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SENATE—Tuesday, May 25, 1993

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable PATTY MURRAY,
a Senator from the State of Washing-
ton.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray:

By faith Moses * * * Choosing rather to
suffer affliction with the people of God,
than to enjoy the pleasures of sin for a
season * * * forsook Egypt * * *.—He-
brews 11:24, 25, 27.

God of Abraham, Isaac and Israel,
Moses and the prophets, Jesus and the
apostles, God of our fathers—personal
sacrifice is inherent in great leader-
ship. At the heart of the Torah is sac-
rifice—Passover and Atonement. At
the heart of the Gospels is the cross.
Moses forsook the power, privilege, and
pleasure of Egypt's royal family and
spent 40 years in the wilderness prepar-
ing to save his people from bondage.
Jesus ‘“‘humbled himself and became
obedient unto death,”” that He might
save His people from their sin.

God of perfect love, at this time of
unprecedented economical, political,
and moral crisis, great leadership is de-
manded. Save us from those whose self-
interest dominates their lives. Give us
leaders who are prepared to sacrifice
personal ambition for the sake of the
Nation; who refuse to seek great things
for themselves for the sake of the peo-
ple. Expose to themselves those whose
rhetoric has no connection with inten-
tion or commitment.

We pray in the name of Jesus who re-
fused to save Himself that He might
save His people. 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.8. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 25, 1993.
To the Senate:

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

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mrs. MURRAY thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

(Legislative day of Monday, April 19, 1993)

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning bhusiness not to extend be-
yond the hour of 10:30 a.m., with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for
not to exceed 5 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota
is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. DORGAN pertain-
ing to the introduction of S. 1015 are
located in today’'s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.™) -

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Maine.

Mr, COHEN. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. COHEN pertain-
ing to the introduction of S. 1016 are
located in today's RECORD under
‘““Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. COHEN. Madam President, I will
not take the time, given the limited
time we have this morning for morning
business, but I will simply call the at-
tention of my colleagues to the intro-
duction of legislation and seek their
cosponsorship.

I now yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Nevada.

KURDS

Mr. REID. Madam President, one of
the things I remember well during my
time here in the Senate is the debate
that took place on this floor regarding
President Bush’s authority to allow
American troops to go and thwart the
efforts of Saddam Hussein. It was truly
a proud moment of this body and our
country.

We halted the aggression of a mod-
ern-day Stalin or Adolf Hitler. The
problem is we cannot rest on our lau-
rels with regard to Saddam Hussein.

I read in the New York Times yester-
day—and I have heard numerous ac-
counts—that Saddam Hussein is plan-
ning to attack the Kurds again in
northern Iraq. Such an assault can
begin as early as next week. We cannot
let this happen.

A year ago, the Kurds held a demo-
cratic election. One of the people there
to count the votes to make sure the
vote was conducted fairly and properly
was a former Governor of Nevada, Mi-
chael O’Callaghan.

I looked at the photographs he took
while he was there. I have listened to
him recount the stories of his days in
the Kurdish areas of Iraq, where people
on election day lined up for blocks and
blocks, in spite of the threats from
Saddam Hussein. They were willing to
take a chance and vote, and they did;
they now have a democratically elect-
ed government.

The United Nations, though, is plan-
ning to remove its minuscule peace-
keeping force from northern Iraq, and
they are planning to do it very soon.
What kind of a message does this send
to the madman, Saddam Hussein?

I believe, Madam President, that
President Clinton and Secretary Chris-
topher should instruct our Ambassador
to the United Nations to encourage an
increase in the forces, not tell them to
leave. We must let Saddam Hussein
know we are serious. We must let him
know that he cannot get away with
murder, as he has most of his adult
life.

The United States has already made,
as I have indicated, a large investment
in this area. We have sacrificed Amer-
ican lives, equipment, and significant
amounts of money.

If Saddam Hussein is allowed to in-
vade, or encouraged to invade by our
inaction, the entire region will be de-
stabilized.

The New York Times, for example,
reports:

‘“The Iraqi forces have moved long-
range artillery, trucks, and tanks up to
the front in the last few days,” said
Jabar Farman, Defense Minister for
the Kurdish Government.

Kurds along the front line, which are
subject to daily shelling and gunfire,
wait nervously.

In nearby Awena, witnesses said Iraqi
troops, in a March raid, mutilated and
shot 17 people to death.

This, Madam President, is serious.

“The United Nations and America
told us to come back, that it was safe,”
said Nadir Ali, a 22-year-old vegetable
vendor. “‘But now it looks like we are
being left alone, us against Saddam.
There is nothing we can do in front of
an Iraqi attack but run."”

Madam President, the Turks and Ira-
nians do not want, cannot support, and
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should not have to support 3.2 million
Kurds who will leave in the face of vio-
lence from Saddam Hussein.

The Kurds are now low on supplies.
The World Food Program and the Unit-
ed Nations have said their supplies are
running low. Relief agencies are shut-
ting down.

They are also dealing with a deterio-
rating infrastructure. Some of the pic-
tures I talked about earlier are cer-
tainly graphic, illustrating how this
old part of the world is falling apart in
the light of the fact that they have had
no ability to have a stable government
due to the fact that Saddam Hussein
continually harasses them. Roads, sew-
ers, bridges, and power lines are all in
trouble. There are shortages of basic
materials for life.

According to reports, a teacher in
northern Irag makes $10 a month, yet a
bag of rice costs $20. They are simply
starving to death in front of us.

It is no wonder Saddam Hussein is
moving his troops closer. Saddam Hus-
sein is an expert at preying on the
weak. He has done it, as I have indi-
cated, his whole life. He did it when he
was head of the secret police, where he
killed and had killed thousands and
thousands of people.

During Saddam Hussein's reign of
terror in this region, hundreds and
hundreds of villages were wiped out.
We all can recount in our mind's eye
the gas attacks, where little babies in
their mothers’' arms were found dead
because this man of brutality, this sin-
ister man, allowed gas attacks on these
villages.

Are we going to stand by and let
women and children flee into the bitter
cold mountains? Are we going to allow
this to happen again? We cannot allow
this to happen. We must increase the
U.N. presence, and we must send a mes-
sage to Saddam Hussein that he cannot
do this.

Last year, this body and the other
body appropriated $70 million to aid
the Kurds. Unfortunately, the Defense
Department has refused to implement
the plan we directed them to imple-
ment. This is a plan that included med-
ical cliniecs, mobile grain silos, and
automatic building machines which
would allow these metal buildings to be
put up very, very quickly.

We have focused attention, as we
should, on 400 terrorists the Israelis ex-
pelled. We can see the pictures of them
out in the desert air—400 terrorists.
Should we not focus a little bit of at-
tention on 3.2 million people who are
trying to maintain a way of life they
have maintained for over a thousand
years? Are we going to turn our head?

I call upon Secretary Aspin to review
this situation and take appropriate ac-
tion.

In addition, we need to consider a
winterization program and a long-term
basic human needs program. This is the
kind of message we should send to Sad-
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dam Hussein—that we support the
Kurds and that we support democracy.

Unless we want to see the destruc-
tion, gas attacks, torture, and execu-
tion of people striving for democracy
and a chance to live in peace, we had
better do something about it. Human-
ity cannot let the modern-day Stalin
flourish. Humanity must not let the
modern-day Hilter exercise his sadistic
brutality.

Mr. MATHEWS addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Tennessee.

APPALACHIA SERVICE PROJECT

Mr. MATHEWS. Madam President, I
rise today to talk about a southern tra-
dition and how one organization is
working to pass that tradition on to
new generations. When people talk
about the South, they often talk about
the hospitality of a place where friends
and neighbors know one another by
name, look after one another and help
each other out from time to time.

I am pleased to say this particular
southern characteristic is alive and
well in Tennessee, and it was on dis-
play here in Washington earlier this
month.

Early in May, a group of folks from
Johnson City in northeastern Ten-
nessee were here on Capitol Hill to re-
ceive a National Maxwell Award of Ex-
cellence presented by Fannie Mae. The
award, which included a $25,000 grant,
was recognition of excellence in creat-
ing affordable home ownership oppor-
tunities for working poor families.

Although this nonprofit group,
known as the Appalachia Service
Project [ASP] is located in Johnson
City, it serves the four States of Ten-
nessee, Kentucky, Virginia, and West
Virginia.

The project for which they were
being honored happens to be located
just across the Tennessee line in Lee
County, VA, and it involved building
new homes on scattered sites for very
low-income families. ASP’s roles in-
cluded acting as contractor, lender,
loan packager, home ownership coun-
selor, and social worker if needed.

Originally founded by a church group
to help make emergency home repairs
for low-income households, Appalachia
services added its new homebuilding
program in 19856 and has completed 17
new homes as well as 30 major recon-
structions in the past 8 years.

Last summer, the group used more
than 60,000 church volunteers to repair
250 homes in the area. Costs are kept
low—average $34 per square foot—by
using their own construction crew
combined with extensive volunteer
labor from members of churches across
the Nation, donated material and land,
and upon occasion, sweat equity.

Amazingly, since the beginning of
this program, none of these home-
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owners have defaulted on their mort-
gages in spite of their very modest in-
comes. A major reason for this lending
success is that ASP provides one-to-
one home ownership and maintenance
counseling to the families as well as re-
ceiving their monthly payments. ASP
then pays the mortgage.

The program reaches families whose
incomes are so low they cannot qualify
for conventional financing yet are a
good credit risk. ASP packages financ-
ing individually to meet the needs of
each borrower. They also arrange for
zero to 5 percent interést rate mort-
gages with various State agencies and
lenders.

The Fannie Mae Maxwell Awards of
Excellence were created to recognize
nonprofit organizations and encourage
their work to develop and maintain
housing for low-income Americans. For
the 5th year, the Fannie Mae Founda-
tion has made grants of §25,000 to each
of six nonprofit organizations, judged
by an independent panel as having pro-
duced the best examples of low-income
housing projects during the past year.

As a Tennessean, I am proud to see a
Tennessee group reaching out to make
the dream of home ownership a reality
for working poor families in the Appa-
lachian region. I congratulate them.

Thank you, Madam President, for al-
lowing me to take this time to honor
an organization which is working to
make the lives of so many, so much
better.

Madam President, not noting anyone
on the floor seeking recognition, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The absence of a quorum having
been suggested, the clerk will call the
roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll,

Mr. BYRD. Madam 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.

LINE-ITEM VETO IV

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, today 1
continue in my series of speeches con-
cerning the line-item veto, with par-
ticular emphasis on the history of the
Romans.

Now, why am I doing this? These
speeches do not make any headlines.
My staff does not rush out with press
releases. The speeches are not expected
to make news.

I hope, Madam President, by these
speeches to enhance the understanding
and the appreciation of all those who
will listen—Members of the Senate,
Members of the House, representatives
of the press, and the public in general.
I hope to enhance their understanding
of the importance of maintaining a leg-
islative branch that is free of domina-
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tion from an all-powerful executive,
and of the critical role that the power
over the purse plays in the constitu-
tional mechanism of separation of pow-
ers and checks and balances that was
handed down to us by the constitu-
tional Framers in Philadelphia in the
year 1787.

Why history? Because many, if not
most, of the Framers were conversant
with Roman history and with the his-
tory of England. They were also very
familiar with the political philosophy
Montesquieu, whose political theory of
checks and balances and separation of
powers influenced them in their writ-
ing of the Constitution. Montesquieu
was also influenced in his political phi-
losophy by the history of the Romans
by contemporary English institutions,
and by English history. Montesquieu
never wrote a history of the Romans,
as I have heretofore observed.

And so, Madam President, I proceed,
then, with another in my series of
speeches on the overall subject of the
line-item veto.

In 509 B.C.,, the Romans switched
from a king as the executive to the
election of two consuls as dual execu-
tives, with equal powers; both to be
elected at the same time, each to be
elected for a one-year term, and each
having a veto over the other consul's
actions.

To avoid an overuse of the veto, to
avoid its being too frequently applied,
the two consuls alternated from month
to month in taking charge of the ad-
ministration when both were in the
city. And when both were in the field
with the Roman legions, they held the
chief command on a day-to-day basis,
alternating from day to day.

Thus, we see that the duality and
collegiality represented by two con-
suls, constituted the Roman answer to
any possible threat of a return to mo-
narchical rule.

In addition to the two consuls, we
noted last week the development of
various other magistracies. Today, I
would like to add three: The interrex,
the Master of the Horse, and the pro-
consul.

The interrex was an individual ap-
pointed by the Senate upon the death
of a king, with provisional authority to
rule until another king was chosen.
Later, in the Republic, an interrex was
appointed when both consuls died or re-
signed—their seats being vacant. And
he was to rule with the Imperium, the
authority of a consul. He was to have
twelve lictors, who would escort him.

The interrex had to be a patrician
and he had to be a Senator. His ap-
pointment was only for a few days at a
time, five days, ten days, so on.

The Master of the Horse was nomi-
nated by a dictator who, under the
Roman Constitution, could only serve
a maximum of six months or until his
task was done, whichever was the less-
er. The Master of the Horse was nomi-
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nated by the dictator to serve as his,
the dictator’s, subordinate. He could
take the place of the dictator in the
field or in Rome.

The Imperium of the Master of the
Horse was a derivative of the dictator’s
Imperium, and the Master of the Horse
ended his commission when the dic-
tator laid down his office.

Now, as to the office of proconsul, in
327 B.C., Quintus Publilius Philo, a
consul, was besieging the city of Naples
and was about to take it, when his 1-
year term of office came to an end.
What was to be done? He no longer had
the authority to command the armies.

The Roman people voted his continu-
ing Imperium for no more than a year
or for such time as was needed to com-
plete his task, whichever was the less-
er. Therefore, his command of the
army, his Imperium, his office of con-
sul, was continued temporarily into
the next year, 326 B.C. It meant that he
was to continue as consul for a limited
time after his regular term of office as
consul had expired.

We have also observed the develop-
ment, the origins, and the functions of
the various assemblies of the people.
We have observed that a Roman Senate
had existed since the earliest days of
the kings. But what about the people's
assemblies?

In our own federal system, we have
two assemblies. We have two bodies
here in the Congress: We have the Sen-
ate; we have the House of Representa-
tives.

From the beginning of the era of the
kings, there was an assembly of the
people. The first assembly was the
comitia, meaning ‘‘assembly’—the
comitia curiae, made up of the curiae.
There was the comitia centuriata,
which was an assembly of centuries;
then, the concilium plebis, or council
of the plebeians; then, the comitia
tributa, the tribal assembly. And, in
the case of each of these assemblies,
the convening of the assembly had to
be by a magistrate.

The assembly could only vote up or
down on the subject matter presented
by the presiding magistrate. The as-
sembly could not amend the proposal.
The Senate could veto the actions of
the people’s assembly of the assembly.
In order for the actions to become law
they, therefore, had to have the ratifi-
cation or approval of the Senate.

The Senate, therefore, was supreme.
We saw that in the fourth century, the
plebiscite of Ovinius, a Roman Tribune,
was enacted. It presented a formula-
tion of regulations by which individ-
uals were to be enrolled into the Sen-
ate as members thereof. The plebisite
gives preference to ex-magistrates. So,
by law, the censors, who enrolled mem-
bers into the Senate, were required to
give preference to worthy ex-mag-
istrates.

What did this mean? This meant that
the exercise of excessive personal or
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factional influence over the composi-
tion of the Senate was curbed. It also
meant that the guarantee of a future
seat for life in the Senate was an incen-
tive to every magistrate to do his best
during his tenure of office, to act hon-
orably and to serve effectively so that
he would be considered an individual
worthy, when his term of office ended,
of enrollment as a member of the Sen-
ate.

It also meant that the Senate, albeit
indirectly, was popularly elected, be-
cause it was made up of ex-magistrates
who had had to stand for election be-
fore entering upon their various of-
fices—the consuls, the censors, the
praetors, the quaestors, and so forth.

It also meant that this Senate, for
the most part, being a body of ex-mag-
istrates, would be a gathering of the
wisest men in Rome—men who had
held high administrative positions in
the government, or had commanded ar-
mies in the field, or both, before enter-
ing the Senate.

The Senate held the power over the
purse. It was supreme in financial mat-
ters. It regulated the coinage, it deter-
mined the rate of tribute, it supervised
the revenues and the expenditures, it
controlled the aerarium.

The aerarium was the state treasury,
located in the Temple of Saturn below
the capitol, and was in the care of two
quaestors. In the aerarium were the sil-
ver and gold ingots, the bronze lumps
and bars, and, after 269, the Roman
coins that were made of silver and
bronze. Some of the other tribes had
proceeded with the manufacture of
coins before the Romans did. Also, in
the aerarium were the papers, the doc-
uments of state. It was the receptacle
of the senatus consulta. What was a
senatus consultum? A senatus
consultum was the advice of the Senate
to a magistrate. In Republican times,
it did not have legislative force, but de
facto it was binding.

I said last week that the Roman Sen-
ate met from dawn until sunset. The
senatus consultum was drafted after
the day’s session of the Senate, in the
presence of the presiding magistrate
and in the presence of witnesses, in-
cluded among whom was the proposer,
or author of the senatus consultum.

The senatus consultum contained the
name of the presiding magistrate, the
date, the place of assembly, and the
terms or substance of the senatus
consultum. It indicated the number of
Senators who were present when the
senatus consultum was approved. It
also gave the names of witnesses to the
drafting of the senatus consultum, and
it included the capital letter “C,” indi-
cating that the Senate had given its
approval. The texts of the Senators
consulta were deposited in the
aerarium.

Plutarch writes that before the con-
sulate of Marcus Tullius Cicero, there
were no shorthand writers. Cicero lived
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between 106 B.C. and 43 B.C. Cicero had
recruited a number of the swiftest
writers, and he taught them the art of
abbreviating words by characters. He
placed them in various parts of the
Senate house. The records were filed in
the aerarium.

Madam President, from the very ear-
liest times, the Romans seemed to be
incessantly involved in fighting battles
with neighboring tribes. From time to
time, the Romans would lose a battle,
but they always won the war.

One such battle was the Battle of
Caudine Forks in 321 B.C. It took place
during the Samnite wars. Gaius
Pontius was the general leading the
Samnites on this occasion. The two
Roman consuls were Titus Venturius
Calvinus and Spurius Postumius. These
two Roman consuls and their armies
were on their way to Luceria. There
were two routes by which they could
g0, but the Samnite general lured them
into choosing the shorter, and the
more dangerous, of the two routes.

The route that they chose led
through two gorges—steep, wooded,
and narrow. Between the two gorges,
there was a wide, grassy plain. The
road ran through the center of this val-
ley.

The Romans passed through the first
gorge and emerged into the valley. As
they proceeded to the second pass, they
found it blocked by a barrier of large
rocks and fallen trees. At the head of
the pass, they noticed some armed
men, and it was apparent that they had
fallen into a trap. They quickly re-
treated to the other gorge from which
they had entered into the valley, and
they found it, by then, likewise, barri-
caded with rocks and controlled by
armed services.

Every effort to extricate themselves
was in vain. Finally, their supplies ran
out, and they were driven to attempt
to make a reasonable, honorable peace.
The two consuls consulted with Gaius
Pontius, the enemy general, who stated
that he was prepared to make a treaty
if the Romans would vacate Samnite
territory.

The two consuls insisted that they
were not authorized to make a treaty
without the approval of the Roman
people. The Romans were ordered to
leave immediately and to lay down
their arms.

The two consuls were ordered to dis-
miss their lictors and to remove their
cloaks, their General's cloaks. Then
the two generals were forced to walk
under the yoke. The yoke was two
spears erected vertically a few feet
apart, with a third spear across the two
upright spears.

This was the yoke. And the legions,
made up of 20,000 Romans, were forced
to march under the yoke. They had to
bend to go beneath the yoke. And they
were stripped of every bit of clothing,
except for a single garment. They were
forced, therefore, to walk half-naked
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beneath the yoke, while on each side,
the enemy soldiers were armed and
stood there cursing and taunting the
Roman legions as they marched be-
neath the yoke.

The expressions on the faces of Ro-
mans, imaginably, were expressions of
humiliation and embarrassment, the
expressions of captives. They entered
the city of Rome far into the night and
stole away, each to his own house. The
next day, not one of them ventured
forth into the forum or into the public
streets. It was a terrible defeat for the
Romans. But, as Montesquieu said, the
Romans ‘“‘never sought peace except as
victors. They always increased their
demands in proportion to their de-
feats.” i

The more disastrous a defeat, the
more the stakes went up, the more the
Romans increased the ante, the more
they increased their demands on the
enemy. They were an indomitable peo-
ple.

The Samnite wars, which continued
sporadically from 343 B.C. to 290 B.C.,
ended with the Romans victorious. It
was apparent then that the Romans,
having conquered the Samnites, who
were an ancient people in southern
Italy, living in the Apennines, intended
to extend their sway throughout the
whole peninsula.

The rich Greek city of Tarentum re-
sented the penetration of the Romans
into southern Italy. The Romans had
established a garrison at Thurium, not
far from Tarentum, and the Romans
enhanced that garrison by providing a
squadron of ten galleys to cruise in the
Gulf of Tarentum.

One day, the Tarentines saw these
galleys at the entrance of the port in
the Gulf of Tarentum. The Tarentines
immediately manned their own vessels,
went out and attacked the Roman
squadron, destroyed four of the galleys,
took one, and butchered the crew.
Emboldened by this seemingly easy
success, they then drove out the garri-
son from Thurium and plundered the
city.

Shortly thereafter, a Roman ambas-
sador, Lucius Postumius Megellus, ap-
peared and demanded reparations. He
had been sent by the Senate. The
Tarentines gave him an audience in the
theater, and he used such Greek as he
could command. He did not do very
well with the language. Each time he
placed the wrong accent on a word, the
Tarentines would burst out in a laugh.
And when he remonstrated, they
laughed all the more. They called him
a barbarian and, at last, hissed him off
the stage.

As the grave Roman senator retired,
a Tarentine, who, by his constant
drunkenness, had been nicknamed the
“Pint-Pot,” came up to Megellus with
gestures of the grossest indecency and
bespattered the senatorial gown with
filth. Megellus turned to the multitude
and held up the bespattered gown, as
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though appealing to a universal law of
nations. At this sight, the Tarentines
burst out in even greater laughter.
They set up such a loud laugh as shook
the theater. Megellus paused. ‘‘Men of
Tarentum,” he said, ‘“laugh. Laugh
now. It will take not a little blood to
wash this gown.”

By the way, this incident is men-
tioned in one of ‘“Macaulay’'s Lays of
Ancient Rome."

The Romans then advanced on
Tarentum. The Tarentines invited
Pyrrhus, a Greek general, to descend
upon Italy. Pyrrhus was king of Epirus
and was the most able of all of those
who claimed to be the heirs of Alexan-
der.

His words, when he saw the encamp-
ment of Romans, were full of meaning:
“These barbarians have nothing bar-
barous in their military arrange-
ments."

He sought to negotiate with the Ro-
mans. He proposed that if they would
leave Tarentum and the other Greek
cities, free, and if they would restore to
the Samnites, the Apulians, the
Lucanians, and the Bruttiums, the
cities and the land which the Romans
had taken from them, he then would
offer to enter into an alliance with the
Romans.

But the Romans repelled every offer.
Pyrrhus had brought with him 25,000
men, well trained in the Macedonian
battle formation. He had also brought
20 elephants. The Romans were not pre-
pared for the onset of the elephants.
This is the first occasion on which ele-
phants had been seen on the Roman Pe-
ninsula. Alexander had encountered
elephants in his battles with Darius
the Third, at Issus in 333 B.C., and at
Arbela, sometimes referred to as the
battle of Gaugamela, in 331 B.C.

The Romans, as I say, were not pre-
pared for the elephants. The battle of
Heraclea was lost by the Romans.
Pyrrhus won, but at great cost. At the
conclusion of the battle, he exclaimed,
“Such another victory, and we are un-
done.”

Pyrrhus, in crossing the Adriatic,
had counted on an easy war. Instead,
he had met with the most redoubtable
of adversaries. He renewed his peace
proposal to the Romans. He offered
again the same proposal, but this time
he added a provision that he would free
all Roman prisoners without ransom.

Cineas, the philosopher, was charged
by Pyrrhus to submit the proposals to
Rome. Cineas spoke before the Roman
Senate. He had brought with him
bribes for Roman Senators, and rich
robes for Senators’ wives. But he found
no takers. He found no one venal, but
he made an eloquent speech to the
Roman Senate.

Pyrrhus had said that the eloguence
of Cineas had gained for him, Pyrrhus,
more cities than had been gained by
arms. Cineas almost persuaded the
Roman Senate to accept the peace pro-
posals by Pyrrhus.
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Appius Claudius Caecus was a re-
nowned Roman who has been compared
to the aristocratic founders of Athe-
nian democracy. When he was censor in
312 B.C., he enrolled in the Senate sev-
eral persons of low birth, plebeians,
and the sons of freedmen. He did this in
order to get their votes, their support
for his plan to build a highway, the Via
Appia, into southern Italy, and his plan
to construct the first aqueduct, the
Aquae Appia. The cardinal feature in
the policy of Appius Claudius Caecus
was to enlarge Roman control over the
entire Italian Peninsula.

When Caecus heard that the Romans
in the Senate were about to be con-
vinced by the silver-tongued Cineas, he
had his servants carry him to the Sen-
ate house, whereupon his sons and
sons-in-law led him into the Senate. He
was old. He was blind. When Ceacus—
who had been censor, consul, proctor,
interrex, and dictation—entered the
Senate, he was met with a silence of re-
spect.

He said, as related by Plutarch:

‘‘Hitherto, I have regarded my blind-
ness as a misfortune. But today, Ro-
mans, I wish I were as deaf as I am
blind. For then, I would not have heard
the reports of your shameful counsels
and decrees, so ruinous to the glory of
Rome. You tremble at the name of
Pyrrhus. Do not expect that, to enter
into an alliance with him, you will rid
yourselves of him. That step will only
open a door to many invaders. For who
is there who will not despise you and
think you an easy conquest if Pyrrhus
not only escapes unpunished for his in-
solence, but also gains the Tarentines
and Samnites as a reward for insulting
the Romans? Tell. Pyrrhus to leave
Italy. Then we will talk with him.”

When Caecus concluded his speech,
the Senators voted unanimously to
continue the war. They told Cineas
that if Pyrrhus continued to stay in
Italy, he would be pursued with force,
even though he should have defeated a
thousand Laevinuses—Laevinus having
been the Roman consul who was de-
feated at Heraclea. They ordered
Cineas to leave town that day, after
they had levied two additional Roman
legions right before his eyes.

Cineas was impressed. The sight of
this great city, its austere manners,
and its patriotic zeal struck Cineas
with admiration. And when he had
heard the deliberations of the Senate
and observed its men, he reported to
Pyrrhus that here was no mere gather-
ing of venal politicians, no haphazard
council of mediocre minds, but in dig-
nity and statesmanship, veritably ‘‘an
assemblage of kings.” Cineas told
Pyrrhus that it would be a mistake for
Pyrrhus to continue in this war with
the Romans, because they were in such
great numbers, they could create new
legions so fast that Pyrrhus would find
himself engaged in a war with the
Lernaean hydra, which was a serpent
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or a monster with nine heads that lived
in the marshes near Lerna. According
to legend, each time Hercules had cut
off one head, two more appeared, unless
the wounds were cauterized.

Pyrrhus fought a second battle at
Asculum with the Romans in 279. The
Romans were defeated again, with
great losses on both sides. But in 275,
the Romans defeated Pyrrhus at
Beneventum, and he returned to Epirus
with only a third of his expeditionary
force. In 272, Tarentum fell, conquered
by the Romans. With its fall, the Ro-
mans, who had founded the little fledg-
ling city on the banks of the Tiber 500
years before, now controlled the entire
peninsula from the Po Valley in the
north to the Ionian Sea in the south,
from the Tyrrhenian Sea on the west
to the Adriatic on the east.

What was the secret of their success?
Well, of course, the major secret—and
there were several secrets of their suc-
cess—the one which I will mention
today was their superior military sys-
tem. The consuls commanded the ar-
mies in the field. The consuls may not
have been always great, or even good,
generals, but they were always soldiers
of experience, because it was a require-
ment of a candidate for office in Rome
during the republic that he had to have
a record of at least 10 military cam-
paigns. And the subordinates of the
consuls, the military tribunes, were
also veterans, because they, too, had to
experience 5 or 10 campaigns.

But the main factor in the military
success of the Romans was the iron dis-
cipline—the iron discipline and respect
for authority that the Romans had
learned first at the hearth in the home.
The Consular Imperium gave to its
holder absolute power over the soldier
in the field, and the penalty of neglect
of duty, cowardice, or disobedience was
death.

There is one example I shall mention
here that will suffice. In 340 B.C., the
Roman armies were fighting the
Volscians, Campanians, and the Latins.
The Roman armies were encamped near
the city of Capua in southern Italy.
The two Roman consuls were Decius
and Titus Manlius Imperiosus
Torquatus. The Roman consuls felt
that, if there ever were a time when
military discipline was vitally impor-
tant, it was on this occasion, because
they were fighting against people who
had the same language, customs, weap-
ons, and the same battle tactics. Many
times, the common soldiers, the centu-
rions, the tribunes, had mingled and
fraternized together in the same com-
panies with the enemy. Therefore, the
two consuls felt that, in order to avoid
confusion that might end in a terribly
disastrous error, they should pro-
nounce an edict that no Roman should
leave his rank to attack the enemy
until commanded or ordered to do so
by the Roman consuls.

The edict was issued. The soldiers
then went out upon patrols, recon-
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noitering the territory, and the leader
of one of these Roman patrols was
Titus Manlius, the son of Titus
Manlius Imperiosus Torquatus, the
consul. Young Manlius and his squad-
ron came near to the enemy. The com-
mander of the cavalry of the enemy
was named Geminus Maecius. As he
saw the Roman patrol approaching, he
recognized the leader of the patrol as
the son of the Roman consul. He chal-
lenged Titus Manlius to fight. The
other soldiers stood back, and Titus
Manlius, in the anger of the moment,
forgot the edict of the consuls and
rushed forth to do battle. The two
horses and their riders rushed toward
one another. Titus Manlius charged
with such force that he drove his spear
into the mouth of Geminus Maecius,
and it emerged between his ribs. Titus
Manlius then removed the spoils of the
enemy and carried them back to the
tent of his father, the Roman consul.
When he told his father what had hap-
pened his father turned his back on his
son and ordered that the trumpet be
sounded for an assembly.

When the assembly had gathered, the
father then turned to his son and said:
“You, Titus Manlius, have respected
neither the edict of the consuls nor the
authority of your father. You have un-
dermined the military discipline upon
which Roman power has always de-
pended. Because of this, it is better
that we be punished for our sins than
that the republic suffer to atone for
our transgressions. I am affected both
by the inborn love of a father and by
these tokens of your courage. But the
orders of the consuls must either be
confirmed by your death or be forever
nullified by your immunity. Go, lictor,
bind him to the stake!"

This was the ‘‘Manlian discipline”
that was so often referred to by poster-
ity. It was a harsh discipline, but it
taught Roman soldiers to be obedient
to the orders of their commanders. And
it was said that Roman soldiers feared
their commanders more than they
feared the enemy, because they knew
what the penalty would be for disobe-
dience, for cowardice, or for neglect of
duty.

Now, Mr. President, with the unifica-
tion of all Italy we have brought the
Romans to the point where they were
becoming increasingly involved in
international affairs. But for now, let
us just reminisce in these last few min-
utes.

We have seen a Roman system de-
velop through chance, experience, trial
and error; a Roman system of checks
and balances—the veto of each consul
as against the acts of the other, the
veto of each plebeian tribune as
against the acts of the other, or the
acts of the consuls. We have seen the
origin and development of the assem-
blies of the people. We have also seen
that their legislative actions could not
become law without the approval of the
Senate—another check and balance.
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We have seen the Senate as an insti-
tution that existed from the beginning,
from the very first king, the legendary
king Romulus, who appointed 100 of the
wisest men to the Senate. We saw its
membership increase by 100 under
Tarquinius Priscus, and we saw the
membership increase by an additional
100 under the first Roman consul,
Lucius Junius Brutus in 509 B.C.

We saw the Senate supreme. We have
noted that it had absolute control over
the purse. We have noted that it was
free from the domination of any con-
sul, free from domination by the execu-
tive.

We have seen the separation of pow-
ers in the Roman system—the consuls,
the tribunes, the quaestors, the prae-
tors, the aediles, the interrex, the pro-
consuls, the Master of the Horse, and
so on—some to act as judges, some to
act as administrators, some to act as
legislators in assemblies, some in the
Roman Senate.

The Senate had control over the
treasury, while the assemblies declared
war or peace. It was the Senate that
waged war. We have seen the Senate
wage wars—with the Tarentines, the
Samnites, the Apulians, the Lucanians,
and with Pyrrhus.

We have seen a Senate that was made
up of wise men, the wisest in the state,
wisest because they were selected
through the process of experience that
guaranteed that there would be a body
of men who had held command of the
armies in the field, and others, who had
held high positions in government. A
pillar of strength—that was the Roman
Senate.

We have marvelled at the respect for
authority and the imposition of dis-
cipline that began with the child in the
Roman family, in the home—not only a
respect for authority, but also a rev-
erence for the gods. They were pagan
gods, to be sure, but there was rev-
erence for the gods.

It was that respect for authority,
that discipline, that reverence for the
gods, that made the Roman character
what it was and made the Romans so
victorious in battle.

Each Roman believed that Rome had
a good-decreed destiny to be fulfilled,
and each Roman believed that it was
his personal duty to assist in achieving
further that destiny, the destiny of his
country.

We can see 80 many parallels in the
long Roman history with our own be-
ginnings in our own country. And as we
proceed, we shall see the continuing as-
cendancy of the Roman state and the
Roman people, and then the beginning
of the decline, a slow but fatal decline.

We will find that as long as the
Roman Senate was independent of the
dominance of any body of persons or
the dominance of any executive, Rome
grew in strength and influence. We will
also see that when the Roman Senate
declined and was dominated by an all-
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powerful emperor and by the praeto-
rian guard—Rome also declined.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

MAX WARBURG COURAGE
CURRICULUM

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize an excellent pro-
gram in the Boston public schools.

The Max Warburg Courage Curricu-
lum defines, discovers, and celebrates
courage as an enabling virtue for 4,200
sixth graders in the Boston public
schools.

The Max Warburg Courage Curricu-
lum honors the life of Max Warburg, a
Boston sixth grader, who showed ex-
traordinary courage through his life
and battle with leukemia. His courage
was most evident when he led bone
marrow donor recruitment drives
under the banner Max+6000 for the Na-
tional Marrow Donor Program. Along
with representing his own needs, Max
gave hope to the 6,000 others facing
such life threatening blood diseases.
“Even if you are not helping me you
are helping someone else' he said in a
television interview, *It is so simple.”
As the result of Max's leadership, inspi-
ration and the forces he marshaled, the
National Marrow Donor Program in-
creased its donor pool by 2 percent.

The curriculum was developed during
the summer of 1991, 2 months following
Max’s death, by the Boston public
schools. The curriculum schedule be-
gins with teacher orientation and
workshops and ends with a mid-May
award ceremony for the participating
teachers and students. The students
begin the program with a videotape
about the story of Max Warburg, fol-
lowed by reading the year’s novel se-
lected for its presentation of courage.
The “Bridge to Terabithia' by Kath-
erine Paterson and ‘“‘Roll of Thunder,
Hear My Cry' by Mildred Taylor are
the novels selected to date for 1992, and
1993, respectively. From this and class-
room discussion the students set out to
write about their own perception and
experiences with courage. From the es-
says submitted, 28 of the best at de-
scribing *“‘Courage in My Life" are se-
lected by a panel of 25 Boston writers.
The selected essays are published in
the volume ‘‘The Courage of Boston's
Children’” and their authors become
Max Warburg fellows.

The curriculum was created through
the efforts of Charlotte Harris, Martha
Gillis, and Peter Golden of the Boston
public schools, and the financial sup-
port of Max's parents, relatives, and
friends. Through their desire for a com-
memorative program which would re-
flect Max's spirit and their collabo-
rated efforts, they initiated a values,
literature, and writing curriculum. The
Max Warburg Curriculum is the first
privately sponsored program for the
Boston public schools.

Underwriting this curriculum cost
between $50,000 and $75,000 per year. Ex-
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penditures are guided by the advisory
committee which include Jonathan and
Stephanie Warburg, Mrs. Nicholas
Bright, Dr. Robert Coles, Nancy
Condit, Susan Coppedge, Ann T. Hall,
Jane Harman, Kasey Kaufman, Alexan-
dra Marshall, Beth Pfeiffer McNay,
David Rockefeller, Jr., Suzanne Roth-
schild, Deanne Stone of the Foundation
for Children’'s books, Nina Thompson,
and at its leadership.

The greatest courage may be that
which is needed to follow your own vi-
sion. For the students to recognize
courage within themselves and to rec-
ognize their own capacity to learn
through literature by the goals of this
curriculum. The vision of the founders
is that the curriculum will become a
permanent part of the literature cur-
riculum of the Boston public schools
and in time other schools, public and
private, will be able to adopt the Max
Warburg Courage Curriculum.

PROTECTING THE AMERICAN MILI-
TARY FROM BECOMING THE NEW
AMERICAN POOR

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, now that
we have had the opportunity to fully
examine some of the budget proposals
made by President Clinton, I believe
that it is essential that we take a more
detailed look at the impact of his ef-
fort to cut military pay as a method of
funding his domestic spending pro-
gram. Both the administration and the
Congress need to fully understand the
implication of such pay cuts, and the
obligation we owe to the men and
women who volunteer to risk their
lives for their country.

We need to understand that the men
and women in our Armed Forces are
not some procurement program that
we can fund or cut without human con-
sequences. We need to recognize that
their jobs are real and serve a vital na-
tional need, and that they are not some
form of laboratory rats that can be
used for interesting social experiments.

We are talking about real people with
lives and families. If they differ from
the rest of the American people, it is
only in their exceptional dedication to
public service and their willingness to
risk their lives. If their jobs differ from
ordinary jobs, it is only in that they
involve exceptional risk and hardship
for what—in the past—has been an ex-
ceptional degree of job security and the
promise of an early pension.

The military do, however, work
under conditions that offer them less
legal and political protection than
most American workers. They do not
have an enforceable contract with the
President or with the U.S. Govern-
ment. They not only live with the con-
stant risk of combat deployments, they
have no legal protection against ac-
tions by the administration or the Con-
gress that suddenly alter their job se-
curity, hope of pension, pay and bene-
fits, or any other terms of services.
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This point has already been driven
home by the manpower cuts that have
occurred as a result of the end of the
cold war. Military personnel and their
families face a time of great turmoil. A
job that seemed to be a lifetime career
with a guaranteed pension now is one
filled with firings and the loss of pen-
sion rights. Military moves have tri-
pled in many units—costing wives their
jobs and families a second income.
Tours of duty are growing longer.

The issue of gays in the military, and
the widening role of women in combat,
threaten further major changes. Many
elite specialties are now being phased
out as a result of the end of the cold
war. Many military benefits have been
cut by 66 percent in the last 3 years.

Major cutbacks in recruitment and
retention have a disproportionate ef-
fect on minorities, who have far fewer
civilian opportunities. During the last
b years, for example, the number of vol-
untary minority separations from the
military has doubled, and the number
of involuntary separations has tripled.

This is why we need to be extraor-
dinarily sensitive to the pay cut issue.
A slash and burn approach to cutting
the defense budget hurts people and
local economies, as well as undermines
morale and our national security.

It is bad enough to treat civilian em-
ployees as if they somehow caused the
deficit or the current recession, or as if
their jobs and lives could be sacrificed
for a vaguely defined jobs program.
Federal employees are generally paid
less than their civilian counterparts,
and many barely earn enough to main-
tain a normal or middle-class lifestyle.

This is even more true of the men
and women in the U.S. military. They
also have already suffered a major drop
in living standards as a result of past
failures to provide them with increases
in pay for inflation or to keep pay com-
parable with increases in civilian pay.
The services estimate, for example,
that annual military pay increases
have already lagged 7.8 percent behind
inflation in the last 10 years, and 11.7
percent behind the increases in pay in
the private sector.

To put the impact of such trends in
perspective, the lowest enlisted rank,
an E-1, earns as little as $9,533 per
year, plus $1,019 in allowances. Even
many sergeants earn less than $20,000,
while few earn more than $25,000. These
personnel are exceptionally dependent
on the base facilities and services pro-
vided to the military, but they have
also seen a steady cutback in the qual-
ity of recreational and medical facili-
ties provided to the military, as well as
in the other support facilities provided
to service men and women. As a result,
the military services estimate that
some 20,000 enlisted men and their fam-
ilies are now eligible for foodstamps.

This cut in real pay relative to infla-
tion and increases in civilian pay has
occurred at a time when such personnel

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

have lost other critical aspects of their
economic security. As I have touched
upon earlier, our military used to have
two compensations for the sacrifices
they made in serving their country and
risking their lives. The first was career
security, and the second was a pension
at the end of their careers.

During the last few years, we have
deprived many enlisted personnel of
this job security and the promise of a
pension. For example, 178,000 military
personnel left military service last
year. Enlisted voluntary separations in
the Army—most of which involved no
real choice by the individual involved—
rose from 66,800 in 1991 to 128,100 in
1992. Air Force separations of all kinds
rose from 43,500 to 63,000.

The cuts in the other services were
far less severe, but all enlisted person-
nel and junior officers know that the
cuts will be much sharper over the next
4 years. Hundreds of thousands of men
and women will have to leave military
service years before their careers end,
and often without a pension.

Other aspects of President Clinton’s
proposed deficit reduction program are
making this situation far worse.

Up to 400,000 additional men and
women, and their families, will now
have to leave military service by the
end of 1998.

Many will have to be denied even the
dignity of voluntary separation or will
be forced to volunteer with little or no
warning.

Many will be forced to leave the serv-
ice so that domestic programs can be
funded that will create fewer jobs than
they destroy, or fund programs with
little or no benefit to either our econ-
omy or our security.

No matter how dedicated and patri-
otic our men and women in uniform
are, this already is having an impact
on military readiness. Military capa-
bility is a function of morale even
more that it is a function of material
and technology. A military force is
only as effective as its personnel, as
their motivation, and as their career
structure.

If President Clinton's proposed pay
cuts are ever implemented, they will
make this situation much worse:

President Clinton’s new budget defi-
cit reduction plan calls for a 1l-year
freeze on military pay and benefits in
fiscal year 1994, and a for a 1l-percent
reduction in the annual pay raise cal-
culated on the basis of the employment
cost index for fiscal years 1995-97.

Since the annual pay increase is al-
ready one-half percent below the em-
ployment cost index, this means that
the growth in military pay will fall 10
percent behind inflation, and 19.9 per-
cent behind the growth in private sec-
tor pay, during fiscal years 1993-97—the
same years that will see devastating
cuts in total personnel.

It is important to understand that
what President Clinton proposed was a
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cumulative process of annual cuts.
This is why the CBO estimated that
the military would lose $1 billion in
outlays for pay in fiscal year 1994, $1.8
billion in fiscal year 1995, $2.4 billion in
fiscal year 1996, $3.1 billion in fiscal
year 1997, and $3.3 billion in fiscal year
1998.

It is also why the CBO estimated the
total loss of military and civilian pay
as $2 billion in 1994, $3 billion in 1995, $4
billion in 1996, $5 billion in 1997, and $5
billion in 1998.

Another way of putting military sal-
aries in perspective is to consider the
number of personnel who earn less than
$20,000—a relatively low salary for a de-
cent life in much of the United States.
If we only count pay, and not basic al-
lowances for quarters and subsistence,
there are 399,000 in Army, 332,558 in
Navy, 137,900 in Marine Corps, and
259,400 in Air Force who earn less than
$20,000. Even if we do count all allow-
ances, many enlisted men and women
still earn less than $20,000 per year.

The number of military personnel
earning less than $20,000 per year, and
include the value of free housing and
all allowances, get over 302,600 for
Army, 136,900 for Navy, 83,600 for the
Marine Corps, and 78,600 for the Air
Force. This is a total of 601,900.

The number of men and women earn-
ing less than $20,000 per year with all
allowances compromise approximately
45 percent of Army, 45 percent of Ma-
rine Corps, 26 percent of Navy, and 18
percent of Air Force. Of this total,
118,000 are minorities, 111,600 have fam-
ilies, and 6,615 are single parents.

These are not the people who should
bear a special burden in deficit reduc-
tion. They are not the kind of people of
whom it is fair to ask new sacrifices
after years of failing to give them the
pay raises they have earned. Putting
on a uniform does not mean wealth or
security, or that any man’s or woman's
true income should be forgotten for the
convenience of those who have never
really understood or cared about the
military.

The new military poor, however, are
only part of the human factor we
should consider in evaluating military
pay cuts. Men and women who volun-
teer to serve their country not only
have a right not to be poor, they have
a right to decent pay.

There is no clear standard for middle-
class income in the United States, but
$30,000 is a reasonable annual income
for a decent middle-class life. If we use
such a figure, it is clear that the hard-
ships imposed by President Clinton’s
pay cuts would affect even more Amer-
icans.

Seventy to eighty percent of all en-
listed men and women earn less than
$30,000 per year. Roughly three-quar-
ters of all military personnel in the
United States barely qualify for mid-
dle-class living standards or fall below
them.
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Seventy-seven percent of all Air
Force enlisted personnel, and 64 per-
cent of all Air Force personnel, earn
less than $30,000 a year. We are talking
about 283,000 men and women in Air
Force uniform earning less than $30,000
a year. We are talking about 46,000
black Air Force servicemen, 10,000 His-
panics, 9,000 other minorities. 65,000 in
all. Further, 130,000 of these personnel
have families, and 5,500 are single par-
ents.

Each service has a different mix of
personnel and specializations, and the
Marine Corps is less well paid than the
Air Force. Over 85 percent of all en-
listed Marines earn under $30,000—some
154,000 men and women. This total in-
cludes 31,200 black marines, 13,000 His-
panics, 6,000 other minorities: 50,000 in
all. It includes 73,000 marine families,
and 4,300 single parents.

The Army has 438,000 enlisted person-
nel earning less than $30,000. Approxi-
mately 175,000 of these men and
women, or 40 percent, are minorities.
Some 224,000 are married and 26,000 are
single parents.

The Navy has 396,000 men and women
earning less than $30,000 a year, of
which 387,000 are enlisted personnel.
These totals include 80,800 black Amer-
icans, 31,500 Hispanics, and 1,500 other
minorities for a total of 115,000. Rough-
ly 191,000 of these Navy personnel have
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families, and 12,300 are single person-
nel.

If we add all of these figures to-
gether, we are talking about signifi-
cant—almost uncaring—damage to the
lives of over 1.1 million enlisted men
and women and their families. This is
simply too large a total to ignore.

We must never again violate the
trust of an all volunteer military. We
must not single them out for further
sacrifice, any more than we should sin-
gle out career civil servants. We must
not treat them as if the only thing that
mattered about them was the total
cost of their pay, and they were not
real human beings with some of the
most vital jobs in our country.

The cost of preserving that trust is
also affordable—particularly when we
remember that we are preserving well-
earned jobs as well as national secu-
rity. We are talking about additional
expenditures of $1 to $3 billion a year.

If the rate of cuts in the budget of
the Department of Defense can be re-
duced by $2 to $5 billion to compensate
for undercosting of the defense pro-
gram—as Secretary Aspin recently rec-
ommended—it should be possible to
protect military pay as well.

If defense spending cuts are vitally
necessary, then we could act imme-
diately to kill useless expenditures like
paying $2.14 billion for a third Seawolf,
or locking ourselves into an effort that
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would protect one small part of the in-
dustrial base at the cost of over $3 bil-
lion for each new submarine. This one
change in the defense budget would
largely eliminate the need for military
paycuts.

1 would hope that each of my col-
leagues will consider these facts. I also
hope that each of my colleagues would
examine the detailed tables that I have
asked the services to prepare on the
number of low paid military personnel
in their service, and the impact of pre-
vious cuts in defense spending on ac-
cessions and separations. Mr. Presi-
dent, I request that these tables be in-
cluded in the RECORD in full following
the end of my remarks.

Gen. George Marshall said of our
treatment of the American military
after World War II that, “It was no de-
mobilization. It was a rout.” It would
be as great an error to end the cold war
with a disregard for the needs and mo-
rale of our volunteer forces. No amount
of technology, no amount of infrastruc-
ture, no amount of weapons and muni-
tions can ever substitute for human ex-
cellence, for human courage, or for
human decency in the way we treat our
men and women in uniform.

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

ARMY DATA ON THE IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL PAY RESTRAINT ACT OF 1993

Grade Personnel Black Hispanic Other Married Single parent
Active duty eaming less than $30,000 per year [BPEA]:
0-1 8127 B 244 406 2032 163
Wo-1 2,017 182 40 141 1,009 81
E-6 T4.872 28,451 4,492 4492 61,395 5,990
E-5 99,104 36,668 3,964 4,955 15,319 7928
E-4 141,989 44017 5,680 1099 12414 8519
E-3 038 13,349 2502 2,902 16,251 1,875
E-2 38452 7,690 2301 1,538 7,690 345
E-1 25,843 5,944 1,809 1.034 4,135 1,034
Total 448,442 137,195 21,438 22,568 240,245 26,435
] 3 5 3 54 6
Adtive duty eaming less than $20,000 per year [BP):
E-§ 35,488 13,486 2129 2,129 29,100 2839
E-5 99,104 36,668 3,964 4,955 75319 7928
E-4 141,989 4017 5,680 7.099 72414 8519
B L s S ey e 58,038 13,349 2,502 2.902 16,251 1.875
E-2 38452 7.690 2307 1,538 7690 B43
E-1 25843 5944 1,809 1.034 4,135 1,034
Total 398,914 121,154 18,791 19,658 204,910 23,041
Percent 3 5 5 51 6
Total separations by fiscal year
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
Enlisted Involuntary Separations
Black:
Male 7796 6,853 1,206 1327 7.213 5941 6491
Female 699 768 904 965 1,066 935 871
Hispanic:
Male 639 643 619 625 520 4n 606
mmFel'llll! 42 39 42 40 47 4] 56
Male .. 22,409 19,749 18,536 19,210 19,013 15,991 17,698
5 lFemale 1,904 1,861 1858 2011 2,083 1,940 1,934
ak
Male 30,844 27,245 26,421 27,162 26.806 22,409 24,795
Female bt 7 FhEEE R 2,645 2,668 2804 3,016 3.1% 2916 2.861
Enlisted Voluntary Separations
Black:
Male 21,132 22,037 20,664 16,525 18,866 14,382 36,712
9 Female 3824 4,373 4236 3970 4,658 4398 6,942
ispanic:
Male .. 2.902 2912 2.688 2,360 2,525 1.943 4,456
D'anmale m 257 228 236 m 258 34
Male . 71,205 68,723 63,123 65,609 64,130 50,461 86,958
Female ... 8,632 8500 1623 7,945 8,168 7.345 8521
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Total separations by fiscal year
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
™ %528 W& SIS B4 BSS2  G6IB  1281%
Female 12,726 13,130 12,087 12,151 13,097 12,001 15813

MNote—"Mro-Americans” is not upee#ulb lrl:iﬂltochl Ethnic Designator Category (REDCAT) grouping. The “Black™ REDCAT grouping includes mon-Hispanic soldiers. Voluntary separation figures include retirements, but exclude

discharges for the purpose of immediate reenlistment

IMPACT ON MINORITY RETENTION (OFFICERS)
Fiscal year
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1950 1981 1992
INVOLUNTARY SEPARATIONS
Afro-Ameri el 257 316 bill 90 313 84 ]
Male 166 196 %62 ] ekl 235 134 168
Female 58 6l 54 60 67 78 50 52
Hispanic 32 20 41 32 7 3B 2% 38
Male 31 16 3% % 2 0 18 3
Female 1 4 5 6 5 5 8 5
58 53 87 83 B3 54 T4 60
Male 47 42 70 13 59 82 63 42
Female 12 i1 17 10 9 2 11 18
Total (priorities and whites) 1301 1292 2,058 1962 1937 1,801 1.241 1.410
Male 1139 1111 1810 1,700 16717 1674 1,015 117
Female 162 181 48 262 260 red) 226 31
VOLUNTARY SEPARATIONS
Afro-A 496 5% 581 528 543 579 464 960
Maie 388 459 456 413 437 459 351 767
Female 110 137 125 115 106 120 13 193
Hispanic % 108 68 9 % 125 8 206
Male 87 90 54 80 8 107 68 178
Femaie 9 18 14 17 13 18 14 8
Other 157 166 183 178 199 210 213 367
Maie 124 131 151 152 171 1 185 35
Femaie 3 35 32 26 3 36 8 42
Total 6,669 1346 7,536 7,407 T.436 8326 5356 11,505
Maile 5,889 6,498 6,691 6,527 6835 1312 5461 10,163
Female 780 848 845 880 801 1,014 898 1342
OTHER
Afro-Ameni 4l “ 55 n 20 i) 109 56
Male 35 U 49 19 17 2 89 L
Female ] 10 6 3 3 2 Fill ]
Hispanic I 4 3 4 ; 2 21 20
Male 1 3 2 4 3 2 18 19
Female 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 1
Other [ 7 9 5 5 5 R i
Male [ 5 7 2 5 4 % 2
Female 0 2 2 3 (1] 1 1 3
Total 34 286 304 203 171 205 664 679
Male Fik] 257 78 187 149 187 570 600
Female 2l 9 % 16 n 18 o 73
IMPACT ON MINORITY RECRUITING
Actual Total Annual Recruiting
1985 1986 1952 1993
1987 1988 1989 1950 1991

Afro-Amernicans:
Male 21453 24840 25318 23,137 24794 17,634 11,943 11,687 12247
o Female 5,191 5290 6,120 5,785 6905 5,083 3757 4210 3247

Spanic:

"Ilﬂe 3,703 4,758 5258 5,005 5814 4,806 4172 4376 4,405
Female 00 516 622 607 827 683 599 m 839
Male 3528 4123 3485 2,980 3132 2312 2,047 2,034 2,450
Female 595 589 582 555 546 399 419 432 4

Total:
Male 28,684 B2 .0m 31122 33,800 24,752 18,168 18097 19,142
Female 8,186 6395 1294 6.947 8218 6,115 4,775 5475 4,560

NAVY DATA ON THE IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL PAY RESTRAINT ACT OF 1993
Eam less s ombee  Numberof gy Maousl g0
an Wi mi- i par- s

$30, Back  Hspamc 0PSO gy les ents TS yith freze
0-1 (less than 3 years of service) 1,851 476 304 62 842 2,554 51
H=6 (less than 14 years of service) 54,400 12,204 3 676 16.081 46,692 623
H-5 96,570 15,030 6.195 481 25,706 65.711 532
H-4 99,067 20,962 B3 148 29434 44,5% 451
H-3 1 15,526 5,090 86 22,502 10,629 399
H-2 41,768 6839 3820 B 10692 7445 m
H-1 39241 5730 3,555 4 9.289 5,556 I rimrr k)
Total 395,625 80,767 3149 1,490 114 556 191,103 12314 .. NA
‘anDMptwumeStmmphqnn . “For a family of four, the current gross annual income limit to be mt«tnfon&mhumumm Agriculture guidelines income limit to be eligible for the
Food Stamp Program under D idelings $16,510. In 1992, an E-2 with less than ?m of service and a family size of four will receive $16,530.85 in sc and allowances, and would therefore not qualify
lnrhodslmulemimtnwr m;uuwuumﬂu.»?mmnw 94 percent of the active duty or about 19,740 members/households | udi&mmw It all l!mru.mbors.liv!um- o off- base were treat-
ed equally by the USDA in counting the value of housing received (curently on-base housing is nat included in the income calculation), mnunbunwwhlesnulﬁnu to 0.55 parcent, or 11,532 hosueholds out of an active duty

force of approximately 2.1 million.”
Note.—Total eaming less than $30,000 (395,625) is 75 percent of total force, 85 percent of enfisted.
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NAVY DATA ON THE IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL PAY RESTRAINT ACT OF 1993

Minarities making below $20,000
g 2 it ami-
fenasd Other/Un- ies

$20.000 Black Hispanic Ko Total
H-4 less than 3 years if service 24978 4995 665 3 5,668 10,990
H-3 55,891 15,526 6,890 86 22,502 18,629
H-2 41,789 6839 3820 3 1,230 1445
H-1 39,241 57130 3,555 4 9.289 5,556
Total 161,899 33090 14,930 116 38,689 42670

1From 2 DOD paper on the Food Stamp . . . “For a family of four, the current gross annual income limit to be efigible for the Food Stamp Program under Department of wmmuslssmh:m an E-2 with less than
Emdmwlilmhmﬁhwﬂmhﬂ ,530.85 in basic pay and allowances, nﬁmlﬂﬂ!ﬂhﬂpﬂqulmmwm According to our recently completed estimates, approzimately 0.94 percent of the active
duty force, or about 19,740 members/hou I& food stamps). If all military members, fiving on mmlnmlmmmﬁMnﬂ;mkmwhmMusuln-
cluded in the income !!menlnﬂmﬂlﬁli mmmos&uuﬂ.uummmmumm approximatedy 2.1 million." Approximately 2,901 US. Nawy Households.

Note.—Total eaming less than $20,000 (161,899)—31 percent of total force and 35.6 perceat of enlisted force.
IMPACT ON MINORITY RECRUITING

Total annual recruiting

Actual Estimated
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1390 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995  19% 1957 1998

Afro-Americans: Total (male and female) 12430 14953 16658 1B110 19220 14837 11183 10282 7277 6640 7399 7917 7919 71812
mto&ﬂ (male m}mm ....................... 6042 7251 7904 7630 8297 7466 7400 7060 5458 4980 5549 5938 5939 5859
{ﬂ minorities: Total (male and female) 18471 22204 24562 25720 27517 22303 18583 17342 12735 11620 12948 13855 13848 13,671

ACCRSSI0NS:

Male 73083 79612 80057 80358 78515 62518 60812 49747 52.890 43373 55446 57006 57,265 56428

Female 9757 BRIl 7736 9873 10864 7974 6427 82 5363 6212 7007 6765 6710
Total all accessions 82840 B8BAB3I 87,793 90231 89319 70492 67,239 51973 w m 55336 61658 64013 64030 63,138

! Mro-Americans and Hispanics are the only minorities that are tracked separately in total accession numbers,
Mote.—Numbers refiect Non-Prior Service male and female accessions. Minority female numbers are not tracked separately. Accession estimated are based on 0SD accession data.

IMPACT ON MINORITY RETENTION
Actual fiscal year Estimated fiscal year
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
INVOLUNTARY SEPARATIONS
Afro-Americans:
Male 6087 7752 7322 9830 7705 9459 9434 9137
ngule 689 9% Bl7 1268 1034 1313 1583 134
nic:
2013 2550 2496 3276 2774 3710 4158 3933
Glo 147 249 240 2% 321 446 612 518

03 148 % 157 M9 183 304 183 .
9162 113% 10680 14362 11587 14563 15372 14271
2466 2048

Male
Female
Male 1190 1280 1076 1474 134 1671 2113 1509
Female
Male

Female 912 1376 L1244 1688 1AT7 119
VOLUNTARY SEPARATIONS
Afro-Americans:
Male 1637 1837 1673 1883 1623 1712 1931 3005
Female 62 408 319 B9 360 439 463 567 ..
Hispanic:
613 77 74 70 719 768 8% 1412
Femaie 89 137 12 163 145 130 203 26
Male 391 490 462 52 583 513 7% 6w
- Ithk 56 7% 8 n 8l 5193 ()
a3k
Male 2641 3084 2.819 375 289 3pI3 3,581 5114
Female 07 62 605 581 644 950
" The Nawy does not have an established vol fi goal. An estimated number could be derived based upon histoncal data as a percentage of annual separation vs. annual active population. However, in view of
the d I d for the f 1mre. even historical percentages would be skewed.
MARINE CORPS DATA ON THE IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL PAY RESTRAINT ACT OF 1993
f‘g less Misorities making below $20.000 With fami-  Single par- Food MIH“IL::_
an ar
$20000  Black  Mispamic Other Total I o SRS it freeze!
E~4 (Years of service less than 3) 310 55 u 10 89 169 2 ® 451
=3 53,485 8718 4695 1918 15,331 16,028 104 399
E-2 19,029 219 1,589 734 5121 2462 3 3n
E-1 10,754 1,760 942 419 3181 982 8 340
Total 83578 13331 1,250 3,141 Bj22 19,641 W8 TR

! The annual dollar loss with 2 pay freeze in place should be uniform across the services.
25ee Note 2 of Naval input. Marine Corps data on this variable [s not tracked nor is it available.

Mote—The total eaming less than $20,000 is 83,578 or 44 percent of the total force, 50 percent of the enlisted force. The above data, with the exception of the last three columns, was taken from the Manpower Statistics for Man-
power Managers (October 1952).

MARINE CORPS DATA ON THE IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL PAY RESTRAINT ACT OF 1993

Grade Eam less than Winacities Number with ~ Mumber of Food stamp

i Black Hispanic Other Total Tapiles”  Shiepwa bl
0-1 1514 13 107 9 39 903
E-7 162 2,137 714 285 3,136 8930
E-5 15,524 3,865 1631 401 5,297 13672
E-5 23696 6,303 1,667 121 8,697 18,052

E-4 30,605 5,500 2424 1,054 8978 14,886
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MARINE CORPS DATA ON THE IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL PAY RESTRAINT ACT OF 1993—Continued

May 25, 1993

e Eam less than Morkes Number with  Number of  Food stamp
$30,000 Black Hispanic Other Total families single parents  eligibility
E-3 5!,2]'5 8718 4,655 1918 15,331 13,627 107
E-2 20,780 2,798 1,589 734 5,121 2144 66
E-1 11,571 1,760 942 478 3181 957 59 .
Total 155,128 31214 13.169 5,697 50,080 73171 4333
1From a DoD paper on the Food Stamp Program . . . “For a famﬂrdiwr the current gross annual income limit to be eligible for the Food Stamp Program under Department of Agriculture guidelines $16,510. In 1992, an E—? with
less than 2 dummﬂ'amusmnffmmlmﬂﬁjﬁ in basic pay and allowances, and would therefors not qualify for food stamps. to our recently completed estimates, approximately 94 percent of the
active duty force, or about 19,740 MWMlewruimdmmnallmmthxMu on- or oh-base were treated equally unuSMmmmmnhuunlmunmdlumnmmlmumsm
mmlnimmmmml.tnmmuwg would decrease to .55 percent, or 11,532 out of an active duty force of a) ately 2.1 million.”

Note.—In formulating these numbers we determined the number with families include any dependent (parent, non-custodial child, etc.) The same applies to number of single parents—there is a financial impact regardless of whether
the dependent (child) resides with the servicemember or not.

IMPACT ON MINORITY RECRUITING (OFFICER)

Total annual recruiting

Actual fiscal year Estimated fiscal year
1985 1986 1987 1988 1983 1930 1991 1952 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1958
Afro-Amencans
Mate
Female
Hispanic
Maie
Female
Male
Female
Male
Tk Female
Male 1615 1726 1498 1593 1569 1429 1452 1025 1335 1215 L185 1185 1385
Female 62 52 mn 105 49 11 43 65 65 65 65 65 65
IMPACT ON MINORITY RECRUITING (ENLISTED) (ACTIVE DUTY PLUS RESERVES)
Total annual recruiting—fiscal year
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1930 1991 1992
Afro-Ameri 8328 7,680 7,665 1,780 7.008 1,070 5,064 4538
Male 1785 1135 7238 1,208 6393 6,580 4,700 4,300
Female 543 555 a7 571 615 450 364 298
Hispanic 2,024 2286 2492 3,141 3,126 148 3027 3,095
Male 1957 2,181 2381 2995 2948 m 2,883 2,946
Female 67 105 111 146 178 157 144 149
131 1.8% 1,670 1437 1,366 1,562 1,426 1,523
Male 1,282 1,789 1,581 1,355 1,285 1,468 1330 1435
female 107 83 82 81 94 9% 88
i 31493 31,636 30,430 31418 29,161 28923 26.875 27,821
Male 29724 29,981 29,065 29911 27,740 21,147 25,706 26,636
Female 1,769 1635 1,365 1,507 1421 1176 1,169 1,185
Total: 43216 43,508 42,257 43,776 40,661 40,984 36,392 37,037
Male 40,748 41,086 40,265 41470 38,366 39,067 34,067 3317
Female 2468 2422 1.992 2,306 2295 1917 1713 1720
ENLISTED ACTIVE DUTY PROJECTIONS !
Fiscal year—
1953 1994 1995 1956 1997
NPS cessions 34,800 30815 2 29,436 29,856 31,738
Enlisted recruiting is not projected by race.
Fiscal year—
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1930 1991 1992
OFFICERS
Imnlu'r;l;“m
|
Female 14 16 12 9 13 10 2 25
= Male 471 409 m ki) 309 283 445 446
ach:
Female 0 1 1 1 2 1 4
. Male 47 2 b1 3l i k1 k] 43
SPanic:
emale 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
u:ﬂl 5 9 8 11 ] 9 12 21
{H
Female 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 1
" Male 1 9 6 8 5 [ 12 14
i:
Female 14 21 13 10 14 13 n 30
Male 534 454 315 mn ul 335 502 524
W‘Illl“ﬂi;}
Female L 3% 32 4 28 a1 156 69
. H:Ie 1019 1,035 916 1105 1.042 1.244 3.348 1476
ack:
Female 0 1 3 2 4 4 14 3
Male 39 40 50 51 u 143 (13
Hispanic:
emale 1 1 0 0 1 2 5 1
Male 13 14 16 18 19 il 6l 43
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Fiscal year—
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1930 1991 1992
Other:
Female 1 1 1 3 2 1 5 1
ml!lll 11 12 13 18 12 3B 69 il
Female 3l 38 36 4 35 48 180 7
Male 1,082 1101 995 1,193 1107 1366 s 1,610
ENLISTED
involuntary
White:
Female 525 746 517 i 698 610 637 597
& Male 8,361 12,949 8857 10,941 8307 B.836 8,048 9,679
ack:
Female 130 179 152 167 210 180 189 194
Male 2421 3,059 2323 2979 2,482 2499 2216 2633
Hispanic:
Female 11 31 24 38 8 a7 45 45
M:'alt 398 616 446 718 596 602 591 811
Female 13 2 29 21 36 36 40 22
mms 244 419 33 389 28 139 333 42
Female 679 983 722 947 982 863 91 858
Male 11424 17,043 11,960 15027 12,283 12,336 11,188 13,535
Voluntary:
White:
Female 831 766 824 827 196 711 1493 896
- B:Ik 16,713 123715 15438 15,050 13435 11,742 35,605 18,356
sk
Female 200 155 37 267 249 226 505 358
Male 3442 2389 3012 3,125 2,895 2,683 8,036 4426
Hispanic:
42 32 35 35 53 73 137 106
.. 1,099 128 850 1.037 954 1113 3660 2016
T
Female 24 26 34 36 45 52 &7 62
mllale 501 466 457 543 532 595 1981 820
Female 1,157 979 1,130 1,165 1,143 1,062 2222 1422
Male 21,755 15,959 19757 19,755 17,816 16,133 49,282 25618
AIR FORCE DATA ON THE IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL PAY RESTRAINT ACT OF 1993 (EARNINGS LESS THAN $20,000)
Eam less Minarities Number Number of Annual dol-
than with fami-  single par- F‘:‘r -::‘-"" lar loss
$20,000 Black Hisparic Other Total lies ents B i freeze
£—4 (less than 2 years of senvice) 172 3l 6 (] 43 56 3 0 436
E-3 (less than 4 years of service) 45,553 5,466 1,548 1,205 8219 9,763 329 14 430
E-2 20974 2,097 40 402 2939 2328 61 98 n
E-1 11,849 1,540 355 402 2,291 81 15 49 340
Total 78,548 9.134 2349 2,015 13,498 12,438 408 161 NA

Note.—Total eaming less than $20,000 (78,548) is 18 percent of tolal force, 22 percent of enlisted force. Total minorities (13,438} is 3 percent of total force, 4 percent of enlisted force. Total with families (12,438) is 3 percent of total
force, 4 percent of enlisted force. Food Stamp eligibles based on several assumptions due to unavailabilty of data on individual circumstances (for example, savings, other family income, and so forth), eligibles were assumed 1o have no
spousal/part-time income and assume fo receive all cash allowances verses government quarters and meals. The assumptions offsel each other as those not receiving cash allowances (that is, government quartersimeals provided) in-
crease eligibles as these in-kind benefits are not included in USDA food stamp eligibility calculations. However, the increase is offsel by the large numbers not qualifying because of savings/other income. Annual dollar loss with the pay
freaze shows typical pay raise that will be foregone if the current statutory 2.2 percent raise (for fiscal year 1994) in basic pay, BAQ, and BAS is eliminated.

AIR FORCE DATA ON THE IMPACT OF THE FEDERAL PAY RESTRAINT ACT OF 1993 (EARNINGS LESS THAN $30,000)

Eam less Minorities Number Number of Food stam Annual dol-
than with fami-  single par-  'C SRR far loss

$30,000 Black Hispanic Other Total lies ents ENRIYY  yith fresze

0-1 (less than 3 years of service) 5,767 230 57 249 536 1,130 35 i n
E-6 (less than 14 years of service) 18,173 3271 726 697 4,694 13315 486 147 623
E-5 ey 80,655 15324 322 2,830 21,380 54,578 2,462 482 532
-4 100,012 18,002 3300 3,150 24,652 43,081 2,067 575 451
£-3 45971 5,516 1563 1218 8297 9,976 36 110 399
£-2 20974 2,097 140 402 2939 2328 [ %8 n
E-1 11,849 1,540 355 402 2297 21 15 4 0
Total 83,401 45,980 9,867 8,948 64795 129699 5472 1462 NA

Note—Total eaming less than $30,000 (283,401) is 64 percent of total force, 77 percent of enlisted force. Total minorities (64,795) is 15 percent of total force, 18 percent of enlisted force. Total with families (129,699) is 29 percent
of total force, 36 percent of enlisted force. Food stamp eligibles based on several assumptions due to unavailability of data on individual circumstances (for example, savings, other family income, et cetera), eligibles were assumed to
have no spousal/part-time income and assumed to receive all cash allowances versus Government quarters and meals. The assumptions offset each other as those not receiving cash allowances (that is, Governmenl quarters/meals pro-
vided) increase eligibles as these in-kind benefits are not included in USDA food stamp eligibility calculations. However, the increase is offset by the large numbers not qualifying because of savings/ income. Annual dallar loss with
the pay freeze shows typical pay raise that will be foregone i the current statutory 2.2-percent raise (for fiscal year 1994) in basic pay, BAQ, and BAS is eliminated.

Fiscal year— Fiscal year— Fiscal year—
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992
OFFICERS IR ccsocccccmih s o ] 4 Male il 1059
Voluntary: All: Voluntary:

White: Female 2 10 White:

Irﬂaae B e } Male 172 181 Female 30
2le Male 509
ENLISTED

L Invaluntary: Black
Female 1 White: Female 11
Male 1 Female 0 2% Male 13

Involuntary: Male 14 584 Hispanic.

White: lack: Female 2
Female 1 1 Female u Male 8
Male 154 159 Male 10 360 Other.

Black: Hispanic: Male 1 87 Female 1
Female 0 3 Other: Male 19
Male 9 12 Female 0 1 All:

g;!:"""- Male 3 b m“"’ 0 3 FOMAIE .o “
Female . 1 0 Female 0 50 Map i

A0-050 O—07 Vol. 139 (P 8) 14
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ENLISTED PLANNED SEPARATIONS
Planned involuntary separations
(Due to downsizing or otherwise gqualified to reenlist

but were denied)
Fiscal year:
O o i s e AR e AR R 1,470
1994 ... 1,610
1995 ... 1,610
1996 ... 1,860
1997 ... 1,860
1998 . 1,860

Planned voluntary separations

(Voluntary Separation Incentive/Special Separation
Benefit Programs)

Fiscal year:
993 1,300
600
700
M)
1)

Total planned losses
Fiscal year:
993

1 Program canceled after fiscal year 1995.

Note: Losses are not projected by race.
OFFICER PLANNED SEPARATIONS
Planned involuntary separations

(Due to failure of selection to promotion (twice
passed) and failure to augment)

Fiscal year:

335
315
315
315
315
315
Planned voluntary separations
(Voluntary Separation I ive/Special S tion
Benefit Programs)

Fiscal year:

Total planned losses

Fiscal year:
993

1 Program canceled after fiscal year 1995.
Note: Losses are not projected by race,

TOTAL OFFICER AND ENLISTED ACCESSIONS: FISCAL YEAR

1985-92
Male Female Total

Fiscal year 1985
Blacks ...... 8,107 231 10478
Caucasian 50,298 9785 60,083
Hispanic 1,718 281 1999
Other ... 1,398 1,666
Total 61,521 12705 74226

Fiscal year 1586:
Blacks . 8,084 2484 10,568
46,580 10,126 56,706
1,592 259 1,851
2,565 560 3125
58,821 13429 72,250

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

TOTAL OFFICER AND ENLISTED ACCESSIONS: FISCAL YEAR

1985-92—Continued
Male Female Total
Fiscal year 1987
Blacks ... 6,101 2139 8240
Caucasia 42,554 9,038 51,692
1,529 M 1,803
1,554 384 1,938
([ AN ) 51,838 11835 63673
1,601 5,840
7580 39885
217 1,258
m 1333
9677 48317
1,684 5,751
8687 2721
m 1273
w1 1611
11030 51,35
1414 4,760
6767 34838
3 1,006
212 1,096
8626 41,700
1,084 3,400
6192 30,079
238 1,007
28 541
142 B4n
54 1,204 4,158
26,666 6968 3354
894 244 1,138
822 251 1,073
31,336 8667 40,003
MINORITY SEPARATIONS: FISCAL YEAR 1985-92
Invalun-
Voluntary tary Total
Fiscal %ur 1985:
Black 3443 3974 1417
Hispal 1,640 103 2343
Other 1,269 618 1,887
Total 39,738 20997 60735
Fiscal {nr 1986:
Black 4979 8,141
180 2,128
Other 805 1861
2209 55218
3293 6,274
686 1,79
704 1,733
19,381 49,819
M8 74486
831 2,306
879 2524
2,91 61,953
2,286 4993
406 1418
436 1,582
12706 40,062
2422 1628
75 2,284
435 2,603
12686 59,155
1,633 5497
326 1613
333 3,544
9615 43453
2012 8243
4 2383
462 4,186
12018 62350

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR
EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
WHICH PROVIDE PROGRAMS TO
MINORS FOR A FEE
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, hardly a

week goes by that I do not meet with

May 25, 1993

students who are in town on one edu-
cation program or another. I am sure
that you are familiar with such organi-
zations as Presidential Classroom, the
Close-up Foundation, or the Congres-
sional Youth Leadership Council
[CYLC]. In my view, these programs do
a fantastic job of providing insight into
the Washington process.

However, as many Members know
from a letter that I distributed last No-
vember, I am concerned about ques-
tionable recruiting practices that some
organizations have used, I was particu-
larly troubled by the CYLC.

Since that letter was distributed, my
staff, along with Senator METZEN-
BAUM's staff, have participated in an
extensive series of meetings with the
CYLC. I should note that these meet-
ings were initiated at the request of
CYLC. And they were productive meet-
ings. If we raised a question or concern,
CYLC promised to fix it.

In short, CYLC resolved my concerns,
and this was not without cost to the
CYLC. They destroyed any stock which
I found to be questionable, and have re-
placed them with new materials and
new policies. For instance, they now
specifically inform students how they
were selected by sending a letter of ex-
planation to the parents. Additionally,
CYLC's board has authorized the devel-
opment of a scholarship program to
help low-income children and students
with disabilities pay for the week.
CYLC will also be setting up meetings
with Senate offices to inform them of
these reforms.

Some have raised concerns that the
CYLC has conflicts of interest and has
improper financial dealings. After re-
viewing the facts, I am satisfied that
this is not true.

Mr. President, the measure which
Senator METZENBAUM and I introduced
yesterday is a consumer protection
measure. It only seems right to me
that we provide safeguards which pro-
vide student recruits with enough in-
formation to make an informed deci-
sion.

In short, this measure would require
affected organizations to disclose how
students were selected, provide a
breakdown of program costs, and insti-
tute nondiscriminatory enrollment
policies. The Secretary of Education
would review any complaints, and
would have authority to levy a fine of
$1,000 for each violation.

Additionally, the measure would re-
quire that these organizations which
establish for-profit organizations and
subcontract work out to them disclose
the salaries of any employee which is
officially connected with the primary
nonprofit organization. For those who
are familiar with nonprofits, you know
that they will develop secondary for-
profit groups to drive down the cost of
services. This strategy is commonly re-
ferred to as hub architecture, and these
secondary organizations must provide
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services at the market rate or lower.
This reporting provision ensures that
these organizations are above the
board and are not skimming profits.

No doubt about it, CYLC has used
questionable recruiting practices. But
that is in the past. As I stated earlier,
they have participated in lengthy
meetings to resolve their problems, and
did so in good faith. They now under-
stand that they have an outstanding
program that can survive on merit
alone.

I should note that CYLC supports
this legislation. And they should, as it
basically codifies the high standards
that they have already agreed to.

Mr. President, it is not very often
that my distinguished colleague, Sen-
ator METZENBAUM, and I will vote the
same way, and even less often will we
introduce legislation together.

However, this legislation, I think, is
something we can all agree upon, pri-
marily because we are trying to pro-
tect young people from being recruited
and the parents being charged a big fee
for some course in Washington that
never exists or that rarely exists. We
think it is an opportunity to protect
young people who want to visit Wash-
ington and also protect their parents
who generally pay for the trips.

JUDGE HARRY FISHER: 1887-1993,
106 YEARS OF EXCELLENCE, A
SOUTHEAST KANSAS LEGEND

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this Thurs-
day, a Kansas giant will be laid to rest
after a truly remarkable 106 years of
life. My good friend, Judge Harry Fish-
er, passed away on Monday in his be-
loved Fort Scott, where for more than
a century he inspired everyone who
was fortunate enough to know him, to
learn from him, and to watch him set
the standard for conduct in public serv-
ice.

Judge Fisher was tough, but he was
always fair, and when he talked, you
listened. Why not? After all, the State
of Kansas was only 26 years old when
the Judge was born on January 29, 1887.
No doubt about it, he saw it all during
his distinguished career as a county at-
torney, a State legislator, a teacher, a
bankruptcy arbitrator, and later the
judge for the Sixth Judicial District of
Kansas,

Harry Fisher retired at the age of 73,
but true to his career of excellence and
dedication, he spent the next 33 years
dispensing his special common sense
and wisdom.

I was proud to call him friend, and
whenever I was in southeast Kansas I
was always glad to see him. Like most
Kansans, he was fiercely independent,
which is why he was so proud to tell his
friends on his 100th birthday that he
had just renewed his driver’'s license.
That was Harry Fisher alright.

He was a one-of-a-kind Kansan, a leg-
end—and you cannot replace a legend.
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I send my prayers and sympathies to
his family as I remember my friend,
Judge Harry Fisher.

WICHITA: AN ALI-AMERICAN CITY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we were all
pleased, but not surprised, that the Na-
tional Civic League picked Wichita as
an All-American City Saturday in cere-
monies in Tampa, FL. Mayor Elma
Broadfoot and the many others in
Wichita who prepared the city's presen-
tation deserve an enormous amount of
credit for their efforts.

Last year, Wyandotte County was
one of 10 national All-America winners.
Lindsborg, a finalist for this pres-
tigious award last year, was again hon-
ored as a finalist this year,

I am pleased to have been supportive
of at least one of the several programs
Wichita used to demonstrate their ex-
cellence—Project Freedom. Two years
ago, I became acquainted with and sup-
ported Project Freedom and its most
admired substance abuse prevention
programs that counsel and educate at-
risk youth and mothers, as well as
other volunteer programs that contrib-
ute to community improvement.

Of significance are the other pro-
grams that were singled out in Wich-
ita—the Isley Summer Youth Academy
and the Northeast Area Community
Restoration Project. Two fine pro-
grams that should be singled out for
recognition regardless of whether
Wichita won this prestigious award or
not.

Mr, President, all of Kansas is proud
of Wichita as an All-America City win-
ner. National recognition is quite an
achievement, one which I salute the
citizens of Wichita for this honor
today. I know my colleague, Senator
KASSEBAUM, joins in that statement.

TRAVELGATE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, every
American should be deeply concerned
when powerful figures in the executive
branch try to strong-arm the FBI to
further their own political agenda.

But that seems to be the case, as the
news media continue to dig up more
disturbing evidence that the White
House has added abuse of power to the
laundry list of alarming revelations in
the unfolding Travelgate affair.

News reports suggest that the FBI's
chief spokesman was summoned to the
White House last Friday to meet with
the White House communications staff,
the White House legal counsel, and
with David Watkins, head of the White
House Office of Management and one of
the key figures in the eye of the
Travelgate storm.

After the meeting, the FBI spokes-
man reportedly returned to his office
to draft a highly unusual statement in-
dicating there was ‘‘sufficient informa-
tion for the FBI to determine that ad-
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ditional criminal investigation is war-
ranted” into the practices of the White
House travel office.

The White House communications
staff subsequently released the state-
ment, without the FBI's approval and
without even the FBI's knowledge. The
statement appeared on Justice Depart-
ment stationery.

If this is true, Travelgate is no longer
a perception problem, it is an outright
scandal.

Mr. President, I have enormous re-
spect for the FBI and its employees. In
fact, several years ago, I authored leg-
islation increasing the rate of overtime
pay for FBI agents out in the field.

So, it concerns me when a few loose
cannons in the White House try to ex-
ploit the FBI to further their own un-
seemly political agenda.

I agree with Attorney General Reno
when she reportedly raised concerns
yesterday that the White House had ig-
nored existing policies designed to pre-
vent politics from interfering with the
FBI's work.

And I agree with a high-ranking FBI
official who is quoted in the Washing-
ton Times today as saying, and I quote:

The FBI cannot be identified as a friend or
a foe of any administration. It has to be per-
ceived as neutral in all cases. On its surface,
this unusual announcement served no pur-
pose other than to legitimize a political deci-
sion.

Mr. President, later today, I intend
to send a letter to the chairman of the
Senate Judiciary Committee, my dis-
tinguished colleague Senator BIDEN,
and to the committee's ranking mem-
ber, Senator HATCH, asking them to
conduct a full committee hearing to
get to the bottom of this latest flap in
the Travelgate affair.

The American people want some an-
swers to the charges of political crony-
ism. And they deserve some expla-
nation for this highly unusual, and
very disturbing, abuse of power.

Mr. President, I do not know the
guilt or innocence of anybody who was
fired, but they do have families and I
think they are entitled to some notice
before the FBI is called in and they
are, in front of all the American peo-
ple, at least perceived to be guilty of
some criminal activity. We do not
know if anybody was, or if one was, or
two out of the seven, whatever.

I know that this is all done in the ef-
fort to save the taxpayers money and
to make it cheaper for the press to
travel, even though an earlier memo
indicated the ones who were fired were
**too pro press."

Since they were concerned about
competitive bidding, I think they say
there was an audit, which really was
not an audit, by Peat Marwick. I won-
der if that was subject to competitive
bidding.

Did they ask other accounting firms
to bid on this hurried-up audit. Was it
an audit? Was it performed by someone
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who was working on Vice President
GoORE's staff on efficiency in Govern-
ment?

I think all these questions need to be
answered. Was their competitive bid-
ding from a number of accounting
firms? That seems to be the bottom
line at the White House. They wanted
everything to be competitive. So I
think that is a question that ought to
be raised.

But beyond that, I think it is truly
disturbing that the FBI should be used
in this manner by anybody—by any-
body. It takes you back to Watergate,
and as a Republican I can tell you of
some of the repercussions of that and
of that practice.

I know that the Democrats control
the White House, and they control the
Congress. But I am hoping in this case
we can have a fair and a complete in-
vestigation so that we can exonerate
the FBI. After all, they have a highly
responsible agenda in this country, and
we want to make certain that they
were not involved in this in any way.
Sooner or later, I think, Mr. President,
someone at the White House is going to
have to explain precisely what hap-
pened and why it happened and not just
keep saying, well, this is not going to
happen again; we are not going to do
this next week.

What will they do next week? That is
another question the American people
would like to have answered.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my leader’s time.

HEALING FOR VICTIMS OF
TORTURE

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I rise to address a growing human
rights concern—the treatment of vic-
tims of torture.

Torture is one of the most effective,
long-term weapons against democracy.
Repressive governments frequently tar-
get those groups and individuals who
are struggling on behalf of human
rights and democratic principles. Tor-
ture is intended to destroy the person-
ality of civic leaders and instill fear in
the whole of society.

Providing rehabilitative services to
those who have been tortured invests
in recovering the Ileadership of an
emerging democracy. It provides heal-
ing to the victims and allows them to
reclaim their lives and resume their
roles in promoting a pluralist society
that respects human rights.

The rehabilitation movement has
grown from a single center in 1979 to
more than 60 programs around the
world. These exist not only in coun-
tries of exile, but also in many coun-
tries whose governments are or were
until recently engaged in torture.
Many are tolerated by their govern-
ments. The United Nations Voluntary
Fund for Victims of Torture provides
assistance to centers, but it operates
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with a minimal budget. Some govern-

ments—such as those of Denmark and

Sweden—provide bilateral assistance

to treatment programs in other coun-

tries.

During the confirmation hearings for
John Shattuck as Assistant Secretary
of State for Human Rights and Human-
itarian Affairs, I submitted several
questions to Mr. Shattuck concerning
the treatment of torture victims and
the U.N. Voluntary Fund for Victims of
Torture. I ask unanimous consent to
insert these questions and Mr.
Shattuck's responses in the RECORD
immediately following my remarks.

I also ask unanimous consent that
the text of an article by Washington
Post columnist Coleman McCarthy
printed in the Minneapolis Star Trib-
une be included in the RECORD. This ar-
ticle addresses the work done by cen-
ters that treat torture victims, specifi-
cally the program at the Center for
Victims of Torture in Minneapolis.

The Center for Victims of Torture is
the country’s first center designed spe-
cifically to treat victims of torture. I
am very grateful to Doug Johnson, ex-
ecutive director of the Center, and the
entire staff for the leadership they con-
tinue to provide on this issue.

Mr. President, in this post-cold war
world, the United States has the oppor-
tunity to jointly promote democracy
and protect human rights by support-
ing the movement to heal the victims
of torture. I urge my colleagues to seri-
ously consider how we as a nation can
contribute to this important human
rights issue.

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

QUESTION FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO
JOHN SHATTUCK, SENATE FOREIGN RELA-
TIONS COMMITTEE, MAY 7, 1993
Q1. What is your assessment of the work of

the United Nation's Voluntary Fund for Vic-

tims of Torture?

A. I consider torture to be one of the most
egregious abuses of human rights and sup-
port fully any efforts to care for torture vic-
tims.

I am impressed with the work of the UN
Voluntary Fund for Victims of Torture and
look forward, if confirmed, to giving maxi-
mum US support for its activities. I espe-
cially would welcome the opportunity to be-
come more familiar with the work of the
Center for Victims of Torture in Minneapo-
lis.

Q2. In your view, how does the Fund relate
to the administration’s objectives of promot-
ing human rights and democratic institu-
tions?

A. As you know, promoting human rights
and democracy is a major objective of US
foreign policy in the Clinton administration.

If confirmed as Assistant Secretary of the
Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian
Affairs, my overriding goal will be to allevi-
ate the suffering of people around the world
who are abused by their governments.

I believe we can do this by monitoring vio-
lations of human rights, reporting on them,
working with governments to eliminate
these violations, and assisting victims who
have been abused.
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I view the UN Voluntary Fund for Victims
of Torture as an excellent example of how
the US administration can work through
multilateral institutions as well as on a bi-
lateral basis to address human rights con-
cerns.

Q3. What will the administration do to en-
courage other governments to increase their
contributions to the Voluntary Fund?

A. 1 have been impressed by the need for
greater resources in all of the UN’s human
rights programs. One of the administration’s
major objectives at the World Conference on
Human Rights in Vienna in June will be to
strengthen the Human Rights Center and to
urge that it have adequate resources to carry
out its responsibilities.

With regard specifically to the Voluntary
Fund for Victims of Torture, I would rec-
ommend that the administration continue to
contribute to the Fund as it has for FY-93
($500,000). I would hope that the US example
might encourage other governments to make
their own contributions to the Fund.

Q4. The United Nations Commission on
Human Rights at its recent meetings rec-
ommended a pledging session for the Fund at
the World Conference on Human Rights.
What steps will the Department take to
make such a session successful?

A. I would recommend, if confirmed, that
the Department set an example at the Con-
ference by reaffirming its own strong finan-
cial support for the Fund and encouraging
other governments to make similar con-
tributions.

Q5. There are estimates of tens of thou-
sands of Moslem women and girls in Bosnia
having been raped, and who now suffer from
post traumatic stress disorders. Does AID
plan to provide assistance to these rape vic-
tims? If so, what kind of assistance, when,
and in what manner will it be provided?

A. As announced last month, the U.S. gov-
ernment will provide $6.75 million to assist
victims of violence, rape, and torture in the
former Yugoslavia. Of this amount, AID will
provide over $5 million for projects that in-
clude providing counseling, support, and
services to the victims of rape and viclence;
training and upgrading the skills of rape and
violence; training and upgrading the skills of
medical professionals and community work-
ers who are treating these victims; establish-
ing three hospital partnerships to link U.S.
hospitals and providers with treatment cen-
ters in the area; and providing emergency
medical supplies through Project Hope.

Q6. There have been numerous suggestions
that AID support bilateral programs provid-
ing treatment to torture victims because it
would enable the United States to direct ef-
forts at particular countries where we are es-
pecially interested in promoting human
rights and democratic institutions. What is
your perspective on such suggestions? Do
you believe the United States should pursue
bilateral programs of this kind?

A. You may be aware that grants have al-
ready been made under Section 116(e) of the
Foreign Assistance Act to programs in
Ghana and Chad which provide services to
vietims of torture.

If confirmed, I would continue to support
such programs in addition to the multilat-
eral efforts undertaken by the UN Voluntary
Fund for Victims of Torture.

[From the Minneapolis Star Tribune, May 15,
1993

HEALING THE WOUNDS OF TORTURE FOR ONLY
A FEW OF MANY VICTIMS
(By Colman McCarthy)
In the spacious living room of a bulky
three-story house on a bluff above the Mis-
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sissippi River, an Ethiopian man and woman
sat across from each other on sofas.

They spoke but not much. I would have
interviewed them except here at the Center
for Victims of Torture in Minneapolis a
house rule holds that the patients are to be
left alone by the media.

This right to anonymity is sensible and

necessary.
The reasons include confidentiality, per-
sonal security and protection from

newspeople who might aggress with our cus-
tomary in-your-face pryings. How did you
feel when the secret police applied electric
shocks to your genitals, or what kind of
nightmares did you have during your two
years in a dungeon and are you still having
them?

Answers to those questions aren't needed
to learn that the center is a sanctuary of
peace and mending for survivors of politi-
cally motivated torture.

Since May 1987, more than 400 torture vic-
tims from 32 countries have been served as
outpatients by a staff that includes physi-
cians, nurses, psychiatrists and social work-
ers,

A third of the patients are Ethiopians.
Minnesota is home to 2,000 Ethiopian refu-
gees, with an estimated 80 percent having
been tortured by one of Africa’s most brutal
regimes.

Amnesty International reports that in the
1980s, the torture methods used against Ethi-
opians “‘included beating on the soles of the
feet, with the victims tied to an inverted
chair or hung upside down by the knees and
wrists from a horizontal pole; electric
shocks; sexual torture, including rape of
women prisoners or tying a heavy weight to
the testicles; burning parts of the body with
hot water or oil; and crushing the hands or
feet.”

Helping survivors come back physically
and emotionally from that trauma is the
work of Douglas Johnson, director of the
center and a past winner of the Letelier-
Moffitt human rights award.

‘““Torture is widespread,” Johnson said
while standing before a Hmong tapestry in
the foyer of the center. *“We think there are
at least 200,000 survivors in the United
States. People who are torture victims were
usually leaders of their community. The gov-
ernment had decided to disable them as part
of a political strategy."”

The full-treatment center, which is non-
profit and given $l-a-year rent by the Uni-
versity of Minnesota on its East Bank cam-
pus, is the only one of its kind in the United
States. Other sites include Copenhagen, Lon-
don and Toronto.

The idea for the program originated in 1985
with former Gov. Rudy Perpich, a liberal
Democrat who conjectured—rightly, it
turned out—that in politically progressive
Minnesota volunteers would rally behind the
center.

Many have. More than 100 volunteers, in
addition to the professional staff of 25, are
part of the program.

Until lately, ministering to torture vic-
tims has been a side interest, if that, among
human rights groups.

Their missions have ranged from exposing
governments that torture to rounding up the
oppressors for prosecution.

While that's been going on, professionals
dealing with tortured refugees and asylum-
seekers suffering post-traumatic stress dis-
orders have been largely on their own.

The comparative neglect of the treatment
side of the human rights movement shows up
in the international lack of financial sup-
port.
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In 1981, the United Nations created the
Voluntary Fund for Victims of Torture.

A decade later, few governments were
showing interest.

In 1992, the fund dispensed only $1.6 mil-
lion, which was half the amount requested
from centers around the world.

The United States, which sells arms to
large numbers of torturing governments—
Saudi Arabia. Israel. Turkey, Guatemala, In-
donesia, among others—kicked in $100,000 a
year, and some years nothing.

The assessment of Douglas Johnson is ac-
curate: “‘Relative to the size of our economy
and our population, the U.S. contribution ap-
pears callous."

A dozen centers like this one in Minneapo-
1is could be operating and still not be meet-
ing the need.

Officials from the center testified before
the Senate Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations last year and proposed that Congress
should appropriate money for rehabilitation
programs for people tortured by govern-
ments receiving U.S. foreign aid.

A sum of $20 million was suggested, a small
figure considering the huge amount of tor-
turing going on every day nearly every-
where,

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS?
HERE'S TODAY'S BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as any-
one even remotely familiar with the
U.S. Constitution knows, no President
can spend a dime of Federal tax money
that has not first been approved by
Congress, both the House of Represent-
atives and the U.S. Senate.

So when you hear a politician or an
editor or a commentator declare that
““Reagan ran up the Federal debt” or
that *“‘Bush ran it up,” bear in mind
that it was, and is, the constitutional
duty of Congress to control Federal
spending. Congress has failed miserably
for about 50 years.

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con-
gress has created a Federal debt which
stood at $4,287,849,937,583.96 as of the
close of business on Friday, May 21.
Averaged out, every man, woman, and
child in America owes a share of this
massive debt, and that per capita share
is $16,693.40.

COMMENDING THE RULES
COMMITTEE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want
to thank Chairman FORD for his leader-
ship and fairness during the delibera-
tions of the Committee on Rules and
Administration on the petitions re-
garding the 1992 Senate election in Or-
egon.

The unanimous vote in favor of the
motion at the meeting of May 20, 1993,
demonstrates our committee members
approval of the manner in which the
chairman conducted these proceedings.

I also commend my colleagues on the
committee for their professional and
bipartisan participation. Our commit-
tee members spent a great deal of time
reviewing the petitions, listening to
oral arguments, and deliberating on
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messages received by the committee
and the Senate and our responsibilities
under article 1 section 5 of the Con-
stitution.

As the allegations were directed at a
member of my party, I believed it was
my duty to offer the motion to resolve
this matter in the committee. Senator
FORD has articulated the process our
committee has followed. I agree with
his statement and shall not repeat it.

Mr. BYRD. Is there further morning
business, Mr. President?

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

CONGRESSIONAL SPENDING LIMIT
AND ELECTION REFORM ACT OF
1993

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 3, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A Dbill (S. 3) entitled ‘‘Congressional
Spending Limit and Election Reform
Act of 1993.”

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

Pending:

(1) Mitchell/Ford/Boren amendment No.
366, in the nature of a substitute.

(2) Wellstone amendment No. 367 (to
amendment No. 366), to strengthen the re-
strictions on contributions by lobbyists.

(3) Wellstone amendment No. 388 (to
amendment No. 367), in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, we are, of
course, resuming debate today and dis-
cussion and hopefully moving toward
final passage of the Campaign Finance
Reform Act.

This act, as we discussed last week,
is of great importance to the future of
this institution. With a large majority
of the American people expressing a
lack of confidence in this institution
and, when asked, answering that they
do not believe that this institution rep-
resents people like them but instead
that it represents the special interests,
we obviously have a strong responsibil-
ity to take actions that will restore
the faith and the confidence of the
American people in this institution.

As we grapple with the difficult deci-
sions that we must face in the days
ahead—decisions on the budget, deci-
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sions on health care, decisions on edu-
cation, decisions on the welfare system
of this country—we will be making
choices that will affect the future of
this country for years to come. If we
make the wrong decisions, we could
well allow the economic and social and
cultural slide of this country to con-
tinue at such a pace that it would be
difficult, it not impossible, for us to
ever regain the ground that has been
lost. We could pass, for the first time
in the history of our country, a dimin-
ished heritage on to the next genera-
tion.

And as we grapple with these very
difficult problems, it is extremely im-
portant that the people of this country
have confidence that this institution
does represent people like them; that it
is the product of an open and honest
election process.

Unfortunately, right now, there is
the image and impression that Con-
gress is really on the auction block. In
well over 90 percent of the cases, the
candidate who raises the most money
in an election campaign wins that elec-
tion.

As we saw last week, incumbents
have an enormous advantage in fund-
raising. In the Senate, those in office
were able to outraise their challengers
by a ratio of 3 to 1, and in the House
they were able to outraise challengers
by a ratio of 5 to 1.

The political action committees were
giving more than $6 to those that are
already in Congress for every $1 that
they give to challengers, with the aver-
age winning race in the U.S. Senate
costing over $4 million to run.

S0, Mr. President, when people see
more and more money poured into the
political process and they see more and
more of that money coming not from
people back home like them but from
the special interest groups, they begin
to feel that this institution does not
represent people like them. And it is
understandable why they feel that way.

As we were discussing when we were
last debating this issue, think of the
position that a Member of Congress is
in when he or she is thinking about
how to raise that $10,000 or $15,000 or
$20,000 or $30,000 that week—8$4 million
translates to well over $15,000 a week
for 6 years—and in order to raise that
amount of money to run for reelection,
in that 5 minutes to spare, there are 10
people that want to see that Member of
Congress for that 5 minutes—there is a
young student in the front office, full
of idealism about the future of the
country; there is a factory worker;
there is a farmer; there is a teacher,
and there is a PAC manager who could
deliver a check for $5,000 in each cycle,
$10,000 now and hold a fund-raiser for
maybe $300,000 in one night—human
nature being what it is, and the can-
didate desperate to raise the money,
which person will that candidate or
that Member of Congress see?
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And so it should be no surprise to us
to say that the people then get the
feeling that we represent not them but
the special interests who can pour
more and more money into campaigns
and really distort the political process.
And that is not why we came here.

And what is happening does not
make anyone feel good about it; not
the Member who came here to make a
difference for the country, who wants
to represent the rank and file citizens,
young and old, men and women, from
their home States. They do not feel
good about it when they have to see
the PAC manager instead of the stu-
dent or the teacher or the factory
worker or the farmer.

The person making the contribution
does not feel very good about it, be-
cause lobbyists realize that one group
is being played off against the other
and they have to rush, on any given
evening, to one fundraiser or another
in order to pour out the money to buy
the access to open the door to get to
see people who have a vote to affect
their interests.

And people back home do not feel
good about it either.

And new people who want to break
into politics, when they realize they
can be outspent 3 or 4 or 5 of 6 to 1 be-
cause of the special interest money
pouring in from out of State into the
campaigns of their potential incum-
bent opponents, decide not to get into
politics at all.

The courts talk about a chilling ef-
fect of free speech, participation in the
political process. If there is anything
that causes a chilling effect on the po-
litical process in this country, it is
pouring more and more money into the
system.

The Senator from Minnesota has pro-
posed an amendment that would
strengthen one of those provisions that
the President has advocated adding to
this bill. I commend the President for
wanting to have an even stronger bill
than we had last year. I have had nu-
merous discussions with him about this
legislation. He understands its impor-
tance.

He has listed it as one of those items
high on his own list of priorities. And
one of the things that he said as we
were discussing it is that it is not
enough to try to limit special-interest
money; we must change the political
climate. And in order to do that, we
should not have those who are reg-
istered lobbyists, who are here being
paid to come and try to convince us to
vote one way or another on a particu-
lar bill or an amendment, in a position
where they can have campaign con-
tributions exacted from them as they
are coming in to speak to Members. It
does not help the lobbyist. It does not
help the Member. And the perception of
the public is that contribution is being
given by a lobbyist in return for a
favor by the Member.
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So the President asked we put that
strengthening provision in the bill. It
is in there. It is my understanding that
the Senator from Minnesota wants to
make sure it is strengthened, that it is
not only a matter of those who have
lobbied a Member within the past year
or intend to lobby a Member within the
following 12 months after making a
contribution should be barred, but we
want to make sure, also, we do not
have a loophole in this provision so
that we can go around the provision
and say, well, they did not lobby the
Member, they lobbied a member of the
staff of the Member instead.

We all realize very often it is the
staff who gets briefed instead of the
Member. And, again, the staff of the
Member would be, in the eyes of the
public, in the position of the holder of
the office, the Member of the House or
Senate. It is also my understanding
that the way the language was drafted
we did not cover new Members who
were coming in, and so they would be
in a position of having contributions
given to them even though they may
have, again, had contacts with the lob-
byists.

So, as I understand the amendment
of the Senator from Minnesota, it is an
attempt to take the very same spirit of
the provision we put in the bill at the
urging of the President, I think the
correct urging of the President, and fo
make that provision stronger and to
make sure it will really work.

Mr. President, I simply say to my
colleague from Minnesota I am very
much in sympathy with this amend-
ment. I am in sympathy with the spirit
of it. I have just now had a chance to
begin to study it, as I was away be-
cause of a family obligation yesterday.
And there may be a few elements of it
I think we need to tighten the drafting
of very carefully to make sure it hits
the targets that are intended. I would
like an opportunity to do that.

I am going to yield the floor in just
a moment so my colleague from Min-
nesota may respond, but I express my
hope to him he would be willing for us
to sit down—I do not think it would
take us long at all—to see if we can
just take a careful second look at the
actual language of the amendment and
see if it might be possible to accept the
amendment.

I do not know the view of my col-
league on the other side of the aisle
about this amendment. He has now
come on the floor. Certainly, we also
want him to be engaged in this discus-
sion to see if it is possible we can work
out this amendment in a way it would
be acceptable to the managers on both
sides.

Mr. President, I see the distinguished
minority manager on the floor and also
the Senator from Minnesota, so I yield
the floor so both of them might com-
ment on what I have just said.



May 25, 1993

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I did not hear the
beginning of the observations of my
friend from Oklahoma, but we have
asked Senator LEVIN and Senator
COHEN to take a look at this amend-
ment to get their reaction, since they
were in charge of the lobbying bill that
recently passed the Senate. I think it
is extremely important for our col-
leagues to get their reaction to this
amendment before we move to a vote.

I have a statement to make this
morning. There is at least one other
Senator on this side who would like to
make an opening statement. We are
still taking a look at the Wellstone
amendment. I would like to have the
reaction of the two Senators I men-
tioned. I think it would be very helpful
to all of our colleagues before we voted
on the amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. The Senator from
Oklahoma does correctly characterize
the amendment. We are trying to plug
a few loopholes here. If we are going to
have a prohibition on, let us say, a lob-
byist going in to see a Senator, then we
want to say that for a year that lobby-
ist ought not to be making a contribu-
tion; or the other way around, if the
lobbyist made a contribution, there
ought to be a year's time the lobbyist
ought not to be back in the office. We
did want to apply that to staff as well.
That is one change we wanted to make
that is in this amendment.

The second change, I say to both Sen-
ators, is we also want to make sure, in
the case of new Members—the Senator
talked about that—say a lobbyist has
made a contribution to someone, a
challenger, someone who has run an
open race, now in the Senate, that,
again, you would cover that and for a
year that lobbyist would not be in
there.

The other part of this, which I under-
stand would probably be the language
that we would need to work out to-
gether if, in fact, there can be agree-
ment—if not, we can take it to a vote—
has to do with a lobbyist's clients, or
PAC’s. In other words, it seems to me
the other part of it is the lobbyist
would not necessarily make a contribu-
tion within a year's period of time but
a lobbyist could instruct a client to
make that contribution, or a PAC to
make that contribution. We would
really like to see that included.

I understand what the Senator from
Kentucky has said. It makes good
sense for other people to look at it.

I wonder whether or not I could tem-
porarily, then, lay this amendment
aside, if that is what my colleagues
want me to do. I am ready to go with
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an amendment, and I would like to pro-
pose another amendment if we want to
move along.

Mr. McCONNELL. I might say to my
friend, I have a statement to make this
morning that I could make even
though his amendment is the pending
business. We have been in discussion
with Senator COHEN and Senator LEVIN
and hope to get some reaction from
them shortly. I do not think the proc-
ess is being slowed by not voting on the
amendment at this particular time.

Mr. WELLSTONE. What the Senator
from Kentucky is suggesting is he
thinks in the time that other opening
statements are going to be made we
could be involved in some negotiation
over this amendment?

Mr. MCCONNELL. This is my hope. 1
am concerned about the issues my col-
league raised. I raised those precise is-
sues in the hearing last week on the
Clinton finance proposal, as was point-
ed out, in the Finance Committee. I
think the Senator raised some impor-
tant points.

Mr. BOREN. Listening to my col-
leagues—and I do recall the Senator
from Kentucky mentioning these
points, and I think the Senator from
Minnesota has raised them in a very
valuable way in this amendment. As I
indicated in the Rules Committee, I
was also very willing—and I am certain
the President would be willing, be-
cause, as [ say, this is a matter of great
concern to him and this is completely
in keeping with his objectives and
goals—to make sure that the language
reflects the goals that we have in mind.

I see the Senator from Iowa is on the
floor, who, I believe, wishes to speak on
another matter for a period of time.
The Senator from Kentucky wishes to
make additional opening remarks. We
might ask unanimous consent to tem-
porarily set this matter, the amend-
ment, aside, to allow the Senator from
Iowa and the Senator from Kentucky
to make their remarks—the Senator
from Iowa on another subject—and
then return to this subject. It would re-
quire, I am told, since the Senator
from Minnesota has an amendment in
both the first and second degree, set-
ting them both aside.

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct.

Mr. BOREN. It is obviously the same
subject matter. Then we would return
to it at the conclusion of the remarks
of the Senator from Iowa and the Sen-
ator from Kentucky. The Senator from
Kentucky mentioned there might be
another colleague on that side of the
aisle who might have some opening re-
marks?

Mr. McCONNELL. Yes. I say to my
friend from Oklahoma I believe there is
at least one Senator on this side who
would like to make some opening re-
marks on the bill.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have this
amendment temporarily set aside, both
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amendments, the amendments in the
first and second degree by the Senator
from Minnesota, to allow the Senator
from Iowa to make a statement on an-
other subject, and then that the Sen-
ator from Kentucky complete his re-
marks and, if there is an additional
colleague on his side of the aisle to
which the Senator from Kentucky
would yield, that that be allowed, and
then that the Senate return to these
two amendments in the first and sec-
ond degree as the pending business.

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

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first of
all, I want to thank the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma for his actions
just taken in permitting me a few min-
utes to speak here.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent I be allowed to speak as in morn-
ing business for about 5 minutes.

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

NUCLEAR TESTING MORATORIUM

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would
like to call your attention to a report
in today’s New York Times entitled
“Play Taps for Nuclear Tests.” The
editorial is right on the mark.

It refers to a letter I circulated,
signed by 23 Senators. Although I must
correct one error made by the Times.
They claim the letter was signed by 23
Democratic Senators. This is not the
case. One of our colleagues from the
other side of the aisle, the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] also
signed the letter. So there are 22 Demo-
crats and 1 Republican who signed the
letter. I hate to correct the New York
Times, but once in a while we have to
do that.

Let me sum up the situation that
prompted this letter: Last year, Con-
gress instructed the President not to
resume testing until July 1, 1993, and
then only after he submitted plans for
negotiating a comprehensive test ban
by 1996. But the bomb builders want to
conduct 15 more tests between now and
1996. They also want to negotiate a
treaty that permits 1l-kiloton or less
underground testing forever.

Mr. President, that is not what Con-
gress means by ‘‘comprehensive test
ban.”

Our letter urges the President to
take two actions:

First, we ask him to renounce the
proposal by members of the nuclear
weapons establishment to continue
testing after 1996 at levels below 1 kilo-
ton.

Second, our letter challenges the
President to take the high moral high
ground to stop international nuclear
proliferation, by declaring that the
United States will not be the first to
resume nuclear testing.

With regard to continued testing
after 1996, this clearly violates the law.
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Public Law 102-377, the Energy and
Water appropriations bill passed last
year bans all nuclear tests after 1996,
provided that no other nation explodes
nuclear weapons after that date.

Period. There is no exception in the
law for low level nuclear tests at any
level. Let me read the law:

No underground test of nuclear weapons
may be conducted by the United States after
September 30, 1996, unless Russia or another
country has conducted a nuclear explosive
test after this date and such test is inimical
to the security interests of the United States
as certified by the President in written ex-
planation to the Congress. * * *

1t doesn’t say no nuclear tests except
for those below 1 kiloton. There are no
exceptions.

The proposal by the Department of
Energy weapons labs to continue test-
ing below 1 kiloton is clearly in viola-
tion of the law passed by the Congress
last year.

1 am encouraged by signs that the
White House is currently planning to
block this insidious proposal to con-
tinue the nuclear arms race.

The second part of our recommenda-
tion to the President goes beyond the
letter of the law. We have asked him to
take the moral high ground, to go the
extra mile, to become a leader on the
international scene for nuclear non-
proliferation.

We have asked him to declare that
the United States will not be the first
to resume nuclear testing.

This would send a powerful message
to the other nations of the world: The
United States has changed. It is not
business-as-usual. The United States
will stop all nuclear testing, even
though the law permits 15 more tests
for safety and reliability.

If the United States tests, then pres-
sure will surely mount on Boris Yeltsin
to resume testing. Can you imagine the
ammunition we would provide to the
Russian military hardliners if we start
testing and they do not?

The same for France. Could France
continue its current testing morato-
rium if we tested?

And what of the rest of the world?
Would the nuclear have-nots be encour-
aged to continue the Nonproliferation
Treaty if we resume testing?

It makes no sense to proceed with
the 15 allowed tests. The weapons labs
claim that they can improve the safety
of our nuclear weapons, if only we let
them explode more nuclear weapons.

But the Air Force and the Navy have
already stated that they do not need
and will not use added safety features.
Indeed, the Air Force has already
taken the biggest step to improved
safety by removing nuclear weapons
from their bombers. Almost all acci-
dents during the early years of the nu-
clear age involved bombs falling from
bombers or nuclear bombs involved in
bomber crashes. Removing nuclear
bombs From airplanes was the best ad-
vance in safety, and it did not take any
explosions to achieve.
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Here is what Robert B. Barker, the
former Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Atomic Energy testified on March
27, 1992, regarding the use of newly de-
veloped safety features:

The Air Force and Navy, in cooperation
with the Office of Secretary of Defense and
the Energy Department, evaluated the safety
of all ballistic missiles that carry nuclear
warheads. It was determined that there is
not now sufficient evidence to warrant our
changing either warheads or propellants.

Let me repeat that, Mr. President:
“It was determined that there is not
now sufficient evidence to warrant our
changing either warheads or propel-
lants.” :

In other words, the military will not
use the results of the 15 planned safety
tests.

So why should we risk resumption of
the nuclear testing, knowing that it
would surely encourage other nuclear
powers to resume testing, when we do
not need to test?

Again, Mr. President, I applaud the
lead editorial in today’'s New York
Times. I ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the RECORD, following my
remarks, along with the letter we sent
to the President, encouraging him to
continue the nuclear testing morato-
rium.

Mr. President, I further ask unani-
mous consent to also print in the
RECORD an editorial from the Washing-
ton Post dated May 19, and in it a
quote from Secretary of Defense Les
Aspin. I read this quote from the Wash-
ington Post editorial:

Les Aspin, speaking a few months before
he became Defense Secretary, said: “Inter-
national cooperation is at the core of non-
proliferation efforts, and that cooperation is
going to be difficult if the United States con-
tinues insisting on nuclear testing.”

He got it just right.

I ask unanimous consent to print
those in the RECORD after my remarks.

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

(See exhibits 1 and 2.)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I can
think of no better way to celebrate the
30th anniversary of President John
Kennedy’s Limited Test Ban Treaty of
1963 than by completing his work once
and for all by ending all nuclear test-
ing. Sometimes we do not remember
how things evolved in the past.

On June 10, 1963, in a speech at Amer-
ican University, President John Ken-
nedy took the courageous step of an-
nouncing that the United States would
unilaterally halt all atmospheric test-
ing of nuclear weapons. Again, put
yourself in that time span: 1963, the
height of the cold war, the belligerence
of the Soviet Union. President Kennedy
had the guts to step forward and say,
“We are going to unilaterally halt all
atmospheric tests, and we ask the So-
viet Union to join with us in an agree-
ment to halt all atmospheric tests.”
June 10, 1963, 30 years ago.

That led, of course, to the Limited
Test Ban Treaty signed on August 6 of
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1963, just a couple of months after his
speech.

So, again, Mr. President, I can think
of no better way to celebrate this 30th
anniversary than for the President of
the United States, on June 10 of this
year, 30 years after President Kennedy
announced that the United States
would unilaterally halt all of our at-
mospheric testing in order to bring the
other players to the table, to halt all
atmospheric testing around the globe. I
can think of no better way to mark
that anniversary than for this Presi-
dent to announce that the United
States will halt all underground nu-
clear testing, and we will not resume
those nuclear tests and that we ask all
the other nations of the world to join
with us in finally signing a comprehen-
sive test ban treaty to end all nuclear
testing once and for all, forever.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the New York Times, May 25, 1993]
PLAY TAPS FOR NUCLEAR TESTS

The nuclear arms race has run its course,
but the nuclear laboratories and the Penta-
gon don’t seem to know it. They want to re-
sume testing this year. Test blasts may have
made sense when it was important to deter a
Soviet attack. But in today's changed cli-
mate they would set a terrible example for
would be proliferators.

A group of 23 Democratic senators recog-
nize this dangerous anachronism. They've
urged President Clinton to announce that
the U.S. will not be the first to break the
current moratorium on tests that is now
being observed as well by Russia and France.
Resumption would discourage negotiation of
a truly comprehensive ban on nuclear tests
to replace the moratorium.

Last year Congress instructed the Presi-
dent not to resume testing until July 1, and
then only after he submitted plans for nego-
tiating a comprehensive test ban by 1966.
The bomb-builders want to conduct 15 more
tests between now and 1996. They would also
trifle with the law by negotiating a treaty
that would permit one-kiloton underground
testing forever. That's not what Congress
meant by a comprehensive test ban.

Those who want to resume testing say
they’ll oppose ratification of a comprehen-
sive test ban. But what exactly would 15
more tests accomplish? The labs say the
tests are needed to make nuclear warheads
reliable and safe. But the U.S. has other
ways to assure that its warheads work, in-
cluding computer simulations. And why test
now, supposedly safer warheads that the
Navy and Air Force say they have no inten-
tion of acquiring?

Rattling windows in Nevada to warn the
world that Washington still has the Bomb
seems particularly perverse when the U.S. is
trying to persuade nuclear have-nots to stay
out of the bomb-making business. True, ban-
ning tests won't guarantee that proliferation
can be prevented. States like Pakistan have
developed nuclear arms without testing
them. But a test ban will help stigmatize the
Bomb.

It will also help muster international sup-
port for strengthening the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty when it comes up for ex-
tension in 1995. Nuclear have-nots like Mex-
ico say they'll oppose a long-term extension
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of the treaty and won’t tighten trade in com-
ponents and materials unless nuclear nations
stops testing.

The 23 senators have the right idea; a no-
first-test declaration by President Clinton,
will prolong the moratorium on testing by
others and clear the air for speedy negotia-
tion of a comprehensive test ban. And that
will help mobilize political support for stop-
ping the spread of nuclear arms.

U.B. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 12, 1993.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As you know, Public
Law 102-377 suspended nuclear weapon test-
ing for nine months, and required the end to
all tests by September 30, 1996, provided that
no other nation tested. This commitment to
negotiate a comprehensive test ban treaty
(CTBT) should be the backbone of your nu-
clear non-proliferation regime.

Now we understand that some members of
your administration are recommending that
the U.S. continue nuclear testing at levels
below one kiloton after 1996. Mr. President,
this proposal would not only be inconsistent
with the law, but would significantly under-
mine your ability to stem the proliferation
of nuclear weapons to other nations, The nu-
clear ‘‘have-nots would conclude that the
U.8. is conducting business-as-usual. Despite
your call for change, they would understand
that the United States wants to continue de-
veloping new nuclear weapons, and is not se-
rious about stemming proliferation. Without
a CTBT, the extension of the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty in 1995 would be jeopardized.

We therefore strongly urge you to reject
any proposal for continued nuclear testing,
no matter how low the threshold. It is time
for the world to stop all nuclear weapon
tests.

We also urge you to announce that the
United States will not be the first to break
the current testing moratorium. There is no
need for the 15 safety tests allowed by law,
since the military has announced that it will
not incorporate the safety features verified
by testing into our nuclear arsenal.

we can think of no better way to celebrate
the 30th anniversary of President Kennedy's
Limited Test Ban Treaty than to complete
JFK's work, converting his limited ban into
a global, comprehensive nuclear test ban. We
look forward to your leadership on this criti-
cally important issue on the world stage.

Sincerely,

Tom Harkin, Daniel K. Akaka, Paul
Simon, Paul Wellstone, Paul S. Sar-
banes, Russell D, Feingold, Ben
Nighthorse Campbell, Harris Wofford,
Dianne Feinstein, Patty Murray, Herb
Kohl.

Jim Sasser, Frank R. Lautenberg, Dale
Bumpers, Carol Moseley-Braun, Bar-
bara A. Mikulski, Thomas A. Daschle,
Edward M. Kennedy, John E. Kerry,
Christopher J. Dodd, Bill Bradley, Bar-
bara Boxer, James M. Jeffords.

EXHIBIT 2
[From the Washington Post, May 19, 1993]
AN END TO NUCLEAR TESTING

It is the accepted wisdom that with the
ending of the Cold War, nuclear nonprolifera-
tion has replaced strategic deterrence as the
urgent center of American nuclear concern.
The fear of weapons coming into more hands,
and less responsible hands, has displaced the
old apprehensions of Kremlin threat. But
while nonproliferation as an idea is unchal-
lenged, as a reality it is not yet fully knit
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into American policy. Nowhere is this truer,
and potentially more mischievous, than in
the matter of nuclear testing.

Congress imposed a nine-month testing
moratorium on President Bush last year; it
ends on July 1. The measure was part of a
package that permitted the conduct of up to
15 more underground tests over the following
three years while the American government
sought to negotiate a worldwide ban. The
immediate question before President Clinton
is whether the United States should use
some or all of those 15 permitted tests by
1996. The deeper question is whether it
should then accept a total test cutoff. Within
the executive branch powerful voices have
argued for continued testing—to make sure
old weapons are safe and reliable and to de-
velop small new weapons. These are the ra-
tionales for a proposal to permit small (up to
one kiloton) tests on an indefinite basis after
1996. President Clinton, who spoke of a com-
prehensive ban (but in several tones) during
his campaign, has yet to announce how he
will come down.

In fact, no other decision serves the na-
tional interest as well as an immediate and
permanent halt to all testing. Considerations
of safety, reliability and development are
not foolish and irrelevant. But they can be
dealt with without testing subverting the
overwhelming purpose of discouraging the
spread of nuclear arms, A test is more than
a test: It is a spectacular announcement that
nuclear weapons are important, useful and
appropriate instruments of national power.
If the nuclear great power says so0, who are
would-be nuclear countries to say no?

Les Aspin, speaking a few months before
he became defense secretary, said: ‘“‘Inter-
national cooperation is at the core of non-
proliferation efforts, and that cooperation is
going to be difficult if the United States con-
tinues insisting on nuclear testing.” He got
it just right.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will caution the gallery not to
show any displays of approval or dis-
approval.

The absence of a quorum having been
suggested, the clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

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

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

Gal-

CONGRESSIONAL SPENDING LIMIT
AND ELECTION REFORM ACT OF
1993

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

INTRODUCTION TO CONSTITUTIONAL CONCERNS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, last
Friday, in my first speech on the other
side's campaign financing bill, I point-
ed out some of its absurdities. In fact,
my colleague from Kentucky noted
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that I was during my
speech.

I probably was not giggling, but I do
confess to finding it somewhat a ludi-
crous proposal.

I confess to giggling on the Senate
floor. I do not know whether that vio-
lates any rules of decorum; but in my
defense, this bill is such a Rube Gold-
berg contraption of bureaucratic for-
mulas, incumbent-designed loopholes,
and bizarre inequalities that it amazes
me how the other side can rhapsodize
about this bill while keeping a straight
face. It must take incredible self-con-
trol.

Today, however, 1 come to the floor
not to poke fun but to provoke con-
cern. This is a silly bill, but it is also
a dangerous bill. It is silly in the way
that many so-called loyalty oaths of
the 1950’s were silly; and it is dan-
gerous in the same way. Both are full
of high purpose and noble ideals; yet
both seek to sharply restrict the ac-
ceptable scope of political debate, and
to force political speech into Govern-
ment-approved categories and forms of
expression.

Let me put it plainly: This bill is un-
constitutional. It violates, by its terms
and provisions, the first amendment of
the Constitution, which reads as fol-
lows: “Congress shall make no law
* * * abridging freedom of speech, or of
the press."

Whenever I bring up this bill’s uncon-
stitutionality, the other side invari-
ably protests. They wave around a brief
opinion piece, prepared by the Congres-
sional Research Service, as if it were a
talisman to ward off all unpleasant
facts.

Now, I can appreciate a responsible
counterargument to these constitu-
tional concerns. It might be enough if
the other side simply said, well, our
constitutional experts believe this bill
passes first amendment muster; so if
you disagree, our constitutional ex-
perts and your constitutional experts
will battle it out before the Supreme
Court—and may the best argument
win. That is at least a halfway respon-
sible way to deal with the constitu-
tional problem.

What is unforgivably irresponsible,
however, is to say that we ought to
just forget about the Constitution, ig-
nore it altogether, and pass a bill that
has a number of obvious constitutional
defects in it. Let the Supreme Court
handle it—we're too busy issuing press
releases about reform, and constitu-
tional law always gave us a headache
anyway.

I call this the know-nothing response
to the serious constitutional issues
raised by this legislation. Rather than
uphold the Constitution to the best of
our abilities, which we all pledged to
do when we came here, we can turn up
the populist rhetoric, rail against spe-
cial interests, moan about multi-
million-dollar campaigns, and promise

“giggling“
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to take the Government back from
whom ever it was stole it.

Slogans are easy to coin. Solutions
are much harder to achieve. As Mem-
bers of this body, bound by the same
oath to uphold the Constitution, we
have a duty to step up to the serious
constitutional questions raised by this
bill.

Over the next several days and
weeks, I intend to highlight some of
these questions and demonstrate just
how harmful and dangerous this legis-
lation would be to core free speech val-
ues. By way of introduction, let me
outline some of the broad constitu-
tional parameters that have guided
court after court in interpreting the
first amendment—especially as it ap-
plies to political speech. In doing so, I
will be guoting in part from the excel-
lent testimony of Bob Peck, attorney
for the ACLU.

As the Supreme Court indicated in
New York Times versus Sullivan, polit-
ical speech should be free to be ‘‘unin-
hibited, robust, and wide-open.”” The
Court has made it clear on numerous
occasions that political speech in gen-
eral—and campaigns in particular—are
the purest expression of the values im-
plicit in the first amendment, and are
therefore deserving of the greatest de-
gree of freedom possible.

In Monitor Patriot Co. versus Roy,
the court said the ‘‘first amendment
has its fullest and most urgent applica-
tion precisely to the conduct of cam-
paigns for public office.”” This makes
sense because, quoting the court in
Buckley versus Valeo, the ‘“‘discussion
of public issues and debate on the
qualifications of candidates are inte-
gral to the operation of the system of
government established by our Con-
stitution.”

In Mills versus Alabama, the Court
further underscored the special free-
dom that political campaigns and
speech enjoy, saying that, ‘“There is
practically universal agreement that a
major purpose of that amendment was
to protect the free discussion of gov-
ernmental affairs * * * includ[ing] dis-
cussions of candidates.”

But the first amendment's guarantee
of freedom of speech protects much
more than the right of candidates to
advocate whatever they want. Among
other protections, it also secures the
“right not only to advocate their cause
but also to select what they believe to
be the most effective means for so
doing," quoting the Supreme Court in
Meyer versus Grant.

In the context of a campaign where
public financing is offered, some can-
didates will choose public financing,
and some will forgo taxpayer funding
in favor of private, limited, disclosed
donations from supporters. The first
amendment protects every candidate’'s
right to choose between these alter-
native methods of financing their cam-
paigns—from Government interference
or coercion.
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The first amendment protects people
from this kind of Government inter-
ference. The Supreme Court also has
spoken forcefully on the issue of effec-
tiveness of the mode of communication
chosen. In Richmond Newspapers, Inc.
versus Virginia, the Court noted that
the first amendment ‘“‘entails solici-
tude not only for communication itself
but also for the indispensable condi-
tions of meaningful communication.”

As anyone who is involved in elec-
toral politics knows, one condition for
effective communication is to have a
substantial broadcast media campaign,
an that usually requires a considerable
amount of money.

Therefore, in the Buckley case, the
Supreme Court recognized that spend-
ing limits inherently violate the first
amendment by reducing the quantity
of political speech, including the num-
ber of issues, the depth of discussion,
and the size of the audience that might
be reached. Spending limits, the Court
said, amount to “‘substantial and direct
restrictions on the ability of can-
didates, citizens, and associations to
engage in protected political expres-
sion, restrictions that the first amend-
ment cannot tolerate.”

Mr. President, none of the rationales
that were offered for spending limits
were accepted by the Court in the
Buckley case—none of them. The Court
rejected both the concern about the po-
tential for corruption as well as the
proffered alternative rationale of
equalizing the financial resources of
candidates. Neither one was considered
a sufficiently compelling justification
for overruling the clear dictates of the
first amendment.

Any constitutional assessment of
purported campaign finance reform
legislation should be guided by the fol-
lowing point made by the Justice De-
partment in testimony before the
Rules Committee in 1991:

It should never be forgotten that by
protecting robust debate and broad
criticism of competing candidates, the
first amendment was the most impor-
tant electoral reform ever enacted.

The other side knows that public sup-
port for taxpayer financing of elections
is at an all-time low. Support for the
Presidential election campaign fund
through the tax checkoff has declined
dramatically to only 17.7 percent
checking *‘yes’ in 1991. At one point, it
was 29 percent. Public support has been
dropping off from 29 percent down to 17
percent last year, the lowest yet, indi-
cating that the taxpayers of this coun-
try are not willing to designate a dol-
lar of taxes they already owe. It does
not eyen add to their tax bill to pay for
political campaigns.

We know the taxpayers hate tax-
payer funding of elections. They detest,
despise, and deplore taxpayer funding
of elections. We have the most com-
plete survey ever taken any time in the
country every year on this issue; it is
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the tax return. The most comprehen-
sive poll ever taken in America on any
issue is on this one, and people are vot-
ing every April 15, and they say we
hate taxpayer funding of elections.

Aware of this fact, the other side has
endeavored to minimize the up-front
costs of their campaign finance bill at
the expense of constitutional freedoms
which Americans have enjoyed for over
two centuries. By offering communica-
tions vouchers, reduced mail rates, and
a super broadcast discount as rewards
for compliance, as well as various se-
vere penalties for spending over the
prescribed limits, the bill before us
desecrates the first amendment right
of free speech. In this regard, the bill
before us is very different from the
Presidential system of spending limits
and taxpayer financing, which was
upheld in the Supreme Court in the
Buckley case.

Under the Presidential system, can-
didates can qualify for matching funds
in primary elections, and the two
major party nominees are eligible for
direct grants to spend in the general
election. President Clinton and former
President Bush each were given $55
million from the Treasury to wage
their campaigns in 1992. Had George
Bush declined the grant and chosen to
spend over the limit, Bill Clinton
would not have received any additional
funds or benefits from the Government,
nor would President Bush have been
penalized.

The direct grant is a straight bribe, if
you will, for giving up the right to
speak too much. While such a proposal
raises its own constitutional questions,
which a future Supreme Court may be
willing to reexamine at some point, the
Court in Buckley at least acquiesced to
the voluntary speech restraints in the
Presidential system.

Under this bill, on the other hand,
the bill before us, a candidate who
chooses not to participate in this tax-
payer financing scheme, even on some
purely ideological grounds, would not
only be deprived of the communica-
tions vouchers, reduced mail rates, and
super broadcast discount, he or she
also would be subjected to a series of
punitive provisions.

Among the punishments is a political
provisions.

Among the punishments is a political
scarlet letter. Nonparticipating can-
didates would be forced to run a dis-
claimer at the end of their ads saying
this—listen to this, Mr. President—if
you were so audacious as to want to
speak all you wanted to, and you were
philosophically opposed to taking tax-
payer funds to fund your campaign,
here is what you would have to put in
your ads: ‘“This candidate has not
agreed to voluntary campaign spending
limits.” It makes you look like you are
some kind of criminal. This would
amount to a scarlet letter acquiescing
for exercising one’s first amendment
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rights. That smacks of compelled
speech, which the Supreme Court has
ruled to be utterly unconstitutional.

The financial largess of the Federal
Government also rains down on any
free-speaking culprit. As soon as any
nonparticipating candidate spends $1
over the limit, his or her eligible oppo-
nent would receive a grant equal to
one-third of the general election limit.
If the nonparticipating candidate spent
133%4 percent of the limit, his or her op-
ponent would receive another grant
equal to one-third of the general elec-
tion limit.

The taxpayer-funded infusions to the
eligible candidate would not cease
until the nonparticipating candidate
had spent twice the supposedly vol-
untary limit.

Mr. President, these direct grants,
combined with the disclaimer to re-
duced mailing rate and the super
broadcast discount are powerful incen-
tives in the sense that the alter-
native—exercising first amendment
rights—would cause one to be finan-
cially pummeled by the Federal Gov-
ernment. These provisions actually
punish those candidates who exercise
their constitutional right not to par-
ticipate in this taxpayer-funded spend-
ing limits system.

S. 3 also directs the Federal Govern-
ment to counteract those who exercise
their first amendment rights through
independent expenditures. for example,
if the NAACP or B'nai B'rith spent
money to oppose David Duke, the
former Klansman could qualify under
the Democratic plan for unlimited tax
dollars to respond.

Let me repeat, Mr. President, under
this bill that is before us, if some civil
rights group decided to make independ-
ent expenditures against the candidacy
of a former Klansman, like David
Duke, who, say, is running for the U.S.
Senate in Louisiana, once they are
made by the civil rights group against
David Duke, David Duke would get
Federal taxpayer dollars.

David Duke would get our tax dollars
to respond to a civil rights group. That
is in this bill.

In its headlong rush to eliminate the
perceived evils of party soft money, the
bill tramples on political speech rights
protected by the first amendment, as
well as State electoral treatment pro-
tected from the 10th amendment. This
bill imposes Federal regulations on vir-
tually every aspect of State party ac-
tivity undertaken during the Federal
election year.

Federal interference with State elec-
toral processes is allowable only pursu-
ant to specific grants of constitutional
power in the 14th, 15th, 19th, 24th, and
26th amendments. If Congress had the
raw power to regulate State electoral
processes, none of these other amend-
ments would have been necessary.
Clearly, that proves a point.

None of these other amendments jus-
tifies this massive Federal intrusion
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into political activities of State par-
ties. Whatever the actual or perceived
evils of party soft money, this legisla-
tion goes much too far in squelching le-
gitimate political speech and imposing
Federal regulations on State electoral
processes.

That is a just a thumbnail sketch of
the constitutional problems contained
in this bill. It is my hope that this
body will deal seriously with these is-
sues and not simply leave our constitu-
tional messes behind for the Supreme
Court to clean up.

We look forward to further debate on
this issue as well as action on amend-
ments which I will be proposing which
will help disinfect this legislation of its
blatantly unconstitutional provisions.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

AMENDMENT NO. 37 AND AMENDMENT NO. 368

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, are
the Wellstone amendments now pend-
ing again?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, my
understanding from talking with the
Senator from Oklahoma, and I believe
we also had a colloquy with the junior
Senator from Kentucky, is that we are
trying to work something out with the
language of the Wellstone amend-
ments.

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that the Wellstone amend-
ments be temporarily laid aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 370
(Purpose: To reduce the individual contribu-
tion limit to $105 per Senate election
cycle)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 370.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. .REDUCTION OF CONTRIBUTION LIMITS.

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 315(a)(1)(A) of
FECA (2 U.8.C. 441a(a)1)(A)) is amended by
striking the semicolon an inserting **, but no
more than $105 in the aggregate with respect
to an election cycle in the case of a can-
didate for the Senate;".

(b) EFFECTIVENESS.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall be in effect only when
there is in effect a law that provides for sig-
nificant public financing of Senate election
campaigns (including payments of money,
vouchers for use in connection with the pur-
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chase of the use of media for communication
to the public discounted or free use of com-
munications media, and reduced mailing
rates) for primary elections, runoff elections,
and general elections.)

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 870, AS MODIFIED, TO
AMENDMENT NO. 366

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
send a modification to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. The amendment is
s0 modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

2 At the appropriate place insert the follow-
ng:
SEC. .REDUCTION OF CONTRIBUTION LIMITS.

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 315(a)(1)(A) of
FECA (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(1{A)) is amended by
striking the semicolon and inserting “‘, but
no more than $100 in the aggregate with re-
spect to an election cycle in the case of a
candidate for the Senate;”.

(b) EFFECTIVENESS.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall be in effect only when
there is in effect a law that provides for sig-
nificant public financing of Senate election
campaigns (including payments of money.
vouchers for use in connection with the pur-
chase of the use of media for communication
to the public, discounted or free use of com-
munications media, and reduced mailing
rates) for primary elections, runoff elections,
and general elections.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me give some context to this amend-
ment that I offered to the Senate. The
context is going to be about this mix of
money and politics in the United
States.

Let me just say at the beginning that
in many ways I feel as though—and I
am not at all sure how many votes
there will be for this amendment—but
I really believe that this amendment
goes to the heart and soul of the green
bus campaign in Minnesota in 1990 and
the mandate from Minnesotans about
getting money out of politics.

Yesterday I spoke on the floor of the
Senate about this mix of money and
politics, and I talked about the ways in
which I believe people feel really ripped
off, and the fact that we have such big
money right now in politics that I
think it undercuts the very essence of
representative democracy. Once again,
my standard for representative democ-
racy is when each person counts as one
and no more than one. Given the kind
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of system we have right now of cam-
paign finance in this country, that is
simply not the case. I think that is
why there is so much disillusionment
why there is so much anger. I think
that is why the term-limitation drives
in a good many States in this country,
have been successful, and that is why 1
think we have to make major changes.

Before I start out talking about this
issue of big money in politics and giv-
ing some context to this amendment, I
do want to apologize to the junior Sen-
ator from Kentucky. There are going
to be, I am sure, points we are going to
be debating over the next several
weeks. That is an honest disagreement.

Yesterday, the junior Senator from
Kentucky read from an op-ed piece in
the L.A. Times which was actually
written by my very good friend, maybe
the best friend I have in the world,
Barry Casper, in which Barry Casper
was very critical of the bill we now
have before the Senate. The junior Sen-
ator from Kentucky correctly quoted
Professor Casper.

I then said I thought the junior Sen-
ator from Kentucky decontextualized
the piece; meaning, surely he did not
include the part where Professor Cas-
per talked about his strong support for
really comprehensive public financing,
for dramatically reducing big money in
politics. That was not in the piece.
Therefore, the Senator from Kentucky
correctly characterized Professor Cas-
per's piece. I do apologize to the Sen-
ator because I think my criticism was
unfair.

I think my criticism of his overall
position is not unfair, but I think my
criticism——

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 1
would just like to thank my friend
from Minnesota. We will enjoy these
debates and we will move ahead with-
out misrepresenting each other’s views.

I thank the Senator for his observa-
tion.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I apologize again
to the Senator.

Let me start out by comparing past
and current congressional spending.

In 1980, expenditure on Senate cam-
paigns was $73 million. In 1990, we were
talking about expenditures on Senate
campaigns of §173 million. Or consider
the average cost, Mr. President, of a
Senate campaign, another good barom-
eter: $1.2 million in 1980; $3.3 million in
1990; almost $3.7 million the average
cost in 1992 and likely to rise again if
people continue to raise money at the
pace that they are now raising in the
first 6 months of this year.

The average cost for Senate cam-
paigns for incumbents in 1990, Mr.
President, was $4.6 million and, there-
fore, people in the country raised the
question, how long can this money
chase continue?

In a broader context, look at the way
in which costs have skyrocketed in the
House and Senate elections in the past
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10 years. This graph illustrates a dra-
matic increase, an explosion of costs
over the last decade to $678 million
spent in the 1992 elections; $678 million,
a tremendous explosion over the last
decade plus, starting with $200 million,
and all the way up.

Let me repeat: $678 million spent on
congressional races in the last 2 years.
Can we blame people in this country
for not having confidence in this politi-
cal system? Can we blame people in
this country for being frustrated and
angry about this obscene amount of
money that goes into politics? Can we
blame people in this country for being
cut out of the loop? Regular people just
know that they are not considered the
big players, or the big contributors.

This, Mr. President, is auction-block
democracy. It is checkbook democracy.
That is what we have to reform. That
is what we have to reform. That is
what we have to change.

Now, while some of this increase, Mr.
President, was due to redistricting, or
an unusually large number of House in-
cumbents who retired, or a couple of
special Senate elections, the trend is,
nevertheless, clear and unmistakable
and, I might add, from the point of
view of anybody who cherishes rep-
resentative democracy, very disturb-
ing. The spiraling campaign costs mean
that fundraising for lawmakers in the
Senate—the amount that we are sup-
posed to raise in order to be credible, in
order to get ready for the next elec-
tion, is $12,000 per week. Let me repeat
that. In order to be viable candidates,
we must raise $12,000 per week.

Mr. President, by the way, if that is
the standard, I am way, way behind.

I will now focus on the PAC contribu-
tion part, and then I will get to the in-
dividual contributions.

Senate incumbents seeking reelec-
tion in 1992 received on average $1 mil-
lion from PAC's, while challengers re-
ceived about $250,000. That is a 4 to 1
edge for incumbents in PAC contribu-
tions. During that same period, the
overall edge for Senate incumbents
just in terms of overall spending, PAC
and individual contributions, which I
will get to in a moment, was 2 to 1.

According to the Center for Respon-
sive Politics, the increase in PAC
spending held true all across the spec-
trum in 1992, ranging from a 14 to 17
percent increase. In 1990, business
PAC’s gave $122.1 million, labor PAC's
gave $16.4 million, and ideological or
single-issue PAC’'s gave $42.5 million.
As we well know, these contributions
have gone and go overwhelmingly to
incumbents.

Now, what I would also like to point
out is the distribution of PAC con-
tributions to incumbents versus chal-
lengers.

If you look at this graph right here
and you look at the distinction be-
tween what challengers get and what
incumbents get, you can gee across the
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board that it is a most stacked deck—
challengers in black, incumbents in
this checkered block, and then can-
didates in open seats. It is a stacked
deck, and the vast majority of the PAC
moneys have clearly gone to incum-
bents.

Let me use health care as an exam-
ple—I would argue a prime example—of
some of the abuses. Not surprisingly,
health care spending by PAC’s led the
way in 1992. And if you look closely,
what you will see is that there has
really been a dramatic increase in PAC
contributions by the health care indus-
try as the tempo toward reform has
picked up.

Americans want to see a major
change in how we finance and deliver
health care. When people come up to us
at a cafe in Minnesota or a cafe in Cali-
fornia, they say: Senator, will there be
decent coverage for myself and my
children? Senator, will it be a decent
package of benefits? Senator, will I
have some choice of doctors? Senator,
will I be able to afford it?

I am sure you will find wherever you
go that health care is a most compel-
ling issue and people are calling for
major change. But comprehensive
health care reform threatens some of
the very powerful interests in the med-
ical industry, and right here is just an
example of the amount of money that
we see spent by the health care indus-
try: $41.4 million in the 1990-92 period
of time. This year alone the Health In-
surance Association of America is
spending about $4 million to discredit,
for example, the single-payer plan.
They have a massive campaign in this
country—I would call it really a propa-
ganda campaign—about all of the prob-
lems in the Canadian system, not, of
course, mentioning what the polls
show: overwhelming support by people
in Canada because there is a system of
cost containment and