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SENATE—Friday, May 28, 1993

The Senate met at 8:45 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the Honorable DIANNE FEIN-
STEIN, a Senator from the State of Cali-
fornia.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray:

Father in Heaven, the Apostle Paul
begins his instructions to the family
with these words: “Submitting your-
selves one to another in the fear of
God. ' (Ephesians 5:21) Far too often we
fail in this because of other demands to
which we give precedence. Time-con-
suming work responsibility possesses
us, and our families are neglected. Re-
cess periods also can be filled with
work, and the family is deprived of to-
getherness.

God of love, who ‘‘set the solitary in
families,”” help us to give priority to
spouse and children during the recess.
Grant that it shall be a time of rec-
onciliation and healing. Help the Sen-
ators to find time, take time, make
time, for their loved ones and for them-
selves in quiet, peaceful, solitary mo-
ments.

We pray in His name who invited us
to ‘“Come unto me, all ye that labour
and are heavy laden, and I will give
you rest.” (Matthew 11:28) Amen.
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APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S, SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 28, 1993.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable DIANNE FEINSTEIN, a

(Legislative day of Monday, April 19, 1993)

Senator from the State of California, to per-
form the duties of the chair.
ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.
Mrs. FEINSTEIN thereupon assumed
the Chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

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. There will now be a period for
morning business not to extend beyond
the hour of 10 a.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes each.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] is rec-
ognized to speak for up to 10 minutes;
the Senator from Washington [Mrs.
MURRAY] is recognized to speak for up
to 10 minutes; the Senator from Texas
[Mr. GRAMM] is recognized to speak for
up to 10 minutes; the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. LoTT] is recognized to
speak for up to 45 minutes; and the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
LIEBERMAN] is recognized to speak for
up to 5 minutes.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

FINANCIAL MISMANAGEMENT IN
THE AIR FORCE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
am here to address the issue of finan-
cial mismanagement in Air Force pro-
grams. I have spoken several times in
recent months about this breakdown of
discipline and fiscal integrity in finan-
cial management at the Department of
Defense and, of course, I am particu-
larly concerned, again today, as I have
stated before, about financial manage-
ment in the Air Force.

Billions of dollars of taxpayers’
money, what was appropriated for Air
Force money, is unaccounted for. The

Comptroller General Bowsher recently
warned Secretary Aspin that Air Force
monetary resources are vulnerable to
“fraud, waste, and mismanagement.”
And I also want to put in here that I
think that they are vulnerable to theft.
The ongoing embezzlement case of a
low-level accountant, James Lugas, at
Reese AFB, TX, bears out my point. I
will be on the floor later this summer
to speak more about that matter.

Madam President, on April 30, I
talked about a specific case study of
Air Force financial mismanagement—
the case of the advance cruise missile,
or ACM.

Since I made that speech, the Air
Force has agreed to conduct an inves-
tigation into allegations of financial
misconduct in the program.

However, Madam President, in the
wake of the Air Force reinvestigation
of the inspector general's investigation
of the C-17 program, quite frankly, I
have no confidence in the outcome. I
am not confident in the Air Force's
ability to investigate itself. I am not
confident that the investigation will be
impartial and thorough,; that it will be
brought to a prompt and decisive con-
clusion; and that those responsible will
be held accountable.

I am not confident because the Air
Force continues to stonewall on the
issue. The Air Force is using delaying
tactics and refusing to answer my
questions.

During a recent meeting that I had
with Acting Air Force Secretary
Donley, he promised to provide me
with the information I need to make a
decision on the promotion of the
former ACM program manager, Col.
Claude Bolton. While that meeting was
in progress, the Air Force left a letter
in my office that told me to ‘‘take a
hike” and that I would receive no more
information on the subject.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to print several pieces of cor-
respondence in the RECORD.

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

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

11999



12000

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, DC, May 25, 1993.
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: This responds to
your 25 May 1993 letter. The investigation to
which you referred was initiated by the As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force for Finan-
cial Management and Comptroller, through
the Defense Finance and Accounting Service,
Denver, Colorado, on 23 April 1993. The inves-
tigating officer is Mr. William Maikisch, who
is currently the Director of Resource Man-
agement for the Space and Missile System
Center at Los Angeles, California. He began
work of the investigation on 17 May 1993.

The investigation process is being con-
ducted in two phases. Phase one, to be com-
pleted within the next month, will determine
if an Antideficiency Act violation occurred
on the Advanced Cruise Missile program. If
it is determined that such a violation oc-
curred, the second phase of the investigation
will determine the individuals responsible
for the violation and the appropriate dis-
ciplinary action. This will be followed by the
preparation and coordination of a report of
violation. If a violation is determined to
have occurred, we anticipate completion by
about 15 September 1993. Of course, if no vio-
lation is determined to have occurred the
process would be completed earlier.

Sincerely,
PauL E. STEIN,
Major General, USAF,
Director, Legislative Liaison.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 25, 1993,
Maj. Gen. PAUL E. STEIN,
Director, Office of Legislative Liaison, Depart-
ment of the Air Force, Pentagon, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR GENERAL STEIN: I am writing in re-
sponse to your letter of May 24, 1993, and
about my unanswered letters to Mr. Smith
and Colonel Bolton dated April 29, 1993, and
to Mr. Beach dated May 14, 1993, and a series
of unanswered questions submitted on May
12, 1993.

As I stated in my letter to Mr. Beach, I ex-
pect a signed, written response to each piece
of correspondence, Anything short of that is
unacceptable.

In your letter, you state: “‘the Acting Sec-
retary of the Air Force [Donley] has directed
a full review of alleged violations of the
Antideficiency Act in the Advanced Cruise
Missile program in accordance with the
law.”

Clearly, I do not want to jeopardize the on-
going investigation or prejudice the results
of that process.

At the same time, I would like to feel con-
fident that the investigation is conducted in
an impartial and thorough manner, that it is
brought to a decisive and prompt conclusion,
and that those responsible are held account-
able.

Toward that end, I would like the answers
to two questions before the close of business
today: (1) Who is the investigating officer
(name, rank, and position)?; and (2) When is
the investigation expected to be completed?

Your cooperation would be appreciated.
Sincerely,
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
U.S. Senator.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, DC, May 24, 1993,

Hon. CHARLES E, GRASSLEY,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: This correspond-
ence further responds to your letter of 29
April to Colonel Claude M. Bolton Jr. and
Mr. E. Ray Smith, and to your 14 May letter
to Mr. John W. Beach. As Mr. Beach pointed
out in his letter, the Acting Secretary of the
Air Force has directed a full review of al-
leged violations of the Antideficiency Act in
the Advanced Cruise Missile program in ac-
cordance with the law. As we're sure you will
agree, we do not want to jeopardize this on-
going investigation or prejudice its results.
In the interest of achieving a fair and com-
plete  investigation, we  believe the
Antideficiency Act review itself should be
the sole fact gathering process.

At the conclusion of the official inquiry,
we will ensure that your concerns are ad-
dressed and responses are provided to your
questions. However, until the investigation
is concluded we would respectfully seek
agreement that Colonel Bolton and Mr.
Smith refrain from answering questions on
this subject outside of the investigative
process. Allowing the investigation to pro-
ceed without outside influence is the best
method of ascertaining the facts, while pro-
tecting the rights of the individuals in-
volved.

Sincerely,
PAUL E. STEIN,
Major General, USAF,
Director, Legislative Liaison.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 14, 1993,

Mr. JoHN W. BEACH,

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Finan-
cial Management, Department of the Air
Force, Pentagon, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. BEACH: I am writing in response
to your letter of May 13, 1993, regarding the
current disposition of my letters of April 29,
1993, to Mr. E. Ray Smith and Colonel Claude
M. Bolton, Jr.

The two above-mentioned letters were di-
rected to Mr. Smith and Colonel Bolton and
not to your office. I expect a written, signed
response from both officials. Anything short
of that is unacceptable.

At the same time, I would like to urge you
to proceed with a vigorous and thorough in-
vestigation of the Antideficiency Act viola-
tion by the Advanced Cruise Missile (ACM)
program and fir responsibilily as required by
law.

Since directing my letter to Mr. Smith, I
have come to the realization that his organi-
zation falls under the purview of your office.
That being the case, I would like to inquire
about your knowledge and awareness of a
violation of the Antideficiency Act by the
ACM program in November 1991 or at any
other time.

I have two questions I would like you to
answer:

At or about the time Mr. Smith signed the
attached memoranda, were you aware of any
discussion about the need to report a viola-
tion of the Antideficiency Act by the ACM
program? If so, please provide the names of
the persons involved in those discussions or
the violation itself, and what direction, if
any, was given as a result of those discus-
sions?

A written, signed response to my questions
is requested by May 21, 1993.

I would like to remind you that certain fi-
nancial officers remain pecuniarily liable
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under the law (31 U.S.C. 3528) for illegal or
improper payments from accounts entrusted
to their care.

I would also like to inform you that during
my meeting with Mr. Donley yesterday, he
indicated that Colonel Bolton is not solely
responsible for the decisions taken to resolve
the ACM funding deficiencies in 1991-92. Mr.
Donley indicated that there were a number
of more senior officials further up the chain
of command who bear responsibility for
those actions. I asked him to provide that
and any other information that might help
me reach a final decision in this matter. He
agreed to do that.

Your cooperation would be appreciated.

Sincerely,
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
U.S. Senator.
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, DC, November 26, 1991.
Memorandum for SAF/FMBMC.
Subject: Request for Approval to Cite Ex-
pired Funds—Action Memorandum.

This office has received the attached re-
guest for funding and approval to cite
$71,500,000.00 of FY 87 3020 funds to cover cost
overruns associated with the Advanced
Cruise Missile program. Based on previous
discussions with the 3020 Appropriation Man-
ager, funding of this magnitude is not pres-
ently available, However, this requirement
needs to be documented and included in the
funding strategy discussions being pursued
for this and other programs with similar
funding problems.

The attached ASD/VCP memo describes
the scope and nature of the request for ad-
justment as well as the information regard-
ing the original contract funding. Please in-
clude this action with other unclassified re-
quests for prior year 3020 funding.

E. RAY SMITH,
Special Programs Office, Deputy for Budget
Management and Execution.
.DBPAR‘TMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, DC, November 26, 1991.
Memorandum for SAF/FMBMC.
Subject: Request for Approval to Cite Ex-
pired Funds—Action Memorandum.

This office has received the attached re-
quest for funding and approval to cite
$27,100,000.00 of FY 88 3020 funds to cover cost
overruns associated with the Advanced
Cruise Missile program. Based on previous
discussions with the 3020 Appropriation Man-
ager, funding of this magnitude is not pres-
ently available. However, this requirement
needs to be documented and included in the
funding strategy discussions being pursued
for this and other programs with similar
funding problems.

The attached ASD/VCP memo describes
the scope and nature of the request for ad-
justment as well as the information regard-
ing the original contract funding. Please in-
clude this action with other unclassified re-
quests for prior year 3020 funding.

E. RAY SMITH,
Special Programs Office, Deputy for Budget
Management and Execution.
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, DC, May 13, 1993.
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
U.S. Senate, Senate Hart Building, Washington,
DcC.

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: Your letters to
Colonel Bolton and Mr. Smith, both dated
April 29, 1993, have been referred to this of-
fice for response. In an effort to ensure that
all the facts and relevant decisions on the
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Advanced Cruise Missile (ACM) program are

made known, the Acting Secretary of the Air

Force has directed a full review of potential

violations of the Anti-Deficiency Act in ac-

cordance with the law and implementing
regulations. The results of this investigation
and any recommendations will be provided
to the appropriate officials in the Adminis-
tration and Congress. The investigation re-
sults should provide the information you re-
quested of Colonel Bolton and Mr. Smith.
Sincerely,
JOHN W, BEACH,
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force (Financial Management).
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, April 29, 1993.

Mr. E. RAY SMITH,

Special Programs Office, Directorate for Budget
Management and Erecution, Pentagon, De-
partment of the Air Force, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SMITH: I am writing to inguire
about your knowledge and awareness of a
violation of the Antideficiency Act (31 USC
1341) by the Advanced Cruise Missile pro-
gram.

I raise the question because of your signa-
ture on the attached memoranda, dated No-
vember 26, 1991. You state in those docu-
ments that there were insufficient funds in
the FY 1987 and 1988 missile procurement ap-
propriation accounts to cover ‘‘contract re-
quirements’ for the Advanced Cruise Missile
program that were chargeable to those ac-
counts.

I have two questions I would like you to
answer:

At or about the time you signed the at-
tached memoranda, were you aware of any
discussion about the need to report a viola-
tion of the Antideficiency Act? If so, please
provide the names of those involved in those
discussions and what direction, if any, was
given as a result of those discussions?

A written, signed response to these ques-
tions is requested by May 7, 1993.

Your cooperation would be appreciated.

Sincerely,
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
U.S. Senator.
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, DC, November 26, 1991.

Memorandum for SAF/FMBMC.

Subject: Request for Approval to Cite Ex-
pired Funds—Action Memoranduam.

This office has received the attached re-
quest for funding and approval to cite
$71,500,000.00 of FY 87 3020 funds to cover cost
overruns associated with the Advanced
Cruise Missile program. Based on previous
discussions with the 3020 Appropriation Man-
ager, funding of this magnitude is not pres-
ently available. However, this requirement
needs to be documented and included in the
funding strategy discussions being pursued
for this and other programs with similar
funding problems.

The attached ASD/VCP memo describes
the scope and nature of the request for ad-
justment as well as the information regard-
_ing the original contract funding. Please in-
clude this action with other unclassified re-
quests for prior year 3020 funding.

E. RAY SMITH,
Special Programs Office, Deputy for Budget
Management and Execution.
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, DC, November 26, 1991.

Memorandum for SAF/FMBMC.

Subject: Request for Approval to Cite Ex-
pired Funds—Action Memorandum.
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This office has received the attached re-
quest for funding and approval to cite
$27,100,000.00 of FY 87 3020 funds to cover cost
overruns associated with the Advanced
Cruise Missile program. Based on previous
discussions with the 3020 Appropriation Man-
ager, funding of this magnitude is not pres-
ently available., However, this requirement
needs to be documented and included in the
funding strategy discussions being pursued
for this and other programs with similar
funding problems.

The attached ASD/VCP memo describes
the scope and nature of the request for ad-
justment as well as the information regard-
ing the original contract funding. Please in-
clude this action with other unclassified re-
quests for prior year 3020 funding.

E. RAY SMITH,
Special Programs Office, Deputy for Budget
Management and Execution.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, April 29, 1993.
Col. CLAUDE M. BOLTON, Jr.,
Commandant, Defense Systems
College, Fort Belvoir, VA.

DEAR COLONEL BOLTON: I am writing to in-
quire about your knowledge and awareness
of a violation of the Antideficiency Act (31
USC 1341) by the Advanced Cruise Missile
program.

I have 7 questions I would like to ask you
about a violation of the Antideficiency Act
by the Advanced Cruise Missile program dur-
ing your tenure as program manager. The
questions follow:

When did you recognize that the cost to
complete the FY 1987 and 1988 ACM contracts
exceeded the amounts available in the FY
1987 and 1988 missile procurement appropria-
tions accounts?

When did the dollar value of ‘‘contract
work authorized” exceed ‘“‘funding author-
ized" on either contract?

What steps did you take to obtain addi-
tional funding?

What actions did you take to report the
violation of the Antideficiency Act “through
official channels to the head of the DOD
component involved'' as required by DOD Di-
rective 7200.1 and statutory law (31 USC
1351)? (Provide a list of persons you con-
tacted)

Why did you allow work to continue on the
FY 1987 and 1988 contracts once you realized
there was insufficient money available to
pay outstanding bills?

Were you aware of the potential for incur-
ring additional costs to the government
through cancellation and reprocurement of
the ACM contracts and to whom did you re-
port that concern?

On March 25, 1992, Secretary Rice approved
the ACM reprocurement plan to cover the
cost overrun on the old contracts with FY
1992 appropriations. At any point, did you
recommend that the ACM cost overrun be
handled in more appropriate ways?

A written, signed response to these ques-
tions is requested by May 7, 1993.

Your cooperation would be appreciated.

Sincerely,
) ~ CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
the Air Force really provides a flimsy
excuse for not answering the mail.

Madam President, I would like to
talk briefly about a letter from Maj.
Gen. Paul E. Stein, Director of the Air
Force Office of Legislative Affairs
dated May 25, 1993.

Management
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General Stein states that the first
phase of the investigation of the
Antideficiency Act violation ‘‘will de-
termine if an Antideficiency Act viola-
tion occurred on the Advanced Cruise
Missile Program."

Well, General Stein, the first phase of
the investigation is already over. To
repeat, what you want to do, General
Stein, will be duplicative and wasteful.
I refer General Stein to page 24 of the
inspector general's [IG] audit report
No. 93-053 entitled ‘‘Missile Procure-
ment Appropriations, Air Force,”
dated February 12, 1993. Based on a
thorough review of all pertinent facts,
the inspector general reached this con-
clusion: ““The Antideficiency Act was
violated when the Air Force recognized
that the cost to complete the ACM had
exceeded amounts available for obliga-
tions, but permitted work to con-
tinue. * * * The Antideficiency Act
has been violated.”

General Stein, the inspector gen-
eral's findings are crystal clear. They
are conclusive. The time has come to
fix responsibility.

I am afraid the Air Force will decide
no vielation occurred. If that happens,
General Stein, I ask to be informed im-
mediately.

Senior Air Force officials, including
Mr. Donley, have known about the vio-
lation for a long time but did abso-
lutely nothing about it.

Senior officials in Mr. Donley’s office
were briefed by the Inspector General's
Office on the violation on June 9, 1992.
That was almost 1 year ago. Under De-
partment of Defense [DOD] Directive
7200.1, which governs procedures for re-
porting violations of the
Antideficiency Act, the Air Force
should have submitted an interim re-
port to the DOD Comptroller by De-
cember 9, 1992—if not sooner. An in-
terim report is required if it is not pos-
sible to complete the investigation and
submit a final report within 6 months
of discovering, simply discovering, the
violation. The Air Force has not filed
an interim report as required.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to print a blank copy of the in-
terim report form in the RECORD.

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

INTERIM REPORT FORMAT FOR SUSPECTED

VIOLATIONS UNDER INVESTIGATION

Interim reports of suspected or apparent
violations of subsections 1341(a), 1517(a), or
section 1342 of 31 U.S.C. (reference (b)) shall

set forth the following data:
A. Name, address, and telephone number of

investigating officer and of -the officer re-

sponsible for authorizing the investigation.

B. The type of suspected violation, sub-
sections 1341(a), 1517(a), or section 1342.

C. The location at which the suspected vio-
lation occurred.

D, The amount of the suspected violation
(dollars and cents).

The date of occurrence and date of dis-

covery.

F. A brief narrative description of the na-
ture of the suspected violation, including a
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clear, concise explanation of causes and cir-
cumstances, insofar as they can be deter-
mined.

Follow-on quarterly progress reports de-
scribe in detail investigative actions taken
since the previous interim report to the
ASD(C), and explain the nature of any issues
to be resolved before a final report can be
submitted.

Mr. GRASSLEY. General Stein, when
is the Air Force planning to file an in-
terim report in compliance with the
DOD Directive 7200.1?

The Air Force’s failure to file an in-
terim report is an accurate reflection
of the service's attitude toward this
violation. In the Air Force view, the
violation never happened. If it never
happened, then it is hard to discover.
This attitude is unacceptable and
President Clinton, as Commander in
Chief, must not tolerate it.

I am talking about a failure to report
a known violation of the Anti-
deficiency Act. The Comptroller Gen-
eral has rendered an important legal
opinion on this issue. In a document
dated August 11, 1992 and identified by
the numbers B-245856.7, the Comptrol-
ler General stated:

The failure to disclose known violations of
the Antideficiency Act is a felony and can be
the subject of disciplinary actions.

I also believe the Air Force may have
attempted to conceal the violation by
failing to record overobligations in the
books and laundering the bills through
crooked reprocurement schemes.

Those who knowingly and willfully
violate these laws can be fined and sent
to jail. They can be suspended from
duty without pay or removed from of-
fice.

General Stein, I ask that the inves-
tigation examine the question of
whether anyone in the chain of com-
mand—from Colonel Bolton up through
Mr. Beach, Mr. Donley, and Mr. Rice—
knew that the ACM Program was in
violation of the Antideficiency Act and
either failed to report it or attempted
to conceal it.

General Stein, you indicate that Mr.
William Maikisch has been designated
as the investigating officer on the ACM
case. Did you know, General Stein,
that as the Director of Resource Man-
agement for the Space and Missile Sys-
tem Center, Mr. Maikisch may have
been involved in managing money for
the Titan IV Program. The Titan IV
Program is also under investigation. It
is the subject of another devastating
report by the inspector general, audit
report No. 92-064, dated March 31, 1992.
This report is about blatant financial
mismanagement and misconduct.

General Stein, is Mr. Maikisch in any
way implicated in the Antideficiency
Act violation by the Titan IV Program
or the violation of section 1301 of title
31 of the U.S. code described in audit
report 92-064?

I cannot ride herd on the Air Force
by myself. I need help.

I would like the Air Force to answer
my questions.
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I would like the DOD IG to follow
through on its audit and make sure the
Air Force conducts the investigation
and fixes responsibility where it be-
longs—all the way up to the Secretary
of the Air Force if necessary.

The General Accounting Office needs
to come forward with information it
has on the cancellation of fiscal years
1990 and 1991 ACM contracts as a way
to generate cash to cover the cost over-
run on earlier contracts. The GAO
needs to share the information it has
that shows how hundreds of millions of
dollars worth of unfinished ACM mis-
siles have been discarded as scrap and
left as waste.

It is time to send a message to the
DOD acquisition and financial man-
agers. Those who violate the laws of
our land will be held accountable.

A few tough lessons in accountability
will bring this misconduct to a screech-
ing halt.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair,

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

Mr. ROTH. Madam President, I yield
myself such time as I will take from
that allotted to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized.

Mr. ROTH. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. RoTH, Mr. LOTT,
Mr. DoOLE, and Mr. BURNS pertaining to
the introduction of 8. 1058 are located
in today's RECORD under ‘‘Statements
on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.")

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

R —
THE PRESIDENT'S TAX BILL

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I
knew the Democrats were going to win
the tax vote in the House. I knew that
with their huge margin in House mem-
bership that they were going to pass
the President’'s tax bill in the House.

I do not understand why then this
morning I felt down about it given that
they passed their bill 219 to 213, which
means almost 40 Democrats voted
against the President’s tax plan.

I guess part of it is recognition that
yvesterday in the House we had the tri-
umph of partisan policies over reason
and over the public interest. I think
part of the reason why I am concerned
is because I realize that the U.S. Sen-
ate stands today as the only sentry at
the gate. We are the last thing that
stands between America and a massive
tax increase that will put hundreds of
thousands and ultimately millions of
our fellow citizens out of work, that
will raise taxes on Social Security re-
cipients, working families, small busi-
ness, and that will devastate the econ-
omy. That is the bad news.

The good news is that we have a lot
of good gatekeepers in the Senate, and
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I for one am absolutely committed to
seeing that Bill Clinton’s tax-and-
spend policy does not become the law
of the land.

One of the things that concerns me
greatly about the debate in the House
is the continued gulf between the rhet-
oric of the debate and the reality of the
programs that are being proposed.

I have here a chart that really sum-
marizes what I believe is an incredible
chain of events leading up to yester-
day’s vote. And I think one of the rea-
sons that the American people feel
alienated, feel betrayed, is because of
this huge difference between what is
being said in Washington and what is
being done in Washington.

Everybody will remember that dur-
ing the Clinton campaign President
Clinton was going to cut spending $3
for every dollar of new taxes. That was
the whole basis of President Clinton's
campaign. And then when Leon Pa-
netta was before the Senate to be con-
firmed as OMB Director he said their
goal was $2 in spending cuts for every
dollar of taxes, and then when Presi-
dent Clinton came before the Congress
and gave that great State of the Union
Address, an address that I could have
given, because it had virtually nothing
to do with the President's program, it
was $1 of spending cuts for every dollar
of taxes, Then when we adopted the
President's budget in the Congress,
when the Congressional Budget Office,
the official scorer, jury and judge des-
ignated by the President, totaled up
taxes and spending, it concluded that
there were $3.23 of taxes of every dollar
for spending cuts. And now into the bill
that the House has voted on and made
changes in permanent law to imple-
ment that tax program we are up to $5
in taxes for every dollar of spending
cuts.

That is a far cry from the original
promise. That is a far cry from the con-
tinued advertising, but it is the cold
and hard reality of what we are look
ing at.

Another thing that disturbs me about
the House vote is the continued effort
to mislead the American people. Noth-
ing could have been clearer than the
final compromise whereby the Presi-
dent designates how much he thinks all
these entitlement programs ought to
grow by and then if they grow by more
than that the President says to Con-
gress we ought to pay for it by raising
taxes, or says we ought to pay for it by
decreasing spending, or says we ought
to pay for it by borrowing money, and
then Congress votes on it. But if they
vote it down, whatever the President
proposes, the deficit goes up and we
borrow the money to pay for it.

I do not think we need to give Bill
Clinton another excuse to propose an-
other tax. In fact, we have additional
taxes being proposed or floated each
and every week.

Finally, I want to go back and look
at these deficits, because if I get asked
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one question over and over again the
question I am asked is, Are we cutting
spending first? I am sure that the Pre-
siding Officer has had people come up
to her in the airport and say, are you
cutting spending first?

Let me go back and look at the
President's budget. What I have done
on the chart here is plot out in red the
tax increases and in blue the spending
cuts. What you see that under the
President's budget beginning on Octo-
ber 1, when that budget would go into
effect, what happens is that through
1995 spending actually rises and before
the first dollar of net spending cuts
goes into effect taxes have gone up by
$90 billion; 80 percent of all the savings
that are contained in the President's
budget are savings that are promised in
1997 and 1988.

So the answer to the question, are
you cutting spending first, is “No.' In
fact, taxes are going up by $90 billion
over the next 3 years before a net
penny of savings occurs and 80 percent
of the savings in the package are prom-
ised in 2 years where Bill Clinton may
not be President. In fact, if this eco-
nomic plan passes he almost certainly
will not be President.

Finally, we continually have a prob-
lem which the President warned us of
and in the State of the Union Address,
urged us to avoid, and here I want to
make it totally clear I agree with the
President's rhetoric; I do not agree
with the reality of what he is doing. In
the State of the Union Address the
President said: Let us do not argue
about the numbers, let us let the Con-
gressional Budget Office do the scoring.
Let us make them the judge and the
jury. Then we can debate policy and we
will not be wasting our time disputing
numbers.

This is what the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the judge and the jury, says
about the Clinton economic plan. On
page 6 of chapter 1 in CBO's March
analysis of the President's budget we
have the following quote. “‘Three-quar-
ters of the $355 billion in cumulative
deficit reduction contained in the ad-
ministration’s program would stem
from increases in revenues and only
one-quarter from cuts in outlays.”

Now, Madam President, that is the
Congressional Budget Office. This is
the entity that the President des-
ignated to be the judge and the jury.
And yet why does the President con-
tinue to say day after day after day
that his budget reduces spending a dol-
lar for every dollar of tax increases
when, in fact, the judge and the jury
that the President picked says three-
quarters of his deficit reduction comes
from new taxes and only one-quarter
comes from reductions in spending?

Also on page 6 of its analysis the
Congressional Budget Office says: “‘The
spending increases would exceed the
cuts through 1995."

So, basically, Madam President, we
are down to a decision and that is, do
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we believe that we can promote pros-
perity in America by increasing taxes,
by not cutting any spending for the
next 3 years, and then promising to do
in 1997 and 1998, in the sweet by-and-by,
all these good things.

I want to say here today that we are
going to defeat the Btu tax in the U.S.
Senate. Right here on the floor of the
U.S. Senate we are going to defeat the
effort to raise taxes on Social Security.

And I am hopeful, when we beat the
Btu tax, when we beat the Social Secu-
rity tax, that we can force the Presi-
dent to do what all Americans want
him to do, and that is come back to
Congress, sit down with Democrats and
Republicans, and cut spending first.

I yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1059
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.™)

e o AR

THE BTU TAX

Mr. STEVENS., Madam President, I
listened with interest in recent days to
my good friend, the Vice President of
the United States, Vice President
GORE, who indicated that one of the
reasons for the Btu tax was to back off
the dependency of Americans on for-
eign oil.

I come from Alaska, which produces
25 percent of all the oil that is pro-
duced in the United States. We do not
use foreign oil in Alaska. We produce 25
percent of all that is domestically pro-
duced. Yet when we have studied the
Btu tax, we find it to be the cruelest
tax that has been devised for people
that live in cold country.

Alaskans will carry the heaviest bur-
den from the Btu tax, notwithstanding
the fact that we have the capability of
increasing the supply of domestically
produced oil, if only those who oppose
drilling on the Arctic plain would real-
ize that the way to back off foreign oil
is to be more reliant on our own re-
sources.

I have done some studies of the im-
pact of the Btu tax on Alaska and I
would like to share them with the Sen-
ate.

Estimates of the cost of the Btu tax
to the average household in Alaska
range from $844 to $1,521 annually. For
the rest of the Nation, the average Btu
tax burden for households will be an es-
timated $266 to $471. In other words,
Alaskans are at least three times more
burdened by this tax than any other
State.

In Alaska, the per capita cost of the
Btu tax has been calculated by our peo-
ple at $280 per person—man, woman,
and child—per year. That, as I said, is
more than the average for households
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in the south 48. Nationally, the Btu tax
will run somewhere around $97 per per-
son.

The difficulty with the Btu tax for
me is that the people who will be hard-
est hit in our State by the Btu tax are
those who can least afford it. Our Alas-
kan Native people who live in rural
areas, some 210 to 230 villages, use die-
sel to generate electricity. Diesel fuel
is not home heating fuel. Home heating
fuel is exempt in the bill that was
passed by the House, as I understand it.
There is no similar exemption for die-
sel fuel used to heat homes and gen-
erate electricity in Alaska.

I am told that there is an exemption
in the House bill for No. 2 diesel and for
home heating fuel. We use No. 1 diesel.
We do not know all of the final details
of what came out of the House bill yes-
terday. I know that there are exemp-
tions over there and deals were made.
But, they do not represent relief for
those who are the hardest hit in the
Nation—the Native people who live in
rural Alaska.

Not only will they pay the full Btu
tax but, because of the extremely low
temperatures that they suffer in the
winter time—60 below zero—they pay
more than any other American to heat
their homes to begin with.

The devastating effect of this Btu tax
on Alaskan Native people is really ap-
parent when we realize that the aver-
age annual income for a family of four
in western Alaska is about $10,000.
They use approximately 1,000 gallons of
diesel fuel for heating and approxi-
mately 850 gallons for cooking. They
currently pay an average of $3,599 a
year just for diesel fuel. In other words,
they already spend 35 percent of their
income for fuel. If the administration’s
Btu tax is imposed, some Native Alas-
kans could be forced to spend 44 to 51
percent of their annual income on fuel.
This does not take into account the in-
crease in transportation costs, goods
and fuel due to the Btu tax.

I believe that the people who live in
the colder parts of the country are
going to be burdened the most by the
Btu tax.

We hear all kinds of objections from
people that live in other areas of the
country, but just consider, Madam
President: My State has half the coast-
line in the United States.

I am sorry I did not bring the map. If
you put a map of the United States in
front of the Senate and impose my
State on it, Alaska runs from Balti-
more to San Francisco Harbor and
from Duluth almost to New Orleans.

This is a State as broad and as wide
as the whole United States. Distances
are severe in my State. And, there is
not one single exemption for Alaska in
this Btu tax proposal.

Everything that we deal with in
Alaska is increased due to the cost of
transportation. The Btu tax will un-
fairly discriminate against Alaskans,
particularly in the oil industry.
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Just consider this: Once we pump 1.8
million barrels a day from Prudhoe
Bay, it has to be transported 800 miles
by pipeline to the sea, and from there
it will be transported another 1,000 to
2,500 miles to get to refineries, again by
sea. When it is refined, the No. 1 diesel
comes back to Alaska, to Alaska's vil-
lages.

We pay the Btu tax for pumping the
oil, transporting the oil across our
State, transporting it down to the re-
fineries, and transporting it all the
way back up to Alaska.

This long distance to the refineries is
one of the transportation expenses the
State of Alaska must pay to produce
our domestic oil. The Btu tax is going
to reduce the States revenue base. Our
State devised what we call the dividend
program, where we take 25 percent of
the revenues that the State gets from
oil and gas and we annually spread out
the interest income amongst all of the
people who reside in our State.

So out of the $10,000 annual income I
mentioned for a family of four in west-
ern Alaska, $4,000 of the income comes
directly from the dividend program.
These people just do not have the
money to pay a Btu tax on oil.

Just think, Madam President, if we
were to go into the North Slope and de-
velop ANWR, the bulk of the people
who would be employed there are the
people who live in rural Alaska.

During the time of the construction
of the Alaska pipeline and the drilling
out of Prudhoe Bay, there was substan-
tial job opportunities for those people.
Today, they have 85 percent unemploy-
ment in their villages, but they are
asked to pay more in taxes because
some people in the south 48 say a Btu
tax will reduce our dependency on for-
eign oil.

Every item that they get in those
rural villages—food, clothing, manu-
factured goods, even their snow ma-
chines—comes from the south 48, as we
call them.

I see no reason for us to give up some
of the existing jobs we already have.
Almost 1,400 jobs in our State will be
lost because of the cost of the Btu tax.
Our people are not going to be able to
run the small businesses and pay these
increased costs—they cannot afford it.
They are barely breaking even now.

The reconciliation bill that has just
passed the House has, as I understand
it, a provision to exclude diesel fuel
used on farms from the Btu tax. No
similar provision exists for the fishing
industry. Our fishermen are the farm-
ers of the sea. More than half of the
fish consumed in the United States
comes from the waters off my State.

Yet, both in terms of the cost of get-
ting their supplies, the cost of getting
their fuel, and the cost of operating all
of their vessels—every single cost is in-
creased by the Btu tax. Yet, farmers
are exempted. Why? They have a sub-
stantial number of votes in the House.
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And that bill passed by just six votes.
If you look at it, three votes the other
way and it would have tied; it would
not have passed.

What about the Alaska Natives; what
about the Alaskan people? Why should
they be forced to accept these exemp-
tions, which will only increase the tax
burden placed on them, so that the bill
could get a vote here or a vote there, in
the farm country of the south 48?

Again, Madam President, I say to
you I think the Btu tax is the most op-
pressive tax I have ever heard discussed
in the U.S. Senate. I am going to join
the Senator from Texas to defeat it. It
needs to be defeated.

We realize we have ample oppor-
tunity in this country to develop our
own production. We could restore the
production of the south 48. We have
lost over 4 million barrels a day pro-
duction from stripper wells in the
south 48 because of the changes in the
tax laws, and we have certainly lost a
great opportunity to develop the larg-
est remaining basin on the North
American Continent in terms of drill-
ing on the Arctic plain.

I am hopeful the Senate will join the
Senator from Texas and me and many
others and defeat the Btu tax.

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

———
CAMPAIGN PROMISES

Mr. COHEN. Madam President, there
is a familiar song, *“What a Difference
a Day Makes.” Some might extend
that to ‘‘What a Difference a Year
Makes."" I might entitle it, “What a
Difference a Campaign Makes."”

We are often held to reconcile what is
promised during the course of a cam-
paign with what actually is performed
following that campaign. We are re-
minded, from time to time, of the dif-
ference between politics and political
promises and the responsibilities of
governance.

I have not decided as to whether I am
going to offer an amendment during
the course of this morning’s legislative
schedule or not. But it seems to me I
should at least take a few moments to
discuss the entire issue of most-fa-
vored-nation status that is being ex-
tended today to China.

For the past several years, legisla-
tion has been introduced in this body
to predicate any granting of most-fa-
vored-nation status to China upon cer-
tain conditions: A legislative require-
ment that they adhere to certain
human rights standards, certain trade
standards, and also certain standards
dealing with arms proliferation.

I can recall being on this floor in this
Chamber on several occasions—the
number escapes me at the moment—
one, in fact, in which a colleague of the
Presiding Officer, from California, was
standing at the rear of the Chamber
urging us to support legislation that
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would predicate any extension of most-
favored-nation status to China upon
adhering to those three categories, or
standards within those three cat-
egories.

It was a tough vote. It was a tough
vote for Republicans to support Presi-
dent Bush, who said we should not try
to legislatively shove these particular
standards down the throats of the Chi-
nese, at least not in this fashion. And
that while we support many of the
goals expressed in the legislation, the
better course of action would be to deal
with the Chinese leadership on a pri-
vate and less public basis to gain con-
cessions from them in areas in which
we felt they were acting adversely to
the interests of the United States, in-
deed to the world community, particu-
larly in the field of human rights.

I think the President campaigned on
that issue. President Clinton cam-
paigned on a very strong anti-most-fa-
vored-nation status being granted to
China unless those conditions were ad-
hered to.

So I was somewhat surprised to learn
that last evening, the President an-
nounced he would be granting most-fa-
vored-nation status to China, subject
to certain conditions being imposed,
that would be adhered to hopefully in
the coming year. This is by way of ex-
ecutive action and not legislation.

It seems to me this is much weaker
than that position being espoused—I
should say articulated—by leading
Democrats in both Houses, that they
would mandate legislatively that China
would have to adhere to all these con-
ditions in all three categories. I point
out Tibet, it was argued—and Congress
had voted—was a separate, independent
nation that China was illegally occupy-
ing. I do not gather from the state-
ments that appear in today's Washing-
ton Post that Tibet is actually part of
China.

I mention this today because, while I
supported President Bush in his deter-
mination to force the Chinese leader-
ship to come around to recognize
human rights concerns, and other trade
issues and arms proliferation issues, it
was very difficult. It was a tough vote.
And I am somewhat surprised to find
the leading advocates for this position
now suddenly have reversed course and
it is now an executive decision with
complete discretion being granted to
President Clinton in determining
whether, in his judgment, China will
live up to the human rights standards
being imposed.

I actually support the President’'s po-
sition to grant most-favored-nation
status to China, but I must point out it
is rather inconsistent. It is rather in-
consistent for those who were most
passionate in denouncing the Chinese
Government, most passionate in insist-
ing most-favored-nation status be con-
ditioned legislatively upon those areas
that I mentioned before, to suddenly be
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silent—or expressing agreement this
should be done by executive decision,
with complete discretion being given
to President Clinton.

President Clinton has learned how to
deal with China, apparently; that is,
rather than trying to beat them pub-
licly over the head with various condi-
tions, to negotiate quietly or dip-
lomatically to achieve these ends. To
that end, I support these efforts. Once
again, it is the difference between a
campaign and an actual responsibility,
a requirement, to govern.

I have not decided at this moment
whether I will introduce legislation
that will impose a legislative solution
as opposed to an executive one to deal
with China, but I just wanted to take a
moment to point out the rather clear
and patent inconsistency on the part of
those who advocated most passionately
it must be a legislative solution.

I yield the floor.

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

MFN STATUS FOR CHINA

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, follow-
ing along with what the distinguished
Senator from Maine has articulated, I,
too, support the President’'s decision to
extend most-favored-nation status to
China for another year. In announcing
the renewal, President Clinton has
used many of the arguments President
Bush used in previous years, arguments
that President Clinton criticized dur-
ing his election campaign. I assumed
there would be a tirade here against
President Clinton’s extension, as there
was against President Bush's efforts—
or should be. Every year we went
through this process. Every year we
barely prevailed. I do regret the Presi-
dent decided to put thousands of Amer-
ican jobs at risk for the first time by
putting conditions on the renewal of
MFN status in 1994.

We have had this debate every year.
We have had farmers and manufactur-
ers told to hold their breaths to see
whether or not we are going to cutoff
business with China. Now they have
one more year of uncertainty. I would
strongly suggest to the President and
to other Senators from both parties
that this annual debate was not in the
best interests of democracy in China,
or economic health here at home.

It seems to me, since we have 1.1 bil-
lion people, we had better be inside the
tent if we hope to have any influence
on—human rights pelicies in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. We had better
be players, instead of standing on the
outside looking in. The administra-
tion's approach is particularly puzzling
since they have been talking about
multilateralism, working with our al-
lies in Bosnia, working with them on
Iran, and not going it alone.

We are certainly going it alone when
it comes to MFN status for China. I do
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not see our friends in Europe and
Japan announcing conditions on their
trade policies with China. I do not see
any multilateral approach here. What I
see is this administration telling
American farmers and American work-
ers and American consumers that they
have been drafted into a one-country
effort to promote democratic progress
in China.

This also is hard to reconcile with
statements made by administrative of-
ficials in briefings the past 2 weeks
that China has indeed taken a number
of important steps in human rights, in
trade, and in mutual national security
interests, which the United States has
asked it to do. I hope that is the case.

China is going to be a huge force in
Asia; it is now, and is going to con-
tinue to be. We need good relationships
with China, and I ask the Chinese lead-
ership to work with our administration
to extend bilateral cooperation and re-
duce the differences between us. And
toward those goals, I promise to
strongly support President Clinton and
the administration.

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOLE. I will be happy to yield?

Mr. COHEN. I point out that had we
opposed those conditions legislatively
that converged upon the Congress in
the past several years, then China
would be in violation of those, because,
according to the news reports, China is
breaking the missile pledge; China, in
fact, has been selling technology to
Pakistan in violation of its pledge. If
we had opposed those legislatively,
China would be in violation and MFN
would be revoked.

I notice by this declaration, that has
been separated out. We are not even
going to tie that to granting most-fa-
vored-nation, no consideration of pro-
liferation of arms, no consideration of
the trade issue; only the human rights
violations, and those are, as the Sen-
ator pointed out, subject solely, not to
Presidential certification, but solely to
Presidential discretion. I think it is a
wide departure from where we were a
year ago.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Maine.

The hour of 10 o’clock having arrived,
I would like to use some of my leader
time, if I might.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MATHEWS). The Senator has that right.

BIG, BIG, BIG TAX PACKAGE

-Mr. DOLE. -Mr. President, by -a very

narrow margin last night, the House
did it to the American people. They
passed this massive tax bill, and I even
see some of the networks have it all
mixed up. They are calling it $250 bil-
lion in spending cuts and $250 billion in
tax increases. That is not true at all.
There is not $500 billion in deficit re-
duction. You get all the taxes between
now and in this first year, There are $47
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billion in discretionary spending cuts,
but not $1 before 1996. There are $45.8
billion in mandatory spending cuts, but
only $6.2 billion before 1996. So all the
talk on the morning shows and the
President talking about all those
spending cuts, it is $6.2 billion before
1996, but the taxes started last Janu-
ary. The taxes are big, $275 billion to
some $280 billion.

Based on the House reconciliation
package, it is hard to believe—I know a
lot of people are not going to believe it.
I hope Peter Jennings is watching be-
cause he had it all wrong on ABC the
other night. We are going to cut the
mammoth total of $6.2 billion between
now and 1996.

It is up to the American people, it is
up to the Senate, it is up to the people
of Texas on June b to send a message to
this Senate and all across America
that we do not want more taxes unless
we get some spending cuts. I must say,
I was shocked; I knew it was awful, but
I defy anybody to say that they cut
more than $6.2 billion between now and
the year 1996. Oh, they said, if they do
not do more, they are going to consider
doing something, and that brought in
all these people who call themselves
conservatives on the Democratic side.

I want to commend the 38 House
Democrats who did stand up against
this big, big, big, big tax package. I
cannot believe there were not more. I
think this shoots a hole in this fresh-
man class where they had 62 new Mem-
bers and they were going to change the
world and change the Congress. Fifty-
one out of the 62 voted for this big, big,
big tax package. It is disheartening. I
know the American people, when they
get the details, will be shocked to find
out the tax increases started in Janu-
ary and they only get $6.2 billion in
spending cuts before 1996.

So let me just say what happened.
They voted for about $6.35 in tax and
fee increases for every dollar in spend-
ing cuts in the next 5 years. If that is
what the Democrats are going to try to
sell on this side of the Capitol, I think
it is going to be very difficult. More
than $33 billion of so-called cuts in this
bill would not be considered cuts any-
where but in Washington, DC, where
the Government budget process allows
Congress to extend current law and we
count these cuts. Only about 5 percent
of the deficit reduction in this bill, 18.5
percent, comes from real cuts in cur-
rent programs. I guess they backed off
the honeybee program, the one pro-
gram President Clinton said he was
going tocut. e

So, Mr. President, it is not a day to
celebrate. I know a lot of people were
applauding last night. The taxpayers
were not applauding. I did not see any
taxpayers on the House side applaud-
ing, but all the Democrats who just
love taxes were applauding. They were
saying: “We did it again; we stuck it to
them; the American people are going to
pay and pay and pay and pay.”
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So I am looking for the State of
Texas to lead us out of this very, very
bad legislation. If the Republican can-
didate, Kay Bailey Hutchison, can win
that seat a week from tomorrow, it
will send a message heard around the
United States and in every seat in this
Chamber, and I think it may bring
back some stability and some sense of
direction.

I say to the President, Republicans
are willing to give you bipartisan sup-
port if you will cut spending—cut
spending—and many of my colleagues
are willing to accept some revenues,
but nobody can vote for a bill like this.
And it is not $500 billion in deficit re-
duction as the President was saying
this morning. It is only $336.8, and $275
or more of that is taxes; plus fees, an-
other $15 billion. And the only spending
cuts—as I said most of them do not
even happen until after 1996, which
happens to be the next Presidential
election.

So I regret that the House passed this
bill. I want to commend Speaker FOLEY
and majority leader GEPHARDT and the
President for getting it done. When you
have a package this bad and you have
to pass it, that is a real accomplish-
ment. Hopefully, on the Senate side we
will all wake up here and we will all go
home, we will talk to real people, the
voters. This is not a question of saving
the Presidency, it is a question of sav-
ing the country and saving the econ-
omy. Hopefully, when we all come
back, having listened to the voters,
Democrats, Republicans, Independents,
we will say no to this package and we
will start over and we will have spend-
ing cuts and maybe some revenues.

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

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 10 min-
utes as in morning business.

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

AVIATION REVITALIZATION ACT
OF 1993

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
would like to thank Senator WENDELL
FORD, chairman of the Senate Aviation
Subcommittee for introducing the
Aviation Revitalization Act, which is
so important to the State of Washing-
ton and which I am proud to join as an
original cosponsor. The jobs of Amer-
ican aerospace workers are critical to
the people and the economy of the
State of Washington; the health of the
Boeing Co., as our Nation's largest ex-
porter, is of great concern to us all.
The Ford bill provides a major part of
the solution to the problems facing the
American aerospace industry, manu-
facturers, and carriers. It has bi-par-
tisan support and deserves the support
of all Senators.
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I look at this legislation and at my
work as a member of the National
Commission to Ensure a Strong Com-
petitive Airline Industry, through the
prism of jobs for the people of Washing-
ton.

In fact, my primary reason for sup-
porting this bill is to support the jobs
of tens of thousands of Washingtonians
who work for the Boeing Co. and the
hundreds of companies that supply and
service it. I cannot forget that roughly
340,000 American aerospace manufac-
turing jobs have disappeared in the last
5 years; further layoffs have been pre-
dicted.

In January, Boeing announced plans
to cut production of commercial air-
craft by one-third, a decision which
may affect as many as 20,000 of the
80,000 Washington State workers em-
ployed in commercial aircraft manu-
facturing.

In the airline service sector, it is too
late to save Pan Am, Eastern Airlines,
and some of the other airline pioneers.
The roster of pilots, mechanics, flight
attendants, and other airline employ-
ees who lost their livelihood with the
demise of these airline giants is a trag-
ic American tale. But there is still
time to write a new chapter for our do-
mestic airline industry. Fortunately,
this is one of President Clinton’s and
Senator FORD's top priorities.

As usual, the problem is money. Dur-
ing the last few years, domestic air-
lines have lost a staggering $6.8 billion.
U.S. airlines will require nearly $50 bil-
lion in new aircraft to meet both pro-
jected growth in air traffic and Govern-
ment-mandated deadlines for convert-
ing to guieter, more fuel-efficient air-
craft. Because of the heavy debt burden
acquired by most of the domestic air-
line industry there is serious doubt
about raising the needed capital
through traditional methods.

The Ford bill provides a solution; it
creates a mechanism to provide our do-
mestic airlines with the capital they
desperately need for financing a new
generation of aircraft. By assisting our
airlines and retiring the noisy stage II
aircraft which are due to be phased out
at the end of this decade by the Airport
Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, the bill
will also phase out less-fuel-efficient
and aging aircraft. This is good for the
airlines and for our Washington State
workers and the manufacturing sector.

Over the long term, the best way to
revitalize the domestic commercial air-
craft manufacturing industry is to re-
store the health of the American air-
line industry. Airlines are a vital com-
ponent of our Nation's transportation
sector, The Ford bill creates a loan
program which would help the airlines
replace their fleets more quickly and
in turn put Americans, and specifically
Washingtonians, back to work.

Senator FORD began work on this bi-
partisan and productive plan in Janu-
ary. It has gone through several drafts
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and revisions, and received the input of
airlines, manufacturers and labor. My
work with Senator ForD focused on
jobs for American workers. Specifi-
cally, we worked together on a provi-
sion to guarantee that at least 75 per-
cent of any new aircraft or new aircraft
components financed through this pro-
gram be manufactured or produced in
the United States.

Without such a provision, I fear that
the airlines would use U.S. taxpayer
dollars to buy Airbus, aircraft pro-
duced by a consortium of government-
subsidized European manufacturers.
That may have helped airlines but it
certainly would not have helped Boeing
workers, or suppliers here in the Unit-
ed States.

U.S. Trade Representative Micky
Kantor told me this week that his of-
fice will work with us to assure that
our buy America provision is consist-
ent with international trade agree-
ments.

No other industry in the long run is
as critical to the economic health and
military security of the United States
as American Aerospace. We have seen
what has happened in other sectors of
the economy such as autos and elec-
tronics when we let down our guard.

We make the finest and most ad-
vanced aircraft in the world. Despite
their economic problems, U.S. airline
companies provide the most com-
prehensive and least expensive air serv-
ice in the world.

My goal in supporting the Ford bill is
to keep these industries healthy and
viable. I cannot stand by and watch
hundreds of thousands of valuable jobs
in these critical industries drift
abroad.

The Ford bill marks the beginning of
a new and dynamic aviation policy for
our country. On behalf of the workers
of Washington and their families, I
wish to publicly thank Senator FORD
his vision and concern about this vital
American industry.

Thank you, Mr. President.

JIM GILLILAND, GENERAL COUN-
SEL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to applaud the confirma-
tion of the appointment of Jim
Gilliland to the post of general counsel
to the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

When I first learned of this nomina-
tion to this position, I was pleased, but
certainly not surprised. Jim Gilliland
is an outstanding selection. He is one
of those people who always masters his
task and moves on to excel again. He
has achieved excellence in all his pur-
suits, from being valedictorian in high
school, Phi Beta Kappa in college, to
law review at Vanderbilt Law College.
He was selected by his law school peers
as most outstanding member of his
class, then later by his fellow lawyers
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as most outstanding lawyer at the
Memphis bar.

Following a prominent tour of duty
in the U.S. Navy, Jim then built a dis-
tinguished career at the firm of
Glankler, Brown, Gilliland, Chase, Rob-
inson & Raines in Memphis. For 14
years, he has also served as trustee of
Lemoyne-Owen College and chairman
of the board of that college from 1984 to
1988. In community service, he has
chaired many groups and events in-
cluding the Memphis committee on
community relations, the Liberty
Bowl, Navy League and the Memphis
Arts Council. He is currently active in
Planned Parenthood, and Leadership
Memphis.

I have known Jim Gilliland for many
years. He is a gifted lawyer, always
there for what is right when you need
him. He is the kind of man many of us
rely on for advice and good sound judg-
ment. These characteristics will serve
him well as he undertakes his new
tasks at the USDA. But far more im-
portantly, such traits will bring integ-
rity and high standards of guality to
the Department.

Mr. President, I thank you for the
opportunity to speak today, and I com-
mend my colleagues for their action in
confirming Jim Gilliland as general
counsel to the USDA.

e ———

T6TH ANNIVERSARY OF ARMENIAN
INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, May 28
marks the 75th anniversary of the Ar-
menian proclamation of independence.
Today, Armenian people throughout
the world will remember their difficult
history and renew their hopes for an
Armenia free from the threat of foreign
aggression. The Armenian people have
withstood the genocidal Ottoman
Turks, the oppressive Soviets, a dev-
astating earthquake, and now a con-
flict with Azerbaijan. Their ongoing
struggle for independence and human
rights demands the United States' re-
spect and sympathy on this historic
day.

Armenia's rich culture dates back
more than 25 centuries. Originally an
autonomous state, Armenia was con-
quered early in the 16th century by the
Ottoman Turks. Despite 600 years of
oppressive Turkish rule, the Armenian
people would not relinquish their un-
wavering spirit of independence. For
six centuries, Armenians continued to
strive for self-determination and the
reclamation of their homeland.

Tragically, in the waning days of the
19th century, the Turkish rule turned
brutal. Hundreds of thousands of Arme-
nian men, women, and children were
slaughtered in the Turkish effort to si-
lence the Armenian voices of independ-
ence. The beginning of the 20th cen-
tury, however, brought no end to the
tragic plight of the Armenian people.
In fact, while the rest of the world was
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distracted by World War I, the Turks
began their most cruel offensive
against the Armenians. Beginning in
1915, and continuing a full 8 years until
1923, the Turkish leaders perpetrated
one of the worst genocidal acts of the
20th century. During those years, ap-
proximately 1.5 million Armenians
were killed, tortured, or starved to
death in massive death marches to
Syria and Iraq.

Although the Turks had succeeded in
devastating the Armenian community
within the Ottoman Empire, their hor-
rific acts of brutality could not com-
pletely exterminate the Armenian peo-
ple. When an army of refugees and vol-
unteers from abroad defeated an at-
tacking Turkish force, the surviving
Armenian citizens, who had managed
to preserve their common culture and
language, finally seized the freedom
they had coveted for so long. On May
28, 1918, 75 years ago, Armenia declared
its independence. It is that event that
I rise to recognize and celebrate today.

Unfortunately, the independence of
this free, democratic state was short
lived. Only 2 years later, Armenia was
attacked and defeated by Turkish and
Russian forces and forced into subjuga-
tion for another 70 years. Following
the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991,
however, Armenia fulfilled its historic
wishes for self-determination when an
overwhelming percentage of the popu-
lation voted to once again claim their
independence as the Republic of Arme-
nia.

Although Armenian independence
has given Armenians the world over
much to celebrate, both the ravages of
man and nature continue to pose dif-
ficult obstacles for the Armenian peo-
ple. In 1988, a devastating earthquake
rocked this small republic, destroying
nearly half of its industrial capacity
and leaving hundreds of thousands of
Armenian citizens dead or homeless.
Further, the continuing struggle for
land and ethnic autonomy with neigh-
boring Aszerbaijan has also left its
mark in Armenia. An ongoing Azer-
baijan economic blockade, coupled
with a demolished gas line in Georgia,
left thousands more citizens without
heat and basic supplies, making this
past winter even more grueling.

Although spring has finally come to
Armenia, peace has not. In recent
months, the conflict between Armenia
and Azerbaijan pressed on and the
fighting along the two borders has be-
come increasingly bloody. These most
recent events are indicative not only of
Armenia’s rocky history, but stand as
a testament to the independent spirit
of its people as well, Today, and in the
future, the Armenian people will con-
tinue to persevere in the face of oppres-
sion and other challenges, and they
will have my support.
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FACES OF THE HEALTH CARE CRI-
SIS; THE IMPACT OF HIGH
HEALTH CARE COSTS ON SMALL
BUSINESSES

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, as part
of my continuing effort to focus on the
critical need for health reform, I would
like to highlight today how the high
cost of health care coverage can burden
the economic viability of small busi-
nesses.

Patty and George Stinnett, from
Grand Blanc, MI, have owned and oper-
ated Colonial Collision, Inc., an auto
body repair shop, since 1977. Patty and
George employ four skilled workers. In
addition to providing coverage for their
own family, the Stinnetts pay the
health insurance premiums for three of
their four workers. The other employee
receives health care benefits through
his spouse's insurance.

The Stinnetts originally bought
health insurance through a private in-
surer for themselves and three employ-
ees, After George had back surgery in
May 1990, their premiums quadrupled
and they were forced to find another
insurance company.

Patty shopped around for other
health insurance plans and found that
many would not cover care for her hus-
band’'s thyroid and back problems, nor
for an employee’s asthma condition be-
cause of preexisting clauses. They
eventually found an affordable plan
without a preexisting clause for the
family and the business, by joining a
pool with other small businesses.

The cost of health insurance is still a
burden for them. The Stinnett business
currently pays over $1,000 per month in
health insurance premiums for two
family and two single policies. The
business pays for the entire cost of the
monthly premium. The health plan re-
quires a 20-percent copayment and a
$100 deductible for individuals and a
$200 deductible for families.

Despite having insurance, the family
has incurred considerable out-of-pock-
et expense. In addition to the premium
payments, in 1991, they paid over $5,000
for copayments, deductibles, and pay-
ments for services not covered. Last
year, their out-of-pocket expenses in
addition to premium payments were
well over $1,000.

The coverage provided under the in-
surance plan they purchased is for hos-
pitalization, medical services, and pre-
scriptions. The Stinnetts have chosen
to pay for the prescription benefit even
though it increases their premium
costs by about 17 percent. This benefit
is critical for them since George re-
quires medication, as does the em-
ployee with asthma.

The Stinnetts used to purchase a sup-
plemental dental and vision benefit for
themselves and their employees. In
early 1992, they dropped this coverage
because the premiums doubled in a
year and a half, increasing from about
$30 to $72.30 a month for a family pol-
icy.
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The Stinnett business must absorb
the cost of health care coverage en-
tirely. Due to the nature of the colli-
sion business, which depends almost
exclusively on insurance company pay-
ments, the body shop cannot raise
prices to offset increases in insurance
premiums. Most other auto body shops
do not provide health insurance cov-
erage to their employees because they
cannot afford the cost.

Even though the cost of health care
cuts into the profit of the business,
Patty and George Stinnett recognize
the importance of having health insur-
ance coverage and are dedicated to ex-
tending that coverage to their employ-
ees, However, the escalating cost of
health insurance is making it more and
more difficult to provide this benefit
for themselves and their employees.

Without health care reform, our busi-
nesses in America, both large and
small, will continue to struggle to stay
competitive. The strength of our econ-
omy depends on containing the costs of
health care in America.

My purpose in coming before you
today is to remind my colleagues about
the real cost of the health care crisis
and to keep the Congress focused on
the need to reform our health care sys-
tem. I hope that together we can work
with the administration to control the
skyrocketing costs of health care.

R

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $4,293,295,034,918.79 as
of the close of business on Wednesday,
May 26. Averaged out, every man,
woman, and child in America owes a
part of this massive debt, and that per
capita share is $16,452.12.

RHODE ISLAND STUDENT KNOWS
HIS GEOGRAPHY

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would
like to congratulate Michael Ring, an
eighth grade student at Mount St.
Charles Academy in Woonsocket, RI,
who took second place honors yester-
day in the geography championship of
the United States.

Michael's father, John Ring, Jr., of
Milford, MA, reportedly is a lifetime
National Geographic addict. Il’s pretty
clear that his son inherited the same
interest.

The 13-year-old lost first place by
only one point, when he did not know
where Tagalog is spoken. Second place,
however, carried with it a $15,000 col-
lege scholarship.

Michael’'s finish in the National Geo-
graphic Society’'s Fifth Annual Na-
tional Geography Bee, also secured him
a berth at the first International Geog-
raphy Olympiad in London this sum-
mer.

I was particularly impressed to learn
that this young man, who already dis-
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played considerable knowledge and
poise under pressure, also displayed
considerable wisdom.

“It's always a little disappointing
when you get this far,” he told a re-
porter. ‘‘But I still have the $15,000. I'm
going to London. I can work with the
two other best geographers in the
country. And perhaps we can bring
back a gold medal."”

I know that Michael's teachers,
friends and fellow students at Mount
St. Charles Academy are proud of him.
I also am sure that Rhode Islanders,
particularly in Woonsocket, will be
rooting for him to win the gold this
summer.

For my part, as one who has enthu-
siastically supported an increased
focus on geography, I am absolutely de-
lighted that a Rhode Island student has
won such high honors.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article from today's Provi-
dence, RI, Journal be inserted in the
RECORD as if read.

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

MOUNT ST, CHARLES STUDENT TAKES 2D IN
NATIONAL CONTEST
(By John E. Mulligan)

WASHINGTON.—For lack of some luck in the
vicinity of the South China Sea, a Massachu-
setts boy took second-place honors for Rhode
Island yesterday in the geography champion-
ship of the United States.

Michael Ring, an eighth-grader at
Woonsocket's Mount St. Charles Academy,
navigated close to first place, but lost his
bearings on this stumper:

Tagalog is one of the three main native
languages of which island country in Asia?"

The query loosed a flash of geographic cal-
culus through Ring's eircuits for the 12 sec-
onds he had to ponder an answer in the Na-
tional Geography Bee finals:

Okay. I know two of the three languages of
the Philippines. But not Tagalog. So: Island
nation. Is it the Philippines? Is it Indonesia?
Is it Sri Lanka? Is it something even smaller
or even more obscure?

A lot was riding on this reckoning by the
freckled youth from Milford. (His daily geog-
raphy includes the commute through both
states in the Blackstone Valley.) Besides the
national crown, there was the $25,000 college
scholarship, Ring's 12-for-12 streak in the
final round, and world of tension cooked up
over an hour of grilling and TV studio banter
by host Alex Trebek.

It was Ring’s toughest question of the con-
test. He frowned and scrawled and at
Trebek’s command flashed his pale blue an-
swer card: “‘Indonesia.”

Alas for the glory of Rhode Island and the
Mount, *‘Philippines” flashed correctly on
the rival card of Noel Erinjeri of Michigan.

But Ring came to rest in second place, his
college nest egg was $15,000 richer and he had
won a berth at the first International Geog-
raphy Olympiad in London this summer.

Ring, 13, had known he would have to base
the answer to his island nations question on
guesswork.

But it would be the educated guesswork of
a boy obsessed. Ever since taking third in
last year's Rhode Island championships of
the National Geographic Society's contest,
Ring *“has been driven’ to win this year's
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trip to the national finals, said his mother,
Vera Ring.

The geography bug may have passed ge-
netically to Ring. His father, John Ring Jr.,
is a lifetime National Geographic addict.

But always—and we're talking always
since he first learned to read, Vera said—it
has been Michael and his atlases, road maps,
almanacs, cartography books, Since he won
the state title last month, the study pressure
‘‘has been awful,"” she said. “Just awful.”” He
was at it 4 or 5 hours a night, right up to
Monday, poring over the 1993 World Almanac
here in his room at the Vista Hotel.

Good thing, too. Ring revisited the Grand
Coulee Dam in that championship session of
eramming.

And of course Trebek demanded in Round
Eleven yesterday: ‘‘Part of the name of the
largest dam on the Columbia River is derived
from the term for a flat-bottomed channel
carved into wvolcano rock by glacial
meltwater. What is this term?"

“Coulee? wventured Ring, cool as you
please for his eleventh consecutive swish.

And as for that lack of a lucky guess
among Asia's island nations . . . .

Ah, well, and all the same, what a classy
line of post-game chatter the kid put on,
suitable for framing in the loser's locker
room at any World Series.

“It's always a little disappointing when
you get this far,' he said, “'But I still have
the $15,000. I'm going to London. I can work
with the two other best geographers in the
country. And perhaps we can bring back a
gold medal."”

WITH OUR HELP, THE KURDS CAN
HELP THEMSELVES

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in northern
Irag, where the Kurdish people have
been freed for more than 2 years from
the yoke of Saddam Hussein's oppres-
sive rule, the Kurds have made remark-
able advances in their quest to lead a
normal life. It appears, however, that
their success has not gone unnoticed in
Baghdad, and reports indicate that the
Kurds may once again face the pros-
pect of an Iraqi invasion.

In April 1991, the world community
was galvanized into action by the tre-
mendous suffering of the Kurds who
fled Iraq in the wake of a failed upris-
ing against Saddam’s Ba'athist regime.
Motivated in part by our collective
guilt for leaving the Kurds exposed for
so long to Saddam’s genocidal designs,
the anti-Iraq coalition finally made a
commitment to protect the Kurds.
With the onset of Operation Provide
Comfort, the allied effort to patrol the
no-fly zone over northern Iraq, the
Kurds found the necessary degree of
protection to begin their drive toward
self-sufficiency.

The Kurds' effort, which was chron-
icled recently in a Wall Street Journal
piece by Geraldine Brooks, is both
compelling and instructive. One theme
of the article, which I shall submit for
the RECORD upon the conclusion of my
remarks, is that the Kurdish example
might prove useful in the policy debate
on Bosnia. Now that the United States
and its allies are looking toward a
strategy involving the use of safe ha-
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vens in Bosnia, they could draw upon
the experience of the safe haven effort
in northern Iraq. I urge my colleagues
to read the piece with some care.

At the same time, I do not wish to
give the impression that the Kurdish
issue is solved. As this week's news re-
ports have shown, the Kurds are still at
considerable risk of retribution from
the Iraqi army. Iraqi troops are de-
ployed in a threatening pattern, and
harassment of Kurds and foreigners
alike has increased. The Kurds have
grown nervous and many international
humanitarian organizations have
pulled out of northern Iraq altogether.
This is particularly troubling, given
the fact that the Kurds are struggling
under the weight of two embargos: The
U.N. blockade of all of Iraq, and an ad-
ditional Iraqi blockade on the Kurdish-
held areas.

If an attack comes, it is likely to tar-
get the city of Sulaimaniya and its en-
virons, which, although controlled and
governed by the Kurds, is south of the
36th parallel, which marks the south-
ern-most limit of the no-fly zone.
Sulaimaniya has a population of
800,000; any attack would likely spark
an exodus of refugees reminiscent of
the Kurdish flights of 1987 and 1991.

An Iraqi attack, and the subsequent
refugee flight, would be catastrophic.
With the situation in Bosnia already
diverting so much of our attention
from the domestic agenda, the United
States does not need another inter-
national crisis. We must act swiftly to
prevent this from occurring.

First, the United States and its allies
in Operation Provide Comfort must
continue to affirm that they will not
tolerate an attack on any Kurdish-held
area, including the territory below the
36th parallel. This week the United
States took a significant step in this
regard, when Secretary of State Wil-
liam Christopher said the United
States would enforce the U.N. resolu-
tions “‘with great resoluteness.”

I applaud the Secretary, as well as
other State Department officials who
underscored his warning and indicated
that the United States would respond
to attacks on Kurdish territory even
south of the 36th parallel. If the build-
up to the Persian Gulf war dem-
onstrated one thing, it is that Saddam
Hussein is capable of making the wrong
decision when faced with the least bit
of uncertainty. Our allies must be en-
couraged to follow Secretary Chris-
topher’s lead, so that Saddam Hussein
understands the scope of allied resolve
and avoids making yet another colossal
misjudgment.

Second, the United States must press
the international community to reit-
erate its commitment to protect and
assist the Kurds. U.N. Security Council
Resolution 688, adopted April 5, 1991,
codified international support for the
protection of Iraq's minorities. The Se-
curity Council should be convened to
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demonstrate a continued sense of pur-
pose, perhaps through the adoption of
an updated resolution that explicitly
provides for the protection of Kurdish-
held areas south of the no-fly zone. The
Security Council should also consider a
partial lifting of the U.N. blockade for
the Kurdish-held areas in northern
Iraq, provided there is a verifiable com-
mitment from the Kurdish leaders not
to trade with Baghdad.

Third, the world must endorse the
Kurdish drive to reach self-sufficiency.
The Kurds are more than willing to
wean themselves off of international
aid and protection, but they need a lit-
tle help before they are able to do so.
The Kurdish-held areas, for instance,
are endowed with significant oil re-
serves. With the provision of a refinery
capability, international donors can
help the Kurds begin to pay their own
way. In addition, the Kurds have made
tremendous strides in developing a uni-
fied army and police force. With the
provisions of some additional financial
assistance, the Kurds can begin to take
on responsibility for their own self-de-
fense,

None of these steps would require
substantial new commitments from the
United States or its allies; in fact,
quite the contrary. These steps are de-
signed to help the Kurds stand on their
own two feet, where they will be pre-
pared to assume a prominent place in a
federated, post-Saddam Iraq. By imple-
menting these cost-effective steps now,
we can avoid having to deal with the
consequences of another Iragi attack
and refugee crisis later.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Wall Street Journal article, ‘““‘Out of
Harm's Way,” be included in the
RECORD at this point.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 19, 1993]
OuT OF HARM'S WAY: FOR KURDS, AT LEAST,
“SAFE AREA" DESIGNATION PROVIDES PRO-

TECTION

(By Geraldine Brooks)

SULAIMANIYA, IRAQ.—Safe areas can work.
That's the view from this Kurdish town.

The idea of turning parts of Bosnia-
Herzegovina into sanctuaries for besieged
Muslims is one that the United Nations is
pushing and the U.S. is weighing—particu-
larly now that other options, such as air
strikes on the Bosnian Serbs or arming of
Muslims, seem unlikely possibilities.

The U.N. has already named six towns in
Bosnia as safe areas. Bosnian Serbs, who
have consistently thumbed their noses at
U.N. relief efforts, won't be deterred from at-
tacking the areas unless opposed by military
power of the sort the West hasn't yet been
able to agree to deploy.

But the situation also looked desperate for
the Kurds of northern Iraq, who found them-
selves under siege from Saddam Hussein at
the end of the Gulf War. Then, many of
President Bush’'s advisers counseled against
intervening in Iraq’s turbulent internal poli-
tics. But horrific TV images of suffering
Kurds and the determination of the British
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prime minister, John Major, finally forced
Mr. Bush's hand.
OPERATION PROVIDE COMFORT

The results are striking. A visit to the
Kurdish areas, even late last winter, when
Kurds battled fuel shortages and freezing
temperatures, shows just how much humani-
tarian bang has been achieved for a minimal
military buck.

A little more than two years ago,
Sulaimaniya was almost a ghost town. Most
of its Kurdish residents, following a failed
uprising at the end of the Gulf War, had fled
to the nearby mountains, risking starvation
and exposure rather than retribution from
the Iragi army. But in April 1991, backed by
a Security Council resolution ordering Irag
not to hamper humanitarian efforts, the
U.S8., Britain and France launched Operation
Provide Comfort. They sent troops to protect
Kurds as they returned to their homes.

Sulaimaniya was well south of the allies'
proclaimed safe area. But emboldened by the
show of outside support, Kurdish militias re-
grouped in the designated haven, then mus-
cled the Iragi army out of a much wider area
beyond. Now, the city bustles. The univer-
sity and schools are open, and elections have
brought orderly government.

FORCED RESETTLEMENT

Bosnia's six scattered safe areas are likely
to prove much more difficult to secure than
the single safe area of Kurdish, Iraq, which is
bigger than Massachusetts and New Jersey
combined. Although the region was tradi-
tionally almost exclusively Kurdish, Saddam
Hussein had tried to Arabize it in his own
version of ‘‘ethnic cleansing’'—resettling
Arab Iragis in regions depopulated of Kurds
either killed or forcibly moved. Most of the
resettled Arabs fled during or after the Kurd-
ish uprising. The region now is home to an
estimated 3.5 million Kurds.

Allied planes continue to enforce an air ex-
clusion zone over most of this territory, and
several times this year have responded to
Iraqi threats by bombing missile sites. But
only a handful of allied troops and U.N.
guards remain on the ground. While Saddam
Hussein's forces continue to harass Kurds
through terrorism and occasional shellings,
Kurdish police and militias largely manage
their own defenses.

Now, all across northern Iraq it is a time of
firsts for the Kurds as they hurry to undo
the policies of Saddam Hussein. At the edi-
torial office of the one-year-old newspaper
New Kurdistan, the editor, Azad Jundiani
brags that somebody is actually suing him
for libel—'just like in a Western democ-
racy.”

At the Teacher Training Institute for
Girls, a geography lesson on tectonics—a
subject that might bore most 17-year-olds—
finds 44 youngsters scribbling furiously as
the teacher describes how the saw-toothed
crags that rim the city crunched into being
eons ago. "'It's because it's about mountains,
something they know," says the teacher,
Nasaneen Rasheed. *Up till now all they ever
learned was deserts, camels and songs about
Saddam. For the first time they are learning
the geography of Kurdistan.”

Across town at the ministry of reconstruc-
tion, the deputy minister has traded his
guerrilla outfit of sash-belted baggy trousers
for a navy blazer, paisley tie and matching
pocket-handkerchief. *“The other clothes
were from the time when we were outlaws;
now I'm part of the government,' says Hus-
sein Sinjari, appointed after the Kurds held
elections a year ago. His ministry needs to
rebuild 3,500 villages bulldozed or dynamited
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by Saddam Hussein in the 1980s. Many villag-
ers, forced into squalid collective towns,
have taken matters into their own hands,
ripping the doors and windows from the col-
lectives’ shacks and hauling them back into
the mountains to rebuild.

Roadworks are an opportunity for young
entrepreneurs. After school, youngsters with
shovels take to the highways, filing potholes
on a free-lance basis. Grateful drivers fling
them cons.

The Kurds are setting up something that
looks, every day, more like an independent,
democratic state, complete with “Welcome
to Kurdistan' signs at its main border cross-
ing with Turkey,

At first, the Kurds' Turkish neighbors were
as unenthusiastic about their role in sup-
porting Kurdish havens as some of the
Bosnian Muslims® European neighbors are
now, But the Kurds reciprocated by cooper-
ating in a crackdown on Kurdish separatists
waging a terror campaign in eastern Turkey.

The Kurds police their unofficial borders
with their new-look military. Bands of Pesh
Merga guerrillas, once rivals are learning to
work together in a regular army, At the
newly established military academy, both
the uniforms and the order of battle are
Iragi. Only the insignia of Iragq's ruling
Baath Party have been stripped off. Kurds
say their army must match Iraq's, as must
their courts, ministries and police.

One day, they say, their aim is to reunite
with the nation as an autonomous Kurdish
state inside a democratic, federal Iraq, in
much the same way that many Bosnians still
dream of a multi-ethnic state. While many
Kurds wish for an independent Kurdistan,
they know that neighbors such as Turkey,
Iran and Syria, with their own restive Kurd-
ish minorities, wouldn't be likely to tolerate
it.

LEARNING TOLERANCE

On Kurdish streets, police with Irag-style
red berets have replaced the patrols of Ka-
lashnikov-toting youths who had roamed the
cities. As the replacement began a few
months ago, one Saddam-sympathizer mis-
took the smartened-up Kurds for genuine
Iraqi policemen. She rushed up to a street-
corner patrol and greeted them effusively.
“I'm so glad you're back,” she exclaimed.
“Those Kurds were a disaster.”

Some Kurdish officials like to tell this
story against themselves; they say they are
trying to encourage the tolerance of peaceful
dissent so thoroughly quashed under Saddam
Hussein's regime. *“At first,”" says Jalal
Talabani, leader of one of the Kurds' two
main political parties, ‘‘people think that
democracy means being able to say that Sad-
dam is bad. It takes longer for them to un-
derstand that it also means being allowed to
say Jalal is bad.”

Not all the Saddam pictures have dis-
appeared. Nejad Aziz, deputy speaker of the
new parliament, tells of paying a Christmas
call on the head of a Christian congregation
in the city of Irbil. “I went with the prime
minister and the governor or Irbil, and there
he was, receiving us in a room with a picture
of him shaking hands with Saddam on the
wall behind him. We were really pleased.
He’d known we were coming, and he wasn't
afraid; he didn't bother to hide™ the picture.

Mr. Aziz also welcomed a strike by Irbil's
bus drivers, even though they took to the
streets chanting “Down with the par-
liament!”” Some in the Kurdish government,
he says, jumped to the conclusion that the
strike had been organized by Baghdad and
wanted the drivers punished. “I told them
that you can’'t say that without an investiga-
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tion—it's their right to strike and to pro-
test.’’
HARD TIME

Instead, a committee met with the drivers
and heard their gripes. They wanted a cut in
fuel costs and objected to banks' taking a fee
for changing coins into bank notes. “'We
reached a compromise,” Mr. Aziz says: While
the price of fuel couldn’'t be cut, the drivers
were allowed to raise fares, and the banks
were ordered to redeem coins at face value.

There have been lapses, some serious. A
Kurdish parliamentary human-rights com-
mittee found ‘‘some abuses” in Kurd-run
prisons, Mr. Aziz concedes. ‘‘Some of our in-
vestigators have been affected by the old
methods"” of brutality and torture they
themselves often experienced in Baathist
jails, he says. In part, he blames the dual
embargo that the Kurds must endure. As
part of Iraq, the Kurdish region is subject to
U.N. economic sanctions aimed at Saddam
Hussein.

Yet as Saddam Hussein’s sworn enemies,
the Kurds also are choked by a blockade he
imposes on the movement of goods to them
from Baghdad. The nascent police force
might be less likely to resort to rough inter-
rogation, Mr. Aziz argues, if it could get fin-
gerprint kits or other modern investigation
technology to help it solve crimes such as a
January car-bombing in Irbil that killed
more than 20 people.

Sometimes, Saddarm Hussein's war of
nerves against the Kurds is more overt than
such anonymous acts of terrorism. From the
streets of Chamchamal, a sprawling town
just yards from the Iragi army's front lines,
Kurds can watch the soldiers moving to and
from their artillery positions. From time to
time, the soldiers lob a random shell on the
town. Elsewhere, farmers whose fields run
close to Iragi positions are afraid to com-
plete spring sowing since snipers began
targeting anyone on a tractor.

BREAD AND YOGURT

And then there is the Baghdad blockade,
which keeps Kurds from getting the fuel that
other Iraqis can buy for pennies. Nasaneen
Rasheed, the geography teacher, belongs to
what used to be one of Sulaimaniya’s
wealthy families. During the Kurds' uprising
of March 1991, she and her family played host
to Western journalists at a celebratory feast
of traditional Kurdish delicacies such as
pomegranate chicken and an elaborate con-
coction known as “‘pilaf behind a curtain.”

These days, Ms. Rasheed and her sister
rarely cook at all because they can't afford
to pay the half-month salary it costs to buy
a smuggled bottle of gas. Like most Kurds,
they subsist on yogurt and bread, supple-
mented occasionally with a hot dish of rice
or beans. The Rasheeds spent their life sav-
ings in the miserable flight to Iran that fol-
lowed Saddam Hussein's crushing of the
Kurdish uprising. They came back as soon as
the allies’ declaration of a no-fly zone gave
the Pesh Merga a chance to rout the Iraaqi
forces from their city.

Coming home one evening during one of
the city's intermittent blackouts, Ms.
Rasheed stubs her toe on the step and curses:
“God kill Saddam—if Clinton doesn't kill
him." Like many Kurds, she is uncertain
about Mr. Clinton’s intentions toward Iraq.
After being supported and then dumped by
Jimmy Carter in 1975, and again by Mr. Bush
during the 1991 uprising, Kurds have become
extremely wary of their international back-
ers, even as they continue to rely on them.

WAR WINDOWS

Again like many Kurds, Ms. Rasheed deals

with the uncertainties by ignoring them. She
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labors over her new lesson plans as if the
fresh curriculum were not at risk of being
swept away any day Saddam Hussein at-
tempts to retake the north.

And each afternoon, when she finishes
teaching, she works as a volunteer at Zhinan
Women's Union of Kurdistan, setting up
small businesses to employ the widows of
men killed in Saddam Hussein's Operation
Anfal, in which Kurds estimate 182,000 people
disappeared. By scrounging used sewing ma-
chines and bits of metal tubing to make
looms, she has managed to start a small tai-
lor shop in Halabja, the site of Saddam Hus-
sein's deadly 1988 poison-gas attack, and a
large rug-weaving workshop in Shoresh, one
of the most dismal of Saddam's collective
towns.

On Thursday nights, the beginning of the
Iraqi weekend, she sometimes takes an
evening off to visit friends. Nibbling pickled
radish and sipping sweet tea, she and her
friends forget politics for an hour or two.
The gossip is lighthearted: a brother’s com-
ing marriage, a friend’s potential suitor,
Then, a lean, large-eyed teacher named
Sirwa mentions recent nightmares, and the
party mood darkens. It is always the same
dream,’ she says softly. ‘‘Soldiers fanning
through the streets, dragging us from our
house.” The women stare at their plates and
say nothing.

“1 will tell you one thing,”" Sirwa says fi-
nally. “If they do come again, I won't run,
I'll fight them. But if they win,” she adds,
“I'll kill myself. T can never go back to the
way it was before."”

THE ROTH/DOLE STIMULUS
PACKAGE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, today
several of our friends and colleagues
from the other side of the aisle have in-
troduced a so-called stimulus package,
and it has been labeled ‘‘Jobs for Amer-
ica.”

As outlined in a news release on May
12, 1993, this proposal consists of 8 tax
cuts costing $36.58 billion over 6 years
intended to create jobs. That cost is
offset by 14 budget cuts which report-
edly save $45.67 billion over 6 years.

Mr. President, let me first say that it
has not been my practice in the past to
come to the Senate floor to discuss the
pros and cons of each and every bill in-
troduced by our friends across the aisle
nor is that my intention in the future.
On most serious tax proposals I would
normally wait until I had heard hear-
ings in the Senate Finance Committee
before I made a judgment on the pro-
posal.

A short 2 months ago, I stood on this
Senate floor and heard a resounding
and unified call from that side of the
aisle: *“We don’t need a stimulus pack-
age. * ** The Bush recovery is in
place. * * * Wait for the Bush recovery.
* % *k

The bottom line is that Senators in
this body filibustered and killed Presi-
dent Clinton’s $16.3 billion stimulus
package that would have created over
200,000 real jobs quickly. Gridlock ruled
again in this Chamber.

But barely 2 months after repeatedly
saying there was ‘““no need” for Presi-
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dent Clinton’'s $16.3 billion jobs pack-
age, they stand on the same Senate
floor and now say we need a $37.6 bil-
lion stimulus package to create jobs.

Are our colleagues now willing to
publicly admit that President Clinton
was right in the first place? That the
recovery is weak? That President Clin-
ton was right, and we do need a jobs
stimulus package?

Why did we not hear about this fan-
tastic silver bullet in March, when we
were debating the merits of a jobs
plan? This bill could have been offered
as an amendment to the President's
package.

Now, those Senators have introduced
this plan, so that the same people who
stopped the President's plan to create
250,000 new jobs can say ‘‘don’'t blame
Republican gridlock for this mess, be-
cause we have a plan to create 800,000
jobs.”

When I heard of this plan to create
800,000 jobs and reduce the deficit by $9
billion, I looked into the details to see
if it would create jobs and reduce our
long-term deficit. I did not believe that
it could be that simple, and my fears
were confirmed upon close examina-
tion.

Unfortunately, this plan will not cre-
ate jobs, nor will it reduce the budget
deficit in a meaningful way. Once
again, the lesson in this Chamber is
that a painless, silver bullet solution
rarely stands up to close scrutiny, and
the American people have understood
that lesson for a long time.

I asked the Congressional Research
Service to examine this plan and I will
ask unanimous consent that the memo
written to me by the senior specialist
in economic policy at CRS to be in-
cluded at the end of my statement.

Let me quote directly from this
memo regarding the short-run effects
of this plan:

Since the revenue gains exceed the losses,
the short run effects of the proposal would be
expected to be contractionary—that is, jobs
would be reduced rather than gained.

Later in the same paragraph.

* % * The proposal would be expected to
have little effect on jobs,

The reason behind this is simple.
With one hand, the plan puts $37.6 bil-
lion into the economy with tax cuts,
and with the other hand, the plan takes
out $45.7 billion with spending cuts.

This plan will not create 800,000 jobs.
In fact, it may reduce, not increase,
short-term job growth, and put work-
ing Americans in the unemployment
line.

This plan is voodoo economics all
over again.

So, Mr. President, where did the
claim of 800,000 jobs created come
from? Well, the minority staff of the
Joint Economic Committee prepared
the estimate, according to the news re-
lease.

The Congressional Research Service
asked the minority staff on the Joint
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Economic Committee for their mate-
rials supporting the claim of 800,000
jobs created, but as is outlined in the
memo I submitted for the RECORD they
provided only one specific study about
just one of the 8 job creating tax cuts.

I am sure that my Republican friends
did not make up the claim of 800,000
jobs—I am sure that claim did not
come out of thin air. However, the
memo from the independent, non-
partisan Congressional Research seems
to cast large doubts on the validity of
this claim.

Let me set the record straight on an-
other part of this stimulus plan. The
proponents of this measure claim that
it will reduce the budget deficit by $9
billion.

It is interesting that out of the $45.7
billion in spending cuts proposed in
this stimulus plan—$36.6 billion of the
same, identical spending cuts are in
President Clinton’s comprehensive
budget and economic plan.

That is right, Mr. President, 80 per-
cent of the spending cuts in this plan
were first proposed by President Clin-
ton in his budget plan. That is the
same budget plan that each and every
one of my 43 Republican colleagues
voted against.

On March 25, 1993, every Member in
this body had a chance to go on record
supporting these spending cuts, and
each and every Republican voted
against them. Now, they come back
with this plan and include the exact
same spending cuts that they voted
against in March.

More importantly, this stimulus plan
as proposed is a budget buster. The
plan is only paid for during the next 6
years—after that time the tax cuts
cost the treasury tens of billions of dol-
lars, and no offsetting spending cuts
are proposed to pay for them.

Let me again quote from the Con-
gressional Research document regard-
ing just one of the proposals in the 8-
part tax cut plan that would bust the
deficit, that is indexing capital gains:

First, the prospective capital gains provi-
slons begins at a very small revenue loss be-
cause it initially indexes only the small
amount of inflation on newly purchased as-
sets. The revenue loss grows rapidly. at 1998
levels of income, the long run steady state
cost of capital gains indexing is estimated at
about $26 billion.

Simply put, in the future, this single
provision will cost the Federal Treas-
ury $26 billion each and every year.
That is $26 billion added to our Na-
tion's deficit and our debt each and
every year after 1998 from just one of
the 8 tax cuts.

Mr. President, that is the budget ef-
fect of only one portion of the plan. Let
me make a more general budgetary
point about the plan as a whole.

(The 8 tax cuts intended to create
jobs are permanent—they will cost the
Federal Treasury money from day one
onward, each and every year adding to
the budget deficit.)
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Of the 14 spending cuts that pay for
these permanent tax cuts, only 2 are in
mandatory programs. Twelve of the
cuts are in discretionary spending, but
you can only cut discretionary spend-
ing once. These cuts will help pay for
the tax cuts in the next 6 years, but
they do not pay for the tax cuts in the
out years. In 6 years, all you have left
from this plan are the tax cuts adding
to the deficit—with no corresponding
cut in mandatory programs to offset
the long-term costs.

This is a long way of saying that
money will be pouring out of the Fed-
eral treasury, adding to the deficit, but
this plan has no spending cuts in the
future to pay for it.

Mr. President, this is not a serious
plan.

This body had a chance to pass an
important jobs bill 2 months ago, when
it would have done some good for the
employment situation this summer,
but some of our friends chose to stand
in the way of our newly elected Presi-
dent.

It is time for us to let this issue rest
in peace, and let the American public
decide if they want gridlock or action.
The American people want progress,
not partisan politics.

I ask that the memo to which I re-
ferred be printed in the RECORD.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
Washington, DC, May 26, 1993,

To: Honorable David Pryor.

From: Jane G. Gravelle, Senior Specialist in
Economic Policy, Office of Senior Spe-
cialists.

Subject: Discussion of Proposed Tax and
budget Changes.

This memorandum is in response to your
request for a discussion of the proposed tax
and budget changes contained in the news re-
lease by Senator Bill Roth (dated May 12,
1993) and how they affect employment and
growth,

This proposal contains several tax reduc-
tions which sums to a total loss of $37.6 bil-
lion from FY93-FY98 according to estimates
contained in the accompanying materials.!
These provisions and their respective 6-year
revenue costs are: (1) prospective indexing of
capital gains ($11.7 billion), (2) changes in the
alternative minimum tax ($2.5 billion), (3) an
increase in the limit on the option to ex-
pense equipment investment from 510,000 to
$25,000 ($8.4 billion), (4) a reinstatement of
fully deductible Individual retirement ac-
counts (IRAs) including an option for
backloaded accounts ($3.1 billion), (5) pen-
alty free withdrawals of IRAs for certain
purposes ($2.4 billion), (6) a temporary jobs
tax credit for hiring new employees ($3.4 bil-
lion), (T) a repeal of luxury taxes (32.6 bil-
lion), and (8) a modification of passive loss
restrictions for certain individuals engaged
directly in real estate activities (8$2.5 bil-
lion).

There are offsetting revenue receipts from
spending cuts of $45.7 billion over the 6 year
period. These provisions include two changes
in mandatory programs totaling $11.3 billion:

1 This analysis assumes that the revenue estimates

are correct.
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elimination of the lump sum retirement ben-
efit election for Federal civilian employees
($8.3 billion) and an administrative reform
designed to reduce medicare costs (requiring
essentially information reporting on whether
the employee is in a group plan).

There are also a series of reductions in dis-
cretionary programs to be enforced through
spending caps, which total $34.3 billion.
These include reductions in Federal aid for
mass transit, elimination of highway dem-
onstration projects, an administrative provi-
sion affecting government contractors, re-
ductions in Federal employment, reductions
in administrative expenses (not specified),
restrictions on accumulation of leave for
senior career employees of the Federal gov-
ernment, elimination of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, sale of Federal helium
reserves, reduction of Legal Services Cor-
porations Funding, termination of the copy-
right royalty Commission, and reduction in
certain foreign aid programs.

Some of these specific changes are quite
small. the ones that are in excess of $1 bil-
lion include the reductions in transportation
(mass transit and highway) spending (310.5
billion), the cuts in Federal employment and
unspecified cost administrative cost reduc-
tions ($19.1 billion), and foreign aid (82 bil-
lion).

The release states that the program will
increase employment by 800,000 jobs over five
years, with 200,000 in the first two years. The
release includes a page reporting the jobs
created by the tax provisions prepared by the
minority staff of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee. We have been unable to obtain full
details from the Committee on the deriva-
tion of these estimates; in the final section
we discuss the materials that they did pro-
vide us, These estimates are greatly in ex-
cess of what one might expect given a stand-
ard multiplier effect, however. No estimates
are presented for the offsetting
contractionary effects of the spending cuts.

This memorandum will discuss first the
short run effects on aggregate demand and
then the long run effects on economic
growth. Note that there is normally a ten-
sion between these objectives, in that a pol-
icy that reduces the deficit tends to be
contractionary in the short run although it
increases growth in the long run.

SHORT RUN EFFECTS ON AGGREGATE DEMAND

Since the revenue gains exceed the losses,
the short run effects of the proposal would be
expected to be contractionary—that is, jobs
would be reduced rather than gained. These
effects could be characterized as negligible,
however, since the net fiscal contraction is
extremely small particularly in the first
year or two when the concern about recovery
from the recession is most serious. In FY
1994, the net gain is only $4456 million. Thus,
the proposal would be expected to have little
effect on jobs,

If the capital incentives increase savings,
as is suggested by the sponsors, these slight
contractionary effects would be increased
since an increase in savings reduces aggre-
gate demand. There is, however, little reason
to believe that the tax provisions in the pro-
posal will increase savings because there is
little evidence that increasing the rate of re-
turn increases savings.?

?Economic theory indicates that the effects of re-
ducing taxes on capital income has ambiguous ef-
fects on savings, due to offsetting income and sub-
stitution effects. Most time series studies of savings
fail to uncover a significant relationship. See Mi-
chael Boskin, Taxation, Savings, and the Rate of In-
terest, Journal of Political Economy, v. 86, January,
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LONG RUN EFFECTS ON ECONOMIC GROWTH

In the long run, there is no reason to ex-
pect any effect on the number of jobs even
with a large change. A fiscal stimulus does
not have a persistent effect on employment.
Rather, the issue in the long run is the effect
of the proposal on overall savings and invest-
ment.

The effect of the proposal in the long run,
given the lack of evidence that tax incen-
tives increase savings, will depend largely on
the effects on the deficit. In the last year,
the spending cuts approximately equal the
revenue losses (the net is $95 million), which
would suggest no permanent effects.

It seems likely that the proposal will re-
duce growth in the long run, however, be-
cause the revenue losses from the tax provi-
sions are likely to grow substantially. More-
over, at least one of the spending cost will
eventually turn into a loss—the elimination
of lump sum Federal Retirement payments.
The provision is responsible for $3 billion in
spending cuts in the last year estimated.
Since these payments substituted for annu-
ities, spending on annuities will rise eventu-
ally and the spending cut will become a
spending increase.?

One of the tax proposals, the increase in
expensing for investment, will continue to
deecline in revenue cost. This provision loses
$1 billion in the last year, and will probably
become quite small. This decline can be
readily seen in the revenue estimates.

Two of the tax proposals—capital gains
and TRAs—will be likely to lose much larger
sums in the future. This trend can also be
seen in the revenue estimates presented.

First, the prospective capital gains provi-
sion begins at a very small revenue loss be-
cause it initially indexes only the small
amount of inflation on newly purchased as-
sets. The revenue loss grows rapidly. At 1998
levels of income, the long run steady state
cost of capital gains indexing is estimated at
about $26 billion.1

1978, pp. 83-527; Barry Bosworth, Tar Incentives and
Economic Growth, Washington D.C.: Brookings Insti-
tution, 1984, A. Lans Bovenberg, Tax Policy and Na-
tional Savings in the United States: A Survey, Na-
tional Tax Journal, v. 42, June, 1989, pp. 123-138; Irwin
Friend and Joel Hasbrouck, Saving and After Tax
Rates of Return, The Review of Economics and Statis-
tics, v. 65, November, 1983, pp. 537-543; E. Philip
Howry and Saul H. Hymans, The Measurement and
Determination of Loanable Funds Savings, Brook-
ings Papers on Economic Activity, No. 3, 1978, pp. 655~
705; John Makin and Kenneth A. Couch. Savings,
Pension Contributions, and the Real Interest Rate,
The Review of Economics and Statistics, v. T1, August,
1989, pp. 401-407. Economic theory suggests that
IRAs are not likely to increase savings because most
participants are at the limit and have no tax incen-
tive at the margin, leaving only an income effect
that tends to reduce savings. Although some studies
of IRAs have found a positive savings effect, those
studies have been the subject of some criticism; oth-
ers have found no effect. See Jane G. Gravelle, Do
Individual Retirement Accounts Increase Savings?
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 5, Spring, 1981, pp.
13-148, for a review.

3The cutbacks in spending on mass transportation
and highways would also have an effect to the ex-
tent that they reduce the stock of public capital, al-
though these effects might not show up in measured
GNP.

4The current baseline is estimated at $162 billion
at 1993 income levels, and indexing is estimated to
result in the equivalent of a 54 percent exclusion. At
current levels the revenue loss, assuming a 25.7 per-
cent average marginal tax rate, is $22.5 billion (0.257
$162 billion 0.54). Based on recent research on the re-
alizations response, we include a behavioral re-
sponse that will increase realizations by about 15
percent. (See Jane G. Gravelle, Limits to Capital
Gains Feedback Effects, Congressional Research
Service Report 91-250, March 15, 1991, and Leonard E.
Burman and William C, Randolph, Measuring Per-
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Secondly, the IRA provisions will grow
rapidly over time given the increase in funds
built up in these tax exempt accounts. We es-
timate this long run revenue cost to be ap-
proximately $14 billion annually at 1998 in-
come levels.

The excess of the capital gains and IRA
provisions over the amounts reported in the
estimated data would be $32 billion in 1998.
Netting out the $1 billion cost of the depre-
ciation provision against the $3 billion of
savings from the Federal retirement pro-
gram (that will reverse sign) results in an
additional cost in excess of §34 billion in 1998.
This increase in the budget deficit will large-
ly come out of private savings/investment.
Hence, the proposal taken as a whole would
be expected to reduce overall savings and the
long run level of output.

MATERIALS SUPPLIED BY THE MINORITY STAFF
OF THE JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

The Minority staff of the Joint Economic
Committee provided two documents that
they indicated were relevant to the jobs esti-
mates.

The first document was a one page sum-
mary estimating the effects of the IRA pro-
vision done by Roger Brinner of Data Re-
sources Inc. It predicted an eventual increase
of 250,000 jobs. This model is a standard
short-run macroeconomic model with unem-
ployed resources. The simulation, however,
could not have been a standard simulation of
the IRA provision in the proposal, since the
IRA provision actually raises money in the
short run. Such a straightforward simulation
should have produced a contractionary effect
of negligible magnitude. It appears from a
footnote that the expansionary effect may
reflect an assumption that individuals will
withdraw and spend large amounts from
IRAs, presumably because of penalty f(ree
withdrawals for certain purposes—that is,
that the provision will provide a reduction in
saving that will be quite large. We know of
no evidence to support such an assumption.

The second document is a paper entitled
“Capital, Taxes and Growth", by Gary Rob-
bins and Aldona Robbins (National Center
for Policy Analysis). This paper does not pro-
vide a direct estimate of jobs for the pro-
posal but rather outlines a model that appar-
ently reflects some of the underlying meth-
odology. This model is essentially a long run
growth model as discussed in the previous
sections and does not really address the con-
sequences in the next few years since it has
no adjustment path. This model would pre-
dict that reductions in tax burdens would in-
crease output in the long run, because it as-
sumes an infinitely elastic savings response.
As noted above, the empirical literature does
not necessarily support a savings response;
even in the study where positive elasticities
are found, the response is small. Because of
the infinite savings elasticity, deficits do not
reduce savings and investment.

RETIREMENT OF PHIL DECELLE

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor a dedicated teacher and
old friend, Phil Decelle on the occasion
of his retirement. As a devoted father
and husband, Phil personifies the
moral strength and patriotism that has
made a difference in the lives of so
many.

manent Responses to Capital Gains Tax Changes in
Panel Data, Forthcoming, American Economic Re-
view). The number is increased to 1998 levels to re-
flect a 6 percent annual nominal growth.
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I first met Phil Decelle in 1970 when
he was the social studies department
head at Kingswood Regional High
School of Wolfeboro, NH. Under the di-
rection of Robert Morrison, the prin-
cipal of Kingswood, Phil hired me as a
social studies teacher. I am very grate-
ful to him for that position. If it had
not been for Phil, I may not be where
I am today.

During his 29 years of teaching, Phil
Decelle was committed to excellence in
education. I was always impressed with
his command of the subject matter
that he taught. Furthermore, Phil
showed great concern and care for his
students. Over the years, I have talked
to a number of student who have told
me how much they have benefited from
his teaching and personal concern.

Beyond his teaching responsibilities,
Phil gave freely of his time to students
outside of the classroom. He volun-
teered to serve on my Academy Board
for the past 9 years, which reviews stu-
dent applications for the service acad-
emies. Phil has helped almost 300
young men and women to realize their
dream of attending one of the four
military service academies.

As Phil embraces retirement, he can
now concentrate on his love of fishing.
There are now no more excuses for not
locating the big fish because he will
have plenty of time to look! And, many
of his friends want to know where it is.

Again, I wish Phil and his wife, Joan,
many happy years of retirement. I
thank them for 23 years of good friend-
ship, which I know will continue.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

CONGRESSIONAL SPENDING LIMIT
AND ELECTION REFORM ACT OF
1993

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume consideration of S. 3,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 3) entitled “Congressional Spend-
ing Limit and Election Reform Act of 1993."

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill,

Pending:

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

(2) Bingaman amendment No. 384 (to
amendment No. 366), to condemn the
extraconstitutional and antidemocratic ac-
tions of President Serrano of Guatemala.

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair,

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

AMENDMENT NO. 384

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
wish to speak for a few minutes on this
amendment that is now pending. Am I
correct that the pending amendment is
the Bingaman amendment?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the
amendment which I did send to the
desk yesterday and which is the pend-
ing amendment is a very straight-
forward amendment. It states that the
Senate agrees with the position of our
President in condemning the actions
that the President of Guatemala took
on Tuesday morning when he disbanded
the Congress, disbanded the Supreme
Court, put in place censorship of all
news media, and essentially suspended
the effect of their Constitution.

The President condemned that ac-
tion. In my view the Senate should be
on record as condemning that action.
It is consistent with our commitment
to democracy in Latin America and
throughout the world. I believe strong-
ly that this is an issue about which we
should make a statement.

The amendment was introduced on
Wednesday by me and various cospon-
sors. It was referred to the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. It was on their
agenda yesterday, Thursday, but ef-
forts to have action taken on the
amendment were blocked by the rank-
ing member of the Foreign Relations
Committee at that time. It was my un-
derstanding that he felt the criticism
of President Serrano's position was un-
fair and objected to the substance of
the resolution, which he had a right to
do.

Because the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee was prevented from acting, and
because the issue appeared to me ur-
gent, last night I offered it as an
amendment to this campaign finance
bill. It was not my intention to delay
progress on campaign finance reform.
It was my hope that the Senate could
proceed quickly to have a short debate
on the issue and have a vote, at least a
voice vote on the issue, and come out
in support of President Clinton's
policy.

I was informed last night that the
Republican ranking member objected
to us proceeding to a vote, and that if
necessary the Republican leader would
raise objections and prevent the Senate
from going to any other business, pre-
vent the Senate from taking any other
action until this matter was with-
drawn.

In essence, I was informed that the
Republican side of the aisle was pre-
pared to filibuster in order to prevent
the Senate from expressing an opinion
on this issue.

I was also informed that unless the
amendment was withdrawn, the Repub-
licans would raise objections to the
Senate considering various nomina-
tions that have come out of the For-
eign Relations Committee, four of
those in particular: The President’s
nominee, Marilyn McAfee, of Florida, a
career member of the Senior Foreign
Service to be the Ambassador to Gua-
temala; William Thornton Pryce, of
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Pennsylvania, a career member of the
Senior Foreign Service to be the Am-
bassador to Honduras; John Shattuck,
of Massachusetts, to be the Assistant
Secretary of State for Human Rights
and Humanitarian Affairs; and James
Richard Cheek, of Arkansas, a career
member of the Senior Foreign Service
as Ambassador to Argentina.

Mr. President, if anyone wonders why
the people of the country have lost
confidence in the Congress, and why
the people have lost patience with
gridlock here in Washington, in my
view this is a classic example of the
problem.

The Senate is not being permitted to
vote in a straightforward way on a
straightforward resolution, even a
voice vote, because the Republican mi-
nority in the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee objects to a vote occurring.
Not only are we not permitted to vote,
I am informed that the Republican mi-
nority will block approval of adminis-
tration nominees in order to keep the
Senate from denouncing what I see as a
blatantly illegal and unconstitutional
act by a head of state in this hemi-
sphere.

I would ask the minority manager of
the bill if I am correctly stating the
position of the Republican side? If the
manager would advise whether or not a
vote on this amendment is possible
today, I would appreciate that.

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. I would say to my
friend from New Mexico that there is
objection to voting on this amendment
in connection with this bill at this
time.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Let me ask further,
am I correct in the information I re-
ceived last night that the Republican
side also objects to proceeding with the
votes or confirmation of these four ap-
pointees until this matter is with-
drawn?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I cannot respond
to that. I can check on that and let the
Senator know.

Mr.* BINGAMAN. Could the Senator
advise me as to whether there are holds
on these nominees? Does the Senator
know if there are holds on those nomi-
nations?

Mr. MCCONNELL. If the Senator will
withhold, I will try to give him an an-
swer. But in any event, I think it is
fairly safe to say there will not be a
vote on the Bingaman amendment on
this bill.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I am just trying to
determine whether or not the fact that
the amendment is pending is a reason
for Republican opposition to going for-
ward with these nominees.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
say to my friend from New Mexico, I
will be glad to try to answer his ques-
tion. I do not have personal knowledge
of that, but I will be glad to try to an-
swer his question.
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Mr. BINGAMAN. I would appreciate
being informed of that if the Senator
could.

Mr. President, I do not wish to delay
the Senate. I know the majority leader
is anxious to get on to additional
amendments. My purpose has been to
shine a light on what I see as blatantly
illegal actions by the President of Gua-
temala. I think this is a serious issue.
This country needs to reaffirm our
commitment to supporting democracy
throughout Latin America.

In order to force the issue, I would
have to greatly inconvenience the Sen-
ate. And if my information that I re-
ceived last night is correct, I would
also evidently have to be willing to
delay, or sit by and watch the delay of
the confirmation of various of these
nominees, whom I know the President
is anxious to put into key positions.

So depending upon the actions that
are taken in Guatemala in the next few
days, I think we will have additional
opportunities to visit this issue. I in-
tend to continue to pursue this issue on
the Senate floor. I think it is an impor-
tant issue for our country on which to
focus.

Mr. President, in deference to the
majority leader and the rest of my col-
leagues and those who are wishing to
vote on some amendments before we
leave for recess, I will withdraw the
amendment at this time.

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

The amendment (No. 384) was with-
drawn.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, as I
indicated in writing to the Members of
the Senate over a month ago, and as I
stated publicly here on the Senate
floor each and every day this week, it
is my hope and expectation, my inten-
tion, that the Senate will vote in rela-
tion to amendments to this bill today.
I understand the Senator from Arizona
is prepared to proceed with his amend-
ment; the Senator from Florida has
two amendments. My understanding is
he will take a relatively brief period of
time.

So I hope that we can—I thank the
Senator from New Mexico for his cour-
tesy. I regret that he has been pre-
vented from obtaining a vote on his
measure. But I thank him for the
statement and withdrawing the amend-
ment.

I hope that we can now proceed and
dispose of some of these amendments. I
believe they can be disposed of prompt-
ly one way or the other or that we can
complete this session, and complete ac-
tion on those measures today early
enough so that Senators may not be in-

convenienced.
Mr. McCONNELL addressed the
Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Very briefly, be-
fore we return to amendments, Mr.
President, there are two excellent arti-
cles, one in Roll Call, and one in the
Washington Post, yesterday that I
would like to make colleagues made
aware of. One is by George Will enti-
tled ‘‘Selling Out the First Amend-
ment.” I ask unanimous consent that
that be printed in the RECORD, along
with the article in Roll Call by Prof.
Larry Sabato of the University of Vir-
ginia, in opposition to spending limits,
and also making a point that most aca-
demics in America are opposed to the
spending limits—I ask unanimous con-
sent they be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, May 27, 1993)

SELLING OUT THE FIRST AMENDMENT
(By George F. Will)

Truck scales will be needed to weigh the
printed words spoken in coming weeks on
campaign finance reform. Yet the only cam-
paign law appropriate for a free society
would contain just four words: “No cash; full
disclosure."

One reason “‘reform’ is being pushed is to
defuse the drive for term limitations for sen-
ators and congressmen. But the reform bill
being debated in the Senate is fresh evidence
of the need for term limits. It proves that
the political class in its quest for protected
incumbency would trample the Constitution.

The bill would create an at least $200 mil-
lion (and indexed to rise) entitlement for
politicians in order to empower the govern-
ment to stipulate the permissible amount of
political speech. The bill offers “‘incentives”
for candidates to accept taxpayer financing
in exchange for spending limits. But the in-
centives are blatantly coercive.

The consensus of professional politicians
and professional reformers is that political
spending is *‘too high.'" But when congres-
sional campaign spending in 1992 was 52 per-
cent higher than in 1990, that was a sign of
civic health—a 68 percent increase in the
number of candidates. The 470 House and
Senate elections in 1992 cost $678 million,
about 40 percent of the sum Americans spent
on yogurt,

Spending limits generally handicap chal-
lengers' abilities to compensate for incum-
bents' advantages—name recognition, access
to media, franked mail, the use of modern
government’'s myriad favor-buying activi-
ties. A ban on contributions by political ac-
tion committees would simply cause more
money to come into the process from indi-
vidual contributors, or as ‘“‘soft’’ money
spent on behalf of candidates by non-party
organizations like labor unions. (The bill
bans '‘soft’” money for parties, a traditional
Republican advantage. Democrats benefit
disproportionately from non-party soft
money, so the bill leaves that unrestricted.)

Fortunately, the Supreme Court has held
that the First Amendment requires solicit-
ousness '‘for the indispensable conditions of
meaningful communication.”” Because soap
boxes and stumps are inadequate venues for
the dissemination of opinions to a complex
continental nation, the court has given con-
stitutional status to the thought that
“money talks." Spending is indispensable for
effective free political speech, To limit the
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former is to limit the latter. The court has
held that mandatory spending limits are un-
constitutional;, it almost certainly would
hold the new bill's provisions unconsti-
tutionally coercive.

Under its provisions, a candidate who re-
fused to take tax dollars in exchange for
spending limits would be denied the broad-
casting and postal discounts given to govern-
ment-funded candidates. And if the privately
funded candidate exceeded the speech lim-
its—that's what spending limits are—that
the government-funded candidate is held to,
the government-funded candidate would get
a much more than merely a compensating
infusion of additional tax dollars. The pen-
alties for a privately funded candidate ex-
ceeding the government speech ration also
include clearly punitive bookkeeping re-
quirements.

Furthermore, with amazing crudeness the
bill would require all privately funded can-
didates to include in their broadcast adver-
tisements the statement that *‘the candidate
has not agreed to voluntary campaign lim-
its.”” An American Civil Liberties Union dis-
section of the bill tartly notes that the bill's
sponsors would not consider the following an
acceptable alternative statement: ‘‘The can-
didate has chosen not to sell his First
Amendment rights to the government in
order to be permitted to spend tax dollars."
Fortunately, the court has held that the
First Amendment protects the freedom to
choose ‘‘both what to say and what not to
say."”

Because money is fungible, attempts to
regulate it in order to ration speech must
beget a huge speech-policing bureaucracy
and a mare's nest of rules. Suppose candidate
Smith favors, and candidate Jones opposes,
intervention in Bosnia, Suppose citizen
Green runs a substantial advertising cam-
paign opposing intervention. Is that a ‘‘soft
money' contribution to Jones? If Smith is
taxpayer-financed and Jones is not, would
Green's expenditure trigger a ‘‘compensat-
ing" taxpayer subsidy to Smith? Imagine
how gargantuan the Federal Elections Com-
mission will be when it is policing permis-
sible speech in upward of a thousand Senate
and House primary and general elections
every two years.

The court has held that *‘it is not the gov-
ernment, but the people—individually as
citizens and candidates and collectively as
associations and political committees—who
must retain control over the quantity and
range of debate on public issues in a political
campaign.'” Were the political class serious
about opening the political process and lev-
eling the field for challengers and incum-
bents, the political class would turn not to
public financing, which the public opposes,
but to term limits, which 75 percent of the
public favors.

True, public financing would eliminate
fund-raising, the most tiresome aspect of ca-
reers devoted to polities. But there should
not be such careers. And until the political
class will accede to term limits—or, what is
much the same thing, until it will allow a
constitutional amendment limiting terms to
be considered by the states—nothing should
be done to make the life of the political class
less disagreeable.

[From Roll Call, May 27, 1993]
GUEST OBSERVER
(By Larry J. Sabato)
SPENDING LIMITS: BETTER PRAY THE GOD OF
. GRIDLOCK STEPS IN
It's baaack, Campaign finance reform, that
persistent modern crusade to achieve the
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unachievable, has appeared again on the ho-
rizon. Democrats, Republicans. and Ross
Perot independents are hawking plans to fix
the system that produces a so-called Con-
gressional money chase.

These efforts are well intentioned, for the
most part, but misguided and futile. Once
again, all the bad reform ideas that sound
good are being dressed up and put on legisla-
tive display. Spending limits are foremost
among them.

The most compelling argument against
this idea was unwittingly provided by Mi-
chael Waldman, the Clinton Administra-
tion’s point man on campaign finance.

Waldman told the Washington Post what
reform critics have been trying to tell pol-
icymakers for years: ““Where you put up a
wall, the money will eventually find its way
to flow around * * *.*

The First Amendment makes it impossible
to stop the flow of political money. When
you dam it in one place, it merely cuts an-
other channel or begins moving freely under-
ground, undisclosed. Artificial spending lim-
its will inevitably increase constitutionally
unlimited ‘“independent’ expenditures as
well as nonparty soft money that often has a
hidden partisan agenda.

Spending limits also will have other unfor-
tunate, presumably unintended, con-
sequences. For example, they will help the
haves and hurt the have-nots. Well-organized
individuals and PACs, who can give early in
the election cycle before a candidate's limit
is reached, will have an advantage. Poorer,
late-organizing interests will be at an even
greater disadvantage.

Moreover, spending limits are unlikely to
prove a boon to challengers, contrary to the
claims of advocates. Incumbents, for in-
stance, will always be in a much better posi-
tion than challengers to take advantage of
the loopholes in spending limits, loopholes
that will be quickly discovered or invented
by the teams of ingenious campaign finance
lawyers at their beck and call.

And let's not forget about incumbents' ac-
cess to hundreds of thousands of dollars of
tax-financed re-election perks—mass
mailings, mobile offices, etc.—every election
cycle.

The continuing attack on PACs is another
suspect item on the reformers' agenda. Polit-
ical action committees, representing inter-
est group activity, are a completely natural
and inevitable part of a robust electoral sys-
tem. Since most PACs have hundreds, thou-
sands, even millions of members, why is a
contribution limit of just five times a single
person’s limit (85,000 vs, $1,000) considered so
outrageous?

Most of the reformers’' other proposals are
also deeply flawed. Take full or partial tax-
payer-financing of campaigns. Have its advo-
cates noted the near-collapse of public par-
ticipation in the presidential $1 income
check off? Or consider bundling, another fa-
vorite target of the reformers. As long as
bundling is fully disclosed, how is it worse
than any of the alternatives?

Finally, some Republicans are enthralled
with the notion of eliminating or reducing
donations from people who are not among a
legislator's constituents. This proposal ig-
nores the seniority system, which guaran-
tees that some Members of Congress are
more equal than others, with the power to
transform the lives of non-constituents.

There are other reforms that would actu-
ally do some good, but they have little
chance of enactment. Free, non-taxpayer
funded grants of substantial broadcast time
for political parties and candidates have long
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been high up on the list of desirable changes,
but the broadcasting lobby will fight it to
the death. Full tax credits for small, individ-
ual contributions would encourage the least
self-interested donations, but the budget def-
icit cannot stand the drain of a hundred mil-
lion dollars or more annually.

The best reform of all would be a require-
ment for true full disclosure of political
money across the board, including political
party, corporate, and labor expenditures of
all kinds at all levels.

Coupled with this no-exceptions disclosure
rule should come a considerable increase in
the funding of the Federal Election Commis-
sion so that the FEC could help the press and
public interest groups quickly consolidate
and analyze more fundraising data before
each election,

Before these good ideas have a chance of
enactment, though, the bad ideas will have
to go. It's true that defending the status quo
of unlimited spending, PAC contributions,
bundling, and soft money has become work
reserved for heretics and tenured academics.
Yet the current superstructure of campaign
finance becomes far more palatable when
compared with the proposed alternatives.

President Clinton is fond of attacking the
“guardians of gridlock,” who he says have
stifled changes in the past. In a number of
cases the President is right, but in the in-
stance of campaign finance reform, the unin-
tended (and some of the intended) con-
sequences of many sweet-sounding reform
proposals should give us pause. It may be
time to pray to the god of gridlock and beg
for intercession.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, also
recapping briefly, the debate, we have
handled 6 Republican amendments, and
12 Democratic amendments this week;
2 very important amendments were
dealt with yesterday. One, I think
probably the most important amend-
ment we will deal with on this bill, was
the question of whether or not the Sen-
ate was going to go on record in favor
of amending the first amendment for
the first time in 200 years. We have
never done that before.

The Senators previously stated as re-
cently as a few years ago, I heard the
majority leader as a matter of fact say-
ing the first amendment should never
be amended under any circumstances
ever. Fortunately, the Senate yester-
day came up 15 votes short of what
would be required to a pass a constitu-
tional amendment resolution in this
body. So I think it is safe to say for
those who revere the first amendment
that there is no chance that the first
amendment will be in fact amended in
the U.S. Senate in connection with the
issue of campaign finance reform.

So, Mr. President, I am happy—I see
Senator DECONCINI is here. We are
ready to do business. I yield the floor.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I in-
quire of the Senator from Arizona
whether he would be willing to accept
a time limitation on his amendment.

Mr. DECONCINI. I am. I was not here
last night, Mr. Leader. I thought we
had got an hour limitation.

Mr. MITCHELL. There was no agree-
ment possible last evening.

Mr. DECONCINI. Yes. I do not think
I will take a full 30 minutes. An hour
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equally divided would be fine. I will try
to yield back before that.

Mr. MITCHELL. Would the Senator
be agreeable to a 40-minute time limi-
tation?

Mr. DECONCINI. The majority leader
is so persuasive. I cannot turn him
down.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Arizona be recognized to offer his
amendment, that there be 40 minutes
of debate equally divided and con-
trolled in the usual form on the amend-
ment, that there be no second-degrees
or motions to recommit, that on the
completion or yielding back of time on
the debate that the vote occur on or in
relation to the Senator’'s amendment.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it so or-
dered.

Mr. DECONCINI addressed the Chair.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI].

AMENDMENT NO. 388
(Purpose: To reduce the spending limits for
eligible Senate candidates)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr, DECONCINI]
proposes an amendment numbered 388,

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, there
is an amendment already there bearing
my name. This is a slightly modified
one.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 8, line 18, strike 67 percent” and
insert “50 percent''.

On page 12, line 25, strike **$1,200,000" and
insert *'$900,000"".

On page 13, line 12, strike ‘‘30 cents” and
insert *‘21 cents''.

On page 13, line 5, strike **25 cents" and in-
sert ‘*18 cents'’.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, last
November the citizens of this country
voted loudly and clearly for change.
Among the highest on their list were
the changes in campaign finance re-
form, having been disillusioned by the
inordinate amount of time that can-
didates spend raising money, and about
the amount of money that is spent; and
they have learned that incumbents, the
entrenched politicians can raise that
money. Quite frankly, I think they are
tired of the 30-second sound bites on
our television screens selling their
message rather than campaigning and
talking to people.

The legislation which we are debat-
ing today addresses many of these is-
sues. I commend President Clinton,
Senate majority leader MITCHELL, ma-
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jority whip FORD, and the Senator from
Oklahoma, Senator BOREN, for their ef-
forts to restore public confidence in
our election process. However, Mr.
President, quite frankly, I believe that
this bill falls way short of true reform.

I understand how this process works
having been here for 17 years. But you
know, if we do not really limit the
amount of money we are going to not
have accomplished any meaningful re-
form.

Today, I am introducing and have be-
fore the Senate an amendment to S. 3
that would further limit voluntary
spending. Without substantial vol-
untary spending limits there will be no
real campaign finance reform. The vol-
untary spending limits that I am rec-
ommending are lower than those con-
tained in the leadership amendment
before us today and lower than those
passed in the campaign reform in the
101st and 102d Congress. Although the
legislation before us halts skyrocket-
ing campaign spending, it does not go
far enough in this Senator's view. The
spending limits that I am suggesting
would guarantee that fully half of the
Senate races would be kept below $1.5
million. For a general election the
limit in my amendment would be
$400,000 plus 21 cents for each voter up
to 4 million voters, plus 18 cents for
each voter over 4 million voters with a
minimum limit of $900,000 and a maxi-
mum limit of $5.5 million. Primary
election spending would be limited to
only 50 percent of the general limits.
This formula further cuts spending and
provides realistic fundraising goals for
challengers.

As the spending limits in the bill be-
fore us, S. 3, are meant to reduce the
power of incumbents, campaign war
chests, and create competitive Senate
elections. While these limits will in-
deed prevent incumbents from amass-
ing large campaign funds, and the
broadcast and postal benefits will in-
crease the ability of challengers to
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ing limits in this bill do not safeguard
against the significant discrepancies
that exist and will continue to exist be-
tween the contributions incumbents
and challengers are able to raise.

The Senate has an obligation to en-
sure the scales are balanced, and Mr.
President, I believe that this amend-
ment before us will help bridge this
fundraising gap.

Mr. President, we must establish a
system that is fair to the challengers
as well as to incumbents. We must set
realistic and obtainable spending lim-
its. With a challenger in a State with a
voting age population of under 3 mil-
lion people seeing a spending limit of
just over 2 million as tolerable, Mr.
President, I do not think that they will
consider that as a real reform.

In 1992, 15 of the 34 Senate chal-
lengers faced incumbents in States
with voting age populations under 3
million. According to FEC figures
these challengers on the average raised
and spent only $810,000 over $1.1 million
below the spending limits set forth in
this bill before us. Let us be honest
about it. These challengers could have
spent more money if they could have
raised more money. Fundraising condi-
tions will not be different in 1994, 1996,
or 1998. Incumbents will not have dif-
ficulty raising the additional $1.1 mil-
lion, challengers will. This is not level-
ing the playing field.

Mr. President, the spending limits in
my amendment may be viewed as only
a few cents here and a few cents there.
But pennies add up to dollars, and dol-
lars add up to hundreds of thousands of
dollars. My amendment would reduce
the cost of running a Senate primary
and general election campaign in the
State with a voting age population of
under 2 million to only $§1,350,000;
$650,000 less than this legislation rec-
ommends, and would substantially re-
duce the spending limits for States
with large voting age population. S. 23
would allow a Senate candidate in Ari-
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down in Arizona to $1,446,000, over
$500,000 1ess.

Let me give you a few for instances:
California candidate spending under
this bill would be $9.18 million, and is
reduced to $6.7 million. In Florida, it
would come down from $5,290,000 to $3.5
million, a difference of $1,740,000. In the
State of Michigan, it is the same kind
of reduction.

I have a State-by-State breakdown
that I would be happy to share with my
colleagues here, and I will put a copy of
it in the RECORD. It points out in every
State, including my State of Arizona,
what the reductions would be between
the DeConcini amendment and S. 3,
which is before us today.

I want to share one more statistic
with you. In 1992, Mr. President, Senate
general election candidates spent
$195,320,000. The piece of legislation be-
fore us reduces this total by less than
$1 million. I do not consider that mean-
ingful reform. Not only must we stop
the runaway cost of Senate elections,
we must turn the train around. The
spending limits in my legislation
would reduce spending by an additional
$62 million. It is time that we reverse
the spending trend.

Mr. President, we have an oppor-
tunity to institute the change the Con-
gress truly needs and the American
people desperately want. Let us have
some courage to do it. This chart dem-
onstrates what, in 1992, was spent on
the Senate general election and what,
in 1999, will be spent, if this bill is
passed. The difference is that it will be
spent more equally if this bill is passed
which is a positive. But it is not a real
reduction in spending. The amendment
before us would reduce it $62 million. I
ask unanimous consent that the table.
I referred to earlier be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the chart

counter the inherent communication zona to spend over $2 million. This was ordered to be printed in the
advantages of incumbency, the spend- amendment would limit that amount RECORD, as follows:
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM/STATE
General limit Primary limit Cycle limit
VAP "
DeConcini amend- DeConcini amend- DeConcini amend-
bt s3 i 53 e 5.3
State:
Alabama .. 3018 1,033,780 1,305,400 516,890 874618 1,550,670 2,180,018
Alaska 351 500,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 2,004,000
L R e e e 2.740 975,400 1,222,000 487,700 818,740 1,463,100 2,040,740
Arkansas 1.746 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 2,004,000
California . 228 4,519,240 5,500,000 2,259,620 3,685,000 6,778,860 9,185,000
Colorado 2493 923,530 1,200,000 451,765 804,000 1,385,295 2,004,000
Connecticut 2527 930,610 1,200,000 465,335 804,000 1,396,005 2,004,000
Del 512 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 004,000
10.280 2,370,400 3,170,000 1,185,200 2,123,300 3,555,600 593,900
4.848 1,392,640 1,812.00 696,320 1,214,040 2,088,560 026,040
846 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 004,000
221 500,000 00, 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 2,004,000
8545 2,058,100 2,736,250 1,029,050 1,833,287 3,087,150 4,569,537
4144 1,265,920 1,636.00 632,960 1,096,120 1,898,880 132,120
2069 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 004,000
......... 1.822 500,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 004,000
2754 978,340 1,226,200 489,170 821,554 1,467,510 047,754
3018 1,033,780 1,305,400 516,890 874,618 1,550,670 180,018
924 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804, 1,350,000 2,004,000
rylan 3659 1,168,390 1.497.700 584,195 1,003,458 1,752,585 501,159
Massachusetts 45622 1,351,960 1,755,500 675,980 1,176,185 2,027,940 931,685
Michigan ........... 6884 1,759,120 2,321,000 879,560 1,555,070 2,638,680 876,070
Minnesota ... 3243 1.081.030 1,372,900 540,515 919,843 1,621,545 292,143
Mi 1841 900 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 004,000
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General limit Primary limit Cycle limit
i DeConcini amend- 53 DeConcini amend- 5.3 DeConcini amend- 5.3
ment ment ! ment >

Missouri ... 1818 1,201,780 1,545,400 600,830 1035418 1,802,670 2,580,818
Montana 585 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 350,000 2,004,000
Nebrash 1,158 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804.000 350,000 2,004,000
362 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 350,000 2,004,000

B24 900,000 1,200,000 50, 804,000 350,000 2,004,000

5.919 1,585,420 2,079,750 792,710 1393432 378,130 3473182

1.089 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350, 2,004,000

13.691 2,984,380 4,022,750 1,492,190 2,695,242 4,476,570 6,717,992

North Carolina 5.094 1,436,920 1,873,500 718,460 1,255,245 2,155,380 3,128.745
North Dakota 461 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 350,000 2,004,000
;] 8120 1,981,600 2,630,000 990,800 1,762,100 572,400 4,392,100
Okiah 2.330 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 ,350,000 2,004,000
Oregon 211 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 ,350,000 2,004,000
Pennsy s 9.132 2,163,760 2,883,000 1,081,880 1,931,610 245,640 4814610
Rhode Island ... J 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 2,004,000
South Carolina 2622 950,620 1,200,000 475,310 804,000 1,425,930 2,004,000
South Dakota ...... 503 500,000 1,200,000 450,000 404,000 1,350,000 2.004.000
Ti 3 1,181,830 1,516,900 90,915 1,016,323 1,772,745 2,533,223
Texas 12.380 2,748,400 3,695,000 1,374,200 2475650 4122, 6,170,650
Utah 1128 500,000 1,200,000 000 804,000 1,350,000 2.004,000
Yermont ...... A 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 2,004,000
Virginia . 4.748 1,374,640 1,787,000 687,320 1,197,290 2,061,950 2,984,290
Washington 303 1,177,630 1,510,900 588,815 1,012,303 1,766,445 2523203
West Virginia ... 1.354 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 2,004,000
Wisconsin 3.604 1,165,240 1,493,200 582,620 1,000,444 1,747,860 2493644
Wyoming A2 900,000 1,200,000 450,000 804,000 1,350,000 2,004,000

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
amendment of the Senator from Ari-
zona would certainly guarantee that no
challenger again in America would win
an election, unless he happened to be
extremely well known in the begin-
ning. I suppose Arnold Schwarzenegger
would not have a problem with name
identification or, say, a sitting Senator
is running against the sitting Gov-
ernor, who sits on top of the State gov-
ernment is challenging the incumbent
Senator. That person will not have any
name identity problems. Certainly,
there would be a distinct advantage
against the incumbent.

Typically speaking, under the
amendment of the Senator from Ari-
zona, the election of a challenger would
be a rarity indeed, because the chal-
lenger typically has one essential prob-
lem: Nobody knows who he or she is.
To the extent that you make commu-
nication difficult or impossible in an
election, the best-known candidate al-
ways wins.

The only thing I can say good about
the amendment is, of course, it will not
work. Spending limits are like putting
a rock on Jell-O, and you can imagine
what happens; it sort of oozes out the
side in unlimited and undisclosed
amounts. So the amendment would di-
vert it in different directions.

In the Presidential race it costs noth-
ing to impede spending. You cannot be
consistent with the first amendment
and keep people from expressing them-
selves or their favorite candidate, or
against the candidate they dislike the
most. That is why scholars across
America, the overwhelming majority
of them, who are certainly not Repub-
licans, in the universities, think spend-
ing limits are a goofy concoction. So
all my friend has done is take a bad
idea and make it worse.

There is an interesting piece I re-
ferred to earlier this morning, by Prof.
Larry Sabato from Virginia, on the
spending limits issue.

Professor Sabato says:

Once again, all the bad reform ideas that
sound good are being dressed up and put on
legislative display. Spending limits are fore-
most among them.

The most compelling argument against
this idea was unwittingly provided by Mi-
chael Waldman, the Clinton Administra-
tion's point man on campaign finance.

Waldman told the Washington Post what
reform critics have been trying to tell pol-
icymakers for years:; “"Where you put up a
wall, the money will eventually find its way
to flow around. . ."

The First Amendment makes it impossible
to stop the flow of political money. When
you dam it in one place, it merely cuts an-
other channel or begins moving freely under-
ground, undisclosed. Artificial spending lim-
its will inevitably increase constitutionally
unlimited “independent’ expenditures as
well as nonparty soft money that often has a
hidden partisan agenda.

Spending limits also will have other unfor-
tunate, presumably unintended, con-
sequences. For example, they will help the
haves and hurt the have-nots. Well-organized
individuals and PACs, who can give early in
the election cycle before a candidate’'s limit
is reached, will have an advantage. Poorer,
late-organizing interests will be at an even
greater disadvantage.

Moreover, spending limits are unlikely to
prove a boon to challengers, contrary to the
claims of advocates. Incumbents, for in-
stance, will always be in a much better posi-
tion than challengers to take advantage of
the loopholes in spending limits, loopholes
that will be quickly discovered or invented
by the teams of ingenuous campaign finance
lawyers at their beck and call.

Mr. President, I do not think there is
much more you could say about this
amendment. I am sure it sounds good
to some. But as a practical matter,
spending limits, in general, do not
work. The more you lower them, the
worse it gets. So to the extent you
bring the limits down even further, you
will have more black market money in
politics, unlimited, undisclosed, sewer
money, soft money, typically, by
groups hiding behind the Tax Code.

Just one other point, Mr. President.
In looking at another article by a fel-

low named Samuel Popkin, who has
written a lot about the American elec-
torate, he says in the Washington Post,
on December 1, 1991:

If the David Duke campaign had any en-
during message for America, it was this:
Competing with demagogues is expensive.
Office-seekers who wish to sell a complicated
message to an increasingly diffuse electorate
must outspend their brassier opponents.

Only a ‘‘cheap’’ message can get through in
a ‘‘cheap’ campaign. It takes more time and
money to communicate about complicated
issues of governance than to communicate
about race. Yet critics are once again calling
for reforms that would curb campaign adver-
tising and spending to protect gullible Amer-
icans from the spiritual pollution of political
snake-oil merchants.

The fact is, our campaigns aren’t broken,
and don’t need that kind of fixing. Voters are
not passive victims of mass-media manipula-
tors, and it is dangerous to assume that low-
key “politically correct” campaigns would
somehow eliminate the power of the visceral
image. Restricting television news to the
MacNeil/Lehrer format—and requiring all
the candidates to model their speeches on
the Lincoln-Douglas debates—won't solve
America’s problems.

He goes on, and it is an interesting
article:

If government is going to be able to solve
our problems, we need bigger and noisier
campaigns to rouse voters. It takes bigger,
costlier campaigns to sell health insurance
than to sell the death penalty; the cheaper
the campaign, the cheaper the issue. Big
Brother is gaining on the public. Surveys
show that voter perceptions about presi-
dential candidates and their positions are
more accurate at the end of campaigns than
at the beginning; there is no evidence that
people learn less from campaigns today than
they did in past years.

Referring to the David Duke-Edwards
election, he points out:

The Duke-Edwards election shows that
people will turn out to choose between a
Nazi and a crook when the campaign is big
enough to keep them mobilized.

The real reason that voter turnout is down
is that campaigns are not big enough to keep
them tuned in.
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That was written before the 1992
campaign in which it went up 5 per-
cent. Mr. President, that pretty well
makes the case. I can see why Senators
might want to support this. It would
guarantee the re-election of all of us,
because no unknown challenger would
have a chance under this amendment
and its provisions,

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, how
much time does the Senator have re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has 12 minutes and
28 seconds.

Mr. DECONCINI. I ask for the yeas
and nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am
going to be very short. In fact, it is so
clear that challengers on average only
were able to raise $810,000 in the last
election cycle. So the argument that
they will not be known just does not
hold water.

The fact is that when I ran in 1976, I
was unknown. I spent a quarter of what
my opponent spent. I like to think I
got elected not by spending a lot of
money but by doing a lot of hard work
with people.

What am I doing in 19947 I have to go
out and raise millions of dollars. I want
to campaign. I want to take my mes-
sage to the people. That is what this
campaign reform is all about.

I would hope that our colleagues in
this body would come forward and vote
to do some meaningful reform.

If the Senators from Kentucky and
Oklahoma are prepared, I am prepared
to yield the floor and proceed with the
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-
ators yield back their time?

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
am prepared to yield back my time and
proceed to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. 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.

All time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ari-
zona. On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. BAucUs], the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN],
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the Senator Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL],
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
DASCHLE], the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. EXON], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
GLENN], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KERRY], the Senator from
Texas [Mr. KRUEGER], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], and
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WOFFORD], are necessarily absent.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN-
BERGER], the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. GREGG], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. HELMS], the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS], the
Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE-
BAUM], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
McCaIN], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. MURKOWSKI], the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES], and the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] are
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 26,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 133 Leg.]

YEAS—26
Bingaman Feingold Lieberman
Boxer Feinstein Metzenbaum
Brown Harkin Moseley-Braun
Bryan Hatfield Pell
Byrd Hollings Pryor
Conrad Kennedy Reid
DeConcini Kohl Simon
Dodd Leahy Wellstone
Dorgan Levin

NAYS5—53
Akaka Faircloth Moynihan
Bennett Ford Murray
Bond Gorton Nunn
Boren Graham Packwood
Bradley Gramm Pressler
Breaux Grassley Riegle
Bumpers Hatch Robb
Burns Johnston Roth
Chafee Kempthorne Sarbanes
Coats Kerrey Sasser
Cochran Lautenberg Shelby
Cohen Lott Simpson
Coverdell Lugar Smith
Craig Mack Specter
D'Amato Mathews Stevens
Danforth McConnell Thurmond
Dole Mikulski Warner
Domenici Mitchell

NOT VOTING—21

Baucus Gregg Krueger
Biden Heflin McCain
Campbell Helms Murkowski
Daschle Inouye Nickles
Durenberger Jeffords Rockefeller
Exon Kassebaum Wallop
Glenn Kerry Wofford

S0 the amendment (No. 388) was re-
jected.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

May 28, 1993

APPOINTMENT BY THE PRESIDENT
PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, pursuant to Senate Resolu-
tion 111 (103d Congress, 1st session), an-
nounces the appointment of the Sen-
ator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] as a mem-
ber of the Senate Ethics Study Com-
mission, vice the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. STEVENS].

Mr. BOREN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN). The Senator from
Oklahoma.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

———

CONGRESSIONAL SPENDING LIMIT
AND ELECTION REFORM ACT OF
1993

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

Mr. BOREN. Madam President, dur-
ing the debate yesterday or the day be-
fore—there was so much going on I
cannot recall which day it was—my
good friend and colleague from Vir-
ginia, Senator WARNER, raised a ques-
tion on the floor with a letter to me,
requesting an analysis as to the man-
ner in which those of us who have been
suggesting that we end the lobbyist tax
deduction as a means for paying for the
benefits to bring about campaign
spending limits, arrived at those esti-
mates.

I have the letter from Senator WAR-
NER dated the 21st of May, in which he
concludes that he feels if we could
more carefully define this issue, it
would be helpful to our debate on cam-
paign finance reform.

I have gone back to those who made
that estimate in the Congressional
Budget Office and have obtained infor-
mation from them as to the means by
which they did make that estimate.

I will read just a portion of that let-
ter which I sent to Senator WARNER in
reply to him:

The House Ways and Means Committee has
proposed raising roughly $800 million over 5
years by adopting the Treasury Depart-
ment’s proposal to use existing definition of
lobbying in the Internal Revenue Code. This
definition is used for purposes of limitation
on lobbying by section 501(c)(3) charities.
The Senate campaign finance reform pro-
posal raises an additional $400 million over 5
years by using the definition of lobbying
which is contained in the Levin-Cohen Lob-
bying Disclosure Act, which the Senate re-
cently approved overwhelmingly.

I will skip over and read another

part:
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According to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the 5 year cost of campaign finance re-
form for both House and Senate elections is
approximately $360 million. Thus, both the
Ways and Means Committee proposal, $800
million over 5 years, and the Senate plan,
$1.2 billion over 5 years, would raise enough
to pay for campaign finance reform, with the
Senate plan also contributing to significant
deficit reduction.

I understand that under current disclosure
laws, about 6,000 lobbyists are registered.
The Senate Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee estimates that number will go up to be-
tween 20,000 and 30,000 lobbyists under the
Levin-Cohen bill.

Madam. President, I ask unanimous
consent that the full text of the letter
from Senator WARNER to me, my letter
to him answering his questions and
also a copy of the text of the House
proposal and a copy of the Levin lobby-
ing disclosure bill be printed in the
RECORD so that the RECORD may be full
and complete on this subject.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 27, 1993.
U.S. Senator JOHN WARNER,
Senate Russell Office Building, Washington,

DC.

DEAR JoHN: This letter is in response to
your note dated May 21 requesting follow up
information from my testimony before the
Senate Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion regarding the President's campaign fi-
nance reform legislation. I agree with you
that a clearer definition of this issue can
only strengthen debate.

The House Ways and Means Committee has
proposed raising roughly $800 million over 5
years by adopting the Treasury Depart-
ment's proposal to use the existing defini-
tion of lobbying in the Internal Revenue
Code. This definition is used for purposes of
the limitation on lobbying by 501(c)3) char-
ities. The Senate campaign finance reform
proposal raises an additional $400 million
over 5 years by using the definition of lobby-
ing that is contained in the Levin-Cohen
Lobbying Disclosure Act which the Senate
recently approved overwhelmingly.

The Senate’s approach is much simpler for
businesses because it will subject them to
identical rules for both tax purposes and for
purposes of reporting under the Levin-Cohen
bill. In other words, business expenses which
were formerly deducted but which fall under
the definition of lobbying in the Levin bill
would no longer be deductible. Under the
House legislation, businesses will have to
follow two different definitions of lobbying—
one for tax purposes and one for reporting
purposes.

According to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the 5 year cost of campaign finance re-
form for both House and Senate elections is
approximately $360 million. Thus, both the
Ways and Means Committee proposal ($800
million/5 years) and the Senate plan (§1.2 bil-
lion/5 years) would raise enough to pay for
campaign finance reform, with the Senate
plan also contributing to significant deficit
reduction.

I understand that, under current disclosure
laws, about 6,000 lobbyists are registered.
Senate Government Affairs estimates that
number will go up to 20,000 to 30,000 lobbyists
under the Levin-Cohen bill.

I hope this response adequately addresses
your questions. For your information, I have
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attached both a copy of the House Ways and
Means proposal and the Levin/Cohen bill's
lobbying definition section.
Sincerely,
DAvVID L. BOREN.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 21, 1993.
Hon, DAVID L. BOREN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR DAVID; I am writing as a follow up to
the gquestions I asked of you when you testi-
fied before the Senate Committee on Rules
and Administration regarding President
Clinton's campaign finance reform proposal.

President Clinton's proposal contains a
Sense of Congress clause relating to the
planned funding mechanism for the legisla-
tion. It states *‘It is the sense of the Con-
gress that subsequent legislation effectuat-
ing this Act shall not provide for general
revenue increases, reduce expenditures for
any existing Federal program, or increase
the Federal budget deficit, but should be
funded by disallowing the Federal income
tax deduction for expenses paid or incurred
for lobbying the Federal Government''.

There have been various figures given as
the estimated amount of new revenue that
would result from a change in the tax law re-
garding lobbyists deductions. I am extremely
interested in knowing how those figures were
reached. Were they based on the number of
lobbyists currently employed or on the ac-
tual amount of deductions for lobbying ac-
tivity taken on tax forms? It is my under-
standing that there is no ‘‘lobbying deduc-
tion” line on tax forms. How are lobbyists
defined? Are only registered lobbyists cov-
ered?

If we can more carefully define this issue,
I am confident it will be most helpful in our
debate on campaign finance reform. I thank
you in advance for your prompt consider-
ation of this request.

Sincerely, e
JOHN WARNER.

LEVIN BILL

(E) any employee of a joint committee of
the Congress, other than a clerical or sec-
retarial employee. 1

(6) The term ‘‘Director'’” means the Direc-
tor of the Office of Lobbying Registration
and Public Disclosure.

(6) The term ‘“‘employee’” means any indi-
vidual who is an officer, employee, partner,
director, or proprietor of an organization,
but does not include—

(A) independent contractors or other
agents who are not regular employees; or

(B) volunteers who receive no financial or
other compensation from the organization
for their services.

(7T) The term ‘‘foreign entity'’ means—

(A) a government of a foreign country or a
foreign political party (as such terms are de-
fined in section 1 (e) and (f) of the Foreign
Agents Registration Act of 1938, as amended
(22 U.S.C. 611 (e) and (1))

(B) a person outside the United States,
other than a United States citizen or an or-
ganization that is organized under the laws
of the United States or any State and has its
principal place of business in the United
States; or

(C) a partnership, association, corporation,
organization, or other combination of per-
sons that is organized under the laws of or
has its principal place of business in a for-
eign country.

(8) The term ‘‘lobbying activities'' means
lobbying contacts and efforts in support of
such contacts, including preparation and
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planning activities, research and other back-
ground work that is intended for use in con-
tacts, and coordination with the lobbying ac-
tivities of others. Lobbying activities in-
clude grass roots lobbying communications
(as defined in regulations implementing sec-
tion 4911(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986) to the extent that such activities are
made in direct support of lobbying contacts,

(9)(A) The term ‘“‘lobbying contact’’ means
any oral or written communication with a
covered legislative or executive branch offi-
cial made on behalf of a client with regard
to—

(i) the formulation, modification, or adop-
tion of Federal legislation (including legisla-
tive proposals);

(ii) the formulation, modification, or adop-
tion of a Federal rule, regulation, Executive
order, or any other program, policy or posi-
tion of the United States Government; or

(iii) the administration or execution of a
Federal program or policy (including the ne-
gotiation, award, or administration of a Fed-
eral contract, grant, loan, permit, or license)
except that it does not include communica-
tions that are made to officials serving in
the Senior Executive Service or the uni-
formed services in the agency responsible for
taking such action.

(B) The term shall not include communica-
tions that are—

(i) made by public officials acting in their
official capacity;

(ii) made by representatives of a media or-
ganization who are primarily engaged in
gathering and disseminating news and infor-
mation to the public;

(iii) made in a speech, article or other pub-
lication, or through the media;

(iv) made on behalf of a foreign principal
and disclosed under the Foreign Agents Reg-
istration Act of 1938, as amended (22 U.S.C.
611 et seq.);

(v) requests for appointments, requests for
the status of a Federal action, or other simi-
lar ministerial contacts, if there is no at-
tempt to influence covered legislative or ex-
ecutive branch officials;

(vi) made in the course of participation in
an advisory committee subject to the Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act;

(vii) testimony given before a committee,
subcommittee, or office of Congress, or sub-
mitted for inclusion in the public record of a
hearing conducted by such committee, sub-
committee, or office;

(viii) information provided in writing in re-
sponse ]:0 a specific written request from a
Federal agency or a congressional commit-
tee, subcommittee, or office;

(ix) required by subpoena, civil investiga-
tive demand, or otherwise compelled by stat-
ute, regulation, or other action of Congress
or a Federal agency;

(x) made in response to a notice in the Fed-
eral Register, Commerce Business Daily, or
other similar publication soliciting commu-
nications from the public and directed to the
agency official specifically designated in the
notice to receive such communications;

(xi) not possible to report without disclos-
ing information, the unauthorized disclosure
of which is prohibited by law;

(xii) made to agency officials with regard
to judicial proceedings, criminal or civil law
enforcement inquiries, investigations or pro-
ceedings, or filings required by statute or
regulation;

(xiii) made in compliance with written
agency procedures regarding an adjudication
conducted by the agency under section 554 of
title 5, United States Code, or substantially
similar provisions;



12020

(xiv) written comments filed in a public
docket and other communications that are
made on the record in a public proceeding,
and

(xv) made on behalf of an individual with
regard to such individual's benefits, employ-
ment, other personal matters involving only
that individual, or disclosures by that indi-
vidual pursuant to applicable whistleblower
statutes.

(10) The term ‘‘lobbyist’” means any indi-
vidual who is employed or retained by an-
other for financial or other compensation to
perform services that include lobbying con-
tacts, other than an individual whose lobby-
ing activities are only incidental to, and are
not a significant part of, the services pro-
vided by such individual to the client.

(11) The term ‘‘organization’ means any
corporation (excluding a Government cor-
poration), company, foundation, association,
labor organization, firm, partnership, soci-
ety, joint stock company, or group of organi-
zations. Such term shall not include any
Federal, State, or local unit of government
(other than a State college or university as
described under section 511(a)(2)(B) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986), organization of
State or local elected or appointed officials,
any Indian tribe, any national or State polit-
ical party and any organizational unit there-
of, or any Federal, State, or local unit of any
foreign government.

(12) The term ‘‘public official” means any
elected or appointed official who is a regular
employee of a Federal, State, or local unit of
government (other than a State college or
university as described under section
511(a)2)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986), an organization of State or local elect-
ed or appointed officials, an Indian tribe,

* &

HOUSE PROPOSAL

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 1145(e)
are each amended by striking 34 percent"”
and inserting *'36 percent'’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning on or after January 1, 1993;
except that the amendment made by sub-
section (c)3) shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 2202. DENIAL OF DEDUCTION FOR LOBBY-
ING EXPENSES.

(a) DISALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—Section
162(e) (relating to appearances, etc., with re-
spect to legislation) is amended to read as
follows:

‘(e) DENIAL OF DEDUCTION FOR CERTAIN
LOBBYING AND POLITICAL EXPENDITURES.—

**(1) IN GENERAL.—No deduction shall be al-
lowed under subsection (a) for any amount
paid or incurred—

*(A) in connection with influencing legis-
lation,

‘(B) for participation in, or intervention
in, any political campaign on behalf of (or in
opposition to) any candidate for public of-
fice, or

*(C) in connection with any attempt to in-
fluence the general public, or segments
thereof, with respect to elections.

**(2) APPLICATION TO DUES.—

*(A) IN GENERAL.—No deduction shall be
allowed under subsection (a) for the portion
of dues or other similar amounts (paid by the
taxpayer with respect to an organization)
which is allocable to the expenditures de-
scribed in paragraph (1).

“(B) ALLOCATION.—

*(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), expenditures described in para-
graph (1) shall be treated as paid out of dues
or other similar amounts.
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‘(i) CARRYOVER OF LOBBYING EXPENDI-
TURES IN EXCESS OF DUES.—For purposes of
this paragraph, if expenditures described in
paragraph (1) exceed the dues or other simi-
lar amounts for any calendar year, such ex-
cess shall be treated as expenditures de-
scribed in paragraph (1) which are paid or in-
curred by the organization during the follow-
ing calendar year. "

“(3) INFLUENCING LEGISLATION.—For pur-
poses of this subsection—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘influencing
legislation’ means—

“(i) any attempt to influence the general
public, or segments thereof, with respect to
legislation, and

“(il) any attempt to influence any legisla-
tion through communication with any mem-
ber or employee of the legislative body, or
with any government official or employee
who may participate in the formulation of
the legislation.

*(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN TECHNICAL AD-
VICE.—The term ‘influencing legislation’
shall not include the providing of technical
advice or assistance to a governmental body
or to a committee or other subdivision there-
of in response to a specific written request
by such governmental entity to the taxpayer
which specifies the nature of the advice or
assistance requested.

*(C) LEGISLATION.—The term ‘legislation’
has the meaning given such term by section
4911(e)(2).

‘“(4) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN TAXPAYERS.—
In the case of any taxpayer engaged in the
trade or business of conducting activities de-
scribed in paragraph (1), paragraph (1) shall
not apply to expenditures of the taxpayer in
conducting such activities on behalf of an-
other person (but shall apply to payments by
such other person to the taxpayer for con-
ducting such activities).

**(5) CROSS REFERENCE.—

“For reporting requirements related to
this subsection, see section 60500."

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part III of
subchapter A of chapter 61 (relating to infor-
mation concerning transactions with other
persons) is amended by adding at the end the
following new section:

“SEC. 80500. RETURNS RELATING TO LOBBYING
EXPENDITURES OF CERTAIN ORGA-
NIZATIONS.

‘'(a) REQUIREMENT OF REPORTING.—Each or-
ganization referred to in section 162(e}2)
shall make a return, according to the forms
or regulations prescribed by the Secretary,
setting forth the names and addresses of per-
sons paying dues to the organization, the
amount of the dues paid by such person, and
the portion of such dues which is nondeduct-
ible under section 162(e)(2).

*(b) STATEMENTS T0O BE FURNISHED TO PER-
SONS WITH RESPECT TO WHOM INFORMATION IS
FURNISHED.—AnNy organization required to
make a return under subsection (a) shall fur-
nish to each person whose name is required
to be set forth in such return a written state-
ment showing—

(1) the name and address of the organiza-
tion, and

*(2) the dues paid by the person during the
calendar year and the portion of such dues
which 1is nondeductible under section
162(e)(2).

The written statement required under the

preceding sentence shall be furnished (either

in person or in a statement mailing by first-
class mail which includes adequate notice
that the statement is enclosed) to the per-
sons on or before January 31 of the year fol-
lowing the calendar year for which the re-
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turn under subsection (a) was made and shall
be in such form as the Secretary may pre-
scribe by regulations.

“(¢) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive
the reporting requirements of this section
with respect to any organization or class of
organizations if the Secretary determines
that such reporting is not necessary to carry
out the purposes of section 162(e).

‘'(d) Dues.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘dues’ includes other similar
amounts.”

(2) PENALTIES.—

(A) RETURNS.—Subparagraph (A) of section
6724(d)(1) (defining information return) is
amended by striking “‘or"” at the end of
clause (xi), by striking the period at the end
of the clause (xii) relating to section 4101(d)
and inserting a comma, by redesignating the
clause (xii) relating to section 338(h)(10) as
clause (xiii), by striking the period at the
end of clause (xiii) (as so redesignated) and
inserting *‘, or"”, and by adding at the end the
following new clause:

“(xiv) section 60500(a) (relating to infor-
mation on nondeductible lobbying expendi-
tures).”

(B) PAYEE STATEMENTS.—Paragraph (2) of
section 6724(d) (defining payee statement) is
amended by striking “or’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (R), by striking the period at the
end of subparagraph (S) and inserting *‘, or",
and by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

*(T) section 60500(b) (relating to returns
on nondeductible lobbying expenditures).”

(C) EXCESSIVE UNDERREPORTING.,—Section
6721 (relating to failure to file correct infor-
mation returns) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

*(f) PENALTY IN CASE OF EXCESSIVE UNDER-
REPORTING ON NONDEDUCTIBLE DUES.—If the
aggregate amount of nondeductible dues
which is reported on the return required to
be filed under section 60500(a) for any cal-
endar year is less than 75 percent of the ag-
gregate amount required to be so reported—

**(1) subsections (b), (¢), and (d) shall not
apply, and

*(2) the penalty imposed under subsection
(a) shall be equal to the product of—

*(A) the amount required to be reported
which was not so reported, and

*(B) the highest rate of tax imposed by
section 11 for taxable years beginning in
such calendar year."”

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart B of part III of sub-
chapter A of chapter 61 is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

“Sec. 60500. Returns relating to lobbying ex-
penditures of certain organiza-
tions.”

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to amounts
paid or incurred after December 31, 1993.

SEC. 2203. MARK TO MARKET ACCOUNTING
METHOD FOR SECURITIES DEALERS.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subpart D of part II of
subchapter E of chapter 1 (relating to inven-
tories) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“SEC. 475. MARK TO MARKET ACCOUNTING
° METHOD FOR DEALERS IN SECURI-
TIES.

“(a) GENERAL RULE.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this subpart, the following
rules shall apply to securities held by a deal-
er in securities:

(1) Any security which is inventory in the
hands of the dealer shall be included in in-
ventory at its fair market value.

*(2) In the case of any security which is
not inventory in the hands of the dealer and
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which is held at the close of any taxable

ear—

*(A) the dealer shall recognize gain or loss
as if such security were sold for its fair mar-
ket * 1_

Mr. BOREN. I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
strongly support the leadership pro-
posal for campaign finance reform.
Passage of this legislation is essential
to achieving the far-reaching changes
that are urgently needed in our current
system of campaign financing.

This legislation is the culmination of
years of hard work and it deserves wide
support. Every effort has been made to
address concerns raised by Members on
both sides of the aisle. No Senator will
agree with every provision in this bill.
All Senators may have additions or
changes that they believe will make
this a better piece of legislation. But
all of us know that it is time to move
forward and reform the campaign fi-
nancing system.

The American people have waited
long enough for Congress to act on this
issue. They are fed up with the
gridlock that has blocked every cam-
paign finance reform bill in recent
years. They are fed up with the present
system and its excessive reliance on
unlimited contributions that make
conflict of interest a way of life in Con-
gress. They are fed up with campaigns
driven by the high cost of television
commercials. They are fed up with
Members of Congress who spend time
raising money from special interests,
instead of tending to the public inter-
est.

In all of these ways, the constant
hunt for campaign dollars demeans our
elections, distorts our legislation, and
diminishes our democracy. As Mark
Twain said, in words that are still
true—perhaps even truer today—‘‘We
have the finest Congress money can
buy—and it is a national disgrace."”

The American people elected a Presi-
dent last November who understands
the need for reform and is committed
to achieving it. Unlike his prede-
cessors, President Clinton supports far-
reaching reform, and he continues to
push hard for the most extensive pos-
sible changes in the campaign finance
laws.

For the first time in 12 years, we
know that if we can get this bill to the
White House, it will be signed into law.
It is up to Congress to act, and act
now. It is time to end the hypocrisy. It
is time for Members who pay lip serv-
ice to reform, to put their votes where
their rhetoric is, and end this pious
pretense that if they don't get their
way, no bill should pass. This bill is far
better than no bill, and all of us know
it.

There are three key elements of this
bill: Spending limits, a ban on PAC
contributions, and limited public fi-
nancing for Senate and House elec-
tions. Each element of this reform pro-
gram deserves support.
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Spending limits are the cornerstone
of any attempt to achieve meaningful
campaign finance reform. The amount
of money spent on congressional cam-
paigns is now six times greater than in
1976; $678 million was spent on congres-
sional campaigns in 1992. Only spending
limits can stop the arms race in cam-
paign spending.

Spending limits will also free Sen-
ators from the corrosive and corrupt-
ing influence of the current system.
The people want, and deserve, respon-
sible action by Congress on the many
pressing challenges facing the Nation.
They do not want us endlessly and
shamelessly soliciting large campaign
contributions from those whose inter-
ests are affected by the votes we cast.
Spending limits can end the corruption
and the appearance of corruption that
shadow everything we do and every
vote we cast.

Any campaign finance reform worth
its salt must include spending limits.
Without spending limits, we will sim-
ply be inviting a continuation of the
corruption and abuses ingrained in the
present system. Without spending lim-
its, election reform is a sham, and elec-
tions will still be for sale to the high-
est bidder.

But if we are serious about ending
the arms race in campaign financing,
spending limits alone are not enough.
We also need to end the influence of
special interests on the electoral proc-
ess. This bill will eliminate the mas-
sive flow of PAC contributions that
have come to dominate Senate election
campaigns in recent years. PAC con-
tributions have soared from $12.5 mil-
lion in 1974 to $180 million in 1992.
These contributions usually come in
$5,000 amounts, and they are a primary
factor in the uncontrolled cost of cam-
paign spending.

The elimination of PAC contribu-
tions is a major step toward restoring
public confidence in political cam-
paigns. A complete ban on PAC con-
tributions will reassure the people that
we are serious about reform. And it
will help level the playing field for
challengers, who receive only a small
share of the total PAC contributions
made in each election campaign.

This bill makes spending limits and
the PAC ban more attractive to incum-
bents and challengers alike by offering
low-cost mail rates, reduced television
advertising rates, broadcast vouchers,
and other incentives.

Public financing of elections makes
sense. These tax dollars are untainted
by conflicts of interest. They come
with no strings tied to private contrib-
utors seeking favors from Government.
It may be the wisest investment of tax
dollars that any of us will ever make.

My support for public financing of
Senate and House elections is long-
standing. I was a strong supporter of
Senator Russell Long's pioneering leg-
islation in 1966, which adopted the dol-
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lar checkoff for Presidential elections.
The Senate version of the Watergate
Reform Act in 1974 included a biparti-
san provision that I had sponsored in
1973 with the Republican minority
leader, Senator Hugh Scott of Penn-
sylvania, to apply public financing to
Senate and House elections as well.

Unfortunately, the House-Senate
conference bill that year limited public
financing to Presidential elections and
rejected the idea for congressional
elections. But the principle of public fi-
nancing has worked well for Presi-
dential elections for the past two dec-
ades, and it will work well for Senate
and House elections if we give it a
chance.

In fact, Members of Congress, from
both parties, who have run for Presi-
dent have taken advantage of public
funds during their own Presidential
campaigns. If public financing is good
enough for the Presidential elections,
if it is good enough for Members of
Congress who run for President, it is
good enough for Senate and House elec-
tions, too.

So I welcome the public financing
provisions in this legislation, and I
wish they went further. But the meas-
ure before us is still an excellent re-
form. It offers us a realistic way to
break the dependency of Congress on
fat cats and special interest groups for
campaign dollars. In fact, this measure
will enable us to spend far less time
raising money and far more time on
concerns that matter to the people. It
will ensure that elections are about is-
sues and priorities, and not about col-
lecting campaign cash.

All 100 Senators recognize that the
current campaign finance law is deeply
flawed. No one wants to spend vast
amounts of time on the money chase,
raising millions of dollars to get re-
elected in ways that inevitably raise
suspicions that elections are for sale. It
is time to change the system, step off
the fundraising treadmill, and elimi-
nate special interest influence.

It is absurd to call these reforms an
incumbent protection bill. In all likeli-
hood, challengers will benefit more
than incumbents from this new system
of campaign funding. It offers a more
level playing field for all participants
in Senate and House elections.

This bill is not a perfect bill. All Sen-
ators can find some faults with its pro-
visions or its omissions. But this re-
form is a realistic far-reaching attempt
to improve the campaign finance sys-
tem, and it deserves broad support
from Democrats and Republicans. It is
the best hope we have to restore public
confidence in the political process.

It is time to take our elections off
the auction block. It is time to take
our campaigns away from the special
interests and give them back to the
people. It is time to reaffirm our com-
mitment to democracy.

So let us debate the merits of this
bill. But at the end of that debate, let
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us put this legislation to a vote, not
kill it with a filibuster.

The American people deserve more
than another round of inaction and
gridlock. They deserve a Congress with
the courage to change.

Finally, I want to commend three
Senators who have done such an out-
standing job in preparing this legisla-
tion and bringing it before the Senate.
Majority leader MITCHELL, and Sen-
ators BOREN and FORD, deserve great
credit for their achievement. This bill
deserves to pass, and I hope that it
will, The Nation needs it, and it will
pay long-lasting dividends for the
American people in the form of a Con-
gress more responsive to their needs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President,
with the managers and the distin-
guished Republican leader on the floor,
I would like, if I might, suggest a
course of action with respect to today
and further handling of this measure
when the Senate returns from the Me-
morial Day recess.

I previously indicated my desire—my
hope really—that we could dispose of
the DeConcini amendment and two
amendments to be offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida [Mr.
GRAHAM].

In an effort to accommodate the
travel schedules of a number of Sen-
ators, I now suggest the following and
see whether or not it would be agree-
able to the Republican leader, the Sen-
ator from Florida and the managers.

I suggest that we discontinue action
on the measure as of now; that when
the Senate returns to session on Mon-
day, June 7, that we consider the Gra-
ham measures on that afternoon, and
vote on them not prior to 6 p.m. on
that day to give returning Senators a
chance to get back. If there is a possi-
bility of doing any other amendments
on that day, if other Senators are
going to be present to do that as well,
but at least the two Graham amend-
ments, and then be back, after we have
everybody back here, working on the
bill as of that Monday.

That will permit Senators who have
a travel schedule to leave this after-
noon, and it would mean there would
be no votes prior to 6 p.m. on Monday,
June 7.

I would like to inquire of the Repub-
lican leader, the Senator from Florida,
and of the two managers whether that
would be agreeable to them.

Mr. DOLE. I am informed by the
manager on this side that that would
be satisfactory.

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. That schedule would
be very satisfactory.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. If the majority leader
will yield, I wonder if the distinguished
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majority leader could make that vote
no earlier than 7 p.m. This Senator al-
ready has plans. That is the first day
after the recess. I can modify my plans
to be here by 7 p.m., if that is accept-
able.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
will be pleased to try to accommodate
the Senator. When we confront this
problem, as always, we have some Sen-
ators who want to leave on Monday by
a certain time, and some Senators who
will not be arriving until a certain
time. I have previously attempted very
hard to accommodate every Senator,

I will say now that I believe it is not
going to be possible to continue the
current schedule into the future, and I
will in the near future, later today, an-
nounce a different schedule for the
Senate in the future. I have not made
any announcement with respect to
Monday, June 7. I guess before I make
a decision, I should hear from other
Senators.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. If the majority
leader will yield for a question. Frank-
ly, I am one of those who prefer to fin-
ish up whatever we can today. I think
the majority leader was very clear in
his announcements that there could
very well be votes on this day. And
those who chose to ignore that, I think,
are the ones who ran the risk, as op-
posed to suddenly now looking at what
is perhaps a little presumptive but nev-
ertheless a schedule that most believe
in; and that is a Monday after an ex-
tended stay like that is a day one uses
to travel back and, as a consequence,
are not prepared, because of extensive
other plans, to be back here on that
Monday.

I planned to be here before midnight
on Monday so we can conduct our busi-
ness, as usual, on Tuesday. Again, I do
not want to impose excessive burdens
on my colleagues and friends here, but
I think the majority leader was very
specific about what the risk might be
with votes today.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President,
this obviously makes the point that it
is impossible to satisfy anybody around
here, so [ will make the following sug-
gestion and then I am going to make a
statement.

I now suggest that we debate these
on Monday and we vote on them at 9
o'clock on Tuesday morning. Is that
agreeable to everybody present?

Madam President, I then ask unani-
mous consent that when the Senate re-
turns to session on Monday, June T,
that the Senator from Florida [Mr.
GRAHAM] be recognized to offer two
amendments which will be debated
that day, and the votes on or in rela-
tion to them, occur at 9 a.m. on Tues-
day morning.

I would like, if I might, to perhaps
modify that and ask the Senator from
Florida, would the Senator from Flor-
ida prefer to offer the amendments
today, have debate today, and then
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vote on Tuesday, or would he prefer to
do it on Monday, June 7? He has been
s0 cooperative.

Mr. GRAHAM, My preference would
be to offer them on Monday, June 7. I
would like, if possible, to reserve
maybe 10 or 15 minutes, before the vote
at 9 a.m., on Tuesday for final discus-
sion of the amendments prior to the
vote.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President,
what we will do then is to have the de-
bate Monday afternoon, and then have
the debate from 9 a.m. to 9:30 a.m., and
have the votes at 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday.
I so modify my request.

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

Mr. MITCHELL. I would like to say
something, and this serves as the ap-
propriate time to do it. I will be con-
sulting with the distinguished Repub-
lican leader, as is always my practice.

As I stated on several occasions, it
has gotten to the point where Senators
simply leave, make presumptions,
make assumptions and, therefore, I do
not believe it possible to continue the
schedule as we have had it.

It is my intention to change the
schedule so that, henceforth, votes will
be possible at any time the Senate is in
session. There are no assumptions, no
presumptions. Nobody can assume any-
thing with respect to when votes may
occur. And votes, including procedural
votes, may occur at any time. So when-
ever the Senate is in session, unless
there is going to be a specific an-
nouncement or agreement to the con-
trary, Senators should be prepared to
be present within 20 minutes for a vote.

S0 those Senators who do not want
to vote at this hour, do not want to
vote at that hour, do not want to vote
on this day, or do not want to vote on
that day, just everybody should under-
stand, whenever the Senate is in ses-
sion, they have to be prepared to vote.

There is no more 3 o'clock limitation
on Friday. There is no more 7 o'clock
limitation on Tuesdays and Wednes-
days. There are no more Monday limi-
tations. Unless I specifically make an
announcement to the contrary, Sen-
ators should assume that the Senate
will be in session and that votes can
occur on any subject, including proce-
dural votes, at any time the Senate is
in session.

Having said that, Madam President,
there will be no further rollcall votes
today, and there will be no rollcall
votes prior to 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday,
June 8.

Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I
would like to offer my strong support
to the position just taken by our ma-
jority leader. I think what is happening
these days is that we find ourselves
going back into some of our old prac-
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tices. The majority leader and the mi-
nority leader have allowed us to experi-
ment for the last 2 or 3 years with a
program of business whereby we gen-
erally work 3 weeks here and then are
afforded the opportunity of having a
week with our constituency back in
our home States.

From time to time, when we come
back and resume business on a Mon-
day, as we have seen here, some of our
colleagues ask for a period where they
are protected. And so what we are
doing is extending now the 7-day recess
to an 8-day recess.

And then our colleagues, Madam
President, before we go back home on
these visits with our constituencies,
for our town meetings and in an at-
tempt to stay in touch, the day before
we break, then our colleagues often-
times come to the leadership and say
that they have a lot of things sched-
uled. They would like to get out a day
early. So our colleagues keep wanting
to add a day or two or what-have-you
to this time back home in our States.

I think we ought to be very specific,
and I think we ought to support our
leadership in the Senate. I think all of
us should know we are on notice—when
the schedule is printed and given to all
of us at the beginning of the year on a
Senate calendar, that we should be on
notice at that time that the schedule is
set.

I strongly support what the leader
has just stated, and I hope our col-
leagues will be tolerant with our lead-
ership and allow them to set these
dates and for us not to inch up and inch
away and through erosion take away
from the spirit and the intent of what
the custom and the rules of the Senate
are.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
appreciate what the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas has said and what
the distinguished majority leader said.

Speaking for myself, I find it entirely
acceptable. I am prepared to debate on
this floor, available to vote any time. I
think once in the course of the past 5
years I have asked for an exception
from the majority leader under very
unusual circumstances. I had commit-
ments last night in Philadelphia. I
took a late train and missed a couple of
votes. I heard that we were likely to
vote this morning and came back with
the expectation of working into the
afternoon and voting some three times.

In making plans on June 7, the first
day back after the recess, it has been
my experience, after 12% years, that we
very, very infrequently vote, if at all, I
think it is a safe proposition to plan to
return on the Monday after a recess by
late afternoon or early evening—in the
7 o'clock range.

But I am prepared to make my sched-
ule to be here Monday through Friday
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or Monday through Saturday or Mon-
day through Sunday, as long as we
know what is happening.

I came to the floor last night at
about a quarter of 8. One Senator was
on the floor speaking about another
subject. One of the managers was not
on the floor and one of the managers
was on the floor talking to someone
else and looked at this Senator as if we
were not in a position to do much busi-
ness on campaign finance reform. I had
pressing business in Philadelphia, and I
caught a late train and returned early
this morning. I am a little surprised to
find only one vote. But I can accommo-
date to that. I think all Senators can
as long as we know, and I repeat
“know,” what the schedule is. We are
all prepared to abide by whatever
schedule the distinguished majority
leader sets.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, if
there is no other business, I would ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
vert to morning business and that I be
allowed to speak therein.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? There being no objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Chair.

PASSING OF DEMOCRACY IN HAITI

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I
wanted to make these remarks this
morning because, by the time we re-
turn, we will have celebrated the 20th
month after the successful military
coup in Haiti dislodged its first demo-
cratically elected President in modern
history. It will be a sad celebration of
that 20th month passing of democracy
in Haiti, and it should be another call
to arms for the democratic nations of
the world, with the United States in
the leadership, to restore that democ-
racy.

Unfortunately, Madam President,
today we are no closer to the restora-
tion of democracy in Haiti than we
were on that day in September 1991
when President Aristide was hustled
off by a military cabal to the Port-au-
Prince Airport at gunpoint. From that
point to today, he has been a leader in
exile.

We have attempted now for over 19
months to negotiate his return and the
restoration of democracy and the re-
building of that nation. We have very
little to show for those efforts. We con-
tinue to see human rights violations.
We continue to see drug trafficking at
increasing levels. We continue to see a
veritable free-fall of already the poor-
est economy in the Western Hemi-
sphere.

We see over 1,000 boats poised, ready
for a mass exodus from Haiti, re-
strained only by the hope of President
Aristide’s return and a massive United
States Coast Guard interdiction effort.
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Madam President, the military-
backed regime in Port-au-Prince has
no incentive to negotiate. The latest
negotiation breakdown is just the lat-
est example in a whole series, I would
say a choreographed minuet in which
the military presents a sufficient de-
gree of interest in negotiation to keep
them limping along but at the last mo-
ment, when an actual agreement is to
be reached, they retreat. There is very
little incentive by those who currently
control Haiti to megotiate themselves
into exile, into poverty, into prison,
and thus soon to celebrate the 20th
month which see that negotiations
have been unrewarding.

The de facto government privately
asked for an outside police security
force with the expectation that outside
international security force would
serve to stabilize the country during
the period of transition back to democ-
racy. After having given the impres-
sion to the world that that was an ac-
ceptable process, then last weekend it
was rejected.

The military needs to know that by
refusing to seriously negotiate there
will be serious consequences.

What are some of the things that the
United States and our democratic al-
lies should do?

First, we must target the coup lead-
ers, the coup leaders in the military
and among the economic elites of
Haiti, seizing their assets in the United
States and other democratic nations,
restricting visas. We need to make life
as miserable for them as they have
made it for the vast majority of the
citizens of Haiti.

We must convince our allies to em-
bargo all but humanitarian aid and
particularly to embargo petroleum, the
product that has the greatest capabil-
ity of bringing down the current re-
gime. If we successfully cut petroleum,
we have some chance through this eco-
nomic restriction of accomplishing our
objective of restoration of democracy.
We must, in my opinion, Madam Presi-
dent, set a date for President Aristide’s
return.

I had suggested on this floor several
weeks ago that we set the date of May
31. That was not a casually arrived at
date. It was a date which still would
have allowed for 60 days of negotiation
if there was a serious attempt to reach
an agreement. It was a date which hap-
pens to be 1 month before the onset of
the hurricane season. It is my concern,
feeling, that one of the factors which is
likely to affect the potential of an exo-
dus from Haiti is the sense the people
are having today that their chance of
escape, their chance to leave the cage
of political and economic oppression
which Haiti has become is soon going
to be lost to them with the onset of the
hurricane season, and that we now are
in the most vulnerable period, a period
of greatest instability, and that we
should have set and should have ac-
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complished the objective of a return to
President Aristide by May 31.

That date was not set. Clearly that
date will not be achieved. I think it is
important that we set another reason-
able date, the 30th of June, for the re-
turn of President Aristide.

There must be some motivating force
to get the current stalemate moving
toward a resolution. We must be pre-
pared, Madam President, in my opin-
ion, to use the threat and the reality of
military force in order to achieve our
goals. I do not advocate that this be
done unilaterally by the United States.
It should be done in conjunction with
our democratic allies who, I might sug-
gest, have been, unlike our European
allies, much more forthcoming in their
indication and willingness to partici-
pate in this hemispheric assault on
human rights.

We must also do it in conjunction
with the United Nations, in terms of
having a clearly tenable/identifiable
peacekeeping capability ready to move
in as soon as the situation has been
stabilized and there is a functioning
government in place in Port-au-Prince.
The U.N. peacekeeping forces would be
available to assure that a level of secu-
rity and stability was available for
those institutions to deepen. Diplo-
macy without this credible use of force
has proven to be next to useless in
Haiti, as apparently it is in Bosnia.

We are seeing some other examples of
this 20-month assault on democracy in
our hemisphere. Just this week, in
Guatemala, on the heels of the attempt
in Venezuela, we have seen a democ-
racy which is not under threat of a
military takeover. The Guatemala
military saw what happened in Haiti.
They saw it as a signal that all of the
statements of the Organization of
American States as to the protection
of democracies in the hemisphere
would not be sustained by serious ac-
tion and initiative. They saw that as a
signal that the old days were accept-
able again, and they have moved.

I believe it is important to the long-
term future of democracy in this hemi-
sphere that the United States now—
and aggressively—use all the means at
our command within the international
community to achieve the goal of res-
toration of democracy in Haiti, the re-
establishment of President Aristide,
and the beginning of a rebuilding of
democratic and economic institutions.

The lesson of Haiti also teaches us, I
believe, some longer-range lessons. One
of those is the need to establish on a
permanent and sustained basis a re-
gional peacekeeping force to protect
democratic governments in this hemi-
sphere.

The failure to have such a sustained
regional peacekeeping force in any
place around the world has resulted in
the United States being called upon to
provide the core of response to vir-
tually all of the world's problems. It is
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very much in our interest that we have
an alternative in Europe, in Africa, in
Asia, and elsewhere, of regional democ-
racies which will take the front line of
responsibility for the protection of de-
mocracy within those continents.

I believe, therefore, that it is our spe-
cial responsibility to provide leader-
ship to create that sustained regional
capacity within the Western Hemi-
sphere, the part of the world for which
we have a special role and responsibil-
ity. We cannot be the hemisphere’s po-
liceman, but we can be the organizer of
an effective peacekeeping force within
this region in order to safeguard de-
mocracy.

Madam President, it is a sad addi-
tional chapter in the long history of
Haiti that the world has stepped aside
and allowed, for 20 months, the brutal
oppression to occur to a people who
had, just a few weeks earlier, cele-
brated the euphoria of the first elected
democratic President in its modern
history.

I hope that we will not allow this pe-
riod to continue; that we will not allow
ourselves to continue to be deceived by
the rulers of Haiti through their false
calls for a negotiated settlement. We
need, as we approach the 20-month an-
niversary of this coup, to be prepared
to take stronger action in order to
achieve an extremely important objec-
tive for democracy in the Western
Hemisphere and in the world.

Thank you, Madam President.

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial which appeared in the Washing-
ton Post of May 26, entitled “Tighten-
ing the Screw on Haiti,”” appear in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, May 26, 1993]

TIGHTENING THE SCREW ON HAITI

An international police force was to be the
dual-purpose lever by which the Organiza-
tion of American States and the United Na-
tions would pry the military out of power in
Haiti and put the exiled elected government
back in. A lightly armed force of 500 to 1,000
members, along with the 130 human rights
observers already in place, was intended to
reassure soldiers that they would not he pun-
ished for offenses against the people and to
reassure a returning President Jean-
Bertrand Aristide that he and his followers
would not be pursued by the army. In the
ever-calmer space that might thereby be
gained, further steps toward a political tran-
sition were envisaged. President Aristide was
sour on the idea, and now the military com-
mand has flatly turned it down.

Twenty months after the coup that ousted
the populist priest, the military and its part-
ners in the civilian elite apparently have
concluded they can disregard their inter-
national critics even as they kill, jail and
exile their domestic ones. They expect to
ride out the incomplete economic and diplo-
matic isolation the hemisphere has visited
on them. Neither the United States nor the
other concerned countries and international
organizations have succeeded in negotiating
the return of the elected government. Presi-
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dent Clinton's policies turn out to be no
more effective in this task than those of his
predecessor.

An international police force remains a
good idea, but something more severe is
needed to make it a reality. General sanc-
tions turn out to punish most the large and
desperate Haitian underclass, which may yet
be asked to carry even more of the burden if
the country's oil imports are targeted; in
any event, emergency food and relief, of
which the United States is the chief pro-
vider, must be increased. The next appro-
priate turn of the screw is special sanctions
aimed at the assets, including bank ac-
counts, and visa privileges of the few who are
making the many of Haiti miserable. One
wonders why these things were not done be-
fore in order to make a path to democracy in
a country that has seen sadly little of it.

For the OAS, Haiti has come to be a test
case of its pledge to make the the preserva-
tion of democracy in its member states its
prime explicit mission. The failure of the
OAS so0 far in Haiti has generated a profound
crisis in the hemispheric organization. It is a
crisis freshly aggravated by events in Guate-
mala, where a civilian president, under mili-
tary pressure, yesterday suspended the con-
stitution and dissolved the congress. The
OAS foreign ministers are to meet June 6 in
Managua in what is shaping up as pivotal
moment for democracy in the post-Cold War
Americas.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I
now ask unanimous consent that there
be a period for morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each.

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

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

THE PRESIDENT'S
RECONCILIATION PROPOSAL

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, this morning at
11:37, we are within a very brief period
of time since passage by the House of
Representatives, by a very mnarrow
vote, of the President’s reconciliation
proposal, which encompasses some very
major changes in the projected eco-
nomic future of this country.

It had been my hope at this time to
have been in Philadelphia, to have been
with President Clinton and other Mem-
bers of the Pennsylvania delegation,
and perhaps the New Jersey and Dela-
ware delegations, scheduled to meet
with President Clinton at 11:30 this
morning in anticipation of a program
in the Philadelphia City Hall court-
yard, where the President is going to
address the Nation and the world at 12
o'clock.

It is with regret that I could not be
there. But I thought it more important
to be on the floor to participate in the
debate on the campaign finance re-
form.

I do not want to take a moment or
two now to make some comments
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about the action of the House of Rep-
resentatives last night, and the future
of that important legislation as it will
be coming to the Senate when we re-
turn after the Memorial Day recess.

The feelings and concerns of the
American people is always critical. The
Members of both the House and the
Senate will be talking to our constitu-
ents in substantial measure during the
intervening recess.

My sense at the moment, Madam
President—both in terms of what I
have heard in my travels to my State
and in other parts of this country, and
from the very large volume of mail
coming into my office—is that the peo-
ple of Pennsylvania and the people of
America are opposed to what the Presi-
dent has suggested and what the House
has passed.

I believe the cornerstone of the prob-
lem is the failure of President Clin-
ton’s budget to have sufficient cuts in
Federal spending. You hear a great
many figures as to what the proportion
of cuts is to tax increases. Some range
as high as 5 to 1. The Congressional
Budget Office suggests that it is about
$2.74 of new taxes to $1.72 in cuts.

But I believe that it is plain that
there are insufficient cuts in what
President Clinton has proposed to be
real and satisfactory to the American
people. I urge the President and his as-
sistants to take a hard look at that
factor before the issue comes to the
Senate and before many of us are asked
to support that budget. There simply
are not enough cuts.

Speaking for myself—and I know for
many, many others on the other side of
the aisle among the Democrats; as well
as, I think, uniform Republican re-
sponse—there are insufficient cuts in
President Clinton's package to pass
this body.

The second factor of overwhelming
importance is the high incidence of
taxation. President Clinton’s bill has
been labeled as the heaviest tax in-
crease in the history of this country.
Considering the tax increases in the
history of this country, that is a sig-
nificant statement. 1 believe those
taxes have to be reanalyzed, reevalu-
ated, and reduced.

The energy tax, simply stated, is un-
acceptable. It is unacceptable to have
an energy tax which is regressive and
that hits the poor people of America.
There is an income tax credit which is
supposed to offset that energy tax, but
1 have read the fine print, and I think
it is unrealistic to expect that to hap-
pen.

The increased taxes on Social Secu-
rity recipients are too high. There is a
change in the taxable income on Social
Security recipients going down to
$32,000 for a married couple and $25,000
for an individual. Whatever one may
say about the willingness to tax the
wealthy, someone is not wealthy if
they are a married couple and earn
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$32,000 a year, or a single individual
earning $25,000 a year.

I make this statement, Madam Presi-
dent, the morning after, when there is
considerable jubilation at the White
House. And I accord the President his
day of jubilation, but we are going to
be looking at some very, very tough is-
sues when we come back after the Me-
morial Day recess.

I have said publicly and privately and
on the floor of the Senate that I want
to support the President where I can.
He is the new President, and we want
to give him a chance. But that is not a
blank check. One of the every fun-
damental principles of our constitu-
tional Government is separation of
powers; that is, Senators are independ-
ently elected, and we are supposed to
exercise our best judgment.

The second fundamental principle is
checks and balances on what it is the
Executive wants to do. I have read very
closely the morning news reports and
have seen the television stories, and
there is no doubt that there is tremen-
dous disquiet in the House of Rep-
resentatives among many of those who
voted in favor of the President’s bill,
which passed by a scant six vote mar-
gin.

It simply is not going to pass in this
body in its current form, in this Sen-
ator’s opinion. I make this statement
now before we begin the Memorial Day
recess because there is not going to be
a whole lot of time when we get back.
The Finance Committee will take up
the issue, and there may well be a
deadlock in the Finance Committee,
and other Senators have spoken out.

I made an extensive floor statement
on Monday of this week complimenting
those who have advanced new ideas.
When you lift your head above the
trenches in this body and in this town,
watch out. You have to be as quick to
avoid being shot. I think that is the
right approach, and there is ample no-
tice for the President and his assist-
ants to take heed and provide fun-
damental changes in this very, very
important measure.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
do not know how long we are going to
be in session yet today. I am advised
that the distinguished majority leader
is scheduled to come to the floor for
wrap-up at 12 noon. We may be in ses-
sion longer; I am not sure.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
insert in the RECORD a floor statement
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and a proposed bill for an extension of
time on certain compliance require-
ments in western Pennsylvania. It is
not quite finished. In the event I do not
have it ready for presentation, I ask
unanimous consent that I may insert it
into the RECORD at a later point today.

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

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

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

Mr. ROBB. Madam President, might I
inquire if the Senate is currently con-
ducting morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business.

Mr. ROBB. Thank you, Madam Presi-
dent.

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

Mr. ROBB. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. ROBB and Mr.
BOREN pertaining to the introduction
of S, 1068, are located in today's
RECORD under ‘“‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Madam President, are
we in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are.

Mr. COATS. I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 5 minutes in morning
business.

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

R —
HOMOSEXUALS IN THE MILITARY

Mr. COATS, Madam President, yes-
terday the President made the follow-
ing statement about a proposal on ho-
mosexuals in the military: I think we
are very close to a compromise.”’

The President indicated that he had
been in consultation with congres-
sional leaders.

I am puzzled as to who is involved in
that consultation. I can indicate that
none of us on the Republican side have
been engaged in any discussion with
the President on the so-called com-
promise that he has proposed.

And yesterday, on the floor, Senator
NUNN, who I think is the undisputed
congressional leader when it comes to
not only this issue, but all issues of
military importance, indicated:

I have not had any discussions with admin-
istration officials on the outlines of any pro-
posal on this issue that they may be working
on.

So I really do not know who the
President has been referring to when
he said he has been in discussion with
congressional officials.
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I also find it almost impossible to as-
certain where the President is on this
issue. For months, he has made un-
equivocal statements indicating that
he wants to lift the ban completely,
that he thinks the former policy is not
the policy that he would endorse, that
he would be issuing an Executive order
to lift that ban. He has repeated on nu-
merous occasions his support for the
complete lifting of the ban as advo-
cated by those in the homosexual com-
munity and those certainly in support
of that position.

Lately, there has been some equivo-
cation on his part in terms of whether
this will be the right political solution
to the problem. Apparently, in reading
the polls and the mail, the President
has decided that that former position
might not be one that he wants to em-
brace from a political standpoint.

This latest declaration has produced
all kinds of conflicting statements
coming from those who both support
lifting of the ban and those on who op-
pose lifting of the ban.

I have read now four different inter-
pretations of the members of the homo-
sexual community and those who advo-
cate lifting the ban as to what the
President means by saying he is close
to a compromise; four different inter-
pretations.

There is great confusion on the side
of those of us who do not advocate lift-
ing the ban, for reasons we have stated
and will continue to state as to what
the interpretation is of the President's
so-called compromise.

So I call upon the President, if he is
close to a compromise, to tell us ex-
actly what that compromise is and ex-
actly who is he consulting with on the
congressional side, because I think
there are a number of Members here
who have a very important stake in the
outcome of that issue that obviously
have indicated they have not been con-
sulted.

Now, many claim that the Presi-
dent's compromise is one which would
regulate conduct while on duty on
base, but allow the private conduct off
duty off base to be exempted from any
possible military oversight.

Well, I think this shows a real lack of
understanding of military life.

As the military has so often indi-
cated, there really is no such thing as
off duty for many of our people in uni-
form. What does it mean to be off duty
in Somalia? What does it mean to be
off duty in the Persian Gulf? What does
it mean to be off duty on an aircraft
carrier deployed at sea or a submarine
under the polar ice?

Really, what does it mean to be off
duty, even though you do your 8-to-5
job on base, or for the person who sim-
ply lives on the base and across the
street, or perhaps crosses the street
outside the base and lives in an apart-
ment across the street?

Senator NUNN pointed out yesterday
the participants of Tailhook were off
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duty. They were out of uniform. It was
a weekend. It supposedly was a purely
private matter.

Is the President going to endorse a
proposal which would allow the kind of
conduct that took place at the
Tailhook convention to be exempted
from any military regulation? I do not
think that is what he intends. Yet his
so-called compromise proposal indi-
cates that that is what he would like.

There is a serious proposal on the
table. That proposal has little to do
with the President’s plan or the Presi-
dent’'s comments. And that proposal is
Senator NUNN'S proposal. Many in Con-
gress are rushing to embrace it.

I have, however, some very serious
questions that I think need to be an-
swered to our satisfaction before we
can say that is the so-called solution to
this problem.

I am a hard-sell on the issue, because
there is a great deal at stake. What is
at stake is the most efficient, effective
military the world has ever seen; that
is a deterrent to aggression, a deter-
rent to war and brutality in many
places of the world; that has protected
our freedom for more than 200 years,
and I think an institution which many
of us takes a great deal of pride in,
which Americans take a great deal of
pride in.

It is more efficient now than it has
ever been, more effective now than it
has ever been, because of many of the
policies that have been adopted and
followed by the military and endorsed
by this Congress.

So I am very reluctant to change it,
particularly when those in the mili-
tary—not just the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
not just Colin Powell and Norm
Schwarzkopf—but all the people all the
way down through the ranks. Many on
down the ranks—sergeants, corporals,
privates, enlisted men, officers, and
others—tell us that a change in this
policy will seriously undermine the ef-
fectiveness, the normal discipline, the
good order, as Colin Powell has indi-
cated, that it is so important to the ef-
fectiveness of the military.

These are the questions, however, I
think that need some answers before
we can rush to embrace a ‘“‘don’'t ask,
don’t tell” compromise, which has been
offered, which is a serious proposal and
merits a serious discussion.

Question 1: What exactly does ‘‘don't
ask" mean? We know it is meant to
imply at induction or recruitment
time, but what about later? Can a com-
mander, with adequate reasons to do
so, ask the question? If the answer is
yes, then what is that commander’s re-
sponse to be? How will this affect in-
vestigations? How will this affect the
potential discharge proceedings? How
will this affect the morale of the unit,
and the military unit cohesiveness and
effectiveness that so many have told us
is important?

Question 2: What exactly does ‘“‘don’t
tell” mean? What about actions off
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base? For many soldiers, off base and
private time have no meaning. If a unit
knows a soldier is a homosexual, even
if he or she does not advertise it, all
the problems we have identified in the
six hearings we have had will still
exist.

Question 3: What will be the dis-
charge procedure? Will the military re-
tain its right to discharge homosexuals
because their presence is incompatible
with military service? What about
those who have been previously dis-
charged or those who are in the pipe-
line of discharge? What do we do with
those people?

Question 4: Will *‘don't ask, don't
tell” invite legal challenges? Can we
really write consistent, clear rules
which define ‘‘don’t tell’” which are
fairly applied? If not, will it lead di-
rectly to the courts? Do we sacrifice
the legal consistency of the military's
ban with ‘‘don’t ask, don’t tell”? Can
we really define for that commander
who has to make decisions in the field,
what “‘don’t tell” means? In terms of
every aspect of the private life or so-
called off-duty life or off-base life of a
military—enlisted or officer—individ-
ual? I am not so sure we can do that.

Finally, there is a question I am ask-
ing myself. Is ‘‘don’t ask, don't tell”
really not just a political answer to a
military problem? Homosexuality is ei-
ther consistent with military life or it
is inconsistent with military life. This
is the question that requires an answer.
All the testimony is clear. Why should
we muddy the water with ambivalence?
Are we finessing what we should be de-
ciding? Are we looking for a political
compromise that will just in the end
confuse our policy?

The issue seems to be moving quickly
but I hope not too quickly. We have
carefully explored lifting the ban and
it will not work. But we have not given
the same careful attention to the pro-
posed solution, the ‘‘don't ask, don't
tell” policy. People on both sides are
making assumptions that have yet to
be examined. The stakes are high
enough to justify patience and study,
not a rush to compromise. I hope this
body and the President and others
studying the issue at the Pentagon will
take the time to get the answers to the
questions so the final policy decision
that we make is the correct one.

1 yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RoBB). The Chair recognizes the major-
ity leader, Senator MITCHELL.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the following nominations:

Calendar 176. David T. Elwood, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Health and
Human Services;



May 28, 1993

Calendar 178. Charlene Barshefsky, to
be a Deputy U.S. Trade Representative,
with the rank of Ambassador;

Calendar 179. Rufus Hawkins Yerxa,
to be a Deputy U.S. Trade Representa-
tive, with the rank of Ambassador;

Calendar 187. Webster L. Hubbell, to
be Associate Attorney General;

Calendar 188. Drew S. Days III, to be
Solicitor General of the United States;

Calendar 189. Philip Benjamin
Heymann, to be Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral;

Calendar 190. Clarence L. Irving, Jr.,
to be Assistant Secretary of Commerce
for Communications and Information;

Calendar 191. D. James Baker, to be
Under Secretary of Commerce for
Oceans and Atmosphere;

Calendar 192. Arati Prabhakar, to be
Director of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology;

Calendar 193. Douglas Kent Hall, to
be Assistant Secretary of Commerce
for Oceans and Atmosphere;

Calendar 194. Stephen H. Kaplan, to
be General Counsel of the Department
of Transportation;

Calendar 195. Mortimer L. Downey,
to be Deputy Secretary of Transpor-
tation;

Calendar 196. Michael P. Huerta, to
be Associate Deputy Secretary of
Transportation;

Calendar 197. Kathryn D. Sullivan, to
be Chief Scientist of the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration;

Calendar 199. Steven Alan Herman, to
be an Assistant Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency;

Calendar 200. David Gardiner, to be
an Assistant Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency;

Calendar 201. Rodney E. Slater, to be
Administrator of the Federal Highway
Administration;

Calendar 202, Michael A. Stegman, to
be Assistant Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development,;

Calendar 203. Joseph Shuldiner, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development;

Calendar 204. Marilyn A. Davis, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development;

Calendar 205. Aida Alvarez, to be Di-
rector of the Office of Federal Housing
Enterprise Oversight;

Calendar 206. Andrew M. Cuomo, to
be an Assistant Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development,;

Calendar 207. Sally Katzen, to be Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs;

Calendar 208. Philip Lader, to be Dep-
uty Director for Management, Office of
Management and Budget;

Calendar 209. Steven S. Honigman, to
be General Counsel of the Department
of the Navy;

Calendar 210. Edward L. Warner III,
to be an Assistant Secretary of De-
fense;

Calendar 211. Anita K. Jones, to be
Director of Defense Research and Engi-
neering;
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Calendar 212. Harold P. Smith, Jr., to
be Assistant to the Secretary of De-
fense for Atomic Energy;

Calendar 213. Deborah Roche Lee, to
be Assistant Secretary of Defense;

Calendar 214. Emmett Paige, Jr., to
be an Assistant Secretary of Defense;

Calendar 215. Walter Becker
Stocombe, to be Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Policy;

Calendar 216. Brig. Gen. Michael J.
Nardotti, Jr., and Brig. Gen. Kenneth
D. Gary, to be the Judge Advocate Gen-
eral; major general, the Assistant
Judge Advocate General, and major
general, respectfully;

Calendar 217, Marilyn McAfee, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of
America to the Republic of Guatemala;

Calendar 218, William Thornton
Pryce, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit-
ed States of America to the Republic of
Honduras;

Calendar 219. John Howard Francis
Shattuck, to be Assistant Secretary of
State for Human Rights and Humani-
tarian Affairs;

Calendar 220. James Richard Cheek,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Argentina; and

Calendar 221. Joan E. Spero, to be
U.S. Alternate Governor of the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and
Development; U.S. Alternate Governor
of the Inter-American Development
Bank; U.S. Alternate Governor of the
African Development Bank; U.S. Alter-
nate Governor of the African Develop-
ment Fund; U.S. Alternate Governor of
the Asian Development Bank; and U.S.
Alternate Governor of the European
Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment;

I further ask unanimous consent that
the nominees be confirmed, en bloc,
that any statements appear in the
RECORD as if read, that the motions to
reconsider be laid upon the table, en
bloe, that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate's action,
and that the Senate return to legisla-
tive session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado reserves the right
to object.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I shall
not object but I wanted to at least
place in the RECORD my concerns about
the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development. This particular
bank, after its first 2 years of oper-
ation, had spent over $300 million on
overhead and they had only loaned
about $240 million. It is a scandal of
major proportions. Their offices, for
example, were decorated at a cost of
somewhere in the neighborhood of $87
million, according to the Financial
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Times of London. When they did not
like the marble that was originally put
in the office it was replaced at a cost of
$1.2 million.

This particular entity I think is a
poster child of waste and corruption.
This occurred under the previous ad-
ministration, not this administration.
The nominee that is included in the
list here, Ms. Spero, is concerned about
it. I have talked to her about it. She
has not, however, given a commitment
that she will vote to get rid of the
president of this bank.

She has, however, indicated the ad-
ministration’s interest in clearing this
up—there is an audit report that is due
out in June—and committed to refer
that to the Congress and to the Foreign
Relations Committee.

Mr. President, I will not object. Ms.
Spero has convinced me that she is
concerned about this matter. I must
say, though, I would feel much better if
the administration were committed to
getting rid of the president of this
bank. It is clear he is totally incapable
of proper management and his record is
one of a scandalous wa<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>