him further.

Mr. President, I have been in this po-
sition right here at this desk for many
years, and I have always tried to work
out reasonable solutions to problems
when they arise. I have had a great
deal of experience in that and have al-
ways tried to be conscious of the rights
of the other Senators and am still con-
scious of the rights. But I have also
wanted to protect this President’s
package from mutilation, and I have
taken him at his word as to what he
wants in the package, and I have
sought to protect that.

I exercise my rights. Nobody can ac-
cuse me of having done something that
I do not have a right to do and that the
rule book does not allow. So I am very
experienced standing right here at this
desk, and any threats to filibuster do
not bother me at all. They do not both-
er me a bit. We ought to stay here next
week. We ought to stay here the fol-
lowing week if it requires us to get the
work done. This is our post of duty.
This is our place of duty. Let us stay.

Now, if the Republican leader or any-
body else wants to come out here and
indicate what they have in mind, I will
sit down and talk with them, but there
is nobody here to talk with me now. I
have yielded the floor, and I have indi-
cated that I am ready to hear what my
friends on the other side have.

So if they think that I can under-
stand these long-range wireless mes-
sages, under the present circumstances
I cannot. Let them come and tell me
what they have. The Republican leader
and I are good friends. I will be glad to
listen to what he wants by way of
amendments. Perhaps, as I say, we can
work out something. I can offer a mo-
tion to recommit, report back forth-
with and we have an agreement before-
hand how many amendments would be
called up. I do not know of any on this
side, if Mr. BOREN, Mr. BREAUX, and
Mr. KOHL do not call up theirs. But I
would like to find out what happens on
their amendment first before I agree to
anything. I would like to know what is
going to happen on their amendment.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator
for yielding. My question is: Will he
continue to carry his very warm friend-
ship for me in the future, as he has in
the past, under the circumstances, and
forgive me if I have committed any
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trespasses and love me as a friend and
fellow American, as he always has? Mr.
President, that is my question. I would
like to get an answer.

[Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank very much my
friend from West Virginia. Before I an-
swer that question, can I say, the Sen-
ator from California is waiting to
speak. I will be about 10 minutes and
then I will be through. I know she has
been waiting to speak. I will not take
too much time.

Obviously, I would like to say, Mr.
President, that our friend and col-
league, the distinguished chairman and
President pro tempore who has been so
active for so many years, would never
lose the friendship and the respect and
affection in which we hold him. I will
say that from time to time there is a
certain degree of frustration, but that,
of course, is due to the normal give and
take of the parliamentary process. And
as the distinguished chairman of the
Appropriations Committee has said
many times, those of us who are not
happy with the parliamentary proce-
dures, that we should learn those pro-
cedures ourselves. I have learned a
great deal from the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia who has, over
the last T years now, taught me a great
deal. And we have had very spirited de-
bate on issues such as the line-item
veto and others. He will always have
my love and respect, no matter what
the circumstances are, even in the heat
of battle.

I say again, Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from West Virginia described very
well the parliamentary situation and
his control over the parliamentary sit-
uation and his assertion of his par-
liamentary rights, and I understand
those rights and I understand the
present situation.

My response is that I know the Re-
publican leader is very interested in
moving forward, as all of us are, and I
am sure, although I cannot speak spe-
cifically for Senator DOLE, he wants to
move forward with this process, and I
know he would like to sit down with
the Senator from West Virginia under
any circumstances, especially these, so
that we can work out a compromise
and move forward.

In the meantime, Mr. President, I be-
lieve we have only one recourse, those
in the minority, and that is to exercise
our rights, and our rights are that if we
can maintain 41 votes, then we will be
able to prevent the passage of this leg-
islation. And the reason why I be-
lieve—and I cannot speak, as I say, for
the Republican leader—we will main-
tain at least 41 votes is that we are not
being given the opportunity—even
though the Senator from West Virginia
is exercising his rights, his exercising
of those rights is preventing the Re-
publican side from being able to pro-
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pose meaningful amendments to a $16
billion package.

Although $16 billion is not a great
deal of money to some, it is to others—
$16.26 billion in new spending. So I be-
lieve this impasse should be broken
and, as happens quite frequently in this
body, we will move forward. I would
like to point out that there are many
of us who feel as if this kind of spend-
ing is certainly not necessary at this
time, at least the majority of it.

I should like to make a few com-
ments about the line-item veto, which
the Senator from West Virginia dis-
cussed a few minutes ago.

Mr. President, there was a sense-of-
the-Senate resolution which was
passed, and was passed overwhelm-
ingly, that stated support for a line-
item veto plus a line item, if that is
what one would want to call it, for lack
of better words, that would close tax
loopholes, would give the President of
the United States authority to close
tax loopholes.

The distinguished Senator from West
Virginia was quoted in the press and
again on the floor as saying the vote
was meaningless because it was a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution.

I have a different view of sense-of-
the-Senate resolutions. I believe sense-
of-the-Senate-resolutions are exactly
what the words say, and that is what
the Senate intends to do. I intend at
the earliest opportunity to see if that
was, indeed, the sense-of-the-Senate as
70-some Members of this body voted, or
was it, frankly, in all candor, a bit of
hypocrisy. I do not see how you can
vote for a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion, meaning that is what the Senate
intends to do, and then when it comes
around to the real vote, vote against it.

So I know that I and others will in-
tend to try to get a non-sense-of-the-
Senate resolution passed that, indeed,
puts that sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion into law. I am pleased to note that
as far as I know the President of the
United States still supports a line-item
veto, and I hope we could hear from the
White House at a fairly early time.

Mr. President, again, in response to
the question of my friend from West
Virginia, yes, we continue to love and
respect him, but we also do believe
that it is time to move forward. We do
believe that we should be able to assert
our rights, which means prevention of
the passage of this bill in return for the
ability by us to have our amendments
considered and voted up or down,
amendments that are meaningful and
amendments that will not be literally
wiped out by the passage of the sub-
stitute amendment which is the matter
pending before the Senate.

Mr. President, I should also like to
express my appreciation to the Senator
from Oregon, who has shown enormous
patience over the last few days and has
attempted, along with the Senator
from West Virginia, to move forward so
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that we can get this done. I do not need
to remind my colleagues that we also
have a debt limit extension of some
kind that is facing this body, and I un-
derstand the sentiment of the Senator
from West Virginia that we could stay
next week and the week after, and that
probably is our primary duty.

But I have also noticed that when re-
cesses are scheduled in this body, there
is a certain reluctance to remain here
during those recesses. In fact, as I say,
I am only going on my seventh year
but perhaps my friend from West Vir-
ginia and my friend from Oregon can
remember a time when a recess was
scheduled and we did not go into that
recess. I am sure it may have happened
in the 34 years’ experience of the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, but not in my
recent experience. I hope we can move
forward, and relay this message, as 1
know has already been done, to Sen-
ator DOLE in hopes we can propose
some amendments with the assurance
of the Senator from West Virginia they
would have meaningful consideration.

I thank my friend from West Virginia
and I yield the floor.

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California [Mrs. BOXER.]

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair for
recognizing me, and I thank the Sen-
ator from Arizona for his kind assist-
ance in helping to make sure I did re-
ceive recognition in due course.

I want to say to the Senator from
West Virginia how much I admire him
for what he has been doing these last
several days, on his feet hour after
hour, trying to move the President’s
economic package forward, using the
rules that are there to be used so that
we can move the President's economic
package forward. I hope in perhaps the
next 10 or 15 minutes I can speak as
clearly as I can on behalf of that goal,
as forcefully as I can on behalf of that
goal, and as convincingly as I can on
behalf of that goal—of moving this
President's stimulus package forward.

Mr. President, we must feel a sense of
urgency. As the Senator from West
Virginia has repeated throughout the
last several legislative days, unemploy-
ment benefits are running out. We are
still in a jobs recession. We have seen
the President act very quickly to put
his plan together and this stimulus
package is part of that plan.

We have seen the House of Represent-
atives, a body in which I served very
proudly for 10 years, act on that pack-
age. Yes, there was acrimony and de-
bate. Yes, there was. But in the end
they moved the package forward, so all
eyes are on the Senate.

We were sent here to do a job, and
what could be more important than
getting this economy moving?

So I want to see the stimulus pack-
age pass not just because I want to give
this President a chance, which I do—
not just because the stimulus package

6711

is an integral part of a larger economic
program, which it is—not just because
the stimulus package together with the
budget resolution will give us the mo-
mentum for change, which it will, but
because this stimulus package and ev-
erything in it is needed by America, is
needed by the people of America.

There are those on the other side of
the aisle who say we do not need this
package. It is unnecessary. They do not
like this package. They will use the
rules to stop us from voting on this
package.

So I ask the question and will en-
deavor to answer the question: Why is
this stimulus package needed by Amer-
ica and by the American people?

I think there are three reasons, Mr.
President. One, we need jobs in Amer-
ica—jobs; two, we need investments in
America—investments; and three, we
need deficit reduction in America. We
need jobs, we need investment, and we
need deficit reduction.

So you might wonder, Mr. President,
how does a stimulus program bring
about deficit reduction? I think that is
a very fine question, but it has a ready
answer; that is, when our people are
working, our deficit goes down. Accord-
ing to OMB, Leon Panetta, a man that
I served with in the Congress who was
the chairman of the Budget Commit-
tee, believes this stimulus package will
create 500,000 new jobs. I know there
are other numbers around, but I am
going to use Mr. Panetta's numbers be-
cause he has always been, in my opin-
ion, conservative in his numbers.

So there you have it—500,000 people
taken off the unemployment lines. And
that is good. And they will be working,
They will be paying taxes. They will
not be drawing down on Federal bene-
fits. So the deficit will go down. Spe-
cifically, we know every 1 percent in-
crease in unemployment adds between
$30 to $50 billion to the deficit. So when
you create jobs, you lower the deficit.

I want to talk about my home State,
California. We expect 50,000 new jobs
created from this stimulus package.
And we are suffering with 1.57 million
people unemployed in California. We
have been battered. We have been
bruised—1.57 million people unem-
ployed in California. This recession hit
us hard. And it hit us late. And we are
having trouble rebounding. Construc-
tion is down. State spending is down.
Our State government is very strapped.
Aerospace is down. And now we have a
chairman, Mr. President, of the Base
Closure Commission who wants to hit
us even harder, he wants to add more
bases that will be closed in California.

And we will fight—the senior Senator
from California, DIANNE FEINSTEIN and
I, will fight that with fairness. We are
ready to take a fair hit but not an un-
fair hit. But with or without the base
closures, we are hurting in California.
And this stimulus package will help.

But the cynics and the critics, many
of whom are on the other side of the
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aisle, will come up to me and they will
say, ‘‘Senator, what good are 50,000 jobs
to a State as large as California with 30
million people? What is the point? Why
not forget about it and just see what
happens?'’ I call those people, what
some of my colleagues have dubbed the
“guardians of gridlock,” the ‘‘trickle-
down guys,” it will all “‘get well.”” We
tried that for 12 years and we are pay-
ing the price.

But let me talk about 50,000 workers
getting jobs, getting important jobs—
building highways, teaching summer
school, building houses, starting small
businesses, helping local government,
paving roads, community policing.

So now you have these 50,000 people
who are unemployed working and they
get paid. And that helps others. It
helps thousands of children and family
members and community.

So it is not just 50,000 people who are
helped, Mr. President. It is probably
more like 100,000 people helped. And it
is not just 500,000 people helped in
America when you figure out all the
people that rely on these workers. It is
more like a million people helped.

So jobs lead to deficit reduction, they
lead to families who can be at peace be-
cause they know that they have a pay-
check coming in.

So the 500,000 new jobs that Mr. Pa-
netta says will be created should be
enough reason to support this package.

It is important to note, Mr. Presi-
dent, that right now the unemploy-
ment rate is higher in America than
what it was when the recession started.

My colleague from Maryland, Sen-
ator SARBANES, calls this a jobs reces-
sion, and indeed that is what it is. This
stimulus program is going to help us
get past this jobs recession.

My concluding argument for this
stimulus program, Mr. President, is the
issue of investment. That is the third
leg of this package—deficit reduction,
jobs, and investment. We must begin to
invest in the civilian side of our econ-
omy or we will never be able to com-
pete in a global economy. Our competi-
tors are spending far more than we are
now on infrastructure.

For example, in 1989, the gross public
investment as a percentage of GDP for
Japan was 5 percent. That is the per-
centage that they invested in public in-
vestment. For Italy, it was 3.4 percent;
for France, it was 3.2 percent; but in
America, we only spent 1.6 percent of
GDP for those same investments. No
wonder we are falling behind.

How can we compete if our highways
and our bridges are falling down and
are in disrepair? How can we compete
when our children are not getting the
healthy start they need, and the Head
Start that they need? How can we com-
pete when our young people cannot go
to college? How can we compete when
our world-class cities are going broke
from the AIDS crisis?

I have letters from all over this coun-
try, almost every State in the Union,
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from local governments and State gov-
ernments saying they are hurting by
this AIDS crisis. They need our help.
That help is in this stimulus package.

How can we compete when we waste
energy? How can we compete when too
many of our people spend as much as
one-half of their income each month to
pay the rent?

This stimulus package in a start of a
long-term investment strategy which
is going to lift us up and make us
strong.

Sure, we can find things wrong with
it. I can find things wrong with it. Mr.
President, you can, my colleagues all
can. We would each write it differently,
spend a little more here, a little less
there. But we have one President and
he ran on this agenda. He said he was
going to give this Nation a short-term
stimulus and long-term deficit reduc-
tion. We owe it to him and the country
and the voters of this country to move
this package along.

My friends, we are very late in this
package. We are not just 5 days late as
my friend, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, has been discussing. We are 12
years late, Mr. President, with this
package—12 years late because it was
12 years ago the Republican adminis-
trations began leading us away from
these investments and we fell behind.

For the life of me, I do not under-
stand why there are those today who
want to take this package and delay it.
The whole country is looking on the
U.S. Senate, the best debating body in
the land. We have to mount a common
body of action. The President acted.
The House of Representatives acted.
And we must act.

We voted for the budget resolution.
There were those who said it would
never be done. We did it. Now let us
vote for the follow on piece, the stimu-
lus piece. It is essential that we do it.
We will start investments, we will cre-
ate jobs, we will lift up our people, and
soon be able to say that this U.S. Sen-
ate with all the various personalities in
it, all the various ideologies in it, were
able to put that aside, and for a couple
of shining, bright moments, because
this is going to be a very long adminis-
tration, came together and we gave
this President a chance.

Thank you very much, Mr. President.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
BOXER). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may address
the Senate as if in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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THE KIDS COUNT REPORT

Mr. DODD. Madam President, today
the Annie Casey Foundation in my
home State of Connecticut, and the
Center for the Study of Social Policy,
which is a nationally recognized study
group, released their annual profile of
American children, Kids Count.

It will not come as a great surprise
to many people that the report paints
a disturbing portrait of the conditions
of American children, as we enter 1993.

As we now know from a variety of
sources, all over America children and
their families are in crisis. Whether
they be rich or poor, black or white,
inner-city or in our rural areas, the
children of our Nation are living lives
of desperation, and it is not quiet des-
peration.

The particulars of the study are very
alarming. Between 1986 and 1991, the
juvenile violent crime arrest rate rose
by 48 percent in the United States of
America. Although young males are
seven times more likely than their fe-
male counterparts to be arrested for
these types of crime, the female youth
arrest rate has increased by an as-
tounding 56 percent in that same pe-
riod of time.

The teen violent death rate has also
increased in those 4 or 5 years by 13
percent. Here in the District of Colum-
bia, the rate went up 363 percent from
1985 to 1990.

Other areas examined in this study,
which has great credibility, are equally
disturbing. From 1985 to 1990, there was
a 16 percent increase in births to single
mothers and a 9 percent increase in the
number of children living in single-par-
ent homes.

The percentage of high school grad-
uates declined by 4 percent. Five per-
cent of the American teenagers be-
tween the ages of 16 and 19 are not in
school, not in the labor force, not in
the military, and are not homemakers.

Who are these missing American
youth and what is their potential for a
productive life?

My home State of Connecticut ranks
sixth best, Madam President, overall,
among the 50 States and the District of
Columbia. But there is little solace in
that news, for in the State of Connecti-
cut, this means that there are still
over 25,000 children who are not living
with a parent; 6.8 percent of Connecti-
cut's youth have no health insurance;
and Connecticut ranked 38th overall in
its juvenile violent crime arrest rate.

But, Madam President, we all know
that statistics give us only a vague
sense of the crisis at hand. The real
story is that of the individual children
behind those numbers—children who
live lives of despair, children who now
sit in the classrooms of America hun-
gry and ill-clothed, and children who
did not even go to school today, but
whose absence was never questioned or
even noticed.

Madam President, let me just point
out—I have said this before on other
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days here—by 3 o'clock, east coast
time, every single day, some 2,000 chil-
dren in this country drop out of school
and never, ever go back. So by 3
o’clock this afternoon, our educational
system, roughly, loses 2,000 more Kkids
in this country, somewhere between
1,400 and 2,000.

I might point out, for those who say,
“Well, that does not seem like a very
big number,” if you start thinking of
that 5 days a week, 4 weeks a month,
and for an entire year, it really
mounts up.

But it also puts us substantially be-
hind what is ocecurring in our major
competitive nations, where the dropout
rates are less than 1 percent of the
equivalent age population.

And you start talking about this
country's position economically in the
21st century, with dropout rates of that
level, here we are now, knowing what
we have to do, knowing we have to
keep kids in school, knowing they have
to be the best educated generation this
Nation has ever produced, and yet be-
tween 1985 and 1990, we have watched a
4 percent decline in the number of stu-
dents actually completing high school.
That is exactly the wrong direction of
the trend lines in terms of where we
need to be by the 21st century.

At any rate, this Kids Count report,
as it is called, notes that the most re-
cent poverty rate among children, 19.8
percent, is an improvement over the
1985 rate, which was 20.5 percent. Imag-
ine in America today one out of five
children living in poverty. Not much of
an improvement at all, I might add,
from 1985.

We are losing ground, Madam Presi-
dent, in our Nation. There is no other
way to describe what these statistics
tell us. And every single day gets
worse; it gets worse.

We are losing our youth; we are los-
ing these kids. We cannot continue to
turn our backs on the issues that affect
their lives most directly. The problems
of our children are the problems of our
families, and the problems of our fami-
lies are central to the future of our Na-
tion. For too long we have wasted pre-
cious energy arguing about who is re-
sponsible for our children's problems
and who is to blame. We are all respon-
sible, every single one of us. And we
must all join together if we are to solve
this terrible crisis.

I will continue with my efforts to
make America a better place for chil-
dren. Recently I introduced the Child
and Family Services and Law Enforce-
ment Partnership Act. This measure
creates partnerships between police de-
partments and child mental health pro-
fessionals to provide immediate assist-
ance to children exposed to violence.
This is only one aspect of what must be
done. To address the problems of pov-
erty, educational deprivation, and vio-
lence, we must work both quickly and
creatively. I urge my colleagues to join
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me in this legislation and other efforts
to ensure that next year's Kids Count
report will show far greater improve-
ment than the one that is before us
today.

Let me point out we are dealing here
today with the stimulus package.
While I am speaking in morning busi-
ness, not directly a part of the stimu-
lus package which the Senator from
West Virginia is managing on the floor,
it is worthwhile pointing out that a
good part of that stimulus package is
directed at our youth: The Head Start
Program and summer jobs programs,
even the issues involving jobs.

I am not going to take a lot of time
here this afternoon, but people ask
what can be done, how do you begin to
make a difference? Again, I am maybe
saying things I know my colleagues
have heard me say repeatedly in the
past, but there is no better social pro-
gram anywhere than a job. That is the
best social program I know of. Nothing
does more for an individual or a family
or a community than work—a decent
job with a decent salary or wages.

So the stimulus package is directly
targeted to trying to get this country
moving again, to putting people back
to work. We absolutely know today
there is an increase in rates of spousal
abuse, child abuse, and substance abuse
in areas of high unemployment. I am
not suggesting that a job necessarily
cures all of those problems, but we
clearly know without any question
whatsoever that people who have jobs,
in families that have decent incomes,
and in neighbors and communities that
are working, you see a significant de-
cline in these problems that affect
these children and affect these fami-
lies. Certainly, you see a far higher
rate of children staying in school, in
their performance level, in their health
care and related issues.

While the Kids Count report was not
designed to be released at the time
when we would be considering the
stimulus package, I think there is link-
age here. I think exactly what Senator
BYRD is talking about—trying to do
something in the area of early child-
hood education, improved health care
opportunities for children, seeing to it
that we have summer jobs for these
kids when June and July and August
arrive, to give them some opportunity
and some hope—I think relates directly
to the report that came out today from
Kids Count, showing an alarming crisis
in this country affecting our children.

I hope for those who are arguing
about whether or not this is necessary,
whether or not this makes any sense,
they might just take a look at the wire
service stories about the data and sta-
tistics accumulated by this very rep-
utable organization that has tracked
the condition of America's children for
years. One out of every four Americans
is under the age of 18; one-quarter of
our population. We are the only indus-
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trialized nation in the world that has,
as the poorest sector of its population,
its children. No other industrialized
nation has that unique distinction.
America’'s poorest are its kids. The
next time you hear someone get up and
give a speech about America being No.
1—not supporting, of course, the basic
elements to strengthen America’s chil-
dren—then you have every right to
question the sincerity of the remarks,
to try and keep this Nation strong and
vibrant for the 21st century.

I hope we will pass the stimulus
package, and I hope when people do so
they will take into account the Kids
Count report that came out today.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed as if
in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
may proceed.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Chair,

(The remarks of Mr. SIMPSON pertain-
ing to the introduction of S. 667 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.”)

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam President,
just let me say a few words about the
situation we are in regarding the sup-
plemental appropriations bill. We hear
a great deal in this Chamber about
gridlock and about obstructionism. I
would like to offer some of my own per-
spectives regarding these highly
charged terms.

I suggest, Madam President, that ob-
struction is, like beauty—*'‘In the eye
of the beholder." Right now there is be-
fore the Senate an appropriations bill
which many thoughtful Republicans
and Democrats alike have indicated an
intent to amend. I do not think that
any attempt to amend the contents of
a bill should be termed ‘‘obstruction-
ism."”

The distinguished and respected
President pro tempore has pointed out
that Senators in this Chamber are at
liberty to offer amendments to this
legislation and he has called for them
to come forward, and they certainly
are at liberty to do that. However, we
are also fully aware that any sub-
stantive amending of this bill can ulti-
mately be wiped out by the contents of
the Senator's amendment, which is the
final amendment, which could then be
adopted as a substitute. It would dis-
place the underlying language, however
amended by us in the Senate.

I would not venture to call any play-
er in this process an obstructionist.
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The President pro tempore has
achieved some extraordinary acknowl-
edgment from members of the fourth
estate who have called this an adroit
parliamentary maneuver. He, of all of
us here, knows the rules of the Senate
to a greater and extraordinary degree.
He has a deep love for the Senate and
constantly demonstrates his extraor-
dinary fealty and respect for this insti-
tution.

So with what has been described as
an adroit parliamentary maneuver, the
Senator has used the rules of the Sen-
ate to preserve the whole of the Presi-
dent's supplemental appropriations
program and to protect it from amend-
ment. I do find it interesting, whim-
sically so, that when Republicans avail
ourselves of the Senate rules, we are
often not treated so kindly in terms of
media characterization. That appar-
ently goes with the territory.

It certainly perplexes me, though, to
see why it would be obstruction to try
to amend legislation, but it is not ob-
struction to set up a parliamentary
procedure by which the efficacy of any
such amending can be thwarted. This
maneuver has led us to a state of af-
fairs now where Senators who other-
wise would like to amend this bill—and
have their amendments voted on up or
down and see what happens to them—
are not coming to the floor. They know
full well that their amendments will
not ultimately affect the contents of
the legislation in any way.

So the distinguished chair of the Ap-
propriations Committee is correct in
saying that ‘“‘the rules are the rules"
and that no one should be condemned
for using them to advance the policies
that they favor.

The President pro tempore will do
that, and he will do it with all of the
adroitness for which he is highly re-
garded and famed, and I say that with
great respect. He has taught me much
and assisted me in my course of service
in this body.

But we, on the Republican side, have
the right and responsibility to do that,
too. So I hope we can hear perhaps just
a little bit less discussion about Repub-
lican obstructionism whenever we at-
tempt to use our magic number of 41
votes to influence policy. For the gen-
eral public, that is simply a number of
votes we must have in order to avoid
being cut off and to stop us from debat-
ing an issue. To curtail debate, the op-
posing party, the majority party, must
produce 60 votes. So it is not just that
the Republicans will do well here by
delivering 41 votes. The fact is that the
majority party really has to deliver 60
votes. It is a nuance of language, sure-
1y, but it is nevertheless worthy of dis-
tinction.

So this current situation did not
come about because of anything Repub-
licans did. We were ready to press for-
ward to amend this bill, as Senators
BREAUX and BOREN and other Demo-
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cratic Senators, such as Senators FEIN-
STEIN and KOHL, were anxious to do. So
when it becomes necessary for Repub-
licans to make full use of the rules to
try to influence legislation coming
from this Chamber, I hope we will all
agree with the President pro tempore
when he said, in essence, that there
should surely be no reason to carp or
complain just because someone has
used the rules to press one’s agenda.

We will do that. Indeed, we will. The
majority is certainly doing it on this
bill. That is the way that that is going
to be. If it is obstruction from the one
side, it is most assuredly obstruction
from the other.

And so, Madam President, I hope we
can work through this impasse. And
please recall that we have not done
this before on our side of the aisle.
When a similar tactic was used before,
it was done by the leadership, the ma-
jority leader or the minority leader. It
is my experience—and my memory
could certainly be refreshed—that I
have not seen it done by a committee
chairman in the past. I believe it has
generally been a leadership preroga-
tive, and certainly in any case it now
stalls us. Hopefully, with good faith,
the majority leader and the President
pro tempore and our fine and remark-
able ranking member, Senator HAT-
FIELD, and of course our respected lead-
er, Senator DOLE, the leader of the Re-
publican minority, will be able to re-
solve this. If not, there will be a great
solidarity from our side to use the
rules to protect ourselves.

I thank the Chair.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. The legislative
clerk proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, be-
ginning on last Thursday and continu-
ing through today I have had a number
of discussions with Senators BOREN,
BREAUX, BRYAN, BYRD, and others, and
they have had numerous discussions
among themselves outside of my pres-
ence, in an effort to reach agreement
on how best to proceed with respect to
the pending supplemental appropria-
tions bill.

I commend all of my colleagues who
have been involved in these discussions
for their constructive and positive atti-
tudes and suggestions. We share a com-
mon agreement in the Senate—Demo-
crats and Republicans alike—in our de-
sire to achieve economic growth and
job creation, and we recognize that to
achieve that goal there must be a com-
bination of economic stimulus and def-
icit reduction.

The disagreements we have had have
not been over ends, but rather over the
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means best suited to achieve those
ends.

As a result of these discussions,
which continue throughout the day
today, I am pleased to announce that
Senators BREAUX, BOREN, and BRYAN,
have received a letter from the Presi-
dent, which I believe satisfies their in-
tentions in this matter. I will, shortly,
yield to permit them to address the
matter in more detail. But I thank
them very much for their positive and
constructive contribution.

I also take note of the special effort
made on behalf of this legislation and
in these discussions by the distin-
guished chairman of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee and the manager
of the bill, Senator BYRD, who has, as
always, assisted in our achieving a sat-
isfactory and, I believe, a desirable res-
olution of this matter.

I am heartened by this result. I be-
lieve it significantly enhances the
prospects for early enactment of this
important element of the President’'s
economic recovery program, and all of
those who have contributed to that end
deserve to be commended, and I do so
commend them.

Mr. President, I note the presence of
the distinguished Republican leader
here on the Senate floor. I wish to
state also that I have had a number of
discussions with the distinguished Re-
publican leader throughout the last few
days in an effort to determine or devise
a way to permit us to proceed on the
pending bill, and those discussions are
still ongoing. We are making some
good progress, and I hope we will be
able to make an announcement in that
regard in the near future. I will be
pleased to yield to the distinguished
Republican leader at this time.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as has been
indicated, I have had discussions with
the majority leader, and we are in the
process of determining how many
amendments might be offered on this
side. I must say that some of our peo-
ple are frustrated because we are sort
of locked out of the process. It is sort
of a one-Senator lockout.

We are trying to see what we might
work out, but it is very difficult when
the floor is controlled by the distin-
guished President pro tempore, and the
farming out of the floor. So some of
our Members are not particularly ex-
cited about that prospect. But we are
trying to put together a list of amend-
ments, and we hope to be able to get
back to the majority leader soon.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague for his comments
and look forward to further discussions
with him in the near future.

Mr. President, I want to repeat just
briefly what I said earlier. This legisla-
tion is a wvery important part of the
President’s overall economic program.
It is essential that we act, and that we
act soon. The American people have
made clear their support for the Presi-
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dent's program and their desire that
the Congress act expeditiously on that
program.

I believe what has just occurred with
respect to the matter raised by Sen-
ators BOREN, BREAUX, and BRYAN, will
enable us to reach that objective sig-
nificantly sooner than might otherwise
have been the case.

So I thank my colleagues. I am pre-
pared to yield to my colleagues for
such comments as they may wish to
make.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I want
to, first of all, start by acknowledging
the good work of the majority leader
and the patience of the majority lead-
er, as well as the patience of all of our
colleagues, as the past few days have
gone before use. The work that was
being done on this effort, much of
which was being done off the floor of
the Senate, and the patience of our col-
leagues while action on the floor was
delayed, is something that I apologize
for.

Let me say at this point that, ini-
tially, when I raised the possibility of a
Breaux-Boren amendment, my concern
in doing so was that I wanted to make
absolutely certain that we were em-
barked on a process that would lead us
to a goal and a goal that I feel very
strongly about. I think many of our
colleagues share that goal completely,
which is that we in this body were not
going to start off this year by appro-
priating new funds, many for new pro-
grams, without an absolute and com-
plete commitment to be very serious
about the budget reduction process, the
budget reconciliation process, which is
going to bring about some real reduc-
tions in Federal spending.

As I indicated on the floor, people in
my State of Louisiana have told me:
Senator, we think you and the Presi-
dent indeed are on the right track but,
quite frankly, we just do not trust you
to make the real cuts in Federal spend-
ing that is necessary as part of the
overall package. My effort was to try
and put a greater degree of assurance
that we in this body would actually
take the tough medicine with the med-
icine that was not so difficult to swal-
low.

What we have today is an agreement
from this administration—which I hap-
pen to support very strongly—that I
think clearly spells out their commit-
ment to the entire package. By that, I
mean, yes, the stimulus package, but
also the long-term investment, as well
as their commitment to real, signifi-
cant, and honest budget reductions in
Federal spending, which we will
achieve through the budget reconcili-
ation process.

I, along with Senator BOREN and Sen-
ator BRYAN, who have been very active
in this effort, have received a letter,
which we will make part of the RECORD
at the appropriate time, which does
some very significant things with re-
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gard to what this President is commit-
ting to do.

The President clearly points out in
the letter, speaking of the congres-
sional budget resolution for fiscal year
1994, that “If that legislation falls
short of the deficit reduction goal, I
will send a proposal to the Congress to
make up the budgetary shortfalls from
the committees that fail to meet their
targets.”

Mr. President, that is very signifi-
cant, and that is putting the President
on record as being committed to this.
It is that, instead of sitting back and
perhaps letting Congress pass by a 60-
vote margin a budget act that does not
meet the targets and programs, that do
not meet that target, this President is
saying,

I will submit specific legislation to this
Congress that makes the cuts in those pro-
grams and with those committees that have
failed in their effort to meet that target.

I think that is significant, and I
think that is appropriate. I think that
is a major provision of this letter
which makes me feel a lot better about
what we are talking about doing.

The President also says that in part
because of the criteria that we have re-
quested that he consider criteria of cre-
ating additional jobs that are needed
on an emergency basis. He says.

In part because of the criteria * * * a sub-
stantial amount of the outlays from these
obligations will not occur until after the ex-
pected enactment of budget reconciliation.
Therefore, I will be in a position to insist
that the deficit reduction goals are met.

Mr. President, I think that is real
progress. I think that is a very clear
statement on behalf of this administra-
tion of their dedication to the concerns
that I was voicing during the debate on
the floor last week.

So I think the letter goes a very long
way to giving me the confidence and I
hope the American people the con-
fidence that they need, that this is not
business as usual, that this is a dif-
ferent administration which is truly
committed to stimulating the econ-
omy, while at the same time reaching
real budget deficit reductions through
the budget reconciliation process.

With this assurance and with assur-
ance of the President and our col-
leagues, I do not plan to offer an
amendment. I think that what we have
is a commitment and I trust, Mr. Presi-
dent, it will be followed through com-
pletely and unequivocally.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. BOREN. Mr, President, I associ-
ate myself with the remarks just made
by my colleague from Louisiana.

I join him in thanking the majority
leader for his participation in the dis-
cussions which have led to this agree-
ment, also the distinguished chairman
of the Appropriations Committee who
has worked with us and who has ex-
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changed ideas with us during this proc-
ess.

I also thank the President of the
United States, who has been open to
our suggestions, who has heard us with
respect, who has engaged in a real
interchange with us.

Several days ago, about 15 of us had
the opportunity to sit down and per-
sonally visit with the President. We
visited with him at length about our
concerns. He listened to us. I am con-
vinced he heard us. I think this letter
reflects the fact that he understands
our concerns very thoroughly and he
has responded to them.

I am very pleased by the outcome
and by what is represented in this let-
ter.

When we began, we began with a
point that I think the American people
understand very well. In fact, it is ex-
actly what Senator BREAUX was saying
and what they were saying to us.

My constituents have been saying to
me, and I heard it from those in other
States as well: We are ready to sac-
rifice., We are concerned about the fu-
ture. We are concerned about our chil-
dren and our grandchildren. We do not
want them burdened by continued in-
creases in the national debt. We want
them to have the kind of opportunity
that we have had. It if means we have
to pay a little more in taxes or if we
have to have some benefit cut which we
received, we are ready for that kind of
sacrifice to be made.

But our constituents have been say-
ing to us: Make sure that you really
get the deficit reduced, and those of
you in Congress just do not go out and
spend the money after we have been
asked to make this sacrifice.

So the people have been watching us.
They want to make certain that we do
not fall back to the old ways of the
past of spend now and put off indefi-
nitely, but make those budget cuts
that are necessary to bring down the
budget deficit.

That is why Senator BREAUX, Sen-
ator BRYAN, and I, with support of oth-
ers in this Chamber and considerable
number of others, particularly on our
side of the aisle, crafted this amend-
ment.

What we were saying in this amend-
ment is that some of the spending
under the $16 billion supplemental
stimulus package would simply not
take effect until the budget reconcili-
ation agreement was passed. The idea
was that that would keep the pressure
on, that would be a statement by Con-
gress to the administration that we
want to make sure that before we can
complete all the spending or before we
consider other spending we meet those
targets for real deficit reduction.

Mr. President, the letter which we
have received says exactly that. As
Senator BREAUX has quoted the part
where the President says: ‘‘In part be-
cause of the criteria stated above,”—
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that is the kind of spending that
should occur now versus the kind of
spending that can occur later—'a sub-
stantial amount of the outlays from
these obligations will not occur until
after the expected enactment of budget
reconciliation.”

He goes on to say, ‘‘Therefore, I will
be in a position to insist that deficit
reduction goals are met."

That accomplishes, as far as I am
concerned, exactly what we hoped to
accomplish in our original amendment.
The letter in many ways goes even fur-
ther because the President then explic-
itly says:

* * * T will insist that the reconciliation
bill meet the 5-year deficit reduction targets
contained in the congressional budget reso-
lution for fiscal year 1994. If that legislation
falls short of the deficit reduction goal, I will
send a proposal to Congress to make up the
budgetary shortfalls from the committees
that failed to meet their targets.

This is real accountability, and it
means that the President is going to
force those committees of Congress one
by one to meet their individual respon-
sibilities, and whether the Finance
Committee, the Appropriations Com-
mittee, the Agriculture Committee, or
any other committee of Congress,
whatever committee that is, he is
going to hold us accountable, and he
will send proposals forward for those
committees to meet those targets if
any committee falls short.

To me that is a very, very important
commitment of leadership by the
President. I think it is the kind of sig-
nal that we wanted sent to the Amer-
ican people, a signal that we are simply
not going back to our old ways. We are
only going to spend if we can afford to
spend by continuing to meet our deficit
reduction goals.

So I commend the President for this
letter. I appreciate it. As far as I am
concerned, it accomplishes the goals
that we had when we began with the
crafting of our amendment. In fact, I
think it does it even more effectively.

Some have said to me: Is not the
matter that you are arguing about
really a symbolic matter? Is it not
more symbolic than real? While it is
true that $16 billion out of many hun-
dreds of billions of dollars in a budget
is a relatively small amount, it is still
a large amount in the eyes of the
American people who do not want to
see us waste a single dollar. That is one
point.

But, second, I think that the message
is important and the precedent, the ex-
pression from the President and the ex-
pression from the Congress is impor-
tant because what we are really saying
here is there are a lot of things we
would like to do and if indeed we can
get the budget deficit really reduced
we also do need to have a stimulus
package that goes along with it to
make sure that the economy remains
strong while we are reducing the defi-
cit. But the President is also saying,
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Above all else, I am not going to let these
deficit reduction targets slip and slide. I am
going to keep the pressure on and I am going
to make sure that those targets are accom-
plished.

I think that is extremely important.
It does say what we were trying to say.
Let us make sure we do not eat the
dessert without eating the spinach, as
we have done all too often in the past.
And I think it does say, as Senator
BREAUX has said, that this is a Presi-
dent who takes deficit reduction seri-
ously and is not simply giving lip-
service to it.

I feel very good about the result that
has been reached here in light of this
commitment from the President, and I
take the President completely at his
word. I certainly am prepared to join
with Senator BREAUX in withdrawing
our amendment and in supporting the
package with full confidence that it
will in no way diminish our commit-
ment to deficit reduction.

No sooner had the House, for exam-
ple, acted on the budget resolution
there were some voices raised that
said, we are not sure we can cut as
much as we said in the budget resolu-
tion.

What this really does is reaffirm our
commitment, and we all feel it was
very important that we have that kind
of reaffirmation, that while we go
ahead to take care of the short-term
emergency needs for the unemployed
and create jobs for students this sum-
mer, and for others, that we in no way
are going to let up on the commitment
to deficit reduction. We will make it
sure it happens.

Again, I thank my colleagues for
their understanding and their under-
standing of the importance of the point
that we have been trying to make.
Most of all I thank the President for
this forthright statement which he has
sent to us. In light of this statement, I
plan to vote for the supplemental ap-
propriations bill, this stimulus bill,
and I do so with great confidence that
the entire package, including the defi-
cit reduction, will ultimately be en-
acted into law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I endorse
the statements made by my distin-
guished colleagues from Louisiana and
Oklahoma. I wanted to make it clear
that in joining with them in this
amendment, it was never our intention
to be obstructive in terms of getting
the stimulus package approved. I sup-
ported the package then, and I support
it now.

But the stimulus package is only one
piece of the President's economic pro-
gram. Another very important piece of
that is the deficit reduction piece. Like
my distinguished colleague from Okla-
homa, in talking with my fellow Ne-
vadans most Nevadans are supportive
of the President. They want him to
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have success with this package as do I
for the benefit of the entire country.

I must say that there is a nagging
skepticism, based perhaps on the ways
of the past, that we will be all too
forthcoming in approving supplemental
appropriations, the stimulus, the addi-
tional money but when the time comes
to make the tough judgments as to the
deficit reduction piece somehow that
part of the overall message or package
will be lost.

It was in that spirit that I joined
with my colleagues in offering this
amendment to make sure that that oc-
curs.

Let me say that I, too, have had oc-
casion to read the President’s message
to us. I compliment the President on
his leadership, because he has made it
clear in reaffirming his support for the
deficit reduction goals and has gone an
extra step by indicating that if legisla-
tion falls short of the deficit reduction
goal, he expresses himself by saying: ‘I
will send a proposal to Congress to
make up the budgetary shortfalls in
the committees that failed to meet
their targets.”

That, Mr. President, in my judgment,
is real leadership. I commend and
praise the President of the United
States for that leadership and for the
good work that our distinguished ma-
jority leader has performed in working
us through this process.

I am satisfied by this letter. I express
my support for the package and join
with my colleagues in withdrawing the
Breaux-Boren-Bryan amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. the Re-
publican leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think we
ought to first understand the Breaux-
Boren-Bryan amendment does not cut
any spending. If you listen to the
speeches, you would think, ‘“Boy, they
really had a tough amendment out
there.”

It did not cut spending at all—not
one dime. It delayed the spending for
awhile until we got reconciliation, but
there was not any reductions in spend-
ing in that package.

I have not read the letter in full, but
what I heard quoted on the floor is not
very reassuring to this Senator. Again,
it does not say how we are going to
meet the deficit targets. And I assume
they mean, by meeting it, more taxes.
That is not going to be widely accepted
by the American people.

So I think precisely what the letter
does—and it is not wunusual around
here—it says, in effect, ““Well, we will
do our best. If the President does not
get what he wants in reconciliation, he
will send another request to the Con-
gress."”

That does not mean Congress is going
to do anything. So we should not be
under any illusion that by writing a
letter we are, in effect, going to reduce
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spending or not raise taxes. And I do
not know what the mix is, either.

There is such a thing as the Anti-Im-
poundment Act which was passed in
the 1970’s. I do not think the President
talks about withholding funds.

So I just suggest that there never
was much to start with in the Breaux-
Boren-Bryan amendment, as far as it
did not cut one dime in spending. So
the fact we have a letter saying, ““Well,
we are not going to cut any spending,
either,” is not very reassuring, should
not be very reassuring to the American
taxpayers.

So I am certain, from the standpoint
of moving the legislation along, it is
good to have a letter from the Presi-
dent of the United States saying that
he, in effect, agrees with those who did
not want to cut spending in the first
place. That may move it along. But it
does not change the fact that we are
not cutting spending. That is the prob-
lem that we have on this side of the
aisle.

We do not need this stimulus pack-
age. I think the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. KoHL] if he offers his amend-
ment, at least it would not let us spend
the second phase of money until it
went back into the budget and went
through the regular process. That cer-
tainly has more merit than the so-
called Breaux-Boren-Bryan amend-
ment.

But, above and beyond that, this
package is not necessary. We ought to
have a right to debate it fully and free-
ly on the Senate floor, which we do not
have at this point. We, in effect, have a
House Rules Committee or traffic cop
who tells us what we can do and when
we can do it.

I must say, in fairness to my friend
from West Virginia, this is very frus-
trating on this side of the aisle. There
is no similarity, or very little similar-
ity, to this effort and what happened in
1985 when I happened to be the major-
ity leader. We did allow perfecting
amendments. Many were adopted.

It seems to me we are, in effect, shut
out, locked out, of the process on this
side of the aisle. Maybe it is a prece-
dent for what we may have the next
time we have an appropriations bill or
some other bill from some other com-
mittee.

It is hard for our Republicans to ac-
cept. We had a conference today and I
must say they were very, very frus-
trated, I guess, would not be an exag-
geration.

We do not see any reason we should
be offering amendments if they can be
wiped out by a later vote on the sub-
stitute of the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia.

We do not know what will finally
happen. But I must say, the amend-
ment that is being withdrawn never did
anything in the first place, so it prob-
ably does not make much difference.

Mr. BOREN addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I would
like at this time to send up a copy of
the letter from the President, ad-
dressed to Senator BREAUX, Senator
BRYAN, and myself, and ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Hon. JOHN B. BREAUX,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS BREAUX, BOREN, AND
BRYAN: As you know, I share your concerns
that the deficit reduction goals which I
called for, as well as those that are con-
tained in the fiscal year 1994 budget resolu-
tions of the House and Senate, are a key to
economic recovery. I appreciate the support
that you have given to our deficit reduction
efforts. Immediate enactment of my short-
term economic stimulus package, together
with long-term investments, is also an inte-
gral and essential element of our total plan.

I assure you that I will insist that the rec-
onciliation bill meet the five-year deficit re-
duction targets contained in the congres-
sional budget resolution for fiscal year 1994.
If that legislation falls short of the deficit
reduction goal, I will send a proposal to Con-
gress to make up the budgetary shortfalls
from the committees that failed to meet
their targets.

I will also ensure prudent expenditure of
the funds in the supplemental appropriations
bill now before Congress. I believe that these
expenditures should be primarily targeted at
programs that create a substantial number
of jobs per dollar expended, programs that
are needed immediately, and programs that
meet significant human needs, especially
with regard to health, education, and hous-
ing.

As 1 told Senator Byrd, I must oppose
undue delay in obligating funds for essential
programs. In part because of the criteria
stated above, a substantial amount of the
outlays from these obligations will not occur
until after the expected enactment of budget
reconciliation. Therefore, I will be in a posi-
tion to insist that the deficit reduction goals
are met.

With these assurances 1 hope that I can
count on your assistance in achieving expe-
ditious completion of congressional action
on the economic stimulus appropriations bill
as well as on the budget resolution and the
reconciliation bill.

Sincerely,
BILL CLINTON.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, let me
simply say that I, of course, do not
fully subscribe to the interpretation
just made by my good friend, the dis-
tinguished minority leader. We are
dealing with cuts in spending and cuts
in the deficit.

The President’s plan cuts the deficit
by $502 billion. We are dealing with real
figures. Probably half of that, almost
half of that, comes from spending cuts.

That is why this Senator feels so
strongly about it. For the first time in
many, many years, we have honestly
faced up to what the deficit will do to
destroy this country if we do not do
something to change it, if we do not do
something to reduce that deficit, so
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that we will not be spending more and
more of the total budget each year to
pay interest on the national debt.

So I do think that what is going for-
ward is important. I do think the
President's commitment to stay the
course is a very important commit-
ment. I do think that the timing of the
spending and the fact that the Presi-
dent has shown sensitivity in his letter
to us, as we tried to show in our origi-
nal amendment, that it is very impor-
tant that we understand that we send a
signal to the American people that we
are not sliding back into our old ways
of spend now and reduce the deficit
later, but that we are moving forward
with a comprehensive package.

So I do hope that, when the distin-
guished minority leader reads the let-
ter, he will understand why we feel it is
a very important and significant state-
ment.

I do feel, with all due respect, that
our original proposal was an important
one. Sensitivity to timing, in terms of
spending and deficit reduction, is an
important issue that we have tried to
address.

I see the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Committee seeking
recognition, so I will yield the floor.

But I simply wanted to make that
point. Again, I commend the President
for what I think is a real program with
real numbers to get the deficit reduced.
That is what the American people
want. They understand the need for it.
I believe that, because of his leader-
ship, we have created in this country
the greatest opportunity to really re-
duce the budget deficit than we have
had in at least two decades. I commend
him for it.

It is my hope that Congress will con-
tinue to work with him to really get
the deficit reduced.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
President pro tempore.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I think
that the Senators have performed a
constructive job. I think they have
done something that is very pleasing to
this Senator and to the appropriators.

The appropriators have stayed within
the caps. The appropriators have not
been the budget busters. We have kept
within the caps. We have kept within
our allocations. Every subcommittee
on my committee—13 subcommittees—
has kept within its allocations every
year that I have been chairman.

But the appropriators are the tar-
gets, always, of those who want to have
the line-item veto and enhanced rescis-
sions. It is always the appropriators.

The three Senators have done, in a
nonlegislative way, what they were
seeking to do through an amendment.
They have encountered a lot of the
pressures that the President has on the
other side, philosophically, ideologi-
cally, and otherwise. And the President
has indicated that he will insist on the
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reconciliation bill meeting its targets,
meeting its deficit reduction targets.

I am very pleased that the President
has done that because those commit-
tees ought to meet their targets. We
meet our targets on appropriations, We
meet our targets. And I say let the
other committees, the Finance Com-
mittee, other committees that devise
programs that result in back-door
spending over which the Appropria-
tions Committee has no control—let
them meet their targets as well. That
is what the President is saying he is
going to do and that is what the three
Senators, and others with them, sought
to accomplish. So I congratulate them.
I congratulate the President as well.

Now, the distinguished Republican
leader has made several comments here
about being locked out, farming out
the floor, traffic cop, frustrations,
shutouts, and so on.

Mr. President, I am the manager of
this bill. I am doing my job. What am
I supposed to do? Turn this job over to
somebody else? The President, in no
uncertain terms, in his letter indicated
where he stood on this package. And as
he says in this letter, ‘‘As I told Sen-
ator BYRD, I must oppose undue delay
in obligating funds for essential pro-
grﬂ.ms.”

Now, I believe in this President’s pro-
grams. It is only the 68th day of his
Presidency and I want to see him suc-
ceed, because if the President succeeds,
the country is better off. If he succeeds
we all succeed, because he is trying to
do the right thing. He is trying to
make investments in infrastructure, he
is trying to reduce the budget deficit,
and he is trying to put people to work,
immediately and in the long run.

I believe in this package. It fell to
my lot to protect his package because
I am the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee. If Senator BREAUX
had been the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, that would have
been his job. If Senator DOLE, my good
friend Senator DOLE, the Republican
leader, had been the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, that would
have been his job—his job. But this was
my job and I did my job. And I am
rather proud of the way I protected the
President’'s package.

Now we have this—very dangerous
amendment, in my judgment—have it
resolved, and resolved in a non-
legislative way. Now we are ready to do
business on the rest of the amend-
ments.

I have not sought to lock anybody
out without good reason. This Senator
is no dummy. He may have a plum-
biferous cranium, but he knows what
he is doing. I have been around here a
long time. I have been frustrated many
times and there are times when I will
be frustrated again, so I might as well
just get used to it from time to time, I
felt my good friend, the Republican
leader, had gotten used to frustrations
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around here. He can dish them out
pretty well. I have been on the receiv-
ing end of them. I have laughed about
it. I did not like it but I knew that he
was doing his job, doing what he felt he
ought to do for his President. Now I am
doing my job.

Now, why did I act as traffic cop?
Very simply this, may I say to the Re-
publican leader. Had I walked off this
floor, the Republican leader might
have walked in and moved to table my
amendment.

Mr. DOLE. I had that in mind.

Mr. BYRD. We have Senators absent
today. And until this matter was re-
solved, I did not know whether we
would be able to weather a tabling mo-
tion or not. I did not want to take a
chance. That is exactly why I did that.
So I hope that he will explain to his
frustrated colleagues why I did this. I
did my job. And I am ready, now, to
work with the minority if they have
their amendments and can identify
them and can give us those, the identi-
fication of amendments, and we will
get a time agreement on them so we do
not have any open-ended situation be-
cause we, if we are going to do it in an
open-ended way, we may be here next
week, But let us have a reasonable
number of amendments. I have always
felt that I—at least I considered myself
to be a reasonable man, whether other
people did or not. And I want to be rea-
sonable.

So, if the Republican leader has his
amendments ready, and my colleague
on the other side, Mr. HATFIELD, if he
is prepared to agree to a certain num-
ber of amendments and to time limita-
tions on them, and to a final time for
a vote tomorrow—this Senator is pre-
pared. I have accomplished what I set
out to do, and I am sorry if it jangled
the Republican leader’s nerves or any-
one else’s,

Mr. DOLE. My nerves are pretty
steady.

Mr. BYRD. I am not a bit sorry for
what I did. I did what I thought was
the right thing. I did what I told the
President I was going to do. I did what
I told the majority leader I was going
to do.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. DOLE. Would these be amend-
ments that would not be wiped out
later with a vote on the Senator's sub-
stitute?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I said as
long ago as last Friday—and we only
put this bill down about 2 o'clock on
Thursday—I said as long ago as last
Friday that I knew a way to provide
for the offering of amendments. I did
not say what it was on that day. But
today I indicated I could move to re-
commit with instructions to report
back. Someone approached me and
asked if I would take the tree down and
I said, ‘*No, never.” But I want to give
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the Senators a chance to offer their
amendments. My plan is—and I have
the amendment here on my desk—rath-
er, the motion to instruct. I will move
to recommit and instruct the commit-
tee to report back forthwith the House
bill and the committee substitute that
was included in the committee, to-
gether with the amendments that have
been attached since that time, the
amendment by Mr. HATFIELD and my-
self, the amendment that I offered re-
ducing the IRS by something like $105
million. And that will be the base. And
that will be open to amendment. And
Senators can offer amendments and
they can offer them in two degrees.

It will still be an amendment that I
could erect a tree on if I wanted to, but
I want to give the Senators a chance,
now, to offer their amendments. And
this amendment that Mr. BREAUX and
Mr. BOREN and Mr. BRYAN had waiting
in the wings, now that it has been re-
solved, it clears the way, I should hope.
They ought to have a pretty solid
Democratic side over here, Democratic
vote.

But I am prepared, now, to take on
the Republican amendments, and they
could be offered to the substitute or to
the bill—the committee substitute I
am talking about. That committee sub-
stitute is a freebie. It is a complete
substitute so it is open to amendments
in two degrees. And just as soon as the
distinguished Republican leader sup-
plies me with the number of amend-
ments that he wants to call up, we will
try to work out an agreement on it as
to time and to final passage.

So, there it is. The only thing I ask,
that I offer the motion to recommit
with instructions and nobody try to
amend those instructions. Because I
am coming back with a package that is
wide open for amendments in two de-
grees. There is no tree. But I think it is
reasonable to ask that I know how
many amendments we are going to get.
I do not want it to be open-ended, as I
say; whatever the amendments the Re-
publican leader and his colleagues and
my colleague here, who is the ranking
manager, agree on—I hope there will be
a reasonable number of amendments. I
hope there will not be too many—=6 or 8
or 10 or 12. We hope to get this bill
passed by sometime tomorrow.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield further?

We are in the process now of trying
to determine which amendments. I
guess the thing I need to resolve is
whether or not there is going to be any
flexibility or whether everything is
going to be under the total control of
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee. Is there going to be free and
open debate on the amendments, or
you are going to determine which
amendments can be offered? We cannot
accept that on this side.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am not
sure the Republican leader had been
listening.
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Mr. DOLE. I have been listening very
carefully.

Mr. BYRD. I am not sure he listened.
I have not said anything about closing
down debate. I have not said anything
about controlling amendments.

Mr. DOLE. You said to give you a list
and time agreement.

Mr. BYRD. I am entitled to see a list
of amendments, surely, because I am
opening up the way now. I do not have
to do what I am doing, you understand.

Mr. DOLE. You do if you want the
bill passed.

Mr. BYRD. Well, I do not know about
that.

Mr. DOLE. In any event, we are try-
ing to put together a list of amend-
ments. I guess, after discussion with
the majority leader, we will see how
many there are. We are trying to con-
dense some where there are three or
four different Members who have al-
most identical amendments. There is
no use having four amendments. So we
are working on that process now.

Mr. BYRD. I just hope, may I say to
the Republican leader, that we can nar-
row the amendments down to a reason-
able number so that they can be dis-
posed of today and tomorrow. I did not
say anything about shutting off debate.
I thought I indicated it was my hope
that we could reach a time agreement
on amendments, which means that
there be an equal amount of time on
each side. Does that sound like any-
thing that is unusual around here? I
have worked out many time agree-
ments on this floor and worked a lot of
them out with the distinguished Re-
publican leader. And in a time agree-
ment, each side has a certain amount
of time. That is what I am hoping we
can arrange. The traffic cop job is over.
I have accomplished my purpose. I have
protected the President’s program now
until we could get our own side with its
act together. Now we are ready to play
ball with the other side.

Mr. DOLE. I do not think that
amendment had many votes on this
side anyway, the amendment you just
helped with.

Mr. BYRD. But it has some on this
side.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
hope we can reach an agreement, and it
is my expectation that we will. Both
sides are working in good faith on that.

There has been a great deal of discus-
sion about the current parliamentary
situation, a lot of words to describe it.
I would like to make one point that I
think may have been lost in all of this
discussion.

Under the rules, any Senator can
come in at any time in the proceedings
and offer a complete substitute which
has the effect of wiping out previous
amendments, if that is what the sub-
stitute proposes. Everybody here un-
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derstands that. Any suggestion or im-
plication that once an amendment is
adopted by the Senate it is somehow
engraved in stone and, therefore, must
be a part of the final action is, of
course, completely false and erroneous.

The only difference between the cur-
rent status is that the amendment pro-
posed by the chairman is the pending
amendment. He could just as easily, I
could just as easily, the Senator from
Oregon could just as easily, the Sen-
ator from Missouri, the Senator from
New Mexico, or anyone else wait until
5, 10, 15, 20 other amendments were
considered and, if they were adopted,
propose then a substitute amendment
which, if so drafted, would have the ef-
fect of wiping out all the previous
amendments. That is ordinary and ac-
cepted and a regular part of the Sen-
ate’s rules,

So I hope we can resolve this now in
a manner that everyone agrees is ac-
ceptable. But I do not want there to be
left any erroneous impression as to the
effect of what was occurring. There is
no process by which a Senator can as-
sure that once an amendment is adopt-
ed, that amendment can withstand a
later amendment to the contrary if the
Senate so chooses. The opportunity to
offer a complete substitute amendment
which wipes out all previously adopted
amendments exists right there in the
rule for every Senator on every bill we
take up, including this one.

My hope is that we can now reach
agreement that we can proceed to vote
on and dispose of amendments. But ev-
eryone should understand that reach-
ing an agreement, unless the amend-
ments are specified, does not preclude
that possibility in anything. So I hope
we can get this going, have some de-
bate, some votes this evening and to-
morrow, and that we can pass this bill
at the earliest possible time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FEINSTEIN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
would like to be advised when I have
used 5 minutes.

Madam President, I rise not to en-
gage myself in the discussion that is
going on with reference to amendments
or the status of the bill and the under-
lying amendments and the substitute
amendments; I am sure that is being
dealt with by others.

I rise to talk tonight a little bit
about the budget game that is taking
place. I am not sure that this evening
I will even address the issue of specifics
in the package because I think before
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we are finished, the American people
are going to understand that a very
large package of new spending is being
called a stimulus when, as a matter of
fact, the overwhelming proportion of it
is not stimulus at all, unless you call
Government spending a stimulus. It is
not as if this package is laden with ac-
tivities that are going to generate jobs,
other than the highway and transit
jobs, summer jobs, etc., which are in-
teresting in and of themselves. I notice
the occupant of the Chair is from a
State where that portion of it is not
even going to work, because California
has more unemployed than anyone
else. But as to even the highway and
mass transit part, California, by a
quirk of the formulas, ends up getting
one of the lowest ratios of money from
those programs of any State in the
Union.

So it is rather a patchwork of things,
under the heading of stimulus. Before
we are finished, I am sure that the peo-
ple of the country are going to be tired
of hearing what kind of stimulus this
is, because this funding is for the kind
of things they would not believe should
come on the heels of a much heralded
deficit reduction package, which essen-
tially is all new taxes and defense cuts
and a little, tiny $7 billion net reduc-
tion in all of the domestic programs of
the Nation.

It is, however, a heralded deficit re-
duction package that requires sacrifice
of everyone, and obviously I am, in a
sense, trying to say I do not believe it
is much of that. It is not sacrificing be-
cause everybody has to remember that
the President of the United States says
he is cutting a lot in that package, but
he is asking for almost an equal
amount of new spending. I give you
those two numbers: $131 billion in so-
called domestic cuts; $124 billion in
new programs, add-ons, new dollars.
That is a real domestic cut of only $7
billion net. I mean, we could almost do
that without going through any of this.
We could probably have done that just
asking the Appropriations Committee
chairman to make those savings in
committee and probably get that done.

Now, what they are doing is playing
a giant budget game so we can spend
more money in the appropriations
process of the country. Frankly, I am
not here arguing against appropriating
money for American needs, be it edu-
cational, the National Institutes of
Health, or whatever. I am here arguing
that to try to tell the American people
that we have just gone through this on-
erous deficit reduction exercise, and
then come right around when the ink is
hardly dry and put $16 billion into an
appropriations bill to spend, and call it
stimulus, is disingenuous when it has
things like—maybe I will just read a
few items. I think everybody knows
that before we finish, an effort will be
made to talk about what will be funded
under this bill. Here are just a couple:
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$28 million for new alternative fueled
Government vehicles, at a time when
the administration is trying to cut
down on cars and drivers in the Federal
fleet; restoring $197 million for the Na-
tional Science Foundation for research
grants, overturning Congress' decision
last fall not to provide in full, a $352
million increase requested by the Bush
administration because of tight budg-
etary times.

I am not against the National
Science Foundation and their new
grant program. But believe me, I can-
not understand how we can try to tell
the American people that this ongoing
program, which has been increasing
rather dramatically, ought to be fund-
ed with an additional $197 million
under the guise of being a stimulative
package.

There are many more that are even
far more egregious than that. How
about $148 million for IRS tax system
modernization? The Department of the
Treasury responded that 16 percent of
this work will be subcontracted to Jap-
anese firms. The House leadership re-
fused to allow ““‘Buy American' amend-
ments. I do not know if they should
have or not, but that is just a fact. I
am pleased to see that the distin-
guished chairman has reduced the
funding for this item in his substitute
amendment.

There are scores more. There are mil-
lions of dollars put into the Interior
Department because, even though we
have been increasing the funding, we
have a backlog of facilities needs and
maintenance of some of our parks
units. Frankly, those are wonderful
things. But do the American people
really believe that we have gone
through an exercise in deficit reduction
that is so tough and so onerous that we
ought to come right back within 48
hours and fill that vacuum with $16 bil-
lion in new spending?

I do not want to repeat numbers, but
I tried my best to look at previous
stimulus packages of this country. We
had almost gotten out of the habit of
passing stimulus bills. We almost got
out of the habit because they work so
poorly. We have history books full of
analyses of so-called stimulus packages
that did not work, because do you
know what generally happens? You do
not spend the money in the year you
think you will. You spend it 2 years
later, and whatever you were trying to
cure has already been fixed. Our his-
tory of experience with stimulus pack-
ages is that when we try to spend the
money in a recessionary period., even
on highways, it turns out you do not
get the money into the system until 2
years later, when there is no longer a
recession.

Some might ask, get to the point. Is
that what is occurring here? Leave it
to others than myself. What I find is
that in the first year, the rest of this
year, when stimulus is being sought,
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and jobs are supposed to be created by
this Federal Government money, other
than the unemployment checks, only
$2.9 billion of it, Madam President, will
be literally spent in the remainder of
this year—a big, big stimulus for
America, $2.9 billion. The rest will be
spent in other years. Why would we
even do that? Why would we today
spend money in 1994, 1995, and 1996
under the guise of it being stimulus? It
is absolutely without any rationale.

One reason I think it is being done—
and it was not the original intention
and I certainly hope it is not going to
work out this way, is because it is a
budget game. Let me repeat—this is a
budget game because the Congress of
the United States has adopted a law of
the land that said: Here is a cap for do-
mestic spending in the year of 1993, and
you cannot breach that cap. And lo and
behold, we did a very good thing. We
said: If you do not spend what is allo-
cated for defense or other discretionary
spending what is left over in 1993 goes
to reduce the deficit—not so bad.

What have we been running around
trying to do? We have been trying to
get the deficit down.

So we decided that if we did not
spend all that money on defense, the
law said you cannot spend it anywhere
else. So it goes to deficit reduction. If
you did not spend all the money on for-
eign aid, it goes to deficit reduction.
Guess what is going to happen in this
budget game. There is a little provision
in this 1990 budget agreement which is
very simply, very profound. It says
these these caps are no longer opera-
tive if you have an emergency, and the
emergency designation for the reces-
sion has never, never been adopted by
the Congress or President heretofore.
You would think if Congress wanted to
do this, it would have adopted the
emergency 2 years ago. No. On this
one, the President and the Congress
say we have an emergency when the re-
cession is essentially behind us.

Madam President, I say to my fellow
Senators that what that means is that
those legal binding spending caps are
no longer in existence for all of the
money provided here. This spending is
outside the caps, and you do not have
to worry about deficit reduction. Spend
the money.

I have to admit that when we put
that together, that budget agreement
with the caps, we had no better way to
define emergency than that it must be
declared by the President and the Con-
gress. But under almost any common-
sense definition, we are not in an emer-
gency. But this Senator admits that
under the 1990 budget agreement, if the
President and the Congress say there is
an emergency, there is. In this case,
the reason for the emergency is to
allow us to spend money we could not
otherwise spend. And guess what that
is going to do? That money is all going
to get spent without any accounting
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under the caps. And, Madam President,
we still have a little money left over
under the caps because we underspent
in the 1993 appropriations bills.

Guess what? In about 1 month or 6
weeks, there will be another appropria-
tions bill coming through. It will be
the second urgent supplemental, or
some such thing. And because this did
not count, this $16 billion did not
count, we can probably fit some new
spending in under those caps. In a
sense, the American taxpayer is going
to get it on both sides. We are going to
pay taxes, supposedly 295 billion dol-
lars’ worth, to reduce the deficit. We
have in place a congressionally adopted
law that would apply a substantial
number of billions of dollars against
the deficit because we have underspent
the caps. We will come along now, how-
ever, and say this new $16 billion is not
subject to any of that. It is an emer-
gency and thus we will leave open room
under the discretionary caps—although
it may be a strain because most of that
saving is in defense.

Surely some can come to the floor
and say, ‘‘Let us use the extra defense
money within that cap to spend on this
next urgent supplemental,"” which will
come running through here and which
will probably have to do with the disas-
ter relief for farmers and others.

So, point No. 1, there is no emer-
gency. This should not have been de-
clared an emergency. It is a budget
game to permit Congress and the Presi-
dent to spend more money; money they
would not spend under the existing law
of the land because they would need 60
votes here and a majority of the votes
in the House for it to be in order. But
it is going to get spent anyway.

And that Budget Act point of order
that keeps us from just throwing
money away is wiped out, so that we
can come along and spend even some
more money, while the taxpayers of
the United States are out there being
Mr. and Mrs. Sucker. They kind of
think we have a grand plan, but they
are beginning to wonder: What grand
plan? Looks like a grand plan to tax
us. And we are not so sure that Btu
tax—that energy tax—we are not so
sure that is so very good. Some are
saying Btu means big time unemploy-
ment, which it very well could be.

So, from this point on, I am hopeful
that, under our leader here on the Re-
publican side, we can eventually have a
number of votes to make our case.

My friend, the Senator from Okla-
homa, has an excellent amendment re-
garding this emergency designation
clause, which will take this right to
the American people. They will under-
stand, hopefully with this statement
tonight and the debate on that amend-
ment, what a budget charade this is.

There will be others to point out pro-
grams here that are just good Federal
programs that everybody loves. We are
going to love them so much that we are
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going to say, even if it requires that we
declare an emergency and use a phony
name ‘‘stimulus,” we are going to put
more money into those good programs.

Well, how does that stack up against
this hue and cry from the American
people that we ought to be reducing
the deficit?

So, from my standpoint, sooner or
later it will be determined that this is
not a stimulus package. It is close to
porkbarrel. If it is stimulus, it is going
to be the most expensive production of
jobs by the Federal Government that
we have ever seen. One estimate is
$89,000 a job. That is incredible.

What it really means is that this is
not a jobs bill. It is a bill to put out
more money in Federal programs, some
of which are very popular. If we do it
this way, we have more to spend next
year because the caps that are in exist-
ence are going to give us more room
this year to spend on supplementals.
Then next year, this ongoing spending
will be outside of the cap again, the
overall cap on discretionary spending,
and we will be able to spend more
money on top of this for other pro-
grams because we will have already
taken care of some of these programs
with the new funding in this bill.

With that I thank the Chair, I thank
the Senate, and I yield the floor.

Mr. KERREY. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has suggested the
absence of a quorum. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President
and Members of the Senate, earlier I
stated that discussions were underway
among the managers, interested Sen-
ators, the distinguished Republican
leader, and myself, in an effort to reach
an agreement on how best to proceed
with consideration of the pending bill.
It now appears that no agreement is
possible at this time. However, I have
been advised by the Republican leader
that Republican Senators are prepared
to offer Amendments in the current
procedural framework and accordingly
it is my judgment, absent any agree-
ment at this time, that we should pro-
ceed in that regard.

Senators should be aware now that
amendments will shortly be offered,
that there may well be—indeed I expect
that there will be—a vote or votes this
evening, depending upon how lengthy
the debate on the first and subsequent
amendments. I do not know what the
amendments will be so we will obvi-
ously have to review them and consider
them after their being offered.

Madam President, I yield the floor
and invite any comment the distin-
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guished Republican leader wishes to
make.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I think
the Senate majority leader has accu-
rately stated the present cir-
cumstances. I think it is fair to say
there are some on this side who are
prepared to offer amendments, even
though they know in this case they
would be eliminated if later on we
adopted the substitute by the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia.
Frankly I must say on this side of the
aisle there is almost a unanimous feel-
ing that we should not pass this stimu-
lus package and that we have the votes
to prevent that from happening. So I
do not know how the leadership will
proceed, but while we are trying to de-
termine which avenue to pursue, at
least we would be offering an amend-
ment.

Senator BROWN from Colorado is pre-
pared to do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, let me
just reiterate that in accordance with
the earlier understanding that I think
was had here among the distinguished
Republican leader, the distinguished
majority leader, and myself and others,
I was prepared and am prepared to offer
a motion to recommit with instruction
to report back the House bill together
with the Appropriations Committee
substitute, including the amendments
that have been adopted. And that
would be open to amendments.

That is the simplest chart in the rule
book. That would be open to amend-
ments, open in two degrees: No three.
So that would give Senators an oppor-
tunity to offer their amendments and
in accordance with the understanding
that I thought we were trying to work
out—and I fully understand the Repub-
lican leader's inability at this point to
achieve that objective for reasons over
which he has no control—that would
have enabled us, if we could have got-
ten time agreements on the amend-
ments, to have completed work on the
bill at a reasonable hour.

Another of the objectives that I have
sought from the beginning on this bill
is to act on a package that the House
will accept and that will avoid having
to go to a conference. And I have a
good reason to believe, after some dis-
cussions I have had through my staff
with some people on the other side,
that the House would probably agree,
and without any problem at all, to the
amendment the committee agreed to
having to do with retaining the current
law in connection with the formulas in
respect to summer jobs, and would
agree to the amendment that Senator
HATFIELD and I had joined in offering
that would eliminate some of the what
I refer to as kooky items, and would
also agree to the reduction by $105 mil-
lion in the IRS and the GSA accounts.
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So I do not think we have any prob-
lem in the House with those amend-
ments. We probably would not even
have to go to conference. That was one
of the objectives that I sought, as I
tried to protect this jobs package from
attack. Having accomplished what I
think was a major step when the Presi-
dent, and the Senator from Louisiana,
and the Senator from Oklahoma, and
the Senator from Arizona, agreed upon
a nonlegislative approach to the prob-
lems that those Senators had raised—
having achieved that step I felt that we
were well on our way toward acting on
this bill and, hopefully, of protecting it
against further attack.

I was willing to go to the extent that
1 suggested, that of offering a motion
to recommit which would give all Sen-
ators—all Senators—an opportunity to
offer their amendments. They would
not have to worry about any tree wip-
ing them out, at least early on. And if
I could get an agreement on the
amendments I would only want to pro-
tect myself fully against any line-item
veto and enhanced rescission amend-
ment.

But it appears that approach cannot
be taken at this time. So Senators will
call up their amendments, there will
not be any time agreements with re-
spect to amendments, no points of
order are waived so they can call up
their amendments to the bill and to
the committee substitute and, in the
final analysis, if this is the road we are
going to proceed on, there will come a
time when the Senate will vote up or
down on the committee substitute.

I say to my friends on the other side,
the way is still open. If they really
want the opportunity that they have
been talking about on the floor, the op-
portunity that I have been hearing
about, that they want to offer amend-
ments and feel that they are offering
amendments that will be adopted to
the underlying, basic measure, I am
willing to proceed in that fashion if we
can agree on the number of amend-
ments, so we will have some identifica-
tion on them and can work out some
time agreements.

I close by saying to the distinguished
Republican leader, if he is still able to
achieve this, he and the majority lead-
er go down the road and work out a
time agreement, fine; I will be happy to
work with them. I yield the floor.

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FEINGOLD). The Senator from Ne-
braska.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, may I
inquire what the order is? I ask the dis-
tinguished President pro tempore to
answer the question. I had earlier dis-
cussed speaking, and at the time we
were considering a unanimous-consent
request. Seeing there is not going to be
one at the moment, I assume now is an
appropriate time to speak.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator would be
well within his rights to proceed. I had
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hoped if we were able to work out a
time agreement to include in the time
agreement some time for the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska to
speak. But no time agreement has been
achieved at this point. The Senator has
the floor and he may proceed.

Mr. KERREY. I thank the President
pro tempore.

Mr. President, I rise this evening in
opposition to H.R. 1335, the emergency
supplemental appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1993, also known as the
President’s stimulus package.

I do so with great regret because of
my respect for what President Clinton
is trying to do: avoid a triple-dip reces-
sion. And I do so, with considerable re-
gret, as a consequence of my respect
for the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee, the President pro tempore
of the Senate.

I do so knowing that the stimulus
package would provide some money for
the State of Nebraska; that we are not
going to receive some Federal money if
this stimulus package is not approved
that otherwise we would receive. The
department and agencies of the Federal
Government have been very quick to
supply me with a list of $66 million
that Nebraska would receive under this
spending bill.

There is no question that Nebraska
could quickly obligate additional fund-
ing for highways, mass transit, com-
munity development, rural housing,
water, sewer projects, the so-called tra-
ditional stimulus areas. There is also
no question that we have human needs
that beg to be addressed. Head Start,
Chapter 1, immunization programs,
Pell grants are high priorities, as are
the proposals to renovate and modern-
ize our veterans hospitals. Finally, it is
difficult for me to oppose funding for
programs designed to advance tech-
nology and particularly the application
of technology and networking in the
classroom.

Mr. President, I choose to vote
against this stimulus package because
I believe it has been given a stature
that it does not deserve. Its economic
significance is at best marginal in that
it generates a net 200,000 temporary
jobs, At worst, it puts us and interest
groups that call upon us in a mood to
spend more money.

Thus, I choose to vote against this
new spending because I have concluded
that the risk is not worth the gain. The
risk is that by voting for this new
spending, we lose the edge that we need
as representatives to say no, and as a
result, fail to reduce our fiscal deficit.

Proponents of the stimulus package
point out that investing in these areas
would give us a jump on the process of
altering our spending to place a higher
priority on human needs and begin to
invest in the technologies which prom-
ise to make our Nation more competi-
tive and prosperous in the years ahead.

Mr. President, this stimulus package
is not the best vehicle to begin this ef-
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fort. Instead, I believe we took the
most important step in restructuring
those priorities last week, with the
adoption of the budget resolution, and
we did so in a way that reduces the def-
icit by §502 billion over the next 5
years.

This was much more than a budget
resolution, Mr. President. It is the be-
ginning of a fundamental change in the
way our Federal Government spends
money and the way the Federal Gov-
ernment operates. The central and
powerful idea behind the message of
President Bill Clinton is this: The eco-
nomic status quo is unacceptable.

It is unacceptable because too often
the Federal Government has been an
opponent rather than a partner to the
urgent need to create new jobs in an
extremely competitive workplace.
While American businesses and work-
ers have been struggling mightily to
increase their productivity, while de-
livering quality and value to their cus-
tomers, Federal policies have been only
occasionally supportive, and more
often than not have stood in the way.

Mr. President, we all know where we
need to change. The deficit is piling
debt upon debt. Health care costs are
driving workers on to welfare, jobs out
the window, and businesses done the
drain. Lobbyists have their hands at
our throats while we have our hands in
their pockets. Our public institutions,
especially schools and social service
agencies, are being crushed by paper-
work and regulation.

In the midst of this chaos, we have
been distracted and have not seen what
is going on in the American workplace.
The facts are we have around 100 mil-
lion private sector jobs in America.
These taxpaying workers support a lot
of Government effort. Their taxes pay
the wages of 18.5 million Government
workers. Their taxes support the in-
comes of 46 million retirees.

Mr. President, our No. 1 concern as
we debate the economic stimulus pack-
age is the lack of job creation in Amer-
ica. Our No. 1 goal is more American
jobs. We share this objective because
we all know the value of a job. A job is
much more than just a paycheck. A job
is a source of income, of pride, and of
self-reliance.

To see how difficult job creation is
today, we must look at the world from
the vantage of the American work-
place. From this vantage we see two
dramatic and interrelated phenome-
non.

The first is a very sharp and impres-
sive improvement in the growth of pro-
ductivity in manufacturing and serv-
ices. In 1992, U.8. productivity grew 2.8
percent, our best performance since
1971. If we are able to sustain this rate,
Americans will double their standard
of living in a generation, and grow at a
rate that we have not matched since
the early 1970's.

There is no short cut to achieving
gains in productivity. Skills, personal
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preparedness, attention to the detail
that becomes total guality, the desire
to improve and satisfy the needs of cus-
tomers, organizational efficiency, and
a finished product or service that can
be sold for a profit, all of these and
more are needed.

Economic success occurs only when
we are individually and collectively be-
coming more productive. This is not
the rhetoric of applause lines, but ap-
plause lines will not put food on the
table or jobs in our country.

For human beings to excel—and
make no mistake we rise and fall as a
Nation according to our capacity to
achieve excellence—there must be a
willingness to toil long and hard for a
purpose. All the special programs de-
signed to make it possible for people to
learn and achieve greatness is no sub-
stitute for individual initiative. With-
out courage, a good plan is just words.

And there is a lot of courage out
there in the American workplace right
now, Mr. President. The United States
still produces more output per worker
than any Nation on Earth. Because we
do, our collective standard of living is
still the highest. One follows the other
as surely as night follows day. But
there is no short cut.

The hard truth of politicians trying
to satisfy the demand of audiences who
want us to do something is that very
often the best course of action is for us
to do nothing. The less we yield to the
temptation of protecting individuals or
industries from the rigorous require-
ments of competition, the more our
economy will prosper. Subsidies and
protection must be the exception and
not the rule.

So the first phenomenon, Mr. Presi-
dent, tells us we are winning the most
important battle of all. While I believe
there is much to be done, let us not
make the mistake of striving to use
Government to improve things only to
find out once again that we have made
things worse.

This does not mean we should stand
around the job site idly leaning on our
shovels. There is much work to do. It
does not mean we should be blind or in-
sensitive to the painful consequences of
a competitive marketplace. Nor does it
mean I am proposing to trust the invis-
ible hand of the market to perform all
good and wonderful things. It only
means that if our goal is good jobs and
good wages, then we must create an en-
vironment that allows America’s entre-
preneurs—those individuals who create
the jobs that support the economy and
our Government—to innovate, grow,
and prosper.

The second phenomena which is evi-
dent in the American workplace is an
unusually high level of anxiety about
the permanence of employment. Amer-
ican workers fear their job could be
gone tomorrow. Only 15 percent of to-
day’s laid off workers believe they will
get their job back.
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The culprits generating this fear are
four trends which we have alternately
ignored or made worse with foolish tax,
trade, and regulatory policies. The four
are large corporate downsizing; global
competition in services and manufac-
turing; automation, again in services
as well as manufacturing; and the tend-
ency of cost-conscious managers to use
temporary, contract, and part-time
help. Dubbed the four horsemen of the
workplace, they have generated apoca-
lyptic change challenging our concepts
of job security and stability.

For this second phenomena, Mr.
President, help is unquestionably need-
ed, and just as unquestionably we are
fortunate to have a President who is
prepared to do just that.

The old ways of helping will no
longer work. We have erected a com-
plicated and porous safety net that has
institutionalized poverty. We have
built-in disincentives to work. We pe-
nalize people when their incomes rise.
We punish students who try to enter
the workplace prior to graduating from
high school.

I believe the best way to help Ameri-
cans compete and succeed in today's
workplace is through radical reform of
our education and our health care in-
stitutions.

Every year, Mr. President, we spend
hundreds of billions of dollars for edu-
cation and health care. In this budget
resolution, we will increase health care
spending at the Federal level from $284
to $318 billion.

I have heard many of my colleagues,
particularly on the other side of the
aisle, come to the floor and say Demo-
crats are proposing a Government
takeover of health care. Then I have
heard them stand and oppose reason-
able efforts to constrain the growth of
Federal spending. Mr. President, Fed-
eral spending or health care of $318 bil-
lion next year is an awful lot of money,
especially when considered together
with $145 billion in spending at the
State and local level.

In fact, Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments already account for nearly
two-thirds of all of the non-out-of-
pocket expenditures for health care.

What is needed is more competition
in both areas. Health care and edu-
cation are two of our least competitive
environments. We need more account-
ability for outcome so we as purchasers
of the services compare results. But we
also, Mr. President—and this is much
more difficult—need personal respon-
sibility so that we as consumers of the
services have incentives to excel aca-
demically and to stay healthy as well.
President Clinton, fortunately for us,
recognizes that health care costs
threaten to undo constructive work in
every other area.

Mr. President, I believe we should ex-
tend the right of health care access to
all Americans. I do not want a single
American to have to prove they are
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poor enough, or to prove they are old
enough, or to get blown up in a war be-
fore they are deemed worthy of health
care. I do not want a single American
to discover that after paying for a pol-
icy for 25 years they are not eligible
when they finally need care.

In short, Mr. President, I believe we
will fail in our effort to get health care
costs under control in a manner which
will encourage job growth unless we
eliminate all doubt about access to
health care. But as we extend this
right, let us make it clear to Ameri-
cans that responsibilities accompany
that right, responsibilities to make a
contribution, both in money and in
health in controlling costs.

We need to recognize we can no
longer afford to give out free lunches
anymore. Whether the generosity is ex-
tended to a hospital that underbids and
overexamines, or a doctor who extracts
more from the system than even his
colleagues believe is justified, or a law-
yer who attempts to do the same, or an
insurance company crying out for more
tax subsidies while ignoring the cries
of their beneficiaries, or a wealthy
American who can pay his own way, or
a poor American who can pay a little,
or finally a politician on election day
who wants to spend just a little more
in some favorite area of the health care
system: we must face reality; the hour
of truth has finally arrived.

Fortunately, we have a President
who has faced that reality and told us
and the American people that it is time
to change.

But change is frightening to some.
They want the old days back again.
They prefer the quiet days of the sta-
tus quo. Milton, seeing democracy
spread through Europe, observed the
change. He said:

“In dim eclipse disastrous twilight sheds
On half the nations, and with fear of change
Perplexes monarchs.”

Well, let the monarchs shake their
head in fits of nostalgia for the old
order, Mr. President. I am ready to
shake out the dust and make way for
the new.

But, Mr. President, it is the budget
resolution we passed last week, and not
this stimulus package, which rep-
resents the beginning of this change.
Not only does it reduce the deficit by
$502 billion over the next 5 years, it
also calls for focusing our attention on
the human skills and talents needed for
a high-wage economy. With this budg-
et, we start to invest in our people, an
investment that is long overdue.

But at the same time, Mr. President,
we must with certainty slay this defi-
cit which, like Freddy Krueger, of the
dreadful series ‘‘Nightmare on Elm
Street,” keeps coming back to haunt
us. This stimulus package sends a mes-
sage that we prefer the easy course of
more spending rather than the difficult
course of real change.

As attractive as it would be to issue
a series of press releases taking credit
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for this borrowed money, I cannot do
it. This is $16.2 billion plus interest of
money we do not have to spend. We
will borrow in order to finance the
spending. In doing so, we weaken our
resolve to resist all those friends who
are opposing the spending cuts in the
budget resolution just passed.

Mr. President, the simple and dif-
ficult truth for us and America is that
our most difficult problems will not be
solved with increased Federal spending.
Press releases announcing more money
cannot paper over deep problems in the
American workplace, frightening dete-
rioration of the American family, and
difficult structural problems with
America's Federal Government.

Mr. President, if we want to create
jobs with our action, then we must do
some things that do not involve new
spending.

First, we must acknowledge up front
and without apology that for working
American families of all incomes the
price of Government has gotten too
high. The very people we want to help
with new spending are the ones who are
paying the bulk of the bills.

Second, we should affirm that if new
jobs are our goal, then our policies
should embrace the spirit of entre-
preneurial capitalism. Those who need
the least amount of help will do the
most good. Not only should we pay par-
ticular attention to taxes and regula-
tion which can choke the breadth of
U.S. entrepreneurs, but we should take
care that we do not kill with words the
goose that lays the golden eggs of jobs.

Third, we should declare that wage
and price controls are poor policy no
matter what the objective. These are
not the best ways to get health care
costs under control. These actions
would simply and unnecessarily dam-
age one of America's leading institu-
tions. A better solution, which I intend
to talk about at greater length at an-
other time, would be to establish a
Federal health care trust fund and
agree that the Federal Government
must use this fund and not borrowed
money to pay all its health care bills.
This would create the fiscal discipline
that we need to control cests and
would produce immediate deficit reduc-
tion.

Fourth, we should do more to face
the bitter truth that growth in manda-
tory spending programs is unaccept-
ably high. I was a cosponsor of the
Nunn-Domenici amendment to cap en-
titlements because I fear for our coun-
try when I look at the 20-year trend
lines of these programs. Mandatory
spending represents over 60 percent of
total Federal spending. The top five en-
titlement programs—Social Security,
Medicare, Medicaid, other retirement
programs, and unemployment com-
pensation—totaled $587 billion this fis-
cal year.

And next year, do not let any one
think that we are not being generous.
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Next year, those programs will in-
crease by $44 billion. These facts dre
why the President is right when he
says all deficit reduction is over-
whelmed by the increases that we see
in health care alone.

While I believe strongly that Social
Security recipients, particularly low-
income Social Security recipients,
should never have to fear cuts in their
benefits, we must take care that we do
not stand down here and simply pander
to the audience of older Americans. I
tell you that American seniors know
better than most of us what America
can accomplish if we are willing to sac-
rifice. Mr. President, to simply fund a
$225 increase per recipient in annual re-
tirement payments this year will cost
American taxpayers $50 billion over the
next 5 years. It is a double whammy for
Americans paid by the hour to have to
shoulder such a large share of the bur-
den for deficit reduction as a result of
higher than necessary payroll taxes as
well as the greatest number of jobs lost
due to budget cuts.

Fifth, we have to overcome our fear
of being criticized by our friends in
education and say the truth out loud:
American schools are a mess. Most per-
form below the rigorous requirements
of today's workplace. I am prepared to
spend more money—particularly in
poor districts—but I need to see com-
parable reductions in administrative
expenses, and I need to see a lot more
competition as well.

Those who think I am standing here
school bashing, I recommend you look
at what Thomas Sobol, the commis-
sioner of education for the State of
New York, did this past Wednesday. He
asked the regents to endorse a broad
policy change to include work in the
school day and as a prerequisite for a
diploma. According to the New York
Times, he said:

The proposal would in the most basic
sense, change the way schools teach, refocus-
ing education to include work experience
and lessons about work skills in all curricu-
lums.

Dr. Sobol's critique of our schools is
on target:

We have reached a point in history when
social and economic trends create a crisis for
many young people in the transition from
education to workplace. Research, our con-
stituents, and the public tell us our students
are not prepared for this new workplace as
well as they should be.

Mr. President, in another 5 or 6
weeks, about 2 million young Ameri-
cans will be given high school diplo-
mas. They will wear their caps and
gowns in graduation ceremonies. In my
State of Nebraska some 20,000 to 22,000
will graduate. I venture to say that of
the 70 percent or so that are going into
the workplace, half of those young peo-
ple are not prepared. They do not have
the skills they need today, let alone
the capacity over the course of their
lives, to adjust to the demands of the
workplace.
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Mr. President, I want to present one
fact which tells me that not all edu-
cation problems can be solved with new
Federal money. Indeed, I must tell you,
this one fact is as chilling a fact as I
ever heard. In 1972, 116,630 American
students scored over 600 on the Scho-
lastic Aptitude Test on the verbal side.
But in 1992, with more students taking
the test, the number of students that
scored over 600 on the SAT verbal fell
to 75,243.

Mr. President, that is a 50 percent de-
cline in the performance of our best
students on the verbal side.

I am prepared to argue that this de-
cline has little to do with what is going
on in schools and a lot more to do with
what is not going on in our homes, We
simply, as adult parents, are not mak-
ing the effort needed to learn.

To those who believe we are, I want
to share the conclusion of another edu-
cator, Daniel Singal, noting the 50 to 60
point drop in the verbal SAT scores of
students going to selective colleges, he
concludes:

These kids are less able to understand
what they read than students a generation
ago, so they need shorter and easier assign-
ments. They are less able to write or think
or carry on a coherent argument. And, be-
cause they have read less and understand
less, they also know less.

Mr. President, I must tell you that
despite President Clinton’s effort to
turn this country around, despite what-
ever else we do at the Federal level, un-
less we address that deterioration of
our children’s reading and writing
skills, their capacity to persuade will
deteriorate, tneir capacity to earn a
living in the marketplace will deterio-
rate, their ability to participate in de-
mocracy as informed citizens will dete-
riorate, their ability to be parents will
deteriorate. Everything rests, in my
judgment, upon the quality of edu-
cation we provide our young people.

At this hour I believe we are very for-
tunate to be led by President Clinton,
who has demonstrated that he has the
courage to tell the American people
the truth. He has begun the process of
change, which Americans in large num-
bers desire.

However, Mr. President, the changes
we are fighting for this year must not
be change for change’s sake. In an

essay called, ‘‘Defining Deviancy
Down" in the winter, 1993 issue of
American Scholar, Senator DANIEL

PATRICK MOYNIHAN accurately de-
scribes the dangers of morally blind po-
litical correctness.

We do not only have economic trou-
bles in America. All of us who have ob-
served the statistics of teenage preg-
nancy, who have looked at rising vio-
lence by teenagers in the United States
who have examined the numbers sur-
rounding our families, know that we
have been making some terrible mis-
takes. No health care or education pro-
grams done at the Federal level will
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make our children healthier c. better
educated unless America’s most power-
ful institution, the American family, is
strengthened. No crime bill will turn
back the tide of violence in America
unless adults set the example and pro-
vide the role models young boys and
girls need in a difficult world.

In short, Mr. President, some things
should not change. They should be our
foundation, our rock. They should
guide us through the dark and stormy
waters of our lives. The hymn, ‘‘Abide
with Me" carries the message well:
Change and decay in all around I see;

O Thou, who changest not, abide with me!

I believe in the need for a secular
Government, Mr. President, but its
reach must and will always be limited.
It cannot change the hearts of men and
women who have not acquired the abil-
ity to tell right from wrong. The quiet
battles by Americans to teach them-
selves and their children, their battles
to set an example with their personal
behavior. These will determine the
shape of tomorrow.

Out of respect for the poetic pref-
erences of the senior Senator from
West Virginia I close with an early
Emily Dickinson poem, which de-
scribes the internal battles so crucial
for our country.

To fight aloud, is very brave—
But gallanter, I know

Who charge within the bosom

The Cavalry of Woe—

Who win, and nations do not see—
Who fall—and none observe—
Whose dying eyes, no County
Regards with patriotic love—

We trust, in plumed procession
For such the Angels go—

Rank after Rank, with even feet—
And Uniforms of Snow.

Mr. President, again, with great re-
spect and great regret, I urge my col-
leagues not to support this stimulus
package, and instead to focus their
support on the efforts to change our
spending priorities contained in the
budget resolution and to do the dif-
ficult work of making sure not only
that we create new jobs in America,
but that we create a higher moral
standard, as well.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I want
to commend the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska for that very, very fine
statement. I think he was right on in
deploring this stimulus package, which
I think is overweighted items that cer-
tainly are not of an emergency nature;
overweighted with items that are
clearly not of an economic stimulus
nature.

What we have here in this stimulus
package, Mr. President, is the old
story, just as the Senator from Ne-
braska said. We can all have press re-
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leases out in our home States talking
about the wonderful things that are in
the stimulus package, but there is
never one mention that we do not pay
for it. It is the old story. We once again
increase the deficit of the United
States of America by, in this case, $16
billion and send the bill to our children
and our grandchildren.

Mr. President, that is wrong. There
was a great Governor in California
named Earl Warren. I will never forget
when he said to the people in Califor-
nia, he said: The people of California
can have anything they want, anything
they want, as long as they are willing
to pay for it.

What this stimulus package is say-
ing: The people of the United States
can have 16 billion dollars’ worth of
goodies, but of course you do not have
to pay for it. Your children, or some-
body else—your great grandchildren,
your grandchildren—will pay for it.

Mr. President, the most important
single thing we can do for this country
of ours is not to pass some ersatz stim-
ulus package; it is to reduce these defi-
cits.

That is not me speaking. That is the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve.

And let me quote from Dr. Alan
Greenspan's testimony before the Fi-
nance Committee on March 24, 5 days
ago. This is what he said, Mr. Presi-
dent:

The deficit is a corrosive force that already
has begun to eat away at the foundations of
our economic strength.

Later, he goes on to say, as he winds
up this message—and 11 pages were to-
tally devoted to the dangers of the defi-
cit to the United States of America—
“Let me conclude by reiterating my
central message: The deficit is a malig-
nant force in our economy."”

That is pretty strong language, Mr.
President—*‘* * * a malignant force in
our economy. How the deficit is re-
duced is very important. That it be
done is crucial.”

In other words, he discusses taxes
and reduced spending. But he comes to
the conclusion that how you do it is
important. Indeed, he thinks that in-
creased taxes is not the way to go. But
‘‘the crucial thing,” he said, “is that
the deficit be reduced, and allowing it
to fester''—these are the words he uses:
malignant, fester, corrosive—''would
court a dangerous erosion of our eco-
nomic strength and a potentially sig-
nificant deterioration in our real
standard of living."

That is not a Republican Senator
speaking, Mr. President. That is not
John Chafee speaking. That is the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve, Dr.
Alan Greenspan.

Mr. President, of course, whoever de-
signed this stimulus package had a
wild imagination that these things
were going to be of an emergency na-
ture, that they are going to do some-
thing to foster the very name of the
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package—stimulus, to the economy. It
has such things as $37 million for agri-
cultural research buildings. Come on,
is that going to stimulate the econ-
omy, $37 million for agricultural re-
search buildings?

How about this one: $64 million for
something that has the longest name
in the United States of America; it
sounds like a British lord’s name: Na-
tional Telecommunications and Infor-
mation Administration Public Tele-
communication Facilities Planning
and Construction Program to Promote
the Development and Use of Broad
Band Interactive Telecommunication
Networks.

How is that for a mouthful? And this
is emergency money, borrowed, meant
to stimulate the economy. We cannot
pay for it, oh, no. We have to rush and
get it, to promote the development and
use of broad band interactive tele-
communication networks. If the pro-
ponents of this legislation could tell
me how that will stimulate the econ-
omy, I would be delighted to hear it.

Here are some other ones: $48 million
for the Department of Energy supply,
research, and development activities;
$28 million to purchase 10,000 alter-
native fuel vehicles.

I yield to no one with my support for
efforts to prevent deterioration of our
environment. But to say that to pur-
chase 10,000 alternative fuel vehicles is
an economic stimulus, or is an emer-
gency, or is going to do something
about unemployment in the Nation, I
think we will all agree that just is not
accurate.

Here is $197 millon for strategic re-
search initiatives at the National
Science Foundation. Mr. President, of
course, there are some good things in
this package we are all for. There are
lots of good things. There are summer
jobs. There are opportunities for in-
creased immunization of our young
people. There are improvements in the
Head Start Program. These are good
programs. But why do the proponents
not suggest that we pay for them? Why
do they not suggest a tax? This came
out as a spending program only. That
is the way it went through the House.
That was part of the budget resolution
that we had here. Now it is coming for-
ward in the Senate in this way. I think
it is wrong what we are doing to our
children and grandchildren by foisting
upon them $16 billion of additional
money that they have to pay for so
that we can do some wonderful things
that we would like to do.

S0, Mr. President, am I opposed to
raising taxes? No. I have supported tax
increases on this floor many a time.
But what I want to see the money go
for, Mr. President, is a reduction of
this deficit that is a corrosive, malig-
nant, that is festering, and it is de-
stroying the economic fabric of our Na-
tion. I thank the Chair.
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AMENDMENT NO. 279

(Purpose: To prevent funds from being used
to assist certain projects through Commu-
nity Development Grants)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 279.

On page 56, line 7, strike *'$2,536,000,000"
and insert ''$2,432,486,654"".

On page 56, line 24, strike the period, and
insert a colon and the following: “‘Provided
further, That none of the foregoing amount
may be used to assist the following projects:

“(1) Foster Park tennis and basketball
court resurfacing and color coating in Evans-
ton, Illinois.

(2) Anthony Oats Park and pool renova-
tion in Evansville, Indiana.

**(3) Expansion of shopping 'center at 165th
Street, in Hammond, Indiana.

‘(4) Miscellaneous pool repairs in Bir-
mingham, Alabama.

**(6) Tennis court resurfacing in Florence,
Alabama.

*{6) Orpheum Theatre renovation in Phoe-
nix, Arizona.

*(T) Alan Witt Park aquatics facility and
ball fields in Fairfield, California.

‘“(8) MLK Park, construction of 27,000
square foot community recreation center
with indoor pool, in Los Angeles, California.

*Y(9) Fairmount Park boathouse restoration
in Riverside, California.

*(10) Villegas Park soccer field in River-
side, California.

“(11) Ocean Beach commercial revitaliza-
tion project in San Diego, California.

“(12) Art Ark, 29-unit new construction
live and work unit, in San Francisco, Cali-
fornia.

“(13) Swimming Pool refurbishment in
Thornton, Colorado.

“(14) Poli/Majestic Theatres in Bridgeport,
Connecticut.

*(15) Northwood Cemetery drainage system
and roadway in cemetery in Hartford, Con-
necticut.

“(16) Facade improvement, renovation of 47
commercial building facades in Hartford,
Connecticut.

*(17) Construct ice skating warming hut at
Union Pond Park in Manchester, Connecti-
cut.

“*(18) Greens Harbor Beach in New London,
Connecticut.

*(19) Capitol Theater in New London, Con-
necticut;

*(20) Golf course, parks, recreation, in
Daytona Beach, Florida.

**(21) Key West Bight Marina development
in Key West, Florida.

*(22) Whispering Pines Park, recreation
center, in Port St. Lucie, Florida.

“(23) New Jersey Performing Arts Center
in Newark, New Jersey.

*(24) West Las Vegas Arts Center in Las
Vegas, Nevada.

*(25) Basketball court at Fox Hill Park in
St. Charles, Missouri.

*(26) Inkster Community Shopping Center,
50,000-60,000 commerce shopping center
project in Inkster, Michigan.

*(27) Northwest Family Center, with two
gymnasiums, indoor pool and outside ball
fields, in Huntsville, Alabama.

“(28) Optimist Park athletic facility (in-
door and outdoor) baseball field, gymnasium
and soccer field in Huntsville, Alabama.
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*(29) Desert West Park in Phoenix, Ari-
zZona.

*(30) Construction of youth park project to
include baseball, soccer, tennis, gymnasium,
roads, utilities, and lighting in Jonesboro,
Arkansas.

*(31) Soccer field improvements in Bell
Gardens, California.

‘(32) Agua Mansa Cemetery, historical site
restoration work, in Colton, California.

‘Y(33) Fairfield Sports Park, in Fairfield,
California.

**(34) Construct youth sports complex, in-
cluding baseball, soccer, softball, and other
athletic fields in Merced, California.

‘(35) Tuolumne River Regional Park, am-
phitheater and softball complex in Modesto,
California.

*(36) Improvements to Barnes Park (tennis
court relocation, infrastructure) in Monterey
Park, California.

‘(37) Improvements to Elder Park (tennis
courts, bathrooms, picnic areas, ADA com-
pliance) in Monterey Park, California.

**(38) Reconstruct swimming pool in CDBG
area in South Gate, Georgia.

*(39) Playground renovations, 35th Street
Ballfield, Loveland Playground, Hil-Dar/
Housing Authority in Wheeling, West Vir-
ginia.

*'(40) Storefront Rehabilitation, rehabilita-
tion of storefronts in central business dis-
trict in Grand Forks, North Dakota.

‘(41) Renovation of historic mill for sports
shop complex in Central Falls, Rhode Island.

**(42) Construction of an alpine slide and
restaurant at Parque del Turabo recreational
facility in Gaguas, Puerto Rico.

‘*(43) Marketplace and art craft center in
Adjuntas, Puerto Rico.

‘‘(44) Brewery District Theater, construc-
tion of a new movie theater, in Columbus,
Ohio.

**(45) Falcon Park Baseball Stadium Rede-
velopment Project in Auburn, New York.

*(46) Proctors Theater, roofing, completion
of roof repair on historic downtown theater
in Troy, New York.

*(47) Constitution Soccer Field, grade field
and construct 6 adult and 4 youth soccer
fields, construct parking lots, restroom
structure and concession stand in Salinas,
California.

‘“(48) Civic center expansion
Leandro, California.

*(49) Downing Neighborhood Shopping Cen-
ter, a 25,000 square foot retail strip located in
an inner-city neighborhood in Denver, Colo-

in San

rado.

*(60) HCO/Hi-Ho site work in Bridgeport,
Connecticut.

“(51) Boykin Community Center, construc-
tion of a new gymnasium and reroofing the
building in Auburn, Alabama.

‘(562) Gymnasium lighting, North Bir-
mingham Recreation Center, Howze-Sanford
Recreation Center, and Ft. Heights Recre-
ation Center in Birmingham, Alabama.

“(53) Miscellaneous park improvements,
shelter repairs (picnic) in Birmingham, Ala-
bama.

“(64) Buffalo Ridge Park in Phoenix, Ari-
zona."'.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I took
the liberty of not going ahead with our
customary waiving of the reading so
that Members who may be listening
would have a chance to know the spe-
cific projects to which this amendment
relates.

It is a pretty straightforward amend-
ment. It simply outlines projects that
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will not be funded or should not be
funded under this measure and deletes
the amount of money that had been
earmarked for those projects.

Mr. President, this debate over this
bill embodies an honest and a sincere
difference of philosophy. One side has a
sincere interest in increasing jobs in
this country and of improving our
economy just as the other side does.
The difference is how you get there—
how you do it.

One side sincerely believes that to
improve the efficiency in Government,
reduce the deficit, and eliminate waste,
is the way to improve our economy, to
provide more meaningful good jobs, to
stimulate the private sector by having
lower interest rates, reducing the gov-
ernment deficit, and providing more
capital for investment in new jobs and
opportunities.

The other side sincerely believes the
way to increase job opportunity in
America and prosperity is to increase
Federal spending and to increase the
Federal deficit, and thus by that higher
deficit stimulate economic activity in
the private sector, and perhaps the
public sector, and to provide a better
way of life for Americans.

This is not about one side being good
and the other side being bad. It is
about a difference of philosophy, of
how you get to a commonly shared ob-
jective and goal, that is a stronger,
more viable, better economy for Amer-
ica and more meaningful, good paying
jobs for the men and women of this
country. It is a sincere difference of
philosophy.

I come here tonight as one who be-
lieves that the best way to get America
on track, to make us productive and
creative and efficient, is to make Gov-
ernment more efficient, and most of all
eliminate waste on the Federal level.
That is what I have attempted to do in
the amendment that is before this
body.

The amendment lays out specifically
so that Members can make their own
judgment about the value of projects
that this bill proposes to do. Let me
hasten to add that the bill does not
name those projects. The nature of the
amendment is to specifically indicate
projects which should not be funded
and to take out an appropriate amount
of money.

I think a reasonable and a fair ques-
tion that can be offered by those who
see the answer in higher Federal spend-
ing and higher deficits is what sort of
indication do you have that indeed
these projects are ones that are con-
templated by the community develop-
ment block grants?

Mr. President, for those who ask that
question, let me emphasize that I think
it is a reasonable question. Let me
refer them to the statement of Sec-
retary Cisneros when he spoke before
the VA-HUD subcommittee of the Ap-
propriations Committee in the House
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of Representatives. The statement was
on February 23 of this year. It address-
es this specific bill and this specific
subject.

Let me read from his remarks, from
the verbatim transcript, from page 983.
The Secretary is speaking, saying:

I have in front of me a listing, from the
U.S. Conference of Mayors, of projects ready
to go under the community development
block grant program.

Mr. President, that is the listing
from which I have come up with this
amendment.

The Secretary continues:

Normally, communities have 5 or 6 times
as many documented needs for CDBG's as
they can fund with annual appropriations.
The annual appropriation has been about $4
billion in the last 4 years, so $2.5 billion in
additional funding obligated at one lump
sum is a very significant amount. It comes
to about 60 percent of what any community
would receive. They will get it in a lump sum
obligation.

As you will be able to see by perusing this
information city by city, State by State,
these are projects that can go forward imme-
diately; streets, drainage, sidewalks, school
improvements, municipal facilities, rec-
reational facilities, things that are needed,
things that will create jobs.

Mr. President, again this is the list
that he spoke from. The project sheets
included that the Secretary referred to
are verbatim or at least summari-
zations of what he had offered to that
committee. The sheets look exactly
like this. They are simply a listing of
the project and the amount of money.

So the source of the amendment is
projects which the Secretary himself
had identified as available for funding
under this bill in which he had an in-
terest in funding, and the amount of
money that has been deducted from the
bill is the amount of money related to
the projects that the clerk just read.

The Secretary continues:

The distributional channels are well set.
The communities know how to use the
money. These projects, the Mayors tell me,
and I have had them come in now repeatedly,
including 30 Mayors of larger cities of Amer-
ica, to visit with the President, and they tell
me projects are designed, engineered, envi-
ronmentally cleared, permitted, and ready to
go. So from a perspective of stimulus pur-
poses, there is not a better program than the
CDBG program.

Mr. President, that is the statement
of Secretary Cisneros in indicating
that the administration was ready to
move on it and spend the money on the
projects which were outlined by him,
including the ones that are included in
the amendment.

Now, it should be clear that this
amendment does not include all of the
projects that the Secretary laid out. It
only includes some of the projects that
at least this Member feels, upon read-
ing the list, are the least deserving of
Federal money and least match the
purpose of this legislation. It does re-
duce the appropriations amount in this
bill by a little over $103 million, which
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is no small savings for any taxpayer.
The amount is $103,513,346.

Mr. President, I thought it appro-
priate to offer an amendment that
dealt specifically with projects that
Members could evaluate and their own
judgment as to whether that is worth
breaking the budget agreement for,
whether it is worth overspending the
budget, and whether truly these kinds
of projects fit in with the definition of
“emergency.’” I think by having the
specifics we give people the oppor-
tunity in this Chamber to make their
own judgments.

I think a fair gquestion at this point,
Mr. President, would indeed be, what is
an emergency for the purposes of Con-
gress?

Some Americans who listen in and
read our deliberations will wonder why
it is that this has become an issue. In
this Senator’s view, this has become an
issue because what is proposed to us is
not only just additional spending, but
it is quite importantly spending that
breaks the budget agreements of past
years.

In other words, Congress, by its own
action in a budget resolution, set a cap
on spending for each consecutive year.
This measure comes to us not within
that cap, the agreed upon amendment
that we would spend or the limit on the
amendment we would spend, but under
an emergency declaration that implies
that this matter is so important, of
such great emergency value, that you
have to throw aside the caps and the
limits on deficit spending.

I might say, my view on this is also
influenced by the fact that Congress
has not stayed within the total spend-
ing for that appropriated year. Let me
be specific. We are talking about the
overall spending limits. I think some
Members may point out that, indeed,
much of the problem with regard to our
overall spending limits are in the enti-
tlement areas. Let me say, I think that
is a fair observation and an accurate
one.

But the reality is, this stimulus
package, this overspending of the budg-
et, comes in a year when we have al-
ready had a deficit soar far higher than
anyone contemplated.

Last year, the deficit reached $290
billion. It will be higher in this fiscal
year. And so this proposal for addi-
tional spending comes to us not as
something to increase spending in a
year in which we have had a surplus,
because we have not; it does not come
to us as a way of increasing spending
that get us up to the limit of the defi-
cit which we planned for, because we
have already exceeded it; it comes to
us as a waiver of the spending limits
that Congress has already set through
the declaration of an emergency.

Now what is an emergency? If this
spending is a problem because it does
not truly fit the definition of an emer-
gency, surely it is fair to ask whether
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it is an emergency that we are talking
about.

Well, there does not appear to be a
specific definition in the statute. The
dictionary, though, defines emergency
this way:

A sudden and unexpected turn of events
calling for immediate action.

Well, is breaking the budget agree-
ment unexpected? Hardly. This Con-
gress has seemed to have done it on a
rather consistent basis.

Is this an immediate action? No, this
has been under contemplation for some
period of time.

The closest that I have been able to
find for a true definition of what an
emergency is comes in a report on the
cost of domestic and international
emergencies that was put out by the
Executive Office of the President, Of-
fice of Management and Budget. This
report dates from June 1991, but it is
the closest thing we could find to an
attempt by the executive branch to de-
fine emergency.

Here is what is says:

“For the purposes of defining spend-
ing provisions that qualify for an ex-
emption, the President uses the defini-
tion of an emergency requirement that
includes the following elements: the re-
quirement is a necessary expendi-
ture”—golf courses, necessary—'‘that
is sudden—ice skating rinks?—"‘ur-
gent'—tennis courts?—“and unfore-
seen."”

It is not permanent. These elements
defined as follows; what follows is the
definition included in this document.

“Necessary expenditures. An essen-
tial or vital expenditure, not one that
is merely useful or beneficial.”

Are the things included in this meas-
ure essential and vital? Are the golf
courses essential for America's future?
Are the swimming pools vital? My
guess is this has far more to do with
domestic politics and the rewarding of
partisans than it has to do with any-
thing that is essential or anything
vital.

The definition continues:

*No. 2, it should be sudden. Sudden is
defined as quickly coming into being,
not building up over time."

Sudden ice skating rinks? Well, per-
haps the water freezes overnight. But,
beyond that, the warming of the ice
skating rink hardly seems sudden.

“Urgent,”” the definition continues,
‘‘pressing, compelling, requiring imme-
diate action.”

When was the last time you saw a
compelling tennis court?

Mr. President, this measure, this so-
called emergency measure that is be-
fore this body, says a great deal more
about this Congress' sense of humor
than it does with regard to emer-
gencies.

“‘Unforeseen,”” the definition contin-
ues, ‘‘not predictable or seen before-
hand as a coming need. An emergency
that is part of an aggregate level of an-
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ticipated emergencies, particularly
when normally estimated in advance
would not be unforeseen.”

Mr. President, how could anyone
claim that the items that are listed in
this amendment fit into that defini-
tion?

“Not permanent. The need is tem-
porary in nature.”’

Mr. President, it is hard to imagine
that these items come under the nor-
mal definitions.

Mr. President, I have further obser-
vations that I hope will refine the
issue, but at this moment, I would like
to yield to the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire.

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

Mr. GREGG. I want to thank the
Senator from Colorado for bringing for-
ward this amendment, because it high-
lights the problems which this bill has.

We are a nation which is running——

Ms. MIKULSKI. Point of order, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I always thought,
under the rules of the Senate, when a
Senator yielded to another Senator, it
was for a question and not for an addi-
tional speech.

Would the Chair clarify that?

If I am out of order, then I would
withdraw my objection. If not, I won-
der if the Senator from New Hampshire
would state his question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognized the Senator in his
own right. My understanding was, he
was to take the floor in his own right
and not yielded to for a question.

Ms. MIKULSKI. If I may continue my
question of the Chair, has the Senator
from Colorado yielded to the Senator
or yielded the floor? And when one
yields to a Senator, is it not normally
for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. My un-
derstanding was that the Senator from
Colorado had yielded the floor and that
the Senator from New Hampshire had
sought recognition.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Well, this Senator—
continuing my parliamentary inquiry—
this Senator has been standing for
some time.

Had the Senator said “‘I yield the
floor,”” this Senator would have
claimed, along with the Senator from
New Hampshire, the right for the
Chair’s attention, but I do not believe
it happened quite that way.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, certainly
my intention was that Senators here
would have an opportunity to speak. I
will certainly complete my remarks at
another time.

I would be happy to yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Maryland.
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Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, regular
order. I believe the Chair had already
recognized me in my own right, if I in-
terpret the Chair's statement cor-
rectly.

Now, I do not really know that we
need to have an extended parliamen-
tary discussion here.

Ms. MILKULSKI. I would like the
Reporter to read back what the Sen-
ator from Colorado said. He said, “I
yield to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire’’ before yielding the floor.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I be-
lieve—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order, please.

The Chair’s understanding was that
the Senator from Colorado yielded the
floor, and I did recognize the Senator
from New Hampshire.

The Senator from Maryland now asks
to be recognized, and I am recognizing
the Senator from Maryland——

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the
event the Senator is asking a point of
order or some other consideration.

The Senator from Maryland.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, regular
order. Parliamentary inquiry. I believe
I was recognized and have the floor.

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

Mr. GREGG. Thank you Mr. Presi-
dent.

Again, I wish to rise in support of the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Colorado, who has, I think, done
this body a service by bringing forward
an amendment which clearly high-
lights the problem with this supple-
mental appropriation, which has been
called an economic stimulus package.
We are, as a nation, running approxi-
mately a $300 billion deficit, something
which the people of this country are
extremely concerned about.

Those of us who stood for election in
the last electoral cycle heard a great
deal about the deficit and talked a
great deal about the deficit. Yet, as one
of the first major items for legislation
before this body, we find that we are
confronted with a $16 billion-plus sup-
plemental which will aggravate the
deficit by that amount of dollars. It is
able to avoid the traditional rules rel-
ative to the budget process by being
cited as an emergency event. And what
the amendment of the Senator from
Colorado does so clearly is point out
that there is nothing about this supple-
mental, or at least about the items
that are affected by this amendment,
which have in their nature anything to
do with an emergency.

There are 24 projects for bike paths
in this supplemental, representing $40
million—24 bike path projects. As the
Senator from Colorado so aptly pointed
out, that is not an emergency.

Within those bike path proposals
which will be funded, according to the
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mayors’ list of what the projects are,
as was outlined by the Senator from
Colorado, they are not only building
bike paths but there is $800,000 for re-
search on bike paths. There are $450,000
for widening existing bike paths. And
there is $165,000 for something called
the Ice-age trail. One does not know
whether you can go on the Ice-age trail
on a bicycle or not. But let us assume
that you can and therefore we will put
it under the bike path list—24 projects
which are represented as maybe funded
by this proposal dealing with bike
paths. There are 13 projects which are
represented that may be funded which
involve parking lots. That is 17 million
dollars’ worth of parking lots. I am
sure this Nation is in great need of
parking lots. But we do not happen to
have the money right now to declare
an emergency to go out and build a lot
of parking lots. There are 15 projects
which are represented that may be
funded involving baseball fields and
tennis courts—21 million dollars worth
of baseball fields and tennis courts.

What is the emergency that we need
baseball fields and tennis courts? None
of them will get built by this spring
anyway when the baseball season
starts, so it is not for this baseball sea-
son, if that were the emergency, and I
doubt if that falls under the term
‘‘emergency,’’ even the most elastic ap-
plication of that word.

The problem here is that what we
have is a classic piece of legislation, it
is going to spend a lot of money on a
lot of projects which a lot of commu-
nity leaders may want but which are
not necessarily needed and which we
clearly cannot afford and which are ob-
viously not an emergency. And it is to-
tally appropriate that these funding
mechanisms which would fund these
items, as they have been proposed or
requested by the mayors and leaders of
these various communities, should be
deleted from the bill.

Thus, the Senator from Colorado has
done us a considerable service by bring-
ing forward this amendment to strike
from the bill what I believe is some-
where in the vicinity of $100 million of
funding, with specific reference to
these titles and these projects so that
we will not have this sort of spending
occurring at this time.

Now, it may be that these projects
make sense. But they do not qualify as
an emergency. And if they do make
sense, they need to be paid for. That is
the problem we have here with this
whole piece of legislation. These are
just examples, egregious ones I believe,
but they are examples of the fun-
damental flaw that this legislation rep-
resents, which is that it is spending
that is not paid for. It is spending
which will aggravate the deficit, and it
is spending, as a result of which, it will
not generate economic growth but will
generate economic contraction.

Because the American people are
smart enough to understand that, you
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are not going to expand this economy
by continuing to expand this deficit. In
fact, their message was very clear on
that point, I believe, last November.
They want the deficit brought under
control. They want cuts in spending to
occur. They do not want us to under-
take new spending without paying for
it. What they would really like us to do
is reduce the deficit, not aggravate the
deficit as this proposal does.

That is what they have asked for. Yet
in this piece of legislation we get just
the opposite. This section of this bill
could best be called, not an economic
stimulus bill, but a bill to promote
baseball and bicycling in America. We
can call it the bike path bill. Or we
could call it the parking lot bill. Or we
could call it the baseball field bill. But
let us not call it the economic stimulus
bill, because it is not. It is a bill to
take care of community interests
which may be in order at some point to
address but at this time are not. It is a
bill which has in it a lot of items which
simply are not an emergency. That is
regrettable.

Therefore, I strongly endorse the ef-
forts of the Senator from Colorado,
first, to highlight this failure of this
bill and point out that there is nothing
in the nature of an emergency about it,
especially as it applies to these items;
and, second, to point out that these
items are not going to energize eco-
nomic activity. In fact, a number of
them ironically create no jobs at all.

There is the building of three bike
paths in Modesto, CA, which are identi-
fied as creating no jobs. There are a
group of projects in San Luis Obispo,
CA, which cost $1 million which create
no jobs. There are a group of projects
representing $8 million in Fort Pierce,
FL, which create no jobs. There are a
series of projects in Atlanta, GA, total-
ing almost $10 million, which create no
jobs. They involve replacing a gym and
restoring a historic cemetery, but they
are represented as creating no jobs.

There is a project in Maui, CA, for
$1.3 million, which creates no jobs.
There are four projects in Gary, IN,
representing $1.1 million, which create
no jobs. There is a playground in Cedar
Rapids, IA, which creates no jobs. And
on and on the list goes.

It is not a jobs promotion effort. It is
not an emergency effort. It is your
classic “‘let us go out there and spend
some dollars from the taxpayers' wal-
lets’" effort. It is a baseball bill, and a
parking lot bill, and a bike path bill.
And it should be called that. Let us
apply none of these euphemisms to it.
And it is inappropriate because the
American people have to pay for it.
And the next generation has to pay for
it because the dollars are not here to
pay for it. This is a deficit bill and, as
such, it aggravates and puts weight
upon the future opportunity for pros-
perity of our children. And it is a mis-
take.
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Therefore, I again congratulate the
Senator from Colorado for having
brought forward this amendment which
so targets and points out the fun-
damental flaw of the theory behind
this bill with some very specific
points—24 bike path projects, $40 mil-
lion; 1 parking lot, $17 million; 5 bus
stops, $3 million; 15 baseball fields or
tennis courts, $21 million. How do we
explain that to the folks back home?

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. GREGG. Is the question put to
the Chair?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GREGG. Yes, I will yield to the
Senator for a question. I yield to the
Senator from West Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAU-
TENBERG). The Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BYRD. Can the Senator point to
these items in this bill? Can he find a
single one of these items that he has
been talking about in this bill?

Mr. GREGG. As the Senator from
West Virginia knows, those items are
not specifically listed in the bill. The
dollars that fund those items are in the
bill. As I would point out to you, Sec-
retary Pena has said those items will
be spent——

Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. GREGG. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado to read a statement
which reflects the answer to the ques-

tion.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a question about yielding the floor.
The Senator has no right to yield the
floor to another Senator for a state-
ment. The Senator has a right to re-
spond to a question if he so chooses,
but that is the extent of the Senator’s
right to yield the floor.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the President
for that point. I believe the Senator
from Colorado has a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Hampshire respond
to the question of the Senator from
West Virginia?

Mr. GREGG. I believe I did. I will be
happy to respond further, Mr. Presi-
dent, by stating the dollar figure for
this spending is in this bill. The spe-
cific projects are not listed in the bill,
but the process by which the adminis-
tration intends to fund projects has
been clearly outlined by the adminis-
tration leadership and the Cabinet Sec-
retaries, who are responsible for the
community development block grant,
and we have the list from the mayors.

In fact, the President said he wants
projects that are ready to go, and he
has asked for that list of the specific
proposals we talked about.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?
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Mr. GREGG. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado for a question, and I
yield to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BROWN. Does the Senator be-
lieve that the statement of Secretary
Cisneros of February 23, 1993, to the
Veterans, HUD Subcommittee of the
Committee of Appropriations in the
House in which he says, '‘I have in
front of me a list from the United
States Conference of Mayors of
projects ready to go under the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant Pro-
gram,’’ does the Senator believe that
that statement is an affirmation that
that is how the administration intends
to spend the money?

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from Colorado for his question. And I
will say that, yes, I do, and in fact be-
lieve the President has also made that
clear when stating that he wanted
these projects to be ready to go and he
asked the mayors and the Governors to
come forward with a list of projects.
The projects which we have been citing
in this discussion have been projects
which were excerpted from the mayors’
list of ready-to-go projects. And the
amendment which the Senator from
Colorado has offered specifically ad-
dresses those projects so that there can
be no doubt but that those projects will
not be funded.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the distinguished
Senator yield?

Mr. GREGG. I believe I said I would
yield to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia first for a question, and then I
will yield to the Senator from Texas
for a question. But the Senator from
Maryland wishes to get the floor, so it
is not a question of—

Ms. MIKULSKI. The Senator from
Maryland is very patient, and I will be
happy to yield to the Senator from
West Virginia for any questions he
might have for the next hour and a
half.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, does the
Senator from New Hampshire realize
that Mr. Panetta has written a letter,
which I have placed in the RECORD, a
letter that was addressed to me, in
which he says, ‘‘Let me assure you that
the administration does not support
funding for any of the types of projects
that the opponents of the legislation
speculated would be funded"? Is the
Senator aware of that letter?

Mr. GREGG. Yes, I have seen this let-
ter you are referring to, and I pre-
sume—well, I yield further to the Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Is the Senator aware of
the statement that the President stat-
ed to the effect that those who talk
about these fictitious projects could
look for years and they would never
find them in this bill? Can the Senator
point to these items in this bill?

Mr. GREGG. Reclaiming my time, I
appreciate the guestion of the Senator
from West Virginia. I believe I ad-
dressed that.
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The point is that in this bill, there
are not specific projects listed. How-
ever, the funding for the community
development block grant is as a gross
figure in the bill.

What the Senator from Colorado is
offering his amendment for is to make
sure that the specific list, which has
been referred to as the list we believe
will be the funded list—and I think it
has been in the public domain for quite
a while; certainly, Secretary Cisneros
was aware of it when he made his
statement, as a mayors' list, and the
President specifically asked for such a
list from Governors and mayors of
projects that are ready to go—that
that is the list that I think is logically
going to be the list that is funded off
of, because that is the ready-to-go-list,
and the President already said he
wants to get things going now.

Of course, on that list are these
items, and that is what we are talking
about deleting.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the distinguished
Senator yield?

Mr. GREGG. For a question.

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.

Is the distinguished Senator aware
that on the first amendment adopted
to this bill the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia, the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, listed
by name projects from the same list
that you speak of when he specifically
forbade funds being used from this act
to pay for white water canoeing facili-
ties on the Ocoee River? Is the Senator
aware of that?

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from Texas for pointing that out. I be-
lieve that to be an accurate statement.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield for
a question from the Senator from West
Virginia?

Mr. GREGG. I will follow up with the
Senator from Texas for a question, and
then I will be happy to yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. GRAMM. Is the Senator aware,
in an amendment previously offered,
that none of the funds in the bill would
be allowed to be spent on golf courses
and cemeteries?

Mr. GREGG. Yes, I believe the Sen-
ator from West Virginia made that his
first amendment to the bill.

Mr. GRAMM. Is the Senator aware
that fisheries atlases and studies of the
sicklefin chub were also specifically ex-
cluded?

Mr. GREGG. Yes, I believe the Sen-
ator from West Virginia made that as
part of his first amendment.

Mr. GRAMM. Is the Senator aware
that there was a major difference, how-
ever, between the amendment offered
by the distinguished chairman of the
committee and the ranking member
and the amendment offered by Senator
BROWN?

Mr. GREGG. Yes, there is a signifi-
cant difference because, as the Senator
from Texas knows, Senator BROWN'S
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amendment specifically defunds those
projects or makes it inappropriate to
fund those projects which are listed on
the mayor’s list, which include base-
ball parks, the swimming holes, and
the bike paths, and the art ark, which
is a project in San Francisco. I am not
sure what it is. It sort of sounds inter-
esting, actually, but probably is not
necessary at this time, whatever an art
ark is. And some of the other items
which have been listed by the Senator
from Colorado and myself.

Mr. GRAMM. I want to thank the
Senator for yielding because it seems
to me it is very important to under-
stand that this is an amendment which
has already been adopted, and it seeks
to do exactly the same thing except
with one fundamental difference; and
that is, Senator BROWN's amendment
deletes the money, whereas the earlier
amendment simply requires that it be
shifted to another project.

I thank the distinguished Senator for
yielding.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from Texas. And I yield the floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose the Brown amendment, and I
do it on the basis that this is the heavy
hand of the Federal Government at its
absolute worst. It will turn the U.S.
Senate into a Federal city council
making microdecisions about what
community development block grant
projects would be funded and what
would not be funded. It violates the
basic principle of the statute as estab-
lished under the administration of
President Gerald Ford and his very
able Secretary of HUD, Carla Hills.

President Ford and Carla Hills knew
that it was time to break through the
way the Federal Government handled
housing projects and wanted to follow
the principles of self-determination,
the belief that people who are the most
affected should have the most to say,
and to empower local communities on
how to fight back and raise the level of
employment and help our communities
revitalize. That is when they came in
with the Community Development
Block Grant Program that did not go
into categorical funding, did not go on
to a long list of mandates, but gave
block grants to local government so
that government, the city council, and
the mayor closest to the people could
decide what they needed to do in order
to create affordable housing, to elimi-
nate poverty, and to bring about neigh-
borhood revitalization.

Now we come in with this very spe-
cific, microamendment eliminating
these 54 projects that do not even exist
in terms of the law, but recommending
that funding be eliminated. That is not
what the community development
block grant was created to do. I chair
the subcommittee. I know the purpose
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of the law. But it is not what Senator
MIKULSKI thinks. It goes back to what
Gerald Ford and Carla Hills thought,
and what they said was this: That we
needed to give maximum flexibility to
our communities, and their job to give
maximum flexibility was Federal funds
to provide decent housing, suitable liv-
ing environment by expanding eco-
nomic opportunities for low- to mod-
erate-income persons.

And that we would give money on the
basis of a formula, and the formula
would be the extent of the poverty in a
community, its population, its over-
crowding, how old the housing was, and
its population growth lag in relation-
ship to the other metropolitan statis-
tical areas; and the whole purpose of
the idea was that communities develop
their own programs, their own funding
priorities but limited to those that
would be eligible, that would benefit
low- to moderate-income families,
eliminate or prevent slums, and meet
other development needs.

Now, I know a lot about these pro-
grams, having been in the Baltimore
City Council, and therefore I know the
difference between being a council-
woman and being a Senator. But often
these minimum or small items will le-
verage a tremendous amount of private
sector money. What might seem to be a
small item, or even a frivolous item
here, in a local community can mean
the life or death of a community, could
mean the leverage of private sector
funds, or could be that funding that an-
chors and acts as a magnet for other
funding to come in from other sources.

What I believe we should be doing is
not speculating about these 54 items
but passing President Bill Clinton’s
package so that whether you are a
Democratic mayor or whether you are
a Republican mayor, you are, first of
all, the mayor of your city and you de-
cide with your city council and the
mandated consultation with your com-
munity groups about what you need
and not have Senators tell you what
you should have and what you should
not have.

We go through legislation after legis-
lation and we hear about how we need
flexibility, how the Federal Govern-
ment should not be coming up with
mandates, how we should not micro-
manage the Federal budget, and yet
this is exactly what this does. The Sen-
ator from Colorado, who offered this
amendment, I recall in last year's de-
bate on my appropriation led the
charge about too many Federal man-
dates and too many resources over the
safe drinking water laws in my EPA
account. The Senator made excellent
points, because we do know that we
have too many mandates with too few
resources.

But now they would turn this prin-
ciple on its head by restricting Federal
money for projects that will go
through a mayor, a city council or a
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county council, and a local hearing
process. This amendment defies the
very principle of self-determination.
That was the purpose of the bill. We
are the United States of America. We
travel around the world. We are for
freedom. We are for democracy. We are
for self-determination of nations and
local communities. Why should we not
be for self-determination of the com-
munity development block grant? We
are for freedom of choice. We want to
give freedom of choice for vouchers in
our public schools. If we want freedom
of choice for vouchers in our public
schools, should we not give freedom of
choice to mayors and local govern-
ments who know how to spend for their
own priorities?

I stand here to defend the principle of
the community development block
grant. I stand here with the legacy of
Gerald Ford, Jimmy Carter, Ronald
Reagan, and George Bush that says the
local people have the most to say, and
therefore I urge the Senate to reject
this heavy-handed intrusion of the Fed-
eral Government into local decision-
making.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this
amendment would delete a specific
amount of money for a fictitious list of
projects that never would have been
funded in the first place, and the
amendment which Senator HATFIELD
and I added earlier provides that ‘‘the
Secretary’” of HUD ‘“shall, by notice
published in the Federal Register, es-
tablish such requirements as may be
necessary to carry out the provisions
of the appropriation under this head-
ing.”

Mr. President, this is much ado about
nothing, and I am going to move to
table shortly, but I understand that the
distinguished Senator from Texas wish-
es me to yield to him first. How much
time does the Senator wish?

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, what I
had hoped to do was to get recognized
to speak for about 10 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Texas [Mr. GRAMM] for not to exceed 10
minutes. I ask unanimous consent that
I retain my rights to the floor, after
which I expect to move to table the
amendment.

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. HATFIELD. Reserving the right
to——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to
object, and I shall not object, I had
yvielded the floor as a courtesy to other
Senators who did not want to wait
until the end of my statement intro-
ducing the amendment, and I would
simply prevail on the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia my hope
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that he might allow me 5 minutes to
finish my statement before he might
move to table this amendment. I with-
draw my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further objection?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I under-
stand that there is no objection.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I re-
serve the right to object.

Mr. President, at this moment I do
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, then I
could move to table now, but I hesitate
to do that because we have Senators
out on both sides. I did not want to
move to table at this point. I was going
to yield to the distinguished Senator
for 10 minutes and would like to ac-
commodate the Senator. That would
give some time for Senators to be noti-
fied that there is a motion to table
about to be made.

Does the distinguished Senator from
Oregon wish to have some time also?

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ob-
jected because 10 minutes to go di-
rectly to a vote is not sufficient time
to gather back the Members who are
now off the Hill. That was the only rea-
son I objected. The Senator indicated
he would have 10 minutes extended
here to the Senator from Texas, at the
end of which he would make the mo-
tion to table. I am only saying that 10
minutes is not sufficient.

Mr. BYRD. Very well. Mr. President,
I make the request that I may yield 10
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], and that I be
protected in my rights to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered. The Senator from Texas
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator for allowing
me to speak for 10 minutes before he
moves to table the amendment.

I would like to try very briefly to de-
fine where we are, what the underlying
bill is about, what the amendment is
about, and then raise a couple of ques-
tions that hopefully the distinguished
author of the amendment can answer.
And I have one question that I would
pose to others.

But let me begin by saying that we
have before us a $16 billion spending
bill. It is being considered under a spe-
cial provision whereby this bill is being
deemed an emergency, which creates a
loophole through which $16 billion can
be spent and not one penny of it will
count as spending, not one penny of it
will count as deficit, and yet it is real
money being spent on real things, that
we are going to have to go out and bor-
row and that we are going to have to
pay interest on and that we are going
to have to pay back.

The reason this extraordinary provi-
sion is in the bill is that without it,
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under the current law of the land, it
would be illegal to consider President
Clinton’s economic stimulus package
because it violates the law. The law
sets out a level of spending above
which we cannot go in this fiscal year
and next fiscal year. This was part of
an agreement whereby the American
taxpayer paid $152 billion of new taxes
in 1990 to get this constraint imposed
on spending; but, by calling this bill an
emergency, we are going to sweep all of
that aside and spend $16 billion the
week after we passed a budget that we
claimed would reduce the deficit.

I suggest, Mr. President, that to pass
this bill, to spend $16 billion and say it
is not spending, to borrow $16 billion
and say it is not deficit, and not to
count any of it on the official books of
the Federal Government and comply
with existing law, places in doubt our
credibility about our commitment to
deal with the deficit.

I bet I have had 100 people come up to
me in the last 2 weeks and say, ‘“‘Are
they going to cut spending before they
raise taxes, before they fund these new
programs?’’ I am sure many of my col-
leagues on the floor have had many
questions similar to that posed to
them.

We have our answer tonight. Our first
action tonight is to increase spending
by $16 billion.

Let me try to define what it is we are
talking about, in case someone is
watching this debate, Mr. President,
and is confused. We have $16 billion of
new spending in this bill; $2.5 billion of
it comes from the community develop-
ment block grants; another large
chunk of money comes from the Trans-
portation Department; and what those
two departments have done is they
have gone to mayors all over the coun-
try and said, put together a ready list
of projects that you would like to
spend money on, because we are going
to make some money available and we
can fund these projects. What the dis-
tinguished Senator from Colorado has
done is, he has taken the ready list
that lists the spending that would be
undertaken by the cities with these
grant funds.

We have heard tonight from our col-
leagues on the Democratic side of the
aisle that these lists are not real. That
is a strange statement, given that the
first amendment that was adopted on
this bill was an amendment that spe-
cifically said none of the funds would
be spent on golf courses, and ceme-
teries, that none of the funds would
support white water canoeing facilities
on the Ocoee River, that we would have
no fisheries atlases printed with this
money, and that there would be no
studies of the sicklefin chub with this
money.

Where did these names come from?
These names came out of the list, the
ready list, that our distinguished col-
league from Colorado is trying to strip
provisions from.
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Why is it that it is OK not to fund
the sicklefin chub, but it is OK to fund
all of these other projects that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Colorado has
identified and wishes to strike? Did the
earlier amendment adopted by the Sen-
ate contain the entire list of potential
pork that could be funded with this
borrowed $16 billion?

Well, the distinguished Senator from
Colorado does not think so. He has
other provisions. But I will tell you
something. One of the things he does is
he takes out the money as well as the
projects. Quite frankly, I think if the
American people could vote on it, prob-
ably 99 percent of them would do the
same thing.

I would like to ask some questions of
the distinguished Senator from Colo-
rado.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator cannot ask a question. He can
yield the floor. The Senator has the
floor.

Mr. BROWN. Would the Senator from
Texas yield for a question?

Mr. GRAMM. The distinguished
chairman is saying that I cannot ask
him a question.

Mr. BYRD. That is according to the
rules. Another Senator can ask the
Senator from Texas a question.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me—
I can make my points without going
through the asking of the question.

Our distinguished colleague has list-
ed a lot of pork, bacon, sausage, pigs
knuckles, but there is a lot left in here
that he has not yet scratched.
Throughout this bill we have graffiti
abatement, we have bike paths that are
not touched by this amendment, we
have an ice skating warming hut in
Manchester, CT. We construct a casino
building in West Haven, CT.

I was wondering—I cannot pose a
question under the rules and under the
10 minutes I have by unanimous con-
sent—I notice that the chairman and
the ranking member prohibit expendi-
tures on cemeteries, but I notice a pro-
vision in Atlanta, GA, $2.5 million to
repair a historic wall around a ceme-
tery. I was wondering—maybe I should
make a parliamentary inquiry, which I
can do on my time.

Mr. President, with the amendment
adopted earlier which prohibited funds
under the community development
block grant in this act to be used for a
golf course or a cemetery project, in
the opinion of the Parliamentarian,
would that prohibition include the re-
pair of a historic wall around a ceme-
tery?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair cannot speculate as to the legal
effect of that.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, if I
could pose a question to my colleague
from Colorado, in Niles, IL, we have a
water tank that is going to be painted.
And I wonder, Mr. President, if any-
body really believes that we will pro-
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mote jobs, growth, and opportunity in
America, that we will promote com-
petitiveness, that we will put our peo-
ple back to work by painting water
tanks in Niles, IL. I am sure that they
want to paint that water tank. But I
am also sure if they have been wanting
to paint that water tank for a long
time, when these two new Cabinet sec-
retaries said we want to spend money,
send us ways to spend money, some-
body in Niles, IL, said you know, we
have been wanting to paint this water
tank for a long time, and we never
thought it was worth it. But there is
somebody in Washington, DC, that
honest to goodness believes that it
might be worth it and we are going to
put in on this list if they provide the
money.

Sure enough, we are going to get it
out and we are going to send in this
proposal. We are going to paint that
water tank.

Mr. President, we do not have $16 bil-
lion, We are going to have to borrow
every single penny of it. If Niles, IL, is
not willing to paint their own water
tank, if they think it is such a low pri-
ority that they do not want to do it,
why in the world would we want to do
it?

If they are not willing to put up
money to build casinos in Connecticut,
why in the world would we want to do
it?

If they will not build trolleys in Pen-
sacola, FL, with their own money, why
should we do it?

That is the question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 10 minutes is up.

Several Senators addressed the Chair

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this is a
fictitious list that we are hearing read
tonight.

This so-called list comes from a 1,700-
page report which was a bipartisan sur-
vey, overseen by a Republican mayor.
It is over $7.2 billion in community de-
velopment and transportation projects
that are capable of immediate startup.
Not one of these items is in this bill.
The distinguished Senator from Texas,
the items that he mentioned, water
tank, is it in the bill? No.

Mr. GRAMM. Would the
guished Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD. The casinos? No? None.

He says ‘‘throughout this bill,”” and
he went on to name a long list of items
that he says would be funded with the
moneys in this bill. ‘*‘Throughout this
bill,"” those are his exact words.
“Throughout this bill.”” Those items
are not throughout this bill. They are
not included in the bill at all.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD. Well, in a moment.

The Appropriations Committee, when
it marked up the bill, included a state-
ment that Senator HOLLINGS suggested,
and it is as follows:

distin-
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“During House of Representatives de-
bate on H.R. 1335, numerous assertions
were made * * ** Several Senators
have asked, ‘‘Where did Senator HAT-
FIELD and Senator BYRD get the items
that they included in their amend-
ment?”’ Well, this answers that ques-
tion, the statement itself, which ac-
companies the emergency supple-
mental appropriations bill. It says,

During House of Representatives debate on
H.R. 1335, numerous assertions were made
that the President's economic stimulus pro-
gram earmarked funds for lower priority
profits. Included were such items as, one,
community development grants for golf
courses and cemeteries; two, fisheries,
atlases, and studies of the Sicklefin chub;
three, construction of white water canoeing
facilities; four, payments for a National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration class 6
computer.

On March 22, 1993, the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget
wrote to assure the committee that
these types of low priority projects
were not proposed in the legislation
submitted by the President and would
not be funded. The Director committed
to work with Cabinet members and the
Appropriations Committees to ensure
that economic stimulus funding is used
only for programs of merit and not for
the types of projects discussed during
House debate.

These items, then, were discussed
during the House debate. Senator HOL-
LINGS proposed that we include in our
statement language that clearly points
out that these types of items are not to
be funded, and indicates in the state-
ment that the Director of OMB had
written to the committee to assure
that these items were not proposed in
the legislation, not submitted by the
President, and would not be funded.

Furthermore, Mr. President, Senator
HATFIELD and I offered an amend-
ment—and it was agreed to—and it is
in the substitute before the Senate,
which reads as follows, and I will read
an excerpt: ‘‘* * * provided that the
Secretary shall, by notice published in
the Federal Register, establish such re-
quirements as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of the appro-
priation under this heading.”

So Senator HATFIELD and I are re-
quiring—and the Senate adopted this
amendment—that the Secretary of
HUD publish in the Federal Register
such requirement necessary to carry
out the provisions of the appropriation
under this heading.

That is protection for all Senators,
and for the people, against the use of
funds for such items. Mr. Panetta, the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget stated in a letter addressed
to me on March 22, 1993, as follows:

Let me assure you that the administration
does not support funding for any of the types
of projects that the opponents of the legisla-
tion speculated would be funded.

So there you have it, Mr. President.
You have the President of the United
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States saying that you can search in
this bill for years and you will not find
these items. He is exactly right. You
have the Director of OMB stating suc-
cinctly that the administration does
not support funding for any of the
types of projects that the opponents of
the legislation speculated—specu-
lated—would be funded. You have a
statement by the committee itself,
which I have already read.

So, Mr. President, this is a list, as I
say, a 1,700-page report, and it identi-
fies over $7.2 billion of community de-
velopment and transportation projects
that are capable of immediate startup.
S0 we could go into that list and we
can pick hundreds; anyone can select
hundreds of additional items, I am
sure, from the list and say, look, these
are the items that are going to be fund-
ed; and they could say, it has been said
here that, throughout this bill,
“throughout this bill” can be found
these items.

They are not in the bill—not in the
bill. And so from the standpoint of
what is actually being voted on here, it
is a fictitious list. It is a fictitious list
that would not ever be funded under
the conditions that are in the state-
ment in the amendment offered by Mr.
HATFIELD and myself, and in accord-
ance with the assurances of the Presi-
dent and the OMB Director.

Mr. President, I think that Mr. HAT-
FIELD and I have provided a guarantee
that such items would not be funded
with our provision that the Secretary
shall, by notice published in the Fed-
eral Register, establish such require-
ments as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of the appropriation
under this heading.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. Will the distinguished
Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I promised
to yield to the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico. I understand that
another 8 minutes are needed for Sen-
ators to be put on notice and given a
time in which to arrive.

So I ask unanimous consent that I
may yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
DOMENICI] without losing my right to
the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. May I make an ob-
servation?

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to
object. I say to the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia that I would
also like to request 3 minutes in a
similar fashion.

Mr. BYRD. Yes. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico 3 minutes and the distinguished
Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN],
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the author of the amendment, 3 min-
utes, and that I may be protected in
my rights to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any objections?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first,
I want to thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Colorado for this amend-
ment, because I think it truly points
up what this stimulus package is all
about. There can be all kinds of discus-
sions here on the floor as to what list
of projects is governing, but I think it
is obvious to anybody that attended
the National League of Cities conven-
tion here in this town that what is
really intended is to help mayors by
giving them projects that they want in
their communities. That is what this
list is.

To say that we do not know which
part of that list is going to be funded,
and therefore, your amendment, some-
how or another misses the mark, is to
ignore the reality that a substantial
portion of that list is for these various
projects that the American people
would, under no condition, believe to
be an emergency, much less a stimulus.
It just happens that some of them are
going to be funded, unless amendments
like this, or even subsequent amend-
ments, take more and more out of that
wish list, that pork barrel list prom-
ised to the mayors of America, if they
would help the President of the United
States. I happened to go to that con-
vention, so I know of what I am speak-
ing.

Having said that, I want to tell the
Senate what we are going to do when
we finally adopt the stimulus package.
We have gone through 10 days of debate
about a deficit reduction package. Lis-
ten to me carefully, fellow Senators.
The sum total of domestic cuts in the
President's package in the next 5 years
is a net of $7 billion.

We are tomorrow sometime going to
pass a spending package that, if my ap-
propriations staff is correct, totals
more than $16 billion. Actually, it is
$16 billion in spending authority for or-
dinary programs and $3.2 billion addi-
tional money out of the highway trust
fund.

So we are going to spend $19.3 billion
and wipe out all the savings we got in
the President’s deficit reduction pack-
age because it only has a net $7 billion
in domestic savings.

Believe you me, the American people
ought to understand that, on the one
hand, we cut a net $7 billion over 5
years, and 2 days later we come to the
floor wringing our hands about the def-
icit and about jobs and we spend over
$19 billion. This bill more than wipes
out the entire domestic savings that
are in that big multi-year deficit re-
duction package that we are waiting to
be reconciled to control the deficit. I
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do not believe we really ought to do
any of this package, but the Senator
from Colorado is on the right track
pointing out what is in it.

I thank the distinguished chairman
for yielding, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized for 3
minutes.

The Senator from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senator
COVERDELL as cosponsor of this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. BROWN. And I ask unanimous
consent to add Senator GRAMM from
Texas as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, let me
also thank the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia. He certainly has a
right to offer a motion to table at any
time, and I appreciate his willingness
to give me 3 minutes to wind up my ad-
ditional arguments on this amend-
ment.

Mr. President, part of the discussion
has been how in the world we got this
list of projects. I did not come up with
this 1list of projects. This list of
projects I got from a Member of the
House of Representatives who sat in on
the session where Secretary Cisneros
told the committee what they were
going to spend the money on. I have
read into the RECORD the verbatim
statement from the transcript of the
committee hearing where he said that.
This is not invented. This is the ver-
batim transcript out of his testimony.

This is a copy of the document he put
his hands on when he says, “‘I have in
front of me a list from the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors.” That is this list.
This is the list that he handed out.

Now, some of my friends have said
that this is just speculation. This is
not speculation. This is what the Sec-
retary said, and this is what the Sec-
retary put his hand on in terms of a
list.

Some have said, ‘‘Well, we do not
mean to fund those." If they feel that
way, I hope they will vote for this
amendment because this is what this
amendment accomplishes. This amend-
ment makes sure they do not fund
them because it names them specifi-
cally and it takes the money out of the
bill. If you do not want swimming
pools funded under the guise of an
emergency, vote ‘‘yes."

The question we have is: Are golf
courses urgent? Are swimming pools
vital? Are tennis courts emergencies?
Are skating rinks essential? If you
really think they are essential and
vital emergencies, then by all means
vote ““no.”

The fundamental difference that is
here in this bill is this. Some people
honestly and sincerely believe the way
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to build a strong economy is with a
high deficit and more Federal spending
and make-work projects such as laid
out here that do not contribute to the
productiveness of this Nation.

If you think a $290 billion deficit is
not enough, or $300 billion is not
enough to provide a stimulus, the cry-
ing need of America is more deficit
spending, then vote against the amend-
ment. If you think making America
competitive again depends on effi-
ciency, productivity, and investment,
if you think eliminating silly, nonsen-
sical, wasteful Government spending is
wrong, then vote for this amendment.
This gives you a chance. This amend-
ment has teeth in it. This amendment
shoots real bullets. It shoots $10342 mil-
lion of bullets because that is what it
cuts out of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 3 minutes are up.

Pursuant to the unanimous-consent
request, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia is now recognized. -

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to
the majority leader such time as he
may require without losing my right to
the floor.

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

The majority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this
amendment could be called Broadway
Comes to the Senate. One of the most
popular Broadway shows of recent
years was the “*‘Phantom of the Opera."
This is a phantom amendment which
takes items that are not in the bill and
says we should eliminate them from
the bill. Not one of these specific
projects is in the nature that we are
debating, not one.

We could make up an amendment
that took 23 pages out of the encyclo-
pedia and say those should be stricken
from the bill. We could make up an
amendment that took three pages out
of the phone book and say those should
be stricken from the bill.

These measures are not in the bill.
So no one should think when we vote
to eliminate these projects that we are
voting to eliminate them from the bill
because they are not there.

One related point: Throughout the
past decade, over and over again in this
Senate the debate raged over what
level of government should be respon-
sible for what measures. And we were
told over and over again that the prop-
er level of government for making deci-
sions ought to be the Senate and the
local governments.

I recall very clearly when the debate
involved revenue sharing in this Cham-
ber. That debate said that it is not up
to us at the Federal level to make
these decisions. We should be leaving
them to the Governors and the mayors
because they know their areas best.

This, of course, reverses that argu-
ment. This simply says that we are to
preclude any judgment, any decision-
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making, any input by Governors and
mayors in this process. So let us be
clear about what is involved here.

This amendment does not involve
these projects. They are not in the bill.
This amendment is part of a continu-
ing assault on President Clinton and
President Clinton’s economic program.
We had dozens of such amendments on
the budget resolution. They did not
succeed and now the effort resumes
again.

Stop the President’'s program. That
is what this amendment is about. Do
not let President Clinton have a chance
to get started. Do whatever is nec-
essary to undermine the President's
program—anything that President
Clinton proposes. And everything that
President Clinton proposes our col-
leagues want to prevent. That is what
this is about.

This is an effort to continue the poli-
cies of the past 4 years as opposed to
having a change in policy—as opposed
to having a new economic policy. The
American people said in November
they wanted change in policies, and
they changed Presidents to accomplish
that change in policies.

So the question here is not on some
list of projects that is not in the bill.
The question here, as it has been for
the past few weeks, is whether they are
going to support or oppose the Presi-
dent, whether we want to undermine
the President’s program before it gets
started, or whether we want to give
President Clinton a chance. That is the
issue here.

Mr. SASSER. Mr, President, I would
like to join with my colleague from
Tennessee and take this opportunity to
set the record straight with regard to a
project that is of importance to our
State.

There has been much controversy in
recent days regarding certain projects
that some have speculated would be
funded by this bill. The bill and report
do not include the projects. Neverthe-
less, critics have complained that the
money to be appropriated could be used
for purposes that are not directly relat-
ed to economic stimulus and job cre-
ation. The committee's report and the
amendment passed last Thursday by
voice vote, make clear that the money
provided in this bill, cannot be used for
programs or projects that are not di-
rectly related to economic stimulus, or
are of low priority.

One project cited by critics and in
the report and amendment is Forest
Service funding for whitewater canoe-
ing. This cryptic reference fails to de-
scribe adequately the project at issue,
and I believe it is necessary to provide
additional background to ensure that
this funding is properly evaluated in
the future.

The Atlanta Committee for the
Olympic Games has chosen the Ocoee
River in Polk County, TN, as the site
for the 1996 Olympic games whitewater
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slalom events. Since 1977, the Ocoee
has been the site for extensive rec-
reational and commercial whitewater
rafting activities. The river's challeng-
ing rapids and its proximity to Atlanta
make it an 1ideal site for the
whitewater events. The State of Ten-
nessee has worked closely with the At-
lanta Olympic Organizing Committee
and pledged its support for holding the
events in Polk County.

As the Senator is aware, the Ocoee
River and surrounding lands are owned
and managed by the Federal Govern-
ment. Facilities to improve access to
the site, and to support increased visi-
tation to the area, are crucial if the
events are to be staged successfully
and without a negative impact on these
Federal lands. Those facilities will be
permanent improvements under the ju-
risdiction and control of the Forest
Service. In fact, language in the Senate
report accompanying the fiscal year
1993 Interior appropriations bill (S.
Rpt. 102-345, p. 82) specifies that any
funds provided for this purpose be used
only for public-use improvements that
will extend to the post-Olympic years.

The Forest Service has provided ini-
tial funding for design and concept
work on the project, with assistance
from the Tennessee Valley Authority
and the Economic Development Ad-
ministration. In addition, the State of
Tennessee has provided $200,000 for the
project and is prepared to contribute
several million dollars in addition. The
project will also depend on substantial
private funding, and a structure for
private fundraising efforts is being put
in place.

There is ample precedent for the Fed-
eral Government providing financial
assistance to international athletic
events, even in cases where the event is
not being held on Federal lands. More
than $110 million was given in support
of the 1980 Winter Olympics in Lake
Placid. In 1987, the Pan-American
games received more than $34 million
in Federal funds and in-kind assist-
ance. There are numerous other exam-
ples of such Federal help, including as-
sistance provided to the 1990 Goodwill
games and the 1993 World University
games. I believe that the 1996 Olympic
whitewater events—which will be held
entirely on Federal lands—deserve the
same kind of support.

Mr. President, my colleague from
Tennessee and I have not sought and do
not seek to designate any of the emer-
gency funding provided in this bill for
the Ocoee project. We agree that while
funding for the project is time sen-
sitive, it does not warrant funding in
the President’s economic stimulus
package. Our concern is that this
project may be deemed wasteful or
without merit simply because of its
mention among the types of projects
that are singled out for exclusion.
Many of those projects may indeed be
wasteful, but others, like the Ocoee
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project, should be excluded only be-
cause they do not qualify as an emer-
gency under the terms of this bill. I am
hopeful that the Senator from West
Virginia will work with us during the
normal budget and appropriations
process to see that this project is ade-
quately funded.

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. President, my
colleague from Tennessee, Senator
SASSER, raises a very important point
with the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee. Discussions in the
House of Representatives and here in
the Senate have stipulated that fund-
ing support for the Olympic whitewater
events on the Ocoee River does not
constitute emergency spending. While
Senator SASSER and I agree that such
funding should not be categorized as
emergency spending, and thus should
not be included in the stimulus pack-
age, we disagree with those that cat-
egorize such funds as wasteful.

The area surrounding the Ocoee
River is almost entirely owned by the
Federal Government and depends
greatly upon the activities managed by
the U.S. Forest Service and the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority. Having come
recently from the Governor’s office in
Tennessee, I realize how much the area
has come to depend upon recreation ac-
tivities as a source for local income.
For this reason, I hope that we will not
jump to the conclusion that future
funds for the whitewater events of the
Olympic games of 1996 are wasteful
spending.

Future funds appropriated through
the Forest Service will be supple-
mental to those provided by the At-
lanta Committee for the Olympic
Games, the State of Tennessee, the
Tennessee Valley Authority, and pri-
vate sponsors. These moneys will be
used for developments along the river
corridor that will support the Olympic
events, but also will provide economic
benefits to the community long after
the Olympics events are over. I view
these moneys as an economic invest-
ment in a rural community which is as
much in need of Federal assistance as
any part of the country.

Mr, President, 54 percent of the land
in Polk County, through which the
Ocoee River runs, belongs to the Fed-
eral Government. The local govern-
ment derives over 25 percent of its an-
nual income from recreation associated
with these Federal lands. This is a
community which is struggling to sur-
vive, and the opportunity which the
Olympics will provide will assist Polk
County and the entire region in becom-
ing more self sufficient. Future appro-
priations will be investments in these
communities, not wasteful spending.

I join Senator SASSER in this effort
to clear up any misunderstandings that
funds were being appropriated for
whitewater canoeing under emergency
appropriations. However, I feel that fu-
ture funds should be available to the
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Forest Service so that they might sup-
port completion of the whitewater
venue for the 1996 Olympics. This is a
time-sensitive matter that I plan to
pursue with Senator BYRD and other
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Colorado would be attractive if
the amendment only said that none of
the community development block
grant funds in this bill could be spent
on the projects he enumerated. I, too,
question whether those projects are
emergencies which justify new spend-
ing without offsetting spending cuts.

However, the Brown amendment goes
beyond just limiting projects for which
funds cannot be spent. It also actually
cuts from the bill $100 million, which is
the amount equivalent to the cost of
those projects. The flaw in this amend-
ment is that there may well be other
projects which would still qualify for
community development block grant
funding even after the Brown amend-
ment is adopted which could utilize the
full $2.5 billion that the President has
proposed in his stimulus package. How-
ever, because the Brown amendment
would have stricken $100 million from
the bill, those other legitimate
projects would not be fully funded. So,
although the Brown amendment is
headed in the right direction, it over-
shoots the mark.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I believe
that all Senators have had sufficient
notice now. There is going to be a mo-
tion to table.

Mr. LEAHY. Let us vote.

Mr. BYRD. We will vote in just a
minute.

I announced that such a motion
would be made about 25 minutes ago.

I move to table the amendment and
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN). Is there a sufficient
second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. BYRD] to table the amend-
ment of the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. BROWN].

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN], the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. CAMP-
BELL], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
DECONCINI], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. JOHNSTON], and the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] are
necessarily absent.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Washington [Mr. GORTON]
is necessarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 84 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Akaka Ford Moseley-Braun
Baucus Glenn Moynihan
Bingaman Harkin Murray
Boren Hollings Pell
Boxer Kerry Pryor
Bradley Kohl Reid
Breaux Krueger Riegle
Bryan Lautenberg Robb
Bumpers Leahy Rockefeller
Conrad Levin Sarbanes
Daschle Lieberman Sasser
Dodd Mathews Simon
Dorgan Metzenbaum Wellstone
Feingold Mikulski Wofford
Feinstein Mitchell

NAYS—48
Bennett Exon McCain
Bond Faircloth McConnell
Brown Graham Murkowski
Burns Gramm Nickles
Byrd Grassley Nunn
Chafee Gregg Packwood
Coats Hatch Pressler
Cochran Hatfield Roth
Cohen Helms Shelby
Coverdell Jeffords Simpson
Craig Kassebaum Smith
D'Amato Kempthorne P
Danforth Kerrey Stevens
Dole Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Wallop
Durenberger Mack Warner

NOT VOTING—8

Biden Gorton Johnston
Campbell Heflin Kennedy
DeConcini Inouye

So, the motion to lay on the table
the amendment (No. 279) was rejected.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I qual-
ify to move to reconsider. I make such
a motion and am prepared to go out
and have the vote tomorrow morning. I
ask unanimous consent that I may
yield to the leader for the purposes of
his moving to go out.

Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I can
move if the leader will tell me what
time he wants to go out.

Mr. GRAMM. Parliamentary inquiry,
Madam President.

Mr. BYRD. I have the floor. I yield
for that purpose.

Mr. GRAMM. Is it in order on a mo-
tion to reconsider to debate that mo-
tion or to yield the floor?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
you restate the question?

Mr. GRAMM. Is it in order on a mo-
tion to reconsider to debate that mo-
tion or to yield the floor to someone
else?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia made a motion
to reconsider the vote, having voted on
the prevailing side. The motion to re-
consider is—

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I
guess I should state it more precisely.
Is the motion to reconsider debatable?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Because
the underlying question is nonde-
batable, the motion to reconsider in
this case is similarly nondebatable.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President,
the Senator from West Virginia has
made a motion to reconsider. That is
not a debatable motion. At the request
of a very large number of Senators on
both sides of the aisle, I agreed that
this would be the last vote today.
Therefore, I believe it would be most
unfortunate were we now to proceed to
a vote on the motion to reconsider.

1 therefore suggest that the best
course of action under the cir-
cumstances, with a large number of
Senators having left, is to proceed to a
vote on the motion to reconsider to-
MOITOW.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator yield.

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, I yield to the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Would it be the objec-
tive of the Senator, since this is not de-
batable, that we would set a time in
the morning when we could vote on it
again?

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, that is my in-
tention. I always discuss that with the
distinguished Republican leader and
members of the staff.

Mr. GRAMM. 1 thank the distin-
guished leader, and on that basis I am
happy with the decision.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

MORNING BUSINESS

FOOD STAMP ACT OF 1977
AMENDMENTS

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry be discharged from further
consideration of S. 284 and the Senate
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proceed to its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 284) to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1977.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 280
(Purpose: To provide a complete substitute.)

Mr. HATFIELD. Madam President, I
send a substitute amendment to the
desk on behalf of Senator PRESSLER
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD],
for Mr. PRESSLER, proposes an amendment
numbered 280.

Mr. HATFIELD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. REPORTING AND STAGGERED ISSU-
ANCE FOR HOUSEHOLDS ON RES-
ERVATIONS.

Section 908(a) of the Food, Agriculture,
Conservation, and Trade Act Amendments of
1991 (Public Law 102-237; 7 U.S.C. 2015 note
and 7 U.S.C. 2016 note) is amended by strik-
ing “‘April 1, 1993 both places it appears and
inserting ‘‘January 31, 1994."

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I
rise today to offer a substitute amend-
ment to S. 284. I am pleased to report
that this substitute represents an
agreement worked out between all par-
ties involved in this legislation. As a
result, I am hopeful that this legisla-
tion will be passed by Congress and
signed by the President very soon.

The substitute to S. 284 addresses two
provisions in the law that address
State administration of the Food
Stamp Program. Specifically, this sub-
stitute delays implementation of a pro-
vision enacted as part of the 1900 farm
bill requiring States to stagger food
stamp issuance for families living on
reservations. This provision has never
been implemented. It is set to take ef-
fect on April 1, 1993. Therefore, the leg-
islation we are passing today would
delay until January 31, 1994, this provi-
sion and enable current practices to be
maintained.

In addition, this substitute would
delay implementation until January
31, 1994, of another 1990 farm bill provi-
sion. This provision exempts reserva-
tion households from the Food Stamp
Program's State option of monthly in-
come reporting. Again, this provision
also is scheduled to take effect on April
1 within the estimated 13 State pro-
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grams serving native Americans who
live on reservations. My legislation
would delay the effective date until
January 31, 1994.

During the time before January 31,
1994, a joint congressional hearing—in-
volving the Committees on Agriculture
and Indian Affairs—would be held. This
joint hearing would, among other
things, look closely at the American
Indian and Alaskan Native participa-
tion in the Food Stamp Program. This
is an important program for them. It is
essential all eligible individuals, in
each State, participate in the most ef-
fective manner possible.

In short, Mr. President, the purpose
of this legislation is to ensure that the
individual States have the flexibility
to administer the Food Stamp Program
in a manner that best meets the unique
needs of their citizens who receive food
stamps. This flexibility is crucial in
States like South Dakota that have a
significant number of American Indian
food stamp recipients. This legislation
is an important step toward preserving
State flexibility in Food Stamp Pro-
gram administration.

Madam President, it was imperative
that a bipartisan agreement be reached
and enacted into law before April 1,
1993. Fortunately, with the passage of
S. 284 as amended, it will be possible to
reach that goal. I am pleased that the
interested parties were able to come
together to achieve the agreement re-
flected in the substitute offered here
today. I wish to extend my thanks for
the cooperation and leadership of the
distinguished chairman and ranking
member of the Agriculture Committee,
Senator LEAHY and Senator LUGAR; the
chairman and ranking member of the
Indian Affairs Committee, Senator
INOUYE and Senator MCCAIN; and the
staffs of both committees.

Finally, Madam President, I would
like to extend a special thank you to
Julie Osnes, administrator of the Fam-
ily Independence Program and the
Food Stamp Program of the Depart-
ment of Social Services in my home
State of South Dakota. Julie's knowl-
edge, gained from 14 years of admin-
istering South Dakota’s exemplary
Food Stamp Program, has been invalu-
able to all parties involved in this proc-
ess. In addition, her leadership, as
president of the American Association
of Food Stamp Directors, an affiliate of
the American Public Welfare Associa-
tion, has been instrumental in reaching
this compromise.

Madam President, I am pleased to be
able to offer this substitute to S. 284. I
understand it has been cleared on both
sides of the aisle and therefore urge its
immediate adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 280) was agreed
to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

S. 284

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. REPORTING AND STAGGERED ISSU-
ANCE FOR HOUSEHOLDS ON RES-
ERVATIONS.

Section 908(a) of the Food, Agriculture,
Conservation, and Trade Act Amendments of
1991 (Public Law 102-237; 7 U.S.C. 2015 note
and 7 U.S.C. 2016 note) is amended by strik-
ing “April 1, 1993" both places it appears and
inserting “‘January 31, 1994"".

The title was amended 80 as to read:
**To extend the suspended implementa-
tion of certain requirements of the
Food Stamp Program on Indian res-
ervations, and for other purposes.'.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

R —

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that it be in
order for the Senate to consider en bloc
messages from the House on Senate
Joint Resolution 27, Senate Joint Reso-
lution 28, Senate Joint Resolution 29,
and Senate Concurrent Resolution 13;
that the messages be deemed to have
been laid before the Senate; and that
the Senate concur en bloc to the
amendments of the House; further that
the motions to reconsider be tabled en
bloc.

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

HANNA HOLBORN GRAY APPOINT-
MENT TO THE BOARD OF RE-
GENTS OF THE SMITHSONIAN
INSTITUTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the resolution from the Sen-
ate (8.J. Res. 27) entitled ““Joint resolution
providing for the appointment of Hanna
Holborn Gray as a citizen regent of the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion,” do pass with the following amend-
ments:

Strike out all after the resolving clause
and insert:

That, in accordance with section 5581 of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States (20 U.S.C.
43), the vacancy on the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution, in the class other than
members of Congress, occurring by reason of the
erpiration of the term of William G. Gowen of
New Jersey on March 12, 1992, is filled by the
appointment of Hanna Holborn Gray of Illinois.
The appointment is for a term of 6 years and
shall take effect on the date on which this joint
resolution becomes law.
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Amend the title so as to read: “Joint reso-
lution providing for the appointment of
Hanna Holborn Gray as a citizen regent of
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In-
stitution.".

—————

BARBER B. CONABLE, JR. AP-
POINTMENT TO THE BOARD OF
REGENTS OF THE SMITHSONIAN
INSTITUTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the resolution from the Sen-
ate (S.J. Res. 28) entitled “Joint resolution
to provide for the appointment of Barber B.
Conable, Jr., as a citizen regent of the Board
of Regents of the Smithsonian institution,™
do pass with the following amendments:

Strike out all after the resolving clause
and insert:

That, in accordance with section 5581 of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States (20 U.S.C.
43), the vacancy on the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution, in the class other than
members of Congress, occurring by reason of the
erpiration of the term of Barnabas McHenry of
New York on July 21, 1991, is filled by the ap-
pointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr. of New
York. The appointment is for a term of 6 years
and shall take effect on the date on which this
joint resolution becomes law.

Amend the title so as to read: “Joint reso-
lution providing for the appointment of Bar-
ber B. Conable, Jr., as a citizen regent of the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion.".

WESLEY SAMUEL WILLIAMS, JR.
APPOINTMENT TO THE BOARD
OF REGENTS OF THE SMITHSO-
NIAN INSTITUTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the resolution from the Sen-
ate (S.J. Res. 29) entitled “Joint resolution
providing for the appointment of Wesley
Samuel Williams, Jr., as a citizen regent of
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In-
stitution,”” do pass with the following
amendments:

Strike out all after the resolving clause
and insert:

That, in accordance with the section 5581 of the
Revised Statutes of the United States (20 U.S.C.
43), the vacancy on the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution, in the class other than
Members of Congress, occurring by reason of the
expiration of the term of David C. Acheson of
the District of Columbia on December 21, 1992, is
filled by the appointment of Wesley S. Williams,
Jr. of the District of Columbia. The appointment
is for a term of 6 years and shall take effect on
the date on which this joint resolution becomes
law.

Amend the title so as to read: “*Joint reso-
lution providing for the appointment of Wes-
ley S. Williams, Jr. as a citizen regent of the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion.”.
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PERMITTING USE OF THE CAPITOL
ROTUNDA FOR A CEREMONY TO
COMMEMORATE THE DAYS OF
REMEMBRANCE OF VICTIMS OF
THE HOLOCAUST

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the resolution from the Sen-
ate (S. Con. Res. 13) entitled “‘Concurrent
resolution permitting the use of the rotunda
of the Capitol for a ceremony to commemo-
rate the days of remembrance of victims of
the Holocaust,” do pass with the following
amendments:

Strike out all after the resolving clause
and insert:

That the rotunda of the Capitol is authorized to
be used from 8 o'clock ante meridiem until 3
o'clock post meridiem on April 20, 1993, and from
8 o'clock anti meridiem until 3 o'clock post
meridiem on April 6, 1994, for ceremonies as part
of the commemoration of the days of remem-
brance of victims of the Holocaust. Physical
preparations for the ceremonies shall be carried
out in accordance with such conditions as the
Architect of the Capitol may prescribe.

Amend the preamble so as to read: **‘Where-
as the United States Holocaust Memorial
Council has designated April 18 through
April 25, 1993, and April 3 through April 10,
1994, as “Days of Remembrance of Victims of
the Holocaust'': Now, therefore, be it".

Amend the title so as to read: **Concurrent
resolution permitting the use of the rotunda
of the Capitol for ceremonies as part of the
commemoration of the days of remembrance
of victims of the Holocaust.".

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE USE OF
THE HART BUILDING ATRIUM

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Senate Resolution 83 submit-
ted earlier today by Senator BAUCUS, a
resolution to authorize the use of the
atrium of the Hart Building by the
Congressional Chorus; that the resolu-
tion be agreed to, and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. BAUCUS. I am submitting a res-
olution today which will bring culture
to our own Hart atrium. The resolution
grants the Congressional Chorus au-
thority to perform a spring and a win-
ter concert for each session of the 103d
Congress. The chorus would perform
from 12 noon to 1 p.m. on a day in co-
ordination with the Rules Committee.

The Congressional Chorus, founded,
in 1987, is composed of over 50 volun-
teer members from the legislative
branch, including the Senate, the
House of Representatives, the Library
of Congress, and the Congressional
Budget Office. Under the musical direc-
tion of Dr. Michael Patterson, the cho-
rus serves as a showcase for American
music. Its repertoire includes classical
compositions, traditional folksongs
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and spirituals, jazz, classics, and
Broadway show tunes. The members
meet to rehearse during their lunch
hours one day a week.

The chorus presented its first concert
in the atrium of the Hart Senate Office
Building in December 1987, and went on
to sing at the inauguration of Presi-
dent Bush in January 1989. They have
performed for a wide variety of occa-
sions on and around Capitol Hill, in-
cluding the lighting of the Capitol
Christmas tree, the gala benefit for the
U.S. Capitol Building, and most nota-
bly at the inauguration of President
Clinton.

Madam President, I commend the
Congressional Chorus members for pro-
viding us with this fine music and look
forward to their concerts.

The resolution (S. Res. 83) was agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That the atrium of the Senate
Hart Office Building may be used from 12:00
noon until 1:00 p.m. on one day during the
spring and one day during the winter of each
session of the One Hundred Third Congress,
for a concert of American music to be pre-
sented by the Congressional Chorus.

NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMS RIGHTS
WEEK

NATIONAL PUBLIC SAFETY
TELECOMMUNICATORS WEEK

WOMEN'S HISTORY MONTH

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the Judiciary Committee
be discharged, en bloc, from consider-
ation of the following joint resolutions:
Senate Joint Resolution 53, designat-
ing “Women's History Month;"” Senate
Joint Resolution 56, designating ‘“Na-
tional Public Safety Telecommuni-
cators Week;" Senate Joint Resolution
62, designating ‘‘National Crime Vic-
tims Rights Week;" that the Senate
then proceed en bloc to their imme-
diate consideration; that the joint res-
olutions be deemed read three times,
passed, and the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, en bloc; that the
preambles be agreed to, en bloc; further
that any statements relative to the
passage of these joint resolutions be
placed in the RECORD at the appro-
priate place, and the consideration of
these items appear individually in the
RECORD.

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

The joint resolutions were deemed
read three times and passed.

The preambles were agreed to.

The joint resolutions (S.J. Res. 53,
S.J. Res. 56, and S.J. Res. 62) with their
preambles, are as follows:

S.J. REs. 53

Whereas American women of every race,
class, and ethnic background have made his-
torical contributions to the growth and
strength of our Nation in countless recorded
and unrecorded ways;
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Whereas American women have played and
continue to play a critical economic, cul-
tural, and social role in every sphere of the
life of the Nation by constituting a signifi-
cant portion of the labor force working in-
side and outside of the home;

Whereas American women have played a
unique role throughout the history of the
Nation by providing the majority of the vol-
unteer labor force of the Nation;

Whereas American women were particu-
larly important in the establishment of early
charitable, philanthropic and cultural insti-
tutions in our Nation;

Whereas American women of every race,
class, and ethnic background served as early
leaders in the forefront of every major pro-
gressive social change movement;

Whereas American women have been lead-
ers not only in securing their own rights of
suffrage and equal opportunity, but also in
the abolitionist movement, the emanci-
pation movement, the industrial labor move-
ment, the civil rights movement, and other
movements, especially the peace movement,
which create a more fair and just society for
all; and

Whereas despite these contributions, the
role of American women in history has been
consistently overlooked and undervalued in
the literature, teaching, and study of Amer-
ican history: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That March 1993 and
March 1994 are designated both as “Women's
History Month", and the President is author-
ized and requested to issue a proclamation
calling upon the people of the United States
to observe that month with appropriate pro-
grams, ceremonies, and activities.

S.J. RES. 56

Whereas over one-half million dedicated
men and women are engaged in the operation
of emergency response systems for Federal,
State, and local governmental entities
throughout the United States;

Whereas these individuals are responsible
for responding to the telephone calls of the
general public for police, fire and emergency
medical assistance and for dispatching such
assistance to help save the lives and prop-
erty of our citizens;

Whereas such calls include not only police,
fire and emergency medical service calls but
those governmental communications related
to forestry and conservation operations,
highway safety and maintenance activities,
and all of the other operations which modern
governmental agencies must conduct; and

Whereas America's public safety tele-
communicators daily serve the public in
countless ways without due recognition by
the beneficiaries of their services: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the week beginning
April 12, 1993, is hereby designated as “Na-
tional Public Safety Telecommunicators
Week'. The President is authorized and re-
quested to issue a proclamation calling upon
the people of the United States to observe
that week with appropriate ceremonies and
activities.

S.J. RES.

Whereas there were over thirty-five mil-
lion crimes committed last year in America,
with one violent crime occurring every sev-
enteen seconds;

Whereas victims of crime across America
deserve respect and assistance not only from
the criminal justice system, but from society
as well;
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Whereas there is a crucial need to provide
crime wvictims with quality programs and
services to help them recover from the dev-
astating psychological, physical, emotional,
and financial hardships resulting from their
victimization;

Whereas there are ten thousand public and
private agencies and organizations in the
United States that are dedicated to improv-
ing the plight of crime victims;

Whereas the Nation’s victims’ rights move-
ment and allied professions deserve recogni-
tion for their tireless efforts on behalf of vic-
tims of crime and to reduce senseless vio-
lence in America; and

Whereas it is essential for all Americans to
join together and commit their individual
and collective resources to victim assistance
and violence reduction: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the week beginning
April 25, 1993, is hereby designated as “Na-
tional Crime Victims' Rights Week'. The
President is authorized and requested to
issue a proclamation calling upon the people
of the United States to observe the week
with appropriate ceremonies and activities.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Edwin R. Thomas, one of
his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations,
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 5 p.m., a message from the House
of Representatives delivered by Mr.
Hays, one of it's reading clerks, an-
nounced that pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 4 of the Congressional
Award Act, the Speaker appoints Mr.
PAYNE of New Jersey to the Congres-
sional Award Board on the part of the
House; and from private life Mr. Mi-
chael A. Reza, Hacienda Heights, CA;
Ms., Mary L. Howell, Arlington, VA;
and Ms. LaBrenda Garrett Stodghill,
Washington, DC.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
2501 of title 44, United States Code, the
Speaker appoints Mr. SHARP of Indiana
to the National Historical Publications
and Records Commission on the part of
the House.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law 96-388, as amended by Public Law
97-84 (36 U.S.C. 1402(a)), the Speaker ap-
points the following Members to the
U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council on
the part of the House: Mr. YATES, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. NADLER, Mr. FROST, and
Mr. GILMAN,
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The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
5(a)(2) of Public Law 101-363, the
Speaker appoints Mr. McCLOSKEY to
the National Advisory Council on the
Public Service on the part of the
House.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
194(a) of title 14, United States Code,
the Speaker appoints Mr. GEJDENSON
and Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut as
members of the Board of Visitors to
the U.S. Coast Guard Academy on the
part of the House.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section 2
of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act
(16 U.S.C. T15a), the Speaker appoints
Mr. DINGELL and Mr. WELDON to the
Migratory Bird Conservation Commis-
sion on the part of the House.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
1505 of Public Law 99498 (20 U.S.C.
4412), the Speaker appoints Mr. KILDEE
and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska to the Board
of Trustees of the Institute of Amer-
ican Indian and Alaska Native Culture
and Arts Development on the part of
the House.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 103, Public Law 99-
371 (20 U.S.C. 4303), the Speaker ap-
points Mr. BONIOR and Mr. GUNDERSON
as members of the Board of Trustees of
Gallaudet University on the part of the
House.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
1295B(h) of title 46, United States Code,
the Speaker appoints Mr. MANTON and
Mr. KING a8 members of the Board of
Visitors to the U.S. Merchant Marine
Academy on the part of the House.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
1424(b)(1) of Public Law 102-325, the
Speaker appoints Sister Maureen A.
Fay of Detroit, MI, and Mr. Philip M.
Phibbs of Tacoma, WA, both from pri-
vate life, as members of the National
Commission on Independent Higher
Education on the part of the House.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
2(a) of the National Cultural Center
Act (20 U.S.C. 76H(a)), the Speaker ap-
points as members of the Board of
Trustees of the John F. Kennedy Cen-
ter for the Performing Arts the follow-
ing Members on the part of the House:
Mr. YATES, Mr. WILSON, and Mr.
MCcDADE.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-687. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to



March 29, 1993

law, a report on the assignment of special
operations forces; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-688. A communication from the Chair-
man of the United States Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the annual report of the administra-
tion of the Sunshine Act for calendar year
1992; to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-689. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Defense Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, notice of documentation of cer-
tified material relative to the Navy; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC-690. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Defense Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, notice of documentation of cer-
tified material relative to the Air Force; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-691. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Defense Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, notice of documentation of cer-
tified material relative to naval stations; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-692. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Defense Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, notice of documentation of cer-
tified material relative to *“Standards for
Review of Base Closure Recommendations”;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-693. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Defense Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, notice of documentation of cer-
tified material relative to the Department of
the Navy's Base Structure Data; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EC-6%. A communication from the Admin-
istrator of the Panama Canal Commission,
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation
entitled “Panama Canal Commission Au-
thorization Act, fiscal years 1984 and 1995"; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-695. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser (Treaty Affairs), Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, notice of international agreements; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-696. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of
D.C. Act 10-15 adopted by the Council on
March 2, 1993; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

——
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memori-
als were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM-51. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the Legislature of the State of New
Hampshire relative to examining federal
banking laws and regulations; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs.

**‘HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 10

“Resolved, by the House of Representa-
tives, the Senate concurring:

‘“'That the Congress is encouraged to exam-
ine federal laws and regulations which relate
to the regulatory and paperwork burden of
commercial banks and to repeal those laws
and regulations which are unfairly restric-
tive and burdensome; and

““That President Clinton is urged to issue
an executive order to alleviate the unneces-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

sary burdens and restrictions of these laws
and regulations; and

“That copies of this resolution shall be
transmitted by the clerk of the house of rep-
resentatives to the President of the United
States, the President of the United States
Senate, the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives, and the New
Hampshire Congressional delegation.”

POM-52. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the Legislature of the State of New
Hampshire relative to cable television opera-
tors; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science and Transportation.

**HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 13

‘*‘Whereas, the Federal Communications
Commission is currently working on regula-
tions to preclude cable television operators
from charging for more than one cable con-
nection per residence; and

“Whereas, the Commission should estab-
lish rates for the installation and monthly
use of cable connections based upon the ac-
tual cost; and

“Whereas, cable operators should be re-
quired to use the same cost methodology
which they use for the installation of other
cable equipment to calculate the rates for
installation of connections for additional re-
ceivers; and

““Whereas, if additional connections are in-
stalled at the same time that a subscriber's
initial service is installed, cable operators
should recover only the incremental cost of
the additional installation; and

“‘Whereas, the costs of cabling used for ad-
ditional connections should be recovered
through one-time charges or charges that
will end when the operator has recovered
those costs; and

““Whereas, the New Hampshire house of
representatives currently has legislation
pending to preclude cable operators from
charging for more than one cable connection
per residence; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representa-
tives;

“That the New Hampshire house of rep-
resentatives hereby urges the Federal Com-
munications Commission to enact regula-
tions to preclude cable television operators
from charging for more than one cable con-
nection per residence unless the cable opera-
tors c¢an justify additional incremental costs
directly associated with providing additional
connections; and

*'That the general court of New Hampshire
should refrain from enacting legislation on
the costs of cable connections until such
time as the federal regulations are in place,
80 that the general court can enact legisla-
tion that reflects the changes in the federal
law; and

‘“‘That copies of this resolution, signed by
the speaker of the house be forwarded by the
house clerk to the President of the United
States, the President of the United States
Senate, the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives, the chairperson of
the Federal Communications Commission
and to each member of the New Hampshire
Congressional delegation.”

POM-53. A resolution adopted by the Com-
mittee on Public Lands of the Legislature of
the State of Nevada relative to the Spring
Mountain National Recreation Area; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.
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“RESOLUTION OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE'S
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS SUPPORTING
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE SPRING MOUN-
TAIN NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

“*Whereas, The Spring Mountain area in
Southern Nevada is one of the State's most
scenic locations; and

““Whereas, The area includes popular rec-
reational spots at Mt. Charleston; Carpenter,
Kyle and Lee Canyons; and Yellow Plug; and

“Whereas, Nevada Representative James
H. Bilbray has introduced a bill to designate
316,000 acres in the Spring Mountains as the
First National Recreation Area in Nevada;
and

‘““Whereas, Nevada Senator Richard H.
Bryan has introduced a companion bill in the
United States Senate; and

‘““Whereas, Designation as a National
Recreation Area would qualify the Spring
Mountains for more Federal management
funding and as a higher priority item in the
budget of the United States Forest Service;
and

“Resolved by the Nevada Legislature's
Committee on Public Lands, That the com-
mittee gives its unqualified support for the
designation of the Spring Mountains as a Na-
tional Recreation Area and for the Congres-
sional legislation, H.R. 63 and S, 172, creat-
ing the National Recreation Area; and be it
further

“Resolved, That this resolution replaces
the committee’s resolution approved on Oc-
tober 23, 1992; and be it further

‘‘Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be transmitted to the Vice President of the
United States as the presiding officer of the
Senate, the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, each member of the Nevada
Congressional Delegation, Citizens for a
Spring Mountain National Recreation Area
and the Nevada Mining Association.”

POM-54. A resolution adopted by the Mu-
nicipal Utilities Board of Albertville, Ala-
bama relative to the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority Board; to the Committee on the En-
vironment and Public Works.

POM-55. A resolution adopted by the City
Council of the City of Niagara Falls, New
York relative to Social Security benefits; to
the Committee on Finance.

RESOLUTION 1993-37

““Whereas, the City of Niagara Falls is
composed of many senior citizens whose pri-
mary income is the monthly Social Security
check they receive; and

““Whereas, for most seniors, this is a check
that they or their spouses earned over many
years; and

““Whereas, this Council is mindful of the
sacrifices that our senior citizens have made
for many years by paying in earnest into the
Social Security system, so that in their gold-
en years they would have this small pension
to rely on; and

““Whereas, President Clinton has stated
that his administration is considering cut-
ting the cost of living adjustments for 41
million social security recipients; and

““Whereas, twenty-five percent (25%) of
those over 65 years of age rely solely on So-
cial Security for their income; and

“Whereas, the President’s budget director
Leon Panetta has been orchestrating this
proposal which will inflict a tremendous bur-
den on many senior citizens who live in Ni-
agara Falls.

“*Now, therefore, be it resolved by the city
Council of Niagara Falls, New York that this
Council calls upon President William Clinton
and Senators Patrick Moynihan and Alfonse
D'Amato to reject any proposal to cut living
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adjustments in Social Security benefits for
seniors, and be it further

“Resolved, that the City Clerk is directed
to forward certified copies of this resolution
to President Clinton, Vice President Gore,
Senator Moynihan and Senator D'Amato."

POM-56. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
relative to Social Security benefits; to the
Committee on Finance.

**RESOLUTION OF THE SENATE OF
PENNSYLVANIA

“Whereas, Recent newspaper accounts
have stated that the President’'s administra-
tion has proposed a limitation on the cost-of-
living increase calculation for SBocial Secu-
rity recipients; and

“Whereas, Many senior citizens of the
United States and of this Commonwealth are
having trouble making ends meet while try-
ing to live on a fixed income; therefore be it

‘“Resolved, That the Senate of the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania memorialize the
President and Congress of the United States
to oppose limiting Social Security cost-of-
living increases; and be it fuarther

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution
be transmitted to the President of the Unit-
ed States, to the presiding officers of each
house of Congress and to each member of
Congress from Pennsylvania.”

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. SIMPSON (for himself, Mr.
BYRD, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. SHELBY,
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. NICKLES, Mr.
REID, Mr. LOTT, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr.
ROTH, Mr. WARNER, Mr. GRAMM, and
Mr. THURMOND):

S. 667. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to improve procedures
for the exclusion of aliens seeking to enter
the United States by fraud; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr.
SmMoN, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. HATCH,
and Mr. BROWN):

S. 668. A bill to amend title IX of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968 to increase the penalties
for violating the fair housing provisions of
the Act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. SIMPSON (for himself,
Mr. BYRD, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr.
SHELBY, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr.
NICKLES, Mr. REID, Mr. LOTT,
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. ROTH, Mr.
WARNER, Mr. GRAMM, and Mr.
THURMOND):

S. 667. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to improve
procedures for the exclusion of aliens
seeking to enter the United States by
fraud; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

PORT OF ENTRY INSPECTIONS ACT OF 193

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation to ad-
dress a very serious immigration prob-
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lem at our Nation’s international ports
of entry. Because of the loopholes that
exist in current immigration law, large
numbers of illegal aliens are entering
the United States at our major points
of entry, claiming asylum and then dis-
appearing into the interior of our coun-
try.
The problem is particularly acute in
international airports. During fiscal
year 1991, the latest year for which we
have figures, approximately 37,000
aliens sought illegal entry, either with
fraudulent documents or no docu-
ments. These aliens have discovered a
certainty. Given our Government's
limited detention space, they will like-
ly be paroled into the community at
large with a work permit—which, of
course, is the most valuable of docu-
ments—if they can simply indicate a
desire to apply for asylum in the Unit-
ed States. Although these aliens are di-
rected by the Immigration Service to
return on a particular date to pursue
an asylum application, the majority
simply fail to do so.

At New York'’s John F. Kennedy Air-
port for the last 6 months of 1991, 1,855
out of 3,100 aliens who were paroled—
that means allowed to enter the coun-
try temporarily—failed to appear for
any hearing on their claim of asylum
status. The problem is a growing one.
The Immigration Service has advised
us that asylum cases at JFK this year
are 300 percent above the number in
1991.

The amendment we offer today would
address this problem while at the same
time preserving and protecting the
rights of those aliens who present le-
gitimate, good-faith applications for
asylum. This amendment provides that
any alien who uses a fraudulent docu-
ment to enter the United States or who
uses a document to board an airplane
overseas but fails to present that docu-
ment upon arrival in the United States
would be subject to an immediate order
of exclusion by an immigration officer.

What is happening is that persons
will board the aircraft with documents,
arrive at the port of entry and say, *I
have no documents.” Some have actu-
ally ingested their documents. Some
have flushed them, literally. And then
they step off the aircraft and say, “I
am an asylee.” Because we have lim-
ited detention facilities at JFK for ex-
ample, then they are simply released
into the community with a document
that says: Be sure and come back for
your hearing in 14 or 18 months. And
they say: ‘‘Yes, of course, I will."

I will say that the Los Angeles Inter-
national Airport acquired more deten-
tion space, and once they did that, it
relieved that problem immeasurably
because the aliens knew they would
have to wait, and they would not be
able to simply go out into the commu-
nity. I think that is something that
must also be addressed here.

By enabling the Immigration Service
to immediately remove these illegal
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aliens, we will deter those abroad who
seek a free pass into the United States
from inundating our airports, and we
will spare U.S. communities the burden
and potential risks of persons on whom
we have no background information
whatsoever, no health records, no
criminal checks, no nothing—a truly
weird way to run the country’s immi-
gration system.

The bill would still protect those
aliens who have legitimate claims to
refugee status but who attempt to
enter the country without proper docu-
ments—we do understand due process
in this magnificent country; the prob-
lem is so many know how to misuse
our due process. The legislation would
prevent the Immigration Service from
immediately removing any alien who
has a credible fear of persecution in the
country to which he or she would be re-
turned. This determination of a credi-
ble fear of persecution would be made
by a specially trained asylum officer at
the port of entry. If an alien had such
a fear, he or she would be paroled in
the United States, and a hearing on the
merits of the asylum on his or her asy-
lum claim would be held.

Similar legislation was passed by the
Senate in 1982 and 1984 and passed by
the House in 1984 as part of the Immi-
gration Reform and Control Act. As
the occupant of the chair knows, there
has been a lot of thoughtful work by
many Republicans and Democrats for
many years on these issues. I consider
some of my finest allies in this cause
to be some of the Democratic Party in
the U.S. House of Representatives.

Unfortunately, the summary exclu-
sion provision was not included in the
final version of that legislation which
was enacted in 1986. Nonetheless, pre-
vious support for this important en-
forcement tool is noteworthy. This is
not some extreme, harsh or radical pro-
posal, but rather one with broad public
and bipartisan support. I share with my
colleagues the names of the cosponsors
of the bill: myself, of course, as spon-
sor; Senators BYRD, D'AMATO, SHELBY,
KAssgBaUM, NICKLES, REID, LoTT, HOL-
LINGS, ROTH, WARNER, GRAMM, and
THURMOND.

While the legislation I introduce
today is more specific than the 1984
version, the intent and the effect is
quite similar. It is quite simply put
thusly: Legitimate seekers of political
asylum should not be turned away at
international ports of entry, but those
who seek to abuse our very generous
immigration and refugee laws to enter
this country illegally should swiftly,
surely and certainly be removed.

This legislation is urgently needed. It
addresses a problem that has become
more critical over these past years, the
past 2 years especially. It is important
to close this all too convenient loop-
hole for illegal aliens to enter our
country under the guise of a frivolous
claim of persecution—a serious misuse
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of the cherished grant of asylum, and it
must stop. We believe that this is a
very valid method to attempt to do
just that.

Madam President, I expect that some
of the cosponsors of the measure may
come to the floor and speak on behalf
of this bill today or tomorrow, and I
will certainly welcome their com-
ments. I felt it appropriate to proceed
at this time.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

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

S. 667

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Port of
Entry Inspections Improvement Act of 1993".
SEC. 2. ADMISSIONS FRAUD.

(a) EXCLUSION FOR FRAUDULENT DOCUMENTS
OR FAILURE TO PRESENT DOCUMENTS.—Sec-
tion 212(a)(6)(C) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)6)C)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘/(C) MISREPRESENTATION"
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

**(C) FRAUD, MISREPRESENTATION, AND FAIL-
URE TO PRESENT DOCUMENTS'";

(2) by adding at the end the following new
clause:

**(iii) FRAUDULENT DOCUMENTS AND FAILURE
TO PRESENT DOCUMENTS.—

‘Y(I) Any alien who, in seeking entry to the
United States or boarding a common carrier
for the purpose of coming to the United
States, presents any document which, in the
determination of the immigration officer to
whom the document is presented, is forged,
counterfeit, altered, falsely made, stolen, or
inapplicable to the alien presenting the doc-
ument, or otherwise contains a misrepresen-
tation of a material fact, is excludable.

*(II) Any alien who, in boarding a common
carrier for the purpose of coming to the
United States, presents a document which
relates or purports to relate to the alien's
eligibility to enter the United States, and
fails to present such document to an immi-
gration officer upon arrival at a port of
entry into the United States, is excludable.”.

(b) PROVISION FOR ASYLUM AND OTHER DIs-
CRETIONARY RELIEF.—

(1) Section 208 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1158) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
sections:

“(e)(1) Notwithstanding subsection (a), any
alien who, in seeking entry to the United
States or boarding a common carrier pursu-
ant to direct departure to the United States,
presents any document which, in the deter-
mination of the immigration officer to whom
the document is presented, is fraudulent,
forged, stolen, or inapplicable to the person
presenting the document, or otherwise con-
tains a misrepresentation of a material fact,
may not apply for or be granted asylum, un-
less presentation of the document was pursu-
ant to direct departure from—

“(A) a country in which the alien has a
credible fear of persecution; or

“(B) a country in which there is a signifi-
cant danger that the alien would be returned
to a country in which the alien would have a
credible fear of persecution.
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*(2) Notwithstanding subsection (a), an
alien who, in boarding a common carrier pur-
suant to direct departure to the United
States, presents any document which relates
or purports to relate to the alien’s eligibility
to enter the United States, and who fails to
present such document to an immigration of-
ficial upon arrival at a port of entry into the
United States, may not apply for or be
granted asylum, unless presentation of such
document was pursuant to direct departure
from—

“(A) a country in which the alien has a
credible fear of persecution; or

‘“Y(B) a country in which there is a signifi-
cant danger that the alien would be returned
to a country in which the alien would have a
credible fear of persecution.

"(3)(A) Whenever an immigration officer
determines that an alien seeks entry to the
United States as described in paragraph (1)
or (2) and that the alien has indicated a de-
sire to apply for asylum, the immigration of-
ficer shall refer the matter to an immigra-
tion officer specially trained to conduct
interviews and to make determinations bear-
ing on eligibility for asylum, who shall inter-
view the alien to determine whether presen-
tation of the document was pursuant to di-
rect departure from—

‘(i) a country in which the alien has a
credible fear of persecution; or

**(ii) which there is a significant danger
that the alien would be returned to a coun-
try in which the alien would have a credible
fear of persecution.

‘“(B) If the immigration officer determines
that the alien does not have a credible fear
of persecution in the country from which the
alien was last present before attempting
entry into the United States, and that there
is no significant danger that the alien would
be returned from such country to a country
in which the alien would have a credible fear
of persecution, the alien may be specially ex-
cluded and deported in accordance with sec-
tion 235(e). The alien may not appeal such
determination.

‘‘(4) As used in this subsection, the term
‘credible fear of persecution’ means—

“(A) it is more probable than not that the
statements made by the alien in support of
his or her claim are true; and

‘YB) there is a significant possibility, in
light of such statements and of such other
facts as are known to the officer about coun-
try conditions, that the alien could establish
eligibility as a refugee within the meaning of
section 101(a)(42)(A)."".

(2) Section 212(c) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(c)) is amended
in the third sentence by inserting before the
period “‘or to any alien who is excludable
pursuant to section 212(a)(6)(C)(iii)".

(3) Section 235 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1225) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(d)(1) Subject to paragraph (2), any alien,
who has not been admitted to the United
States and who is excludable under section
212(a)(6)(C)(iii), 1s ineligible for withholding
of deportation pursuant to section 243(h),
and may not apply for withholding of depor-
tation or for any other relief under this Act,
except as provided in section 208(e) with re-
spect to asylum.

“(2) An alien under paragraph (1) who has
been found ineligible to apply for asylum
under section 208(e) may be returned only—

“(A) to a country in which, in the judg-
ment of an immigration officer specially
trained to conduct interviews and to make
determinations bearing on eligibility for
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asylum, the alien has no credible fear of per-
secution upon return; and

*(B) to a country from which, in the judg-
ment of such officer, there is no significant
danger that the alien would be returned to a
country in which the alien would have a
credible fear of persecution.”.

(4) Section 237(a) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1227(a)) is amend-
ed—

(A) in the second sentence of paragraph (1)
by striking out “Deportation’ and inserting
in lieu thereof *‘Subject to section 235(d)2),
deportation™; and

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (2) by
striking out “If"’ and inserting in lieu there-
of “Subject to section 235(d)2), if".

SEC. 8. SPECIAL PORT OF ENTRY EXCLUSION
FOR ADMISSIONS FRAUD.

Section 235 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1225) (as amended by sec-
tion 2(b)(3) of this Act) is amended by adding
after subsection (d) the following new sub-
section:

“(e)(1) Subject to paragraph (2), any alien
(including an alien crewman) who may ap-
pear to the examining immigration officer or
to the special inquiry officer during the ex-
amination before either of such officers to be
excludable under section 212(a)(6)(C)(iii) may
be ordered specially excluded and deported
by the Attorney General, either by a special
inguiry officer or otherwise.

*(2)(A) An alien who has been found ineli-
gible to apply for asylum under section 208(e)
may be returned only—

*(i) to a country in which, in the judgment
of an immigration officer specially trained
to conduct interviews and to make deter-
minations bearing on eligibility for asylum,
the alien has no credible fear of persecution
upon return; and

**(ii) to a country from which, in the judg-
ment of such officer, there is no significant
danger that the alien would be returned to a
country in which the alien would have a
credible fear of persecution.

‘*(B) Such special exclusion order is not
subject to administrative appeal and shall
have the same effect as if the alien has been
ordered excluded and deported pursuant to
section 236, except that judicial review of
such an order shall not be available under
section 106 or, except by habeas corpus as
herein provided, under any other provision of
law.

‘(C) Nothing in this subsection may be
construed as requiring an inquiry before a
special inquiry officer in the case of an alien
crewman.”.

SEC. 4. RESTRICTIONS ON JUDICIAL REVIEW.

Section 235 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (B8 U.S.C. 1225) (as amended by sec-
tion 3 of this Act) is amended by adding after
subsection (e) the following new subsections:

“*(f) ALIENS EXCLUDABLE FOR ADMISSIONS
FrAUD.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, no court shall have jurisdiction
to review, except by petition for habeas cor-
pus, any determination made with respect to
an alien found excludable for admissions
fraud pursuant to section 212(a)6)(C)(iii). In
any such case, review by habeas corpus shall
be limited to examination of whether the pe-
titioner (1) is an alien, and (2) was ordered
specially excluded from the United States
pursuant to sections 212(a)6)CXiii) and
235(e).

“(g) INTERVIEWS AND SPECIAL EXCLUSION,—
(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, no court shall have jurisdiction—

“(A) to review the procedures established
by the Attorney General for the determina-
tion of admissions fraud pursuant to section
212(a)(6)(C)(iii); or
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“(B) to enter declaratory or injunctive re-
lief with respect to the implementation of
subsection (d) or (e).

(2) Notwithstanding the nature of the suit
or claim, no court shall have jurisdiction
(except by habeas corpus petition as provided
in subsection (f)) to consider the validity of
any adjudication or determination of special
exclusion or to provide declaratory or in-
junctive relief with respect to the special ex-
clusion of any alien.

“(h) COLLATERAL ENFORCEMENT PROCEED-
INGS.—In any action brought for the assess-
ment of penalties for improper entry or re-
entry of an alien under sections 275 and 276,
no court shall have jurisdiction to hear
claims collaterally attacking the validity of
orders of exclusion, special exclusion, or de-
portation entered under sections 235, 236,
and 242.".

SEC. 5. ENHANCED PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN
ALIEN SMUGGLING.

Section 274(a)(1) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(a)1)) is
amended—

(1) by striking “‘five years” and inserting
‘““ten years'; and

(2) by inserting before the period at the end
of paragraph (1) **, except that in any case in
which a person causes serious bodily injury
to, or places in jeopardy the life of, any alien
involved in the offense, such person shall be
fined in accordance with the provisions of
title 18, United States Code, or imprisoned
not more than 20 years for each alien with
respect to whom any violation of this para-
graph occurs, or both.".

SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by
this Act shall take effect on the date of en-
actment of this Act, and such amendments
shall apply to aliens who arrive in or seek
admission to the United States on or after
the date of enactment of this Act.

Mr. ROTH. Today, Mr. President, I
rise to cosponsor the Port of Entry In-
spections Improvement Act of 1993,
which Senator SIMPSON is introducing
today. This legislation will help rem-
edy serious deficiencies in America’s
immigration system. These defi-
ciencies have been linked to recent
acts of terrorism within our borders,
including the bombing of the World
Trade Center and the shootings outside
the CIA.

For example, Mir Aimal Kansi, who
is suspected of shooting five people
outside CIA headquarters last month,
demonstrated the ease by which illegal
aliens can enter our country, stay for
extended periods of time and even le-
gally work. Did Kansi sneak into our
country in the dead of night? No, he
simply flew into New York, presented
what is believed to be a phony business
visa, overstayed his visa and a year
later, applied for political asylum.
Upon applying for asylum, Kansi was
issued a work permit and used this per-
mit to get a Social Security number
and a Virginia driver's license, which
allowed him to purchase the AK—47 he
used to kill two innocent people and
wound three others. Although almost a
year had passed between the time
Kansi's asylum petition was filed and
the date of the shootings, no immigra-
tion hearing had taken place. Kansi
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has since fled the country, and is the
subject of a worldwide manhunt.

The American people are calling on
the Congress to take a serious look at
the impact of our immigration proce-
dures. The legislation I join in intro-
ducing today is directed at the tens of
thousands of illegal aliens who arrive
at United States ports of entry every
year with fraudulent documents or no
documents whatsoever, but are never-
theless allowed into the United States
by making phony asylum claims.

Under current law, while undocu-
mented or fraudulently documented il-
legal aliens are subject to exclusion,
few are actually excluded. Such aliens
simply take advantage of our overbur-
dened asylum system. Any illegal alien
arriving at a U.S. airport today who
asks for political asylum, whatever the
merit of the claim, will be released
into the general population within a
minimum of a few hours and a maxi-
mum of a few days. Due to a severe
shortage of detention space, and a seri-
ous backlog of asylum cases, those who
come to the United States asserting an
asylum claim generally cannot be de-
tained until their asylum hearing. In
the interim period, the Immigration
and Naturalization Service has no
means of tracking the asylum appli-
cants, and as a result, thousands of
aliens never appear for their asylum
hearings.

Since passage of the Refugee Act of
1980, over 100,000 asylum cases have
been administratively closed by INS,
primarily due to the applicant's failure
to appear for the asylum interview. It
is clear that the system is being ex-
ploited, and that the word is out
around the globe that anyone can gain

immediate access into the United
States, at virtually no risk.
Under the legislation introduced

today, those who arrive in the United
States lacking legitimate documenta-
tion, and claim asylum, will imme-
diately go before a special immigration
officer, who will seek to determine if
such an alien possesses a credible fear
of persecution in the country from
which the alien departed. Those who
have such a credible fear will be grant-
ed access to the full asylum applica-
tion process. Those who clearly lack a
legitimate claim will immediately be
excluded from the United States.
Further, Mr. President, this legisla-
tion takes aim at the spread of inter-
national alien smuggling networks,
which are taking advantage of our im-
migration system to earn enormous
profits. The business of alien smug-
gling was the subject of an investiga-
tion I initiated in June of 1991 into
Asian organized crime. The 15-month
investigation conducted by the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations
found that Chinese alien smuggling
groups, many of which are run by Chi-
nese organized crime figures, have suc-
cessfully smuggled thousands of illegal
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Chinese aliens into the United States
over the past several years.

These smuggling organizations
charge up to $30,000 per person for trav-
el and entry into the United States.
The smugglees are generally poor resi-
dents of China who cannot afford to
pay the entire smuggling fee up front.
As a result, when these aliens arrive in
the United States, they often must
choose between paying the smuggling
fee by working in low-wage jobs in so-
called sweat shops or by committing
crimes on behalf of organized street
gangs with ties to the smuggling orga-
nizations. Those who refuse these op-
tions face the possibility of kidnapping
or even torture.

While the total size of the Chinese
alien smuggling industry is not easily
quantified, one recent study includes
information on a total of 108,975 aliens
smuggled from China to the United
States between 1983 and 1992, and con-
cludes that smuggling entities are cur-
rently collecting more than $250 mil-
lion per month.

Current penalties available for use
against organized alien smuggling en-
terprises are grossly inadequate. The
average sentence is currently less than
6 months in prison. Given the lucrative
profits currently being earned by alien
smugglers, such penalties do not pro-
vide an adequate deterrent. The legis-
lation introduced today would double
the maximum penalty for alien smug-
gling from 5 to 10 years, and would
allow for sentences of up to 20 years in
cases in which the defendant causes se-
rious bodily injury or puts the life of
an alien in jeopardy in the course of
the offense.

I urge my colleagues to support the
legislation introduced today, which of-
fers a common sense approach to the
currently widespread abuse of our im-
migration system.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President,
the public was shocked by reports that
the shooting at the CIA headquarters
and the bombing of the World Trade
Center were carried out by people who
were in this country by claiming politi-
cal asylum. In many cases, the public
saw on primetime television how easy
it is to enter the United States through
our international airports and other
points of entry by claiming asylum.

Not only is it easy to enter the coun-
try, but also to remain for years, work-
ing legally while asylum claims are ad-
Jjudicated.

There is no question that our asylum
process is severely strained and under-
mined by this abuse. Originally, when
the law was passed in 1980, fewer than
5,000 persons per year, who were cur-
rent residents of the United States,
were expected to seek asylum. The
claims were to be handled on an indi-
vidual basis.

Today, that number has increased to
about 8,000 claims a month, and the
system is swamped. The backlog of
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cases is now over 200,000, assuring years
of waiting for asylum seekers. Even
then, most people do not even show up
for their asylum hearings, having dis-
appeared into the general population.

Swelling the ranks of asylum seekers
are throngs of people whose passage is
arranged by smugglers. The people who
are smuggled into the United States
often find themselves indentured serv-
ants, having to work off the cost of the
passage by prostitution, pornography,
drug dealing, sweat shop labor, and
other illegal activities.

Until decisive steps are taken to stop
it, this abuse of our generous asylum
laws will only worsen. This has been a
growing problem for years. The shoot-
ing at the CIA headquarters and the
bombing of the World Trade Center
were wake up calls. Now is the time for
corrective action.

I urge prompt consideration of a pro-
posal that has been thought through
very carefully, the Port of Entry In-
spection and Improvement Act of 1993.
This legislation would correct the cur-
rent abuses and at the same time pro-
tect those aliens who present legiti-
mate asylum claims.

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself,
Mr. SIMON, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr.
HATCH, and Mr. BROWN):

S. 668: A bill to amend title IX of the
Civil Rights Act of 1968 to increase the
penalties for violating the fair housing
provisions of the act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

FAIR HOUSING RIGHTS AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1893

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I came
over a little earlier, Mr. President, be-
cause I wanted to introduce legislation
known as the Fair Housing Rights
Amendments of 1993 and did not have a
change to secure the floor until the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Dakota
finished. I had a brief conversation
with the Senator from West Virginia.
So I appreciate this time.

Mr. President, I am again introduc-
ing a bill I have introduced in both the
101st Congress as S. 2966 and the 102d
Congress as S. 1697, the Fair Housing
Rights Amendments Act. The legisla-
tion, drafted at the behest of the Civil
Rights Division of the Department of
Justice, has enjoyed the support of a
bipartisan group of cosponsors, and I
hope that the new administration will
support it. The bill is designed to close
a gap in the provisions of the Fair
Housing Act, title IX of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968, prohibiting criminal
intimidation or interference with the
exercise of fair housing rights.

In the 101st Congress, the bill was
unanimously polled out of the Sub-
committee on the Constitution of the
Judiciary Committee, but there was
not sufficient time for its consider-
ation by the full Committee. In the
last Congress, S. 1697 was passed by the
Senate by unanimous consent near the
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close of the second session, but the
House failed to act on the bill. There-
fore, I am introducing the legislation
once more. This year, I hope the bill re-
ceives prompt consideration and ap-
proval by both bodies.

Current law proscribes the use of in-
timidation, force, or threat of force to
willfully injure, intimidate, or inter-
fere with a person’s exercise of rights
secured by Federal fair housing laws.
Unless acting as part of a conspiracy, a
person who violates this provision may
not be prosecuted for a felony under
Federal law unless death or injury re-
sults. Thus, the Civil Rights Division
of the Department of Justice has been
presented with cases in which homes
were firebombed and destroyed for the
purpose of intimidating the residents,
but because, thankfully, no deaths or
injuries resulted, these crimes could
not be prosecuted as felonies under the
fair housing laws. Of course, these acts
do violate current Federal law, but
only as misdemeanors.

Clearly, there is a loophole of injus-
tice that must be closed. It is beyond
discussion that firebombings or the
commission of some similar intimidat-
ing crimes should be punished as felo-
nies—whether or not someone is killed
or injured. It is equally irrelevant that
the perpetrator is acting alone.

Closing this gap in felony coverage
under the current Fair Housing Act is
all that this legislation is designed to
accomplish. The bill would make it a
felony for an individual acting alone to
use force, or the threat of force to in-
timidate or interfere with the exercise
of rights guaranteed by the Fair Hous-
ing Act if the defendant's action re-
sults in property damage exceeding
$100 or if the defendant uses or carries
a firearm in the commission of the of-
fense. If these conditions are not satis-
fied, then the violation would remain a
misdemeanor. The bill creates no new
Federal crime; it merely makes an act
that is currently a misdemeanor and
subjects it to the more stringent pen-
alties for commission of a felony.

In addition, the legislation would
conform the penalties available for
criminal intimidation under the fair
housing laws to those mandated by sec-
tion 3571(b) of title 18 of the United
States Code. Thus, the bill works no
change in currently applicable fines
and jail sentences, except to the extent
that the bill establishes a sentence of
up to 5 years for the new substantive
violation established in the legislation.

Mr. President, this legislation is not
controversial. It is needed to close a
gap in the criminal provisions of the
fair housing laws. The Senate passed
identical legislation last year, and I
hope we can act quickly to do so this
year.

I ask for unanimous consent that a
copy of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.
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There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 668

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE,

This Act may be cited as the *Fair Hous-
ing Rights Amendments Act of 1993".

SEC. 2 PENALTIES FOR ACTS OF VIOLENCE OR
INTIMIDATION.

Section 901 of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to
prescribe penalties for certain acts of vio-
lence or intimidation, and for other pur-
poses”, approved April 11, 1968 (known as the
‘Civil Rights Act of 1968’; Public Law 90-284;
42 U.8.C. 3631), is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 901. PREVENTION OF INTIMIDATION IN

FAIR HOUSING CASES.

‘*(a) UNLAWFUL AcTs.—It shall be unlawful
to use force or threat of force, whether or
not acting under color of law, to willfully in-
jure, intimidate, or interfere with, or at-
tempt to injure, intimidate, or interfere
with—

‘(1) any person because of the race, color,
religion, sex, handicap, familial status, or
national origin of the person and because the
person is or has been selling, purchasing,
renting, financing, occupying, or contracting
or negotiating for the sale, purchase, rental,
financing, or occupation of any dwelling, or
applying for or participating in any service,
organization, or facility relating to the busi-
ness of selling or renting dwellings; or

‘2) any person because the person is, or
has been, or in order to intimidate the per-
son or any other person or any class of per-
sons from—

“(A) participating, without discrimination
on account of race, color, religion, sex, hand-
icap, familial status, or national origin, in
any of the activities, services, organizations,
or facilities described in paragraph (1) of this
section; or

**(B) affording another person or class of
persons opportunity or protection so to par-
ticipate; or

**(3) any citizen because the citizen is, or
has been, or in order to discourage the citi-
zen or any other citizen from lawfully aiding
or encouraging other persons to participate,
without discrimination on account of race,
color, religion, sex, handicap, familial sta-
tus, or national origin, in any of the activi-
ties, services, organizations, or facilities de-
scribed in paragraph (1), or participating
lawfully in speech or peaceful assembly op-
posing any denial of the opportunity so to
participate.

*(b) PENALTIES.—Whoever commits an act
described in subsection (a)}—

‘(1) shall be fined not more than $100,000,
or imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both;

*(2) that results in bodily injury shall be
fined not more than $250,000, or imprisoned
not more than 10 years, or both;

“(3) that results in death shall be subject
to imprisonment for any term of years or for
life; and

*(4) that results in property damage ex-
ceeding the sum of $100, or uses or attempts
to use fire in committing the act, or uses or
carries a firearm while committing the act,
shall be fined not more than $250,000, or im-
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both.

‘“(¢) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:

‘(1) FAMILIAL STATUS.—The term ‘familial
status’' has the meaning given the term in
section B02.

**(2) FIREARM.—The term ‘firearm’ has the
meaning given the term in section 921(a)(3)
of title 18, United States Code.
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“(3) HANDICAP.—The term ‘handicap’ has
the meaning given the term in section 802.

‘(4) BODILY INJURY.—The term ‘bodily in-
jury’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 1515(a)(5) of title 18, United States
Code.".

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

8. 183
At the request of Mr. REID, the
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
WARNER], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CRAIG], and the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. GORTON] were added as cospon-
sors of 8. 183, a bill to authorize the
President to award a gold medal on be-
half of the Congress to Richard ‘‘Red™
Skelton, and to provide for the produc-
tion of bronze duplicates of such medal
for sale to the public.
5, 208
At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the
names of the Senator from Kansas
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM], and the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE] were
added as cosponsors of S. 208, a bill to
reform the concessions policies of the
National Park Service, and for other
purposes.
8. 216
At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. HELMS], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SHELBY], the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH],
and the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
DoLE] were added as cosponsors of S.
216, a bill to provide for the minting of
coins to commemorate the World Uni-
versity Games.
B. 317
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor of S.
317, a bill to reform Customs Service
operations, and for other purposes.
8. 359
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. LIEBERMAN] was added as a co-
sponsor of 8. 359, a bill to require the
Secretary of Treasury to mint coins in
commemoration of the National Law
Enforcement Officers Memorial, and
for other purposes.
8. 412
At the request of Mr. EXON, the name
of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
CoCHRAN] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 412, a bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, regarding the collection
of certain payments for shipments via
motor common carriers of property and
nonhousehold goods freight forwarders,
and for other purposes.
+ 8. 487
At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the
names of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Baucus], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH], and the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL]
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were added as cosponsors of S. 487, a
bill to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to permanently extend and
modify the low-income housing tax
credit.

8.573

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of 8. 573, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for
a credit for the portion of employer So-
cial Security taxes paid with respect to
employee cash tips.

8. 585

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S.
585, a bill to provide greater access to
civil justice by reducing costs and
delay, and for other purposes.

8. 638

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
names of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Packwoop], and the Senator from
Texas [Mr. KRUEGER] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 636, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to permit in-
dividuals to have freedom of access to
certain medical clinics and facilities,
and for other purposes.

8. 657

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 657, a bill to reauthorize
the Indoor Radon Abatement Act of
1988, and for other purposes.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 53

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from California
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN], the Senator from
Florida [Mr. MACK], the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. GREGG], and the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 53, a joint resolution des-
ignating March 1993 and March 1994
both as ‘‘Women’s History Month'’.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 5

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
names of the Senator from New York
[Mr. D'AMATO], and the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] were added
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 56, a joint resolution to designate
the week beginning April 12, 1993, as
‘‘National Public Safety Telecommu-
nicators Week'.

SENATE RESOLUTION 24

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN] was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Resolution 24, a reso-
lution urging the criminal prosecution
of persons committing crimes against
humanity, including participation in
mass rapes, in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 83—REL-
ATIVE AUTHORIZING USE OF
THE HART BUILDING ATRIUM
FOR A CONCERT BY THE CON-
GRESSIONAL CHORUS

Mr. BAUCUS submitted the following
resolution; which was considered and
agreed to.

S. REs. 83

Resolved, That the atrium of the Senate
Hart Office Building May be used from 12:00
noon until 1:00 p.m. On one day during the
spring and one day during the winter of each
session of the One Hundred Third Congress,
for a concert of American music to be pre-
sented by the Congressional Chorus.

e —
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

COHEN AMENDMENT NO. 278

(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. COHEN submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H.R. 1335) making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for fiscal
year ending September 30, 1993, and for
other purposes, as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . REFORM OF THE DAVIS-BACON
ACT.

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 1(a) of the Act of
March 3, 1991, as amended (46 Stat. 1494; 40
U.S.C. 27T6a(a), commonly known as the
Davis-Bacon Act) is amended by striking
'$2,000"' and inserting *‘$1,000,000"".

(b) PROHIBITION ON DIvisION OF CoON-
TRACTS.—S8ection 1 of the Act of March 3,
1931, as amended (46 Stat. 1494; 40 U.S8.C.
276a), commonly known as the Davis-Bacon
Act) is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsections.

*(c) Any person entering into a contract
under which wages are to be determined in
accordance with this Act shall not divide the
contract into contracts of $1,000,000 or less if
the contract would not have been so divided
but for the purpose of avoiding the applica-
tion of this Act.

*(d) If the Secretary of Labor determines
that a division of a contract has occurred for
the purpose described in subsection (c), the
Secretary may—

**(1) require that the contract (or grant, or
other instrument providing Federal financ-
ing or assistance related to the contract) be
amended so as to incorporate retroactively
all the provisions and stipulations that
would have been required under this Act, or
under other provisions of law governing the
applicable prevailing wage, if the contract
had not been so divided; and

*(2) require the contracting or assisting
agency (or the recipient of Federal financing
or assistance related to the contract) or any
other entity that awarded the contract (or
the instrument providing Federal financing
or assistance related to the contract) in vio-
lation of this section, to compensate the con-
tractor (grantee, or other recipient of Fed-
eral assistance, as appropriate) for payment
to each affected laborer or mechanic, of—

*(A) the amount equal to the difference be-
tween—
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‘(i) the rate received by the laborer or me-
chanic; and

“(ii) the applicable prevailing wage rate;
and

‘“(B) the interest on such amount, cal-
culated at the rate payable under section
6621(c)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 for an underpayment referred to in such
section, from the date the work was per-
formed by such laborer or mechanic.

‘‘(e) The Secretary shall make no deter-
mination that a division of a contract for a
project has occurred for the purpose de-
scribed in subsection (c) unless the Secretary
has notified the agency or entity in question
not later than 180 days after completion of
construction on the project that an inves-
tigation will be conducted concerning an al-
leged violation of this section.”.

(c) APPLICATION TO RELATED LAWS.—The
Act of March 3, 1991, as amended (46 Stat.
1494; 40 U.S8.C. 276a(a), commonly known as
the Davis-Bacon Act) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new section:
“SEC. 7. APPLICATION TO RELATED LAWS,

“No provision of law requiring the pay-
ment of prevailing wage rates determined by
the Secretary in accordance with this Act
shall apply—

(1) to contracts for construction, alter-
ation, or repair involving not more that
$1,000,000; or

*(2) in the case of rent supplements or
other assistance for which the method of
Federal financing or assistance does not
have an aggregate dollar amount, where the
assisted project is in the amount of not more
than $1,000,000.".

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO THE
COPELAND AcT.—The Act of June 13, 1934, as
amended (48 Stat. 948; 40 U.S.C. 276c, com-
monly known as the Copeland Act) shall not
be applicable to contracts that are not sub-
ject to coverage under the Act of March 3,
1931, as amended (46 Stat. 1494; 40 U.S.C.
276a(a), commonly known as the Davis-Bacon
Act), as amended by subsections (a) and (b).

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this section shall take effect 60 days after
the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) APPLICATION TO CERTAIN CONTRACTS.—
The amendments made by this section shall
not apply with respect to any contract—

(A) in existence on the date of enactment
of this Act; or

(B) made pursuant to an invitation for bids
outstanding on such date.

BROWN (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 279

Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. THUR-
MOND, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. GRAMM, Mr.
NICKLES, and Mr. GRASSLEY) proposed
an amendment to the bill (H.R. 1335),
supra, as follows:

On page 56, line 7, strike *‘‘$2,536,000,000"
and insert *'$2,432,486,654"".

On page 56, line 24, strike the period, and
insert a colon and the following: “Provided
further, That none of the foregoing amount
may be used to assist the following projects:

*'(1) Foster Park tennis and basketball
court resurfacing and color coating in Evans-
ton, Illinois.

**(2) Anthony Oats Park and pool renova-
tion in Evansville, Indiana.

**(3) Expansion of shopping center at 165th
Street, in Hammond, Indiana.

**(4) Miscellaneous pool repairs in Bir-
mingham, Alabama.

*'(6) Tennis court resurfacing in Florence,
Alabama.
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**(6) Orpheum Theatre renovation in Phoe-
nix, Arizona.

*(T) Alan Witt Park aquatics facility and
ball fields in Fairfield, California.

‘(8) MLK Park, construction of 27,000
square foot community recreation center
with indoor pool, in Los Angeles, California.

*(9) Fairmount Park boathouse restoration
in Riverside, California.

*(10) Villegas Park soccer field in River-
side, California.

“(11) Ocean Beach commercial revitaliza-
tion project in San Diego, California.

*(12) Art Ark, 29-unit new construction
live and work unit, in San Francisco, Cali-
fornia.

“(13) Swimming Pool refurbishment in
Thornton, Colorado.

*(14) Poli/Majestic Theatres in Bridgeport,
Connecticut.

**(15) Northwood Cemetery drainage system
and roadway in cemetery in Hartford, Con-
necticut.

**(16) Facade improvement, renovation of 47
commercial building facades in Hartford,
Connecticut.

**(17) Construct ice skating warming hut at
Union Pond Park in Manchester, Connecti-
cut.

*(18) Greens Harbor Beach in New London,
Connecticut.,

**(19) Capitol Theater in New London, Con-
necticut;

‘*(20) Golf course, parks, recreation, in
Daytona Beach, Florida.

**(21) Key West Bight Marina development
in Key West, Florida.

*(22) Whispering Pines Park, recreation
center, in Port St. Lucie, Florida.

*(23) New Jersey Performing Arts Center
in Newark, New Jersey.

‘(24) West, Las Vegas Arts Center in Las
Vegas, Nevada.

*(25) Basketball court at Fox Hill Park in
St. Charles, Missouri.

*(2) Inkster Community Shopping Center,
50,000-60,000 commerce shopping center
project in Inkster, Michigan.

*(27) Northwest Family Center, with two
gymnasiums, indoor pool and outside ball
fields, in Huntsville, Alabama.

*(28) Optimist Park athletic facility (in-
door and outdoor) baseball field, gymnasium
and soccer field in Huntsville, Alabama.

**(29) Desert West Park in Phoenix, Ari-
zZona.

**(30) Construction of youth park project to
include baseball, soccer, tennis, gymnasium,
roads, utilities, and lighting in Jonesboro,
Arkansas.

*(31) Soccer field improvements in Bell
Gardens, California.

'(32) Agua Mansa Cemetery, historical site
restoration work, in Colton, California.

“(33) Fairfield Sports Park, in Fairfield,
California.

**(34) Construct youth sports complex, in-
cluding baseball, soccer, softball, and other
athletic fields in Merced, California.

*(35) Tuolumne River Regional Park, am-
phitheater and softball complex in Modesto,
California.

*(36) Improvements to Barnes Park (tennis
court relocation, infrastructure) in Monterey
Park, California.

“(37) Improvements to Elder Park (tennis
courts, bathrooms, picnic areas, ADA com-
pliance} in Monterey Park, California.

**(38) Reconstruct swimming pool in CDBG
area in South Gate, Georgia.

*(39) Playground renovations, 35th Street
Ballfield, Loveland Playground, Hil-Dar/
Housing Authority in Wheeling, West Vir-
ginia.
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*(40) Storefront Rehabilitation, rehabilita-
tion of storefronts in central business dis-
triet in Grand Forks, North Dakota.

“(41) Renovation of historic mill for sports
shop complex in Central Falls, Rhode Island.

‘'(42) Construction of an alpine slide and
restaurant at Parque del Turabo recreational
facility in Gaguas, Puerto Rico.

‘*(43) Marketplace and art craft center in
Adjuntas, Puerto Rico.

‘“(44) Brewery District Theater, construc-
tion of a new movie theater, in Columbus,
Ohio.

*(45) Falcon Park Baseball Stadium Rede-
velopment Project in Auburn, New York.

‘“(46) Proctors Theater, roofing, completion
of roof repair on historic downtown theater
in Troy, New York.

*“(47) Constitution Soccer Field, grade field
and construct 6 adult and 4 youth soccer
fields, construct parking lots, restroom
structure and concession stand in Salinas,
California.

‘(48) Civic center expansion
Leandro, California.

**(49) Downing Neighborhood Shopping Cen-
ter, a 25,000 square foot retail strip located in
an inner-city neighborhood in Denver, Colo-
rado.

*(50) HCO/Hi-Ho site work in Bridgeport,
Connecticut.

*(51) Boykin Community Center, construc-
tion of a new gymnasium and reroofing the
building in Auburn, Alabama.,

*(52) Gymnasium lighting, North Bir-
mingham Recreation Center, Howze-Sanford
Recreation Center, and Ft. Heights Recre-
ation Center in Birmingham, Alabama.

**(63) Miscellaneous park improvements,
shelter repairs (picnic) in Birmingham, Ala-
bama.

*(54) Buffalo Ridge Park in Phoenix, Ari-
Zzona."

in San

FOOD STAMP ACT OF 1977
AMENDMENT ACT OF 1993

PRESSLER AMENDMENT NO. 280

Mr. HATFIELD (for Mr. PRESSLER)
proposed an amendment to the bill (S.
284) to amend the Food Stamp Act of
1977 to permit a State agency to re-
quire households residing on reserva-
tions to file periodic reports of income
and household circumstances, and to
remove the requirement that a State
agency establish a procedure for stag-
gered issuance of coupons for eligible
households residing on reservations,
and for other purposes, as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. REPORTING AND STAGGERED ISSU-
ANCE FOR HOUSEHOLDS ON RES-
ERVATIONS.

Section 908(a) of the Food, Agriculture,
Conservation, and Trade Act Amendments of
1991 (Public Law 102-237; 7 U.S.C. 2015 note
and 7 U.S.C. 2016 note) is amended by strik-
ing “*April 1, 1993" both places it appears and
ingerting “‘January 31, 1994,

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
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tee on Armed Services be authorized to
meet on Monday, March 29, 1993, at 9:30
a.m., in open session, to receive testi-
mony on the military policy concern-
ing the service of gay men and lesbians
in the Armed Forces: The historical
and legal background.

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Monday, March 29, at 3:30 p.m.
to hold nomination hearings on George
E. Moose, to be Assistant Secretary of
State for African Affairs.

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO DONALD EPLEY AND
CHARLIE WILKINSON FOR THEIR
115 YEARS OF SERVICE TO THE
HARTLAND TOWNSHIP COMMU-
NITY

e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I want to
honor Don Epley and Charlie Wilkinson
today, two men who between them
have dedicated more than 100 years of
service to the Hartland Township com-
munity.

Hartland Township, located 45 miles
northwest of my hometown of Detroit,
MI, is a close-knit community of 7,000
people. Don and Charlie, at 87 and 84
years young respectively, have dedi-
cated themselves to serving their
neighbors over the years.

Active in Scouting, health, and wel-
fare issues and taking leadership roles
in activities helping seniors and the
young people in Hartland, Don and
Charlie have exemplified the best kind
of community involvement. Most nota-
bly, however, since retiring they have
given 100 percent of their time to vol-
unteer firefighting activities, and both
remain active today.

Don Epley, with 65 years of very ac-
tive duty, holds the title of the longest,
active duty firefighter in Michigan. In
fact, it is quite possible Don holds that
title for the entire United States. With
50 years of volunteer service, Charlie
Wilkinson is Michigan's second longest
active duty firefighter.

It is clear to see, Mr. President, why
Don and Charlie’s friends, families, and
neighbors view them as part of the
heart of Hartland Township. Hartland
is truly fortunate to have two such un-
selfish and giving individuals. Every
community should be so blessed.e

TRIBUTE TO LARRY WOODARD

e Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to an outstanding
citizen of my home State of New Mex-
ico. I am very proud to honor Mr.
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Larry Woodard, who has devoted 35
years of his life to public service in the
Bureau of Land Management of the De-
partment of the Interior.

Mr. Woodard began his distinguished
career with the Bureau of Land Man-
agement in 1957 after completing his
education at Oregon State University.
Larry's first assignment with BLM was
in Roseburg, OR. Shortly after that he
was assigned to the Bureau office in
Portland, OR, where he served until
1964. Larry then transferred to Wash-
ington, DC until 1969. Following addi-
tional appointments in the field he as-
sumed the State director’s position in
New Mexico in 1987.

Larry has skillfully met the difficult
challenges that come with managing
the checkerboard and multiple-use
lands of the West. He has earned the re-
spect of ranchers, conservationists,
wildlife enthusiasts and other groups
who do not always agree on the appro-
priate use and management of public
lands. Larry deserves our profound re-
spect for the way he has managed the
BLM in New Mexico. He has imple-
mented many changes in his agency
that will benefit all New Mexicans for
decades to come.

Larry is a recipient of the Depart-
ment of Interior’s Distinguished Serv-
ice Award, and has over the years rep-
resented the Department on many task
forces and commissions. He is a trustee
of the New Mexico Nature Conservancy
and has been selected for inclusion in
“Who's Who in the West.”

Larry will retire from the Bureau in
April of this year. He and his wife
Bette have three children and five
grandchildren and plan to make their
home in Idaho. New Mexicans will miss
him and his distinguished record of
achievement.®

HONORING THE HEBREW FREE
LOAN SOCIETY

e Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor the Hebrew Free Loan
Society of New York for its contribu-
tion to the financial security of the
city of New York and its surrounding
counties for the past 100 years. I wish
to commend the work that this society
is doing to restore dignity to their less
fortunate neighbors.

The Hebrew Free Loan Society, dur-
ing its century of service, has extended
more than $1 million in loans to immi-
grants of all races and creeds. The soci-
ety has based its organization on the
central principle that we must help
others to help themselves. In this way,
one is ensuring not only the financial
stability of the other, but also preserv-
ing one's self-respect and self-depend-
ency.

In a rapidly changing society, in-
creasing numbers of people are emi-
grating to the United States every
yvear. Each seeks the American dream.
Organizations like the Hebrew Free
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Loan Society help immigrants in
America, the land of opportunity. The
United States was founded by men and
women seeking the same opportunities
as immigrants do today. They work
hard to fulfill their dreams but they
need a helping hand from those that
have already accomplished their goals.
These struggling individuals deserve
the same opportunities that our ances-
tors had over the decades and the He-
brew Free Loan Society has understood
this. As the grandson of immigrants, I
know the value of having friends to
lend a hand when someone is in need.

I have always been a firm believer in
the principle of helping others to help
themselves, so I am particularly appre-
ciative and supportive of the work that
the Hebrew Free Loan Society is doing.
It is important for new immigrants in
the United States to know that they
are not alone. The receipt of interest-
free loans from this unique organiza-
tion enables people to start new lives
with dignity. This country was built
through the hard work of immigrants
and we must not forget that.

It is important to recognize the He-
brew Free Loan Society as an organiza-
tion that seeks to provide assistance in
a spirit of dignity through loans and
service. Thus, I am honored to have
this opportunity to commemorate the
100th anniversary of the Hebrew Free
Loan Society and to recognize the im-
portant work that they are doing for
the people of New York.e

TRIBUTE TO DUPONT MANUAL
HIGH SCHOOL AND OTHER PAR-
TICIPANTS IN THE KENTUCKY
SPEECH FESTIVAL

e Mr. MCcCONNELL. Mr. President, it is
with a great sense of pride that I rise
today in order to inform my colleagues
of the winners of the Kentucky Speech
Festival.

The winner of the overall team title
was Dupont Manual High School. Mr.
President, I take particular pride in
announcing this honor because I was a
graduate of Manual High School.

There were many other participants
and winners in the competition, among
them Andy Spears of South Oldham
High School, who won the Gifford
Blyton Book Award for outstanding
contributions to his school and com-
munity. In addition, B.J. Tinsley of
Crittenden County High and Lynda
Jeffries of Pleasure Ridge Park High
were recipients of $1,000 scholarships.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
join me in the pleasant task of saluting
my alma mater as well as the other
winners. I ask that an article from the
Courier Journal be inserted in the
RECORD.

The article follows:

MANUAL WINS SWEEPSTAKES AT SPEECH
FESTIVAL

DuPont Manual High School captured first

place in the team-debate sweepstakes of the
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Kentucky Speech Festival held at Western
Kentucky University over the weekend.

Manual had 52 points, South Oldham High
School took second place with 39 points, and
Covington Latin was third with 38 points.

The Gifford Blyton Book Award, named
after the retired director of speech and de-
bate at the University of Kentucky, went to
Andy Spears of South Oldham for outstand-
ing contributions to his school and commu-
nity.

Blyton also established two $1000 scholar-
ships for the winners of an essay contest on
the value of speech and debate.

This year's recipients were Lynda Jeffries
of Pleasure Ridge Park High an B.J. Tinsley
of Crittenden County High.

Ellen Lord and Dalton Lyon of Lexington's
Henry Clay High were the top varsity debate
team. Second place went to Elishia Cohen
and Amanda Walker of Manual, and Pleasure
Ridge Park’s Jeffries and Leslie Smith took
third.

Individual varsity debate awards went to
Leslie 8mith of Pleasure Ridge Park, Aaron
Whaley of Jeffersontown High, Jennifer
Smith of Manual and Ellen Lord of Henry
Clay.

In the novice debate-team category, Holly
King and Sarah Reece of Eastern High took
first place, and Joey LaMere and Fiona Mack
of Manual finished second.

Chris Miller and Sarah Leong of Covington
Latin placed third, and Becca Byrd and Tom
Hearn of Ballard were fourth.

Covington Latin High captured the top
three places in novice policy speech.

The Kentucky High School Speech League
and Western's departments of communica-
tions and broadcasting sponsored the event.
Eight of the 12 debate teams were from Jef-
ferson County.e

| ——

VERMONT DECLARED A WORLD
WISE SCHOOLS STATE

e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee, I have the pleasure and re-
sponsibility of working quite closely
with the Peace Corps. It is a matter of
great personal pride that Vermont has
provided more Peace Corps volunteers
per capita than any other State in the
Nation.

Vermont's special relationship with
the Peace Corps took on an added di-
mension today with the proclamation
of Vermont as a World Wise Schools
State. I'd like to congratulate and
commend the Peace Corps, Governor
Dean, Commissioner of Education
Richard Mills, and most importantly,
the Green Mountain Returned Peace
Corps Volunteers for their hard work
and dedication to add Vermont to the
States benefiting from this program.

Our returned volunteers have been ef-
fectively sharing their Peace Corps ex-
perience with Vermonters for many
years. Now they are enhancing their ef-
forts by bringing the World Wise
Schools Program to Vermont youths.
They have brought to this project the
same zeal and energy that made them
terrific Peace Corps volunteers, and I
would like to salute them on this im-
portant achievement.

The World Wise Schools Program, es-
tablished by the Peace Corps in 1989, is
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a global education program serving
American students in grades 3 through
12. The goals of the program are three-
fold: To encourage the study of geog-
raphy, promote cultural understand-
ing, and to help our Nation’s youth rec-
ognize the importance of volunteer
service. To achieve these goals the pro-
gram provides correspondence matches
between American classes and Peace
Corps volunteers serving overseas, re-
source packets consisting of videos and
study guides with information on the
countries where Peace Corps volun-
teers serve, and classroom visits by re-
turned volunteers to share their Peace
Corps experiences.

The World Wise Schools Program has
been endorsed by the National Geo-
graphic Society. In its short 3-year his-
tory, the program has reached some
140,000 American students. In my
State, 32 schools are participating to
the benefit of 800 young Vermonters.

Anyone who has looked at education
studies in the last two decades knows
that many American students have a
very poor grasp of geography. In to-
day's world, that puts our Nation at a
serious competitive disadvantage. The
Peace Corps World Wise Schools Pro-
gram provides an innovative way to en-
hance cultural and geography aware-
ness while reinforcing good citizenship.
In our changing world, one that is
more interdependent and interactive
than ever, it is very important that our
students learn all they can about the
people and countries outside our bor-
ders.

I am delighted that Vermont has be-
come the 17th State to officially pro-
claim itself a World Wise Schools
State. 1 again congratulate the Green
Mountain Returned Peace Corps Volun-
teers for their excellent work on this
project. I highly recommend the World
Wise Schools Program to all my col-
leagues.e

TRIBUTE TO DR. JOHN LOGAN

e Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
would like to take a moment from to-
day's debate to recognize the accom-
plishments of Dr. John Logan, the
medical director at Community Meth-
odist Hospital in Henderson, KY.

Dr. Logan has long been an active
member in his community. A medical
school graduate of Vanderbilt Univer-
sity, he returned to Kentucky follow-
ing his postgraduate training at Toledo
Hospital in Ohio. Over the years, Dr.
Logan has provided more than medical
care to his fellow Kentuckians; his
chairmanship of various fund raising
efforts successfully led to State fund-
ing of a new civic auditorium and tech-
nical building at Henderson Commu-
nity College.

Recently, Dr. Logan was honored by
the Henderson Chamber of Commerce
by being selected as its distinguished
citizen of the year. In noting his work
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with a wide variety of organizations
and associations, he was recognized as
a model volunteer, and ideal patron, an
enthusiastic, cheerful supporter of this
area and its inhabitants.

Dr. Logan revealed his deep apprecia-
tion for his community and fellow citi-
zens when he remarked that, “[t]his is
a great place. It's not a great place be-
cause we have buildings. It’s not a
great place because we have tech-
nology. It's a great place because we
have great people.”

Mr. President, I know my colleagues
join me in honoring this great Ken-
tuckian and in extending our heartfelt
congratulations on his many achieve-
ments. So that my colleagues may
learn more of Henderson's distin-
guished citizen of the year, I ask that
a copy of an article that appeared in
the Gleaner be included in the RECORD
following my remarks.

The article follows:

[From the Henderson (KY) Gleaner, Mar. 17,
1993]
CHAMBER NAMES LOGAN CITIZEN OF YEAR
(By Frank Boyett)

Longtime resident Dr. John Logan got
what he called his “‘citizenship papers’ Tues-
day night when the Henderson Chamber of
Commerce honored him as its distinguished
citizen of the year.

A litany of his public service was recited
by Marianne Walker, who nominated him for
the honor.

“‘He is a model volunteer, an ideal patron,
an enthusiastic, cheerful supporter of this
area and its inhabitants,” she said.

Logan has helped a wide variety of organi-
zations and causes, but she said she first be-
came acquainted with him in 1979 when he
volunteered to help organize a hospice pro-
gram, which eventually evolved into St. An-
thony's Hospice 10 years ago.

More recently, she said, Logan served as
chairman of two important fund-raising
projects: One that led to state funding of the
new civic auditorium and technical building
at Henderson Community College and the
other provided computer laboratories in
every school in Henderson County.

A native of Brownsville, in Edmondson
County, Logan attended high school and col-
lege in Bowling Green, and medical school at
Vanderbilt University. He came here shortly
after completing his post-graduate training
at Toledo Hospital in Toledo, Ohio.

Logan, 55, resigned from his family prac-
tice in 1986 to become medical director at
Community Methodist Hospital, a post he
still holds.

An old professor told him ‘“‘to be a good
doctor you've got to be a good citizen,”
Logan said. He apparently took that advice
to heart.

“I'm thankful tonight that after 30 years
here I've finally gotten my citizenship pa-
pers,” he said. “I hope over the next 30 vears
we can leave this community a better
place.* * ="

“This is a great place. It's not a great
place because we have buildings. It's not a
great place because we have technology. It's
a great place because we have good people.”

During the many fund-raising campaigns
he has been involved in, he said, “I've leaned
hard on a lot of people * * * for the benefit
of the community. The list is long."”

But he said he always got a good response
to his “leaning” and always reminded those
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who gave: “It's not for me—you're honoring
your community.''e

THE ANNIVERSARY OF THE IM-
PRISONMENT OF WEI JINGSHENG

e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise
on this the 14th anniversary of the im-
prisonment of Wei Jingsheng, China’s
longest serving political prisoner, to
celebrate a great honor bestowed upon
him today by the Gleitsman Founda-
tion. As a recipient of the Gleitsman
Foundation’s International Activist
Award, Wei Jingsheng is being recog-
nized for his leadership in the fight for
democracy in China.

I also rise, Mr. President, to report
that Wei Jingsheng's jailer, the Peo-
ple's Republic of China, continues to
violate basic principles of human
rights with reckless abandon, espe-
cially in regard to its political pris-
oners.

Wei Jingsheng has been confined in a
Chinese prison for the last 14 years be-
cause he dared to speak his mind. De-
spite his imprisonment, he has inspired
a whole generation of democracy advo-
cates to challenge the repressive status
quo in China.

Wei Jingsheng came to the attention
of the human rights community in
China, and around the world, as the
founder of a magazine dedicated to the
exploration of a variety of political
views. In his journal, Explorations, he
called attention to the plight of Chi-
na's political prisoners and published
several articles on democracy which
were critical of the Chinese Govern-
ment. His writings and his prescient
words that Deng Xiaoping was becom-
ing a new autocrat got him arrested
and sentenced to a 15-year prison term
in 1979. Throughout his prison term, he
has been monitored by a team of spe-
cial security personnel and has been re-
peatedly subjected to solitary confine-
ment. Wei Jingsheng is now reportedly
imprisoned on a salt farm, where he is
confined to a tiny cell and permitted to
speak only to his guards.

During the period of his imprison-
ment, Wei Jingsheng’s health has dete-
riorated. He is reported to suffer men-
tal disorders and has lost almost all his
teeth, due to the lack of access to med-
ical attention. This mistreatment is
not due to any lack of attention by
higher authorities. Indeed, Mr. Presi-
dent, Deng Xiaoping has reportedly
taken a personal interest in his impris-
onment and has his office regularly
kept informed of his condition.

Chinese authorities have gone so far
as to pressure his parents to shun Wei
Jingsheng. Still, he remains unrepent-
ant in his view and has not renounced
his commitment to freedom of expres-
sion. He remains a popular figure
among democracy activists and free
thinkers in China. In fact, a petition
for Wei Jingsheng's release signed by
dozens of China’s intellectuals marked
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the Dbeginning of the peaceful,
prodemocracy movement in the spring
of 1989 which was so brutally crushed in
June.

Mr. President, one of the basic prin-
ciples of international law is respect
for the national sovereignty, terri-
torial integrity, and political independ-
ence of other nations. Consistent with
this principle, the nations of the world
have been encouraged to refrain from
interfering in the domestic affairs of
their fellow nations. The principle of
noninterference was a cornerstone of
international relations when the Unit-
ed Nations first came into existence al-
most 50 years ago. But another prin-
ciple that has gained stature over the
years is the obligation of states to re-
spect the human rights of their own
citizens. The principles of national sov-
ereignty and respect for human rights
sometimes conflict. One stark example
of this conflict is China’s inhumane
treatment of political prisoners.

The leaders of China urge noninter-
ference in their internal affairs, but
they should no longer be allowed to
hide behind the shield of national sov-
ereignty and assault the human rights
of their own people. It is our duty to
speak out for civility, decency, and re-
spect for free thought and liberty. We
cannot continue to let the principle of
respect for national sovereignty keep
us from forcefully challenging China’'s
human rights practices.

China has imprisoned people simply
for organizing prodemocracy groups.
Once imprisoned, they have been bru-
tally beaten and tortured, treatment
far worse than that afforded the com-
mon criminal. Though the Chinese
penal system expressly seeks to help
all its prisoners to become useful mems-
bers of society, it only serves retribu-
tive, deterrent, and vindictive ends
when dealing with political prisoners.

What is clear, Mr. President, is the
contrast between official descriptions
of how prisoners are reformed and the
autobiographical accounts of that proc-
ess by individual prisoners. The official
version claims that prisoners improve
their situation through technical
schools and recreational activities.
Prisoners’ accounts include chilling
tales of beatings by policemen and
common criminals, foul living condi-
tions, torture, and daily deprivation.

In response to growing international
criticism and pressure, the People's Re-
public of China has issued a white
paper on ‘Human Rights in China.’’ It
has also improved the treatment of a
few well-known dissidents held in
Beijing. However, the treatment of
many dissidents held in other places
has not improved, and in some cases, it
has even worsened.

In the preamble of the white paper,
the People’'s Republic of China claims
that no person will be subjected to
criminal punishment merely because
he holds divergent political opinions. It
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even asserts that there are no political
prisoners in China. Mr. President, this
is obviously not the case. Organizing a
peaceful prodemocracy movement is
not an act of treason, but people in
China have been jailed for doing so.

The white paper also suggests that as
long as people do not incite an armed
rebellion or engage in espionage activi-
ties they will not be punished. In prac-
tice, however, the Chinese Government
is extremely intolerant of dissenting
political views and there have been
countless instances where the Chinese
Government has violated its own
standards.

One former political prisoner, Liu
Qing, was convicted on charges that
were fabricated by the Government.
The prosecution dismembered his
writings and created a text to convict
him on. He was imprisoned merely be-
cause the Government saw him as a
threat to the political status quo. The
white paper states that courts employ
a system of public trials. However, at
Liu Qing’s trial, only Government offi-
cials were present; no ordinary citi-
zens, family, or friends were allowed to
attend.

The treatment political prisoners re-
ceive in Chinese prisons is reprehen-
sible. In the United States penal sys-
tem a person convicted of treason
would not be treated differently from a
common criminal. However, in China
the treatment of political prisoners is
often worse. The white paper says tor-
ture is forbidden. Yet political pris-
oners are subject to frequent beatings
and torture from the minute they ar-
rive at the prison.

Political prisoners are often not per-
mitted to exercise or work; that is,
forced to sit completely still for 12
hours a day or forced to work more
than 12 hours a day. Performance
quotas for political prisoners are often
set higher than those set for other pris-
oners. If these quotas are not met, then
political prisoners are often forced to
work on Sundays. In contrast, non-
political criminals who work more
than 8 hours a day receive overtime
privileges which are not available to
political prisoners.

The Chinese Government claims that
it allows all prisoners to read news-
papers and magazines, watch tele-
vision, listen to the radio, and take
part in recreational activities. This is
just not the case for political prisoners.
They are often placed in solitary con-
finement where they have no access to
these amenities. The Government also
claims that political prisoners have the
right to contact and remain in cor-
respondence with family members.
However, family members are not al-
lowed to visit or correspond with pris-
oners when the authorities do not want
the outside world to know how they are
being treated. Like the pressure it ex-
erted on the family of Wei Jingsheng,
the Chinese Government often at-
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tempts to intimidate a political pris-
oner’s family into shunning or de-
nouncing him.

Mr. President, the Chinese penal sys-
tem supposedly guarantees medical
treatment to its prisoners. Not so for
political prisoners. Ren Wanding, a
leading dissident, is in danger of losing
his eyesight, yet nothing is being done
to help him. Others have heart condi-
tions and other ailments that remain
untreated. The Chinese claim to have
an ideal criminal justice system, but
that claim in no way reflect reality.

The United States must not turn a
blind eye to these human rights abuses.
Nor should it tactly condone them. It
must instead call them as it sees them,
and press for their cessation.

Economic sanctions are among the
possible means to induce compliance
with international standards of human
rights. Diplomacy, both public and
quiet, is another. The pressure of pub-
lic opinion is a third. The United
States should press for guaranteed ac-
cess by humanitarian organizations to
China’s prisons and labor reform enter-
prises. When abuses are found, the Chi-
nese Government should have to ac-
knowledge and explain them, and ei-
ther change its ways or continue to
come under international pressure. The
United States should also seek verifi-
able commitments by China to abide
by international standards of respect
for human rights.

Mr. President, five dissidents, Wang
Dan, Guo Haifeng, Wang Xizhe, Li
Guiren, and Zhu Hongsheng, were re-
cently released early from prison, indi-
cating that China might respond to
further international pressure and
change its policies. But there are still
many hundreds, maybe even thousands
of political prisoners in China. Though
the releases appear encouraging, 40 or
more arrests have also been made just
since June 1992. So, it is premature, at
best, to conclude that any fundamental
change in Chinese policy has occurred.

Mr. President, as we approach the
21st century, the United States will be
looked to, more and more, as a de-
fender of human rights. Operating as a
standard-bearer of human rights is a
daunting task, but it is not one from
which we as a Nation should shrink, es-
pecially when the need is so compel-
ling. I urge my colleagues to mark this
anniversary of Wei Jingsheng’s impris-
onment with a renewed commitment of
vigilance toward human rights abuses
in China. The amazing courage dem-
onstrated by Wei Jingsheng and others
shows that our vigilance provides sus-
tenance for those who continue to
struggle against repression in China.
Let us not forget them as we seek ways
to deal with, and influence, the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.e
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TRIBUTE TO THE 100TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE CHILDREN’S DAY
NURSERY IN PASSAIC, NJ

e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the
Children’s Day Nursery, in Passaic, NJ,
is among an elite group of day care
centers in America that can claim a
century of service to over four genera-
tions of disadvantaged families within
its community. I would ask my col-
leagues to join me in congratulating
the Children’s Day Nursery as it com-
memorates its centennial anniversary
today.

Quality day care is a priority in our
modern world. So many, many families
must seek dependable child care ar-
rangements, and we all know there just
are not enough qualified resources. Yet
the Children’s Day Nursery has been a
safe, nurturing haven for hundreds of
thousands of inner-city children from
diverse ethnic origins for a remarkable
100 continuous years. The center is an
invaluable support for the city of Pas-
saic, a well-known source of pride in
the State of New Jersey, and an out-
standing model for the rest of the
country.

I applaud the impressive history and
important future of the Children’s Day
Nursery. On behalf of our Nation, I
send best wishes for continued growth,
service, and leadership.e

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until 10:30 a.m. on Tues-
day, March 30; that following the pray-
er, the Journal of proceedings be
deemed approved to date, and the time
for the two leaders be reserved for their
use later in the day; that there then be
a period for morning business not to
extend beyond 11 a.m. with Senators
permitted to speak therein for up to 5
minutes each, with Senator GRAMM of
Texas recognized for up to 10 minutes;
that at 11 a.m., the Senate resume con-
sideration of H.R. 1335, the emergency
supplemental appropriations bill; and
that on Tuesday, the Senate stand in
recess from 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 p.m. in
order to accommodate the regular
party conferences.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President,
so that Senators may be aware, a vote
will occur at 11 a.m. when the Senate
resumes consideration of the pending
bill. The Senate will vote on a motion
to reconsider the vote by which the
Senate failed to table the pending
Brown amendment. That vote will
occur at 11 a.m. Senators should be
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present and ready to vote at that time.

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT
10:30 A.M.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate today, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate stand in recess
as previously ordered.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 9:42 p.m. recessed until Tuesday,
March 30, 1993, at 10:30 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate March 29, 1993:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

THOMAS R. PICKERING, OF NEW JERSEY, A CAREER
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, WITH THE
PERSONAL RANK OF CAREER AMBASSADOR, TO BE AM-
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE RUSSIAN FED-
ERATION.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

RONALD K. NOBLE, OF NEW YORK, TO BE AN ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, VICE PETER K. NUNEZ,
RESIGNED.

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON
THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE,
SECTION 1370:

To be lieutenant general

LT. GEN. ROBERT D. CHELBERG|JRETES U.S. ARMY.

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON
THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE,
SECTION 1370:

To be lieutenant general
LT. GEN. JOSEPH S. LAPOSATAJRSSUEE U.S. ARMY.

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS-
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON-
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-
TION 601(A):

To be lieutenant general
MAJ. GEN. MARVIN L. COVAULT | aea

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS-
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON-
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-
TION 601(A):

U.S. ARMY.

To be lieutenant general

MAJ. GEN. RICHARD F. KELLEREYS B @ U.S. ARMY.

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON
THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE,
SECTION 1370:

To be vice admiral
VICE ADM. ROGER F. BACON [ awa
IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR PERMANENT
PROMOTION IN THE U.S. AIR FORCE, UNDER THE PROVI-
SIONS OF SECTION 628, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE,
AS AMENDED, WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED
BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE.

MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
ROOSEVELT GREENCm
SANFORD D. ZELNI
MEDICAL CORPS
To be major
YVONNE D. CAGLE‘%
RICHARD J. MONT!
DENTAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel

GARDNER G. BASSET T aveal

U.S. NAVY.
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THE FOLLOWING CADETS, U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY,
FOR APPOINTMENT AS SECOND LIEUTENANT IN THE
REGULAR AIR FORCE, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SEC-
TIONS 541 AND 531, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, WITH
DATES OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED BY THE SEC-
RETARY OF THE AIR FORCE.

LORI L. BROWN| XXX-XXX..

ALEX B. MCKINDRA, JR [B¥'SYSES
JEREMY M. SLAGLEY|S'S v
AMIT Y. YORAN WSS

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED
IN THE U.S. ARMY IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTIONS 624
AND 628, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. THE OFFICERS
IDENTIFIED WITH AN ASTERISK ARE ALSO BEING NOMI-
NATED FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 531, TITLE 10, UNITED
STATES CODE.

MEDICAL CORPS
To be colonel
*GARY D. DAVIS [[panam
MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
*JOHN A. RICHMOND [ana
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
RONALD C. HARRISONE R E
MEDICAL CORPS
To be major
*BRIAN J. O'HE%
*MICHAEL SZKRYBAL
ARMY NURSE CORPS
To be major
*DONALD W. GILMORE[RETEN
IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY IN ACCORDANCE WITH
SECTION 624, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. THE OFFI-
CERS INDICATED BY ASTERISK ARE ALSO NOMINATED
FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY IN ACCORD-
ANCE WITH SECTION 531, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE:

DENTAL CORPS
To be colonel
RUFUS Y. BANDYRG S e

BENJAMIN 8. *. H 554
BRADFORD W. HARPE H

KARL K. HARRIH
GENOUS 8. HOD
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TERRELL COHEN[PSW' S SN
JOHN M. CORLEY pRoa'a'as
WILLIAM E. CROOKS|P%'S S

MEDICAL CORPS
To be colonel

RICHARD L. *. ALL!
THOMAS R. BABONIS[ERO S S
VICTOR C. BELLSWW'SYSIgS
JOHN M. BLOUGHY 'S S'S
JAMES H. BRIE! XXXXXX..

KENNETH C. PINKERTON
LAWRENCE D. SCHMELTZER]

CLIFFORD B. ST.
ALEXANDER J. W.
WILLIAM W. WILSON, JRSVSTS'EN
EDWARD F. WRIGHT [0S e S

MEDICAL CORPS
To be colonel

JAY 8. ADAMS X000CX..
D

RELFORD E. PA
HUBERT O. PLA'

THOMAS E. WISWE
JEREL M. *. ZOLTICH

IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN
THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, UNDER THE APPRO-
PRIATE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 624, TITLE 10, UNITED
STATES CODE, AS AMENDED, WITH DATES OF RANK TO
BE DETERMINED BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE,
AND THOSE OFFICERS IDENTIFIED BY AN ASTERISK FOR
APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR AIR FORCE UNDER THE
PROVISIONS OF SECTION 531, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES
CODE, WITH A VIEW TO DESIGNATION UNDER THE PROVI-
SIONS OF SECTION 8067, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE,
TO PERFORM DUTIES INDICATED PROVIDED THAT IN NO
CASE SHALL THE FOLLOWING OFFICERS BE APPOINTED
IN A GRADE HIGHER THAN INDICATED.

DENTAL CORPS
To be colonel

DENTAL CORPS

To ieu
ALAN M. AKERS[Fmmey be lieutenant colonel

March 29,
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LEIGH A. SCHWIE’I‘Z XXX-XX-X...

ROBERT F. BLODGETT, XXX-XX-X....
IRENE G. BOBERMOKEN[BSS'ST SN

GARY A. BRAUNBS S S SR
GREGORY C. BROWNINGYS'SYS'
ORSON P. CARDON| XXX-XX-X..

ROBERT A. GARDNERPSSSTS x
THOMAS E. GARRISONPYY'ST'S X...
GEORGE J. GIBEILY[PeSs o™
PAUL R. GLOWIENKAPSS ST S
CHARLES D. GOLDM ANpYY 'S =
JAMES S. GREENJ S oM
SPENCER D. GREENDYKEPSSSsoaN
MARY L. GREENESS SR
ROLAND A. GRIEBFS'Sv'S'o

JAMES M. WATSONSSS'S'S xx

KAREN K. WIES[ S o
JOHN E. WILLIAMSEY%'S XX X..
DEBORAH A. WINGETB9'®%S x_,_

MARSHALL L. WONGR%' @894
MICHAEL J. YASZEMSKIBSoSe s
RAUL YORDANJOVET RS Se e
NANCY ZEFORroro
PAUL R. ZIAY ARGS9 S

DENTAL CORPS
To be major
JOEL J. AIMONH xxx XX-X..

TRISTAN E. KOH!
THOMAS M. KOROS!

MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel

ROBERTO A. PENN SIS X xX-XX-X... |

VAN E. PERR MATTHEW T. WELLES U
ALTON W. PO DAVID L. WELLSEpaae
MIGUEL A. RAMIREZC JOHN L. WHITTL F¥

BRIAN H. REED BRIAN D. WIGHT [y aua
GREGORY T. R

MICHAEL W. REST % MEDICAL CORPS
LAWRENCE M. RIDDL: XXX... To be major
DANNY R. ROBINETTE[Ae

LUIS R. RODRIGUEZCOLON JAMES G. ADAMSETETER
ROBERT J. ROSSI(§EnEM TURGUT ALAGOZ [N

FRANK J. ROWAN, 11} HARRY ALBERT]]

JANICE M. RUSN NANCY J. ALBRIGH

DAVID K. SCALES RAYMOND B. ALLEN,

KIM M. SCHOEFFEY] STEVEN R. ALLENGRE &Y

JORGINA 8. SCHREIER]

XXX-XX-X...




LEISA H. BAILEY[JSS S aY

KORNFELD JOHN M. BALBU JJU0'S S

JOHN M. BALDAUF S e
CONSTANTIN A. BALOURISPSSSEN
CHARLES L. BANEJSS ST S
CHRISTINE BANKARSS'SSN
CRAIG E. BARNESPWSE'S
STEVEN L. BARNESERS S
THOMAS P. BARNET [PRe' S
DEBBIE LYNN BATTEIG ERBYS S9SN
BRANTLY W. BAYNESEGEE S
ANDREW J. BEHNKEW'SYS'SN
PAUL S. BEIGHLEY[JW' S S
GEORGE A. BELECANECHSSWEES
WILLIAM B. BELL S90S S
WILLIAM BENINATIBGSYS x

ERIC H. BENINK[JW' SIS
STEPHEN J. BERCS |B%%'8%'¢
SVEN T. BERGPISe S
GUY R. BIBEAUBS' ST S
DAVID K. BILLMANER S
ROBERT W. BJORAKER, JHBWO'S S
ROBERT V. BLAKEBURNEYYW'SS'aN
MICHAEL L. BLEDSOHP S SeaY
HOWARD P. BLOUNT, 11§98 aa
LUIS A. BOLANOSE 'S S'an

KEITH J. BOLY ARI|% S9SN
MARTIN D. BOMALASKIGe S SN
EUGENE V. BONVENTRESS S S
PAUL E. BOORPR'S SN

TOMASZ W. BOROW 81 XXX-XXX...
EDGAR M. BOYD, JRIFGSEEEN
BRIAN R. BRADSHA W[SRe'Sea'as
WAYNE A. BREARLEY[JRS S S
DANIEL S. BREMEReav s
ROBERT W. BRENNERB S
SIDNEY B. BREVARDESS M
DEAN A. BRICKER[SW'SE SIS

JACK L. BRIDGESJReaea
IRVIN P. BROCK, [T
DOUGLAS R. BROWN RS SYaa
JAMES P. BROWN[I St S
LAURENCE B. BROWN[JSSaN
STEVEN R. BROWN S S
SUSAN A. BROWN[[fe S
TIMOTHY R. BROWNY SN
JOEL E. BRUCHGW ST

LESLIE R. BRY AN T[§% ' Sv e
BARBARA R. BUCKNAM B
CHRISTOPHER BUDN Y[/ a
RITA A. BURRBYSE

MARTIN G. B DI XXX-XX-X....
GERALD T. BY ER{JR 0SSN

ROBIN W. CALDW. XXX-XX-X...
ROBERT A. CAMBRIDG KSRl
MARK S. CAMPBELLR S
SCOTT A. CARLSONBR SN
MATTHEW T. CARPENTEHSRS S a N
TIMOTHY J. CARR S
ANTHONY T. CARTER|Seeaaa
TIMOTHY D. CASSIDY [
ANN C. CHILDRESS[Je e

JOHN R. CHUBRG' ST

DAVID A. CIAROLLA[V S E
MICHAEL S. CITAK RS eas
CAROLYN CLARKT. B[ XXX-XX-X...
MICHAEL J. CLAYRawaan

DAVID A. COGGINSRRaYS
ADAM J. COHEN s
DAVID B. COHENJ 'S
HARRY C. COLE, [1Is%% v
JACK E. COLKER[pZEvwE
JOHN T. COLUMEUSEV v
JAMES E. CONLEY[FS%'Sea'an
DAVID A. COOK[vivg

DON C. COONCE [P sy a'as
JANE E. CORN XXX-XX-X...
PAULA A. CORRIGANJSWE

STANLEY L. CRAWFORD, JHRR S SN

MANUEL O. CRESPO S S
ROBERT J. CROWTHEH[JWW v
KEVIN CULBERTRR SR
MOIRA CURLEY %S ad
STEVEN A. CURRIEO [y
RICHARD T. DAHLENFG' WSS
CLIVE G. DANIELS[Re s
DAVID G. DAVENPOR T[SV EE
JAMES A. DAYt
BART J. DEBROUKISSWS
MICHAEL J. DECK EXJiien
DANIEL J. DECOOK{JHMaNW
STEVEN C. DECOUL |
PATRICIA A. DEGROO v
MARC M. DEHART(W
CHRISTOPHER A. DEMAIORIBUY
ROBERT C. DESKO[JR S

XXX-)

MARCEL V. DIONNE

SUDHAKAR DIXIT S SeSan
STEPHEN DOLAN[SYWETSER
MARY P. DOURGARIANBSSSIS N
GAIL J. DUDLEYPSoSe o
RUSSELL D. DUMIR EPYW'SS'S'Ss
PATRICIA J. DURY|PSS OSSN
JOHN P. DZIK P Se e

DAVID A. EARLGWW'SYS
JAMES D. EASON|JS'SeS x
MICHAEL C. EDWARDSES'SS
LAURIE P. ELWELLBSW'SYS
JOHN M. ERBICELLAGRYYSS
THOMAS A. ERCHINGERB%S'S xx X..
JAMES M. ERTELPYW'ST SIS

JAMES E. EVERSOLH S
SANDRA KAY FALKENHA MBS EEE
ROBERT G. FANTERYS' S SN

DAVID R. FARRISPOSTSEN

DAVID L. FAYRSY S S

JOHN F. FELLEHPO S S o

CARMEN A. FERNANDEZBWS'S SN
JEANNE M. FERRANTERYSYS'IN
KELSON M. FIGAROBRS'S SN

JAMES A. FIKF RS e e

PETER T. FILIPOVES S SER

JOHN R. FISCHERBYSY O

CHARLES R. FISHER, J PSS SE
MARCUS S. FISHERBG 'S o aa

LES R. FOLIORS S SN

LADONNA D. FORD pRo'Sv s
CHARLES D. FOWLER, J HEW'SWS'aN
PETER E. FRASCOBRY'SvS
CLIFFORD B. FRELIN(BS eSS
PAMELA M. FRIEDBS SN
SPENCER J. FRINKHSY'SYS'SS

ANN S. FULCHERSS S

MITCHELL A. GARBERBSW'S xx X..
BARRY L. GARDNERSGY'SSSS

DAVID GARRETT, JRB S SN
LARRY DON GEE[fg9' 8%
DIANE C. GEORG Epggavav
ELENA M. GEOVANES] XXX-XXX...
GORDON M. GERSON, JREGSea
HOWARD E. GILL, ITiSeW'aw6s
ARLA A. GILLILANDEWS' S
ROBERT T. GILSON[pGYSvad
DANIEL C. GINSBERGE'SSEN
GUY G. GLATZS W av e
LEIGHANNE GLA RINT XXX-XXX...
CARL D. GLIDD: XXX-XX-X...
ROSE L. GLYN: XXX-XX-~;
JOHN S. GOLDEN['SE'as

MICHAEL 8. GOLDSTO XXX-XX-X...
GEOFFREY H. GOLEMBIEWSKJSW WS
GUILLERMO GONZALES e S aa
HUBERT L. GOOCH, JRIB%S N
AUDREY L. GRAHAM[BWS SN
MARK A. GRAHAM BRe'ae's
KENDALL E. GRAVEN

DAVID N. GREENBERG] XXX XX-X..
NED J. GROSE[e S
JOHN C. GUEVARAPYR'S xxx

MAUREEN M. HACKE '] JReean
DANIEL L. HAFFNERJER s
ANTHONY S. HAGADORNFREA

SCOTT A. HAGEN| XXX-XX-X..

JANE Y. IKEDA XOOCXCX..

VINCENT L. IMBRIA?

FREDERICK S. ISAAK
iy

JACQUELYN I. ISLANTVVNNMINE
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VENKATARAO IYYALASOMAYAZULA [RS8l
PHILLIP F. JACKSONSSE R EN
ARTHUR M. JAMES[8 89N
LILLIAN S. JARDINEJRp e
ANTHONY J. JASLOWSK [HO i
DAVID M. JENKINS[RREe e
DONALD H. JENKINSESSSwaa

JOHN R. LEYEN D
JOHN E. LINDN
CHRISTOPHER J.

WILLIAM L. LUB
PHILLIP D. LUEBB:
WILLIAM E. LYLES

JANET 1. MCMAHON iV ™
SUSAN E. MCMANTIS [[eeioy
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ALAN G. MCNAEB e Qv as
MICHAEL G. MCNAMARA P0OVO N
MICHAEL P. MCNAMARA BevO oo
SUSAN E. MCNEIL{PeeSoo s
PAUL D. MCWHIRTER oo S9N
THOMAS D. MEACHAM BSOS 9N
PATRICIA A. MEIERPSVSVOEN

RAPPORT BARBARA J.
ANTHONY G. MICCIO J¥e S o

JOHN MIRABELLO J%¢'SYS'S8
NANCY A. MIRANDA PSP SH'S
JOSEPH P. MIRANTEPS S¢S
KENNNETH J. MISHARKP9SS XX X..
JONAS O. MOEN oS a

MELISSA M. MOILAN ['e'S''S'SN

JON D. MOLIN P9 Sv S

JEFFREY S. MOOREPPISVSEN
WILLIAM A. MOORE P%'Ss'S'aN
PETER C. MORAN 0SSO
STEPHAN G. MORAN PPe VS o
PETER J. MORELLIFS oS
CHRISTOPHER W. MORGAN Pos'®¢'&'aN
RICHARD D. MORGAN %98
KENNETH A. MORHAIN BS%'Ss'S'aN
RICHARD P. MORSE eS¢ e
STEVEN W. MORTENSON BYe @S aN
ROBERT W. NAEF, IIIBY¢ S¢S o
DIANE C. NAPOLIPSS'STS'SS

PATRIC Y. NASSAUX|PSe ST SN
GREGORY S. NEALPYSSTSEN
JOSEPH A. NEWELLPYSSTS M
JENNIFER L. NEY[JeSe S o
MARGARET K. NICHO XXX-XX=X...
STEPHEN J. NILES By ar/ s

JOHN C. NOTARO J¢o' S S

DAIN NOVAK S S0 e

RUTH U. OAKS Pooovoan

DAVID M. OBRIENBYWSY'S'aN
LORETTA M. OBRIEN
DANIEL M. OCKNER o0 SS9

AMY ELIZABETH OKSABYS'S xx X..
WILLIAM J. OLIGMUELLERBY%'S xx X...
KENNETH N. OLIVIER B¢¢ S S'Wn
MELANIE D. OLSON %@ S'an
MARGRETTA A. ORE | XXX-XXX...
CARL L. OVERMILLERPSWSS'S'SS
GREGORY R. OWENS B90'Se'SWN
JOSEPH V. PACESYW @Y
KAREN L. PADDOCK PSS
TAMMY E. PANNELLPS%'S'S
LARRY W. PARSONS PSS S¢S

AUGUST C. PASQUALLE, IIIBe'SYSN
CRAIG P. PATTERSON Be%'S s oo
ALBERT W. PEARSALL, [VBea9 S9N
JOHN R. PEARS ALLERS SN

TIMOTHY LEE PENDERGRASSBYSSS N
KATHERINE A. PETERSBSS SS9
DAVID W. PETERSON P'Ss'S9 S

KRISTIN K. PETERSON[PST SN
BRIAN D. PEYTON B%%'SsSa

ROGER N. C. PHAM PSS S9SN
CHRISTOPHER J. PH HS XXX-XX-X...
ANDRE F. PICHON $9'S9S'a%

EDWIG K. PLOTNICK B9'Se'S'an
LEONARD A. PLUNK. XXX-XX-X...

JON E. POPOVICH B%%'S9S'an

KIM A. PORTERFIELDBYWSYSaN
ELISHA T. POWELL, IV SYSW
JOSEPH L. PRATTER S S @R

JAMES R. PRINCE[%WST SR

JOSE M. PUJOLBY' ST S

JURIS PURINS Iy

JEFFREY P. QUAMBYS 'S aaN

DAYLE QUIGLEYMA OINTY X XX-XX-X...
JAMES M. QUINN PSS SN

ARNALDO R. QUINON XXX-XX-X...
WILLIAM S. RAMBO Bee'ae'a
PETER A. RAMIREZ eSS

LINDA E. RANGERSS'S S

THOMAS W. RAT! XXX-XX-X...
BRIAN V. REAMY PSS
LAWRENCE RECCOPPA ey
CHRISTIANNE M. RECKLEY PSSy
SCOTT A. RESWEBER pY'SU'S'as
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AUDRY G. RHODES [J3e oo

JESSICA B. RICHMOND XXX-XX-X...
MATTHEW R. RICKS JS9 SS9
ROBERT C. RIGBY 90 S'SaN
STEPHEN C. RIGGS PooSv e
DIANE C. RITTER P35O0 S
GERANT RIVERA PO0O0e®
EDGARDO J. RIVERAR

BARBARA LYNN ROACH B SS N

JOSEPH F. ROBERTS e oS¢ o
LYNETTE C. ROBERTS BY0 SO @
MARC S. ROBINS SRS SYO'aN
PAULA R. ROBINSON B¢ ovSan
JEFFREY L. ROCHEN Pev OO @
REBECCA D. RODIE SS90 o'
GLISETTE RODRIGUEZ BooSvSaR
HILTON J. RODRIGUEZ Poe S oo o
JAMES K. RONE PP SO
BRET A. ROSANE BYP S oW
VALERIE H. ROSS Pee s e
JOSEPH L. RUEGEMER
BRIAN W. RUSS B0 S0 O @R
GARY D. RUSSELL PSS TSEN
SCOTT A. RUSSI S0 Sve s
MARC S. RUSSO PSS
ANDREW H. RUZICH oo gva s

CHRISTOPHER W. RYAN B SYS'aN

MICHAEL S. SAENGERPYSYS'S
LINDA M. SAKAI PSSR

NICHOLAS W. STANEK B%'8%av

RICHARD A. STANGLER BYW'SY S

JOHN L. STANLEY Po%'S xx X..
RUSSELL B. STAP:

TIMOTHY R. STAPLETON XXX-XX-X...

PHILIP J. STARCESKIBWSY' SN
ANDREW J. STASKOSSSead
RAYMOND M. STEFKO

STEVEN R. STEINHUBL BSOSO EN
JAMES A. STEVENS, JR
MATTHEW B. STEVENS BYPST e
TIMOTHY P. STEVENSPS¢S O o
KEVIN A. STIERER PS¢
TROY F. STOREY [Pe0 @S9
ROBERT C. STREETER Beo@ec o
JOHNNIE W. STRICKLAND, JR PSSO
ROBINSON H. STUBLEY, IIIP¢e SS9
DAVID E. SULLIVAN B¢ S9SN
WAYNE K. SUMPTER BP0 SS @
JOHN A. SUNDELL [JRe S SR
JEFFREY J. SUTTON[PSS'SY S
DOUGLAS J. SWANK Peeoee o
JOHN C. TAEB Jiroro
COLLEEN C. TALLEN, [Bee e o
WILLIAM S. TANKERSLEY PYeS S o
MAUREEN C. TERRAZANO B9 S¢S
GREGORY J. THESING B0 S @
DAN E. THOMAS 9SSR
ROBERT A. THOMAS PoeSe e
ROBERT S. THOMPSON B9 SP S
KAREN S. THROWER Jo0SS N
PHILIP T. THWING s SY SR
PAUL W. TOWNER P90 o0 o
PATRICK W. TOWNSEND SS9
JAMES W. TRAUTH 30O oM
PHILIP TRIFFLETT]] xxx XX~ x
ROBERT T. TROIANI,
WILLIAM BRADLEY TRDUTMAN XXX-XX-X...
ERIC C. TROYER S0 OO
JAMES E. TUREK PeO9 oo™
MICHAEL JOHN UHRIK. xxx xx X..

MARY J. WAGNER B¢ SS9
JOHN A. WAITES 0SSN
LANE L. WALL SS9 S¢e #
GEORGE S. WALMSLEY B¥SSWR
JOHN F. WALSH R0 Sv e
LAURENCE E. WALSH B¢ S9 S
DIANE E. WALTER S9%S'SeS
JAMES W. WALTER B99O%S

DANIEL J. YOUS:
VINCENT CHAIWA!
RICHARD D. ZENN BR'ae s

MARY L. ZOZULIN Yo' Se'S x___
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