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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, July 14, 1994 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Breathe into us, 0 gracious God, the 
breath of life , that spirit of faith and 
hope and love that overcomes our 
doubts and gives the assurance of all 
good things. Lift us, 0 God, from any 
self-righteousness or arrogance, so we 
see more clearly the steps we should 
take and the paths we should follow. 
May Your good word that comes new 
every morning forgive us, bless us , lead 
us , heal us, and follow us all the days 
of our lives. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I , the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Indiana [Mr. VISCLOSKY] come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY led the Pledge of Al
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed bills of the 
following titles, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 2182. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1995 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con
struction, and for defense programs of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe person
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes; 

S. 2206. An act to revise and streamline the 
acquisition laws of the Federal Government, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 2207. An act to revise, streamline, and 
reform the acquisition laws of the Federal 
Government, and for other purposes; 

S. 2209. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1995 for military construction, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 2210. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1995 for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, and for other pur
poses; and 

S. 2211. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1995 for m111tary activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy; to prescribe person
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces; to revise and streamline the 
acquisition laws of the Federal Government; 
and for other purposes. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will re

ceive 15 requests per side for 1-minute 
statements. 

AN " A" FOR DEMOCRATS IN 
CONGRESS 

(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, the 
midsession economic review is in and I 
am happy to say that the economic 
plan put forward by President Clinton 
and passed by the Democrats in Con
gress got an "A." 

Unemployment for the month of 
June is at 6 percent-down more than a 
full percentage point from last year. 
Now, 6,398 private sector jobs are being 
created every day. In the first 17 
months of the Clinton administration, 
3.8 million jobs have been created, 
compared to only 2.4 million jobs dur
ing the entire previous 4 years. 

The deficit is down and continuing to 
fall. The deficit is projected at 2.5 per
cent of gross domestic product in 1997, 
down from 4.9 percent in 1992. And, for 
the first time since Harry Truman was 
in the White House, the deficit will be 
cut 3 years in a row. 

Government spending has been cut, 
and the Government work force will be 
reduced by over 200,000 jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, under the Democratic 
policy the people are clearly better off 
today because of the economic plan. 
We must now build on that success and 
pass real health care reform that pro
viders universal coverage and controls 
costs. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

(Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, national columnist Robert 
Samuelson had this to say about the 
drive to reform health care in Con
gress: 

The best thing Congress could do now on 
heal th care is to start over next year. The 
most important social legislation in a quar
ter century should not be approved as a last
minute, poorly-understood patchwork. From 
the start the debate has suffered from Clin
ton 's wild promises that they could achieve 
universal coverage with very little extra 
cost. This has produced five inconsistent 
congressional bills that all , in one way or an
other, fantasize a health care future that 
will never happen. 

I have been one who believes and con
tinues to believe that we need fun
damental reform in health care. We 
need fundamental reform that leaves 
health care, one-seventh of the econ
omy, in the private sector for delivery. 

I am one who believes that we could 
do this in Congress. However, if it is 
the Democrats' position to politically 
insist, and their political insistence 
keeps us from curing the ills of the 
health care system without killing the 
patient, the Democrat partisanship 
that kept a bipartisan solution from 
reaching the floor. I think we should 
have fundamental reforms. If President 
Clinton is going to insist on his way or 
the highway, then Mr. Samuelson may 
be right. Nothing will be done. I hope 
that is not the case. We need fun
damental reform for a private care sys
tem that stays in the private sector. 
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MORE ON HEALTH CARE REFORM 
(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, as we 
move forward on heal th care reform, I 
want to remind my colleagues to be 
particularly sensitive to the special 
needs of improving the heal th care in 
underserved communities, both in 
rural and inner cities. 

The main problems that need to be 
addressed in order to improve rural 
health care are: The shortage and 
underpayment of primary care provid
ers; the need for capital to upgrade 
rural facilities; and the problems faced 
by serving fragile, at-risk patients, es
pecially the elderly. 

The director of the North Carolina 
Office of Rural Health, and my dear 
friend, Mr. James D. Bernstein, rec
ommends that to work toward solving 
these problems we must first develop 
programs that will ensure that rural 
health care practices offer a package of 
incentives and a positive practice envi
ronment to attract the providers they 
need. 

Also, we need to provide both long
term and short-term work force strate
gies, such as scholarships and loan re
payment as well as long-term financial 
and reimbursement incentives. We 
must ensure that our rural health care 
facilities receive the funding they need 
for physical upgrades and guarantee 
rural citizens that their health care 
will not be second class. 

Any health care reform that does not 
address the needs of rural America will 
not serve or benefit those hard-working 
families that made our country great. 

POSSIBLE INVASION OF HAITI 
(Mr. GILLMOR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, Presi
dent Clinton is considering a military 
invasion of Haiti. That would be a mis
take and the answer to that idea 
should be just plain no. There is no 
doubt that the current dictatorship of 
Haiti is a brutal dictatorship, but there 
are brutal dictatorships all around the 
world. Are we supposed to invade every 
one of them? The answer is clearly no. 
We cannot be the world's policeman in 
every instance. 

American lives should be put in 
harm's way only if there is a clear na
tional interest in doing so and that is 
not the case with Hai ti. Apparently, 
the reason for this invasion would be to 
restore to power the person who held 
power briefly before. When he did, his 
regime committed human rights abuses 
similar to the current dictatorship. If 
we restore him to power by military 
force and he does it again, does that 
make the United States an accomplice 
to these human rights abuses? 

If we want to keep him in power and 
try to prevent the abuses, how many 
years will our troops have to stay there 
and how many American lives will be 
lost. 

Bill Clinton's foreign policy has been 
a continual series of embarrassments 
and disasters for the United States. 
This administration's foreign policy is 
like a foreign policy conducted by Ab
bott and Costello. We do not need to 
make another mistake by invading 
Haiti. 

SUCCESS OF THE DEMOCRATS' 
ECONOMIC PLAN 

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, 1 year 
ago, the Democrats in this House 
fought for an economic plan to reverse 
the economic decay and decline that 
had plagued our Nation for 4 years-by 
cutting Federal spending, slashing the 
Federal deficit, and giving tax breaks 
to working people. 

The Republican Party, for all their 
talk of fiscal responsibility, refused to 
lift a finger to help us. They called our 
plan a job killer-even though it has 
created more than 6,000 private sector 
jobs every single day. 

They said it was a one-way ticket to 
a recession-a subject the Republicans 
know a thing or two about, since they 
plunged our Nation into recession dur
ing the Bush years. 

But now the verdict is in. We have 
more than twice the economic growth 
of the Bush years. New jobs are being 
created all over the country-more in 
18 months than during the entire Bush 
administration. More new businesses 
are being incorporated than ever before 
in our history. 

There is a story behind those statis
tics. When you walk through my own 
town of St. Louis, you see Help Wanted 
signs in shop windows. There is so 
much new construction taking place, 
they have issued a nationwide call for 
construction workers, because there 
are not enough to meet the demand. 

We still have a long way to go-more 
jobs to create, more businesses and 
families to help. 

But as we move toward this N ovem
ber's elections, the American people 
have to ask themselves a serious ques
tion: 

Can we really trust a party that 
played politics when we were trying to 
make serious economic policy? 

If the Republicans still think the 
Democratic economic plan is a job kill
er, then let us face it: the jobs they are 
talking about must be their own. 
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TIME TO DO SOMETHING ABOUT 
AN OVERSIZED GOVERNMENT 

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, the ma
jority leader just outlined for us the 
plan for the largest tax increase in 
American history. We all wonder why 
Americans had to work until July 10, 
Sunday of this past week, to pay for 
government, because that was the cost 
of government day. The average Amer
ican had to work until July 10 to pay 
for all of the cost of government at 
every level. Fifty-three percent of the 
Nation's income is going to pay for 
government, and yet President Clinton 
and the majority leader and other lib
eral Democrats wanted · to impose gov
ernment-run health care. 

Mr. Speaker, part of that plan re
quires an employer mandate, which is 
nothing more than a payroll tax. If 
that plan goes into effect, next year 
the cost of government day will not be 
on July 10, it will be on August 15, Au
gust 15. Americans will have to work 
all year until then to pay for the cost 
of government. 

Mr. Speaker, we all know govern
ment is too big and spends too much. It 
is time to do something about it. 

THE SUCCESSFUL DEFICIT 
REDUCTION ACT 

(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, last year 
critics of the 1993 Deficit Reduction 
Act disparaged the plan, claiming it 
would increase the deficit and ruin the 
middle class. Nevertheless, ever since 
its passage, we have heard nothing but 
good news as the deficit shrinks and 
the economy grows. 

Today, there is more good news for 
supporters of the package. Coupled 
with the strengthening economy, the 
Deficit Reduction Act has become even 
more of a success than anticipated. 

For the first time in two decades the 
deficit has decreased 2 years in a row . . 
As a percentage of the gross domestic 
product the deficit is down to 2.4 per
cent, half its previous level. 

Projections indicate a deficit for 1994 
$85 billion less than previously hoped 
for. However, we can do better. Our job 
is only half done. Passing a health care 
reform act will hammer the lid down 
on the deficit and ensure the econo
my's growth and the middle class' sta
bility. 

DEMOCRAT HEALTH CARE PLANS 
DESTRUCTIVE TO SMALL BUSI
NESS 
(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, 
Americans know this country is in 
trouble, and it is interesting to hear all 
of these great confessions of success 
from the other side today. It is inter
esting that the President's standing 
and the Democrats standing continues 
to drop in the polls as people get more 
and more worried about the future of 
this country. I must say, the country 
does not seem to share this euphoria 
about the success of the President's 
economic plan. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, the National 
Federation of Independent Businesses 
issued a bulletin: "How many employ
ers provide health insurance?" It says, 
that a Federal law, such as that pro
posed by President Clinton and Con
gressional Democrats, requiring all 
employers to provide coverage to all 
employees, including part-timers, will 
have a significant, destructive impact 
on all small firms. 

Elsewhere in this bulletin it observes 
that less than half-40-45 percent-the 
employers provide heal th insurance of 
any kind to any portion of their em
ployment force. Therefore, the reality, 
as the NFIB observes, is that the 
Democrats' health care plans, includ
ing the President's plan, will be highly 
destructive to small businesses because 
it will raise their costs of doing busi
ness. Businesses will have to cut costs 
in response, and this response will in
clude job cuts. So the very jobs the 
Democrats claim President Clinton has 
created with his economic plan will be 
wiped out by his health care plan-a 
plan which analysts project could cost 
up to 1 million jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to reform 
heal th insurance to make it more af
fordable, but we do not need any more 
taxes laid on the backs of business or 
the American people. They are suffo
cating from taxes and regulation as it 
is. 

THE CIA'S PINOCCHIO SYNDROME 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
CIA said Frank Olson committed sui
cide 40 years ago. The Frank Olson 
family said the CIA murdered their fa
ther. Now documents prove that Frank 
Olson was an unknowing participant in 
a secret LSD experiment at the CIA. 
All we know is he turned erratic. The 
CIA said he jumped out a window, com
mitted suicide, but they never found 
any glass fragments, and the hotel 
night manager said Frank Olson did 
not commit suicide 40 years ago. Whom 
do we believe now, Mr. Speaker? 

The CIA said we did not mine the 
harbors in Nicaragua, we did not pub
lish a death threat manual, we had 

nothing to do with the Chilean coup, 
we knew nothing about Panama 103. 
Who do we believe, Mr. Speaker? I say 
the CIA, if there is any truth, is suffer
ing from a Pinocchio syndrome, and 
their nose now stretches from Langley 
to Casablanca, all the way to Disney 
World, to the Congress of the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to know. I want 
to know what happened to Frank 
Olson. I am asking for a congressional 
investigation. Is the CIA responsible 
for that death? It is time we find out 
about that agency. 

HAITI: A WAYWARD POLICY OR A 
POLICY IN SEARCH OF A WAY? 

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
lately I have picked up the morning 
paper wondering if I would not be read
ing about a United States invasion of 
Haiti. Such an expedition would of 
course be understandable. Who could 
blame us with all the international em
barrassment this dreaded Caribbean 
super power has brought us. 

Naturally, Mr. Speaker, I am being 
sarcastic. What American could pos
sibly enjoy watching their country 
take a fourth policy flip-flop in no less 
than 2 years. 

And for those colleagues of mine who 
disagree, I would point out that our 
record, as a House, is very clear. In fact 
one might even argue that it is trans
parent, maintaining the status quo at 
the expense of our Armed Forces, our 
international reputation, and our prin
ciples. 

We need a policy, such as Mr. Goss' 
Haitian Safe Haven Program, that is 
based on conviction of beliefs, rather 
than the latest poll. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you to join me in 
urging the administration and my col
leagues in calling on the administra
tion for a sound Haitian policy. This is 
fair to the people of both Hai ti and the 
United States. Poorly thought out po
sitions are not. 

BULLDAWG STATEMENT ON 
HEALTH 

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the hard-working, 
taxpaying, middle class. 

I rise in support of strong health care 
reform. 

The "Just-Say-No Club" tells 37 mil
lion Americans who have no health in
surance, and the millions more who are 
dangerously underinsured that we need 
to "slow down" on health care reform. 
They tell us that our current health 

care system works just fine-there is 
no need "fix something that isn't bro
ken." Well, the gridlock gang is at it 
again. 

Their leaders tell the American peo
ple that they are for bipartisan reform, 
though its on their terms. Then they 
instruct their Members to vote against 
any idea put forth by a Democrat. 
There is a great deal of partisan poli
tics holding up health care reform, but 
it ain't the Democrats. 

It is time for the American people to 
remind those right-wing, ever publicly 
uttering baloney, "Just-Say-No Club" 
who they work for. 

I rise today to tell the hard-working 
American taxpayers that we are fight
ing for you-not the monied special in
terests. 

URGING MEMBERS TO COSPONSOR 
THE MEDICAL MALPRACTICE 
FAIRNESS ACT OF 1994 
(Mr. GRAMS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if 
anyone at the White House has noticed 
that none of the health care reform 
bills reported out of committee in the 
House has any meaningful medical 
malpractice reform. 

I wonder if the First Lady and the 
President noticed that their 1,300 page 
blueprint for Government-run health 
care had a huge omission in it-no 
meaningful medical malpractice re
form. 

Is it not interesting, Mr. Speaker, 
that the White House claims that spe
cial interests are holding health care 
reform hostage? On the contrary, I con
tend that it is the White House and the 
Democrat leadership being held hos
tage by special interests. These special 
interests would lose out if serious med
ical malpractice reform is enacted. 

Serious medical malpractice reform 
would save consumers billions of dol
lars each year, in particular it would 
reduce the cost of the typical hospital 
stay by an estimated $500 or more, re
duce the rate of defensive medicine, 
and reduce the cost of liability insur
ance. 

The Medical Malpractice Fairness 
Act of 1994, which I will soon introduce 
will bring about these savings. Many 
provisions in this bill have the strong 
support of former Vice President Dan 
Quayle, a vigorous advocate for serious 
tort and medical malpractice reform. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to help 
free the White House and Democrat 
leadership from the vice-like grip of 
the special interests by becoming origi
nal cosponsors of the Medical Mal
practice Fairness Act of 1994 and ulti
mately passing this desperately needed 
legislation. 
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ECONOMY STILL GROWING 
(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
there is good news on the economic 
front. Unemployment is down, Federal 
spending is down, the deficit is down, 
and the economy, well, it is still grow
ing. 

New deficit estimates show that the 
President's economic programs are a 
remarkable success, reducing the defi
cit 2 years in a row for the first time in 
two decades. And, the projected deficit 
for fiscal year 1994 is now $220 billion, 
$85 billion less than was projected prior 
to the President's economic plan, and 
even $15 billion lower than was pro
jected this February. Mid-year projec
tions show that the 1995 deficit is ex
pected to decline $167 billion, some $135 
billion less than projected. 

The President's economic policies are 
moving America forward and putting 
people back to work. Nearly 6,398 pri
vate sector jobs a day are being cre
ated, more new jobs have been created 
in the last year than in all of the pre
vious 4 years. 

Yet and still, we hear all of the talk 
from the naysayers on the other side of 
the aisle who say that this President is 
headed in the wrong direction, and that 
our economy is on the wrong track. I 
say, tell that to the 6,398 people who 
find new jobs in the private sector each 
day. Tell that to all of the people who 
have come off unemployment and 
found work in the last year. 

Oh, no, our economy is headed in the 
right direction all right, it is headed 
up. It is still growing. 

Let us hear it for the Democratic ad
ministration. 

COST OF GOVERNMENT DAY 
(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to mark Cost of 
Government Day as July 10, 1994. This 
is the first day of the year that the av
erage American worker has earned 
enough gross income to pay off his or 
her share of the cost of Government in
cluding taxes, borrowing, regulations, 
and mandates. Although we celebrated 
our national independence on July 4, 
Americans could not celebrate their 
independence from Government until 
July 10. 

A constituent of mine, Mr. Bobby 
Resh of Hagerstown, MD, is the owner 
of Richardson 's Restaurant and has 
told me over and over again how bur
densome regulations have stifled the 
growth of his small business. Specifi
cally, the Family and Medical Leave 

Act, although it is well intentioned 
legislation, has impeded him from ex
panding his company and caused him 
to keep his number of employees under 
50. 

In addition, the threat of employer 
mandates being included in health care 
reform had also caused him great con
cern. He fears that he will not be able 
to afford this added cost to his busi
ness. In fact, the group Americans for 
Tax Reform Foundation estimates that 
passage of a Government-run health 
care system will push Cost of Govern
ment Day to August 10. 

The Federal Government is too big 
and it spends, taxes, and regulates too 
much. The American people are sick 
and tired of spending over half of the 
year working for the Government and I 
think the November election will un
derscore this fact. 

WELFARE REFORM CAPS 
(Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak
er, Wisconsin has prided itself on our 
efforts to reform our welfare system 
because we accept the goal of making 
it so that people would always be bet
ter off by working than not working. 
We are proud that another Wiscon
sinite, Secretary Donna Shalala, is 
leading the effort for the administra
tion. 

President Clinton has put forward a 
very solid road map that we can build 
on. He has set forward the goals of 
making work pay, the goals of curbing 
teen pregnancy, to try and put an em
phasis on prevention and having teen
agers live with their parents rather 
than in their own apartments; to col
lect child support to ease the burden on 
taxpayers so that they do not have to 
raise other peoples' children; to put 
time limits on the system so that we 
can turn a welfare check into a pay
check. 

Mr. Speaker, I applaud our chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIB
BONS]. He has indicated he is going to 
try and move this bill forward and I 
say let us move it forward, pass it, 
work together and get it done. 

REQUEST DENIED FOR FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT HANDBOOK CAPS 
(Mr. WALKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tlewoman asked a few moments ago 
what the American people want from 
this President. I think the answer is 
simple. We want competence. 

Mr. Speaker, the concern I have this 
morning is that the Clinton adminis
tration is once again stonewalling. In 

this case one of my constituents has 
been unable to attain a simple person
nel handbook used to train and orient 
new schedule C or political employees 
from the U.S. Office of Personnel Man
agement. 

My constituent requested the mate
rial to review as a part of his academic 
graduate studies. He has contacted the 
personnel offices in all 50 States with 
very positive responses and had hoped 
to include the Federal Government's 
handbook. 

After several months, several letters, 
several phone calls and several re
quests for the handbook, he was told to 
file a Freedom of Information Act re
quest with OPM's general counsel. 
After learning that OPM could not 
comply with the 20-day time period re
quired by law. He was told he could file 
a court suit against the Federal Gov
ernment to get he handbook. 

Two months after he filed the FOIA, 
he received ·an OPM final determina
tion for his request, a denial, get this, 
for a draft handbook. 

Mr. Speaker, why will not the Clin
ton administration share their person
nel handbook which is to train and ori
ent new political appointees? I wonder 
what is in that book that makes them 
stonewall on this one? 

GOOD NEWS ON DEFICIT 
REDUCTION 

(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, this week the House of Rep
resentatives passed the 13th of 13 ap
propriations bills, on budget and on 
time, and the Office of Management 
and Budget released its midsession re
view on the economy. This review con
tains good news for those who care 
about deficit reduction and about the 
health of this economy. The 5-year 
budget plan passed last year will 
produce $692 billion in deficit reduc
tion, and it achieves $135 billion in defi
cit reduction in 1995 alone. As a per
centage of the gross domestic product, 
the 1995 deficit will be 2.4 percent. That 
is less than half of the 4.9 percent of 
1992, and it is the lowest level of any 
year since before Ronald Reagan's 
budget-busting Presidency. 

The 218 Members who voted for last 
year's budget deserve credit for getting 
past the posturing on deficit reduction 
and making responsible budgeting a re
ality again. The economy continues to 
respond well, showing once again how 
far off base the prophets of doom and 
gloom have been. Unemployment is 
down, and we have created 3.5 million 
private sector jobs since January of 
last year. That is twice as many as 
were created in the previous 4 years 
combined. 

Mr. Speaker, those 13 appropriations 
bills contain some good news, too, 



July 14, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16515 
showing the importance of not only 
spending less but also spending what 
we do spend in a more intelligent and 
targeted fashion that pays off for this 
economy in the future. 

We have come a long way, Mr. Speak
er, but we have a great deal more to do, 
particularly in the area of health care 
reform. Health care costs still threaten 
to undo the progress we have made on 
the deficit. In the coming weeks, we 
have got to pass a reform bill that cov
ers all Americans and gets those costs 
under control. 

INTRODUCING COST OF GOVERN
MENT DAY 1994 RESOLUTION 

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, while July 
4th was Independence Day-the day we 
celebrated our liberation from Great 
Britain-it was not until July 10 that 
Americans were liberated from their 
own Government. July 10th marked the 
second annual Cost of Government 
Day, the day when Americans earned 
enough income to pay off their share of 
the combined costs of taxes, Govern
ment spending, and regulation. 

According to Americans for Tax Re
form, Federal regulatory costs are esti
mated-conservatively-at $600 billion 
annually. This translates into $2,500 for 
every man, woman, and child in Amer
ica. Much of this cost is so hidden that 
it does not show up on any sales or 
paycheck receipts. 

Our economy cannot bear the burden 
indefinitely. However, President Clin
ton wan ts to impose a heal th care re
form plan on us that would push Cost 
of Government Day back 31 days-the 
single greatest jump in the cost of Gov
ernment in our Nation's history. 

As chairman of COGD, today I am in
troducing a resolution establishing 
July 10, 1994, as "Cost of Government 
Day." Additionally, at 11 a.m. today I 
will hold a press conference to discuss 
Cost of Government Day, and in par
ticular the burden of regulation on the 
restaurant industry. I invite my col
leagues to join me. 

The Government is much too big and 
much too burdensome. If Americans 
are to succeed in today's highly com
petitive economy, we must break the 
chokehold of regulations around the 
neck of every budding entrepreneur 
and let them breathe-and therefore 
compete-freely. 

INTRODUCTION OF SENSE OF CON
GRESS RESOLUTION CONCERN
ING RURAL HEALTH CARE 
(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning we have heard much on health 

care, and let me remind my colleagues 
that our Nation 's citizens in rural com
munities must receive the same qual
ity health care as their counterparts in 
the cities. Twenty-seven percent of our 
Nation's population reside in rural 
communities and nearly one-third lack 
adequate primary care. Recruitment 
and retention of primary care providers 
in rural areas are vital to true heal th 
care reform. 

Rural hospitals are experiencing fi
nancial shortfalls and many are going 
broke. In addition, rural communities 
have a disproportionate share of trans
portation dependent individuals, yet do 
not receive their fair share of Federal 
transit revenues. 

I have introduced a sense-of-the-Con
gress resolution, House Concurrent 
Resolution 69, which states that rural 
health care concerns should be ad
dressed in any Federal health care leg
islation. Mr. Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to cosponsor this legislation 
and provide rural residents with the 
adequate health care access and serv
ices they need and deserve. End the in
justice to rural America and cosponsor 
House Concurrent Resolution 69. 

PROTECT THE AMERICAN FAMILY 
(Mr. CALVERT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, this 
week, Americans are celebrating their 
freedom. 

By July 10, the men and women of 
this country had earned enough for the 
year to pay their State, local and Fed
eral taxes and the costs of Government 
regulations. 

That leaves a little less than half of 
the year for most families to earn 
enough money to pay for their homes, 
food, automobiles, maybe a family va
cation if they are lucky, and possibly 
some savings for their kids' college 
education. 

.Is there any question why our society 
has so many problems when it now 
takes most families two incomes to 
make the equivalent after-tax income 
of a family with one income in the 
1950's? 

Mr. Speaker, if we really want to 
solve America's problems, we have to 
enlist the help of America's families. 

And, the only way to enlist their 
help, is by freeing them from many of 
the burdens that the Government has 
put on them. 

A great jurist once said, "the power 
to tax is the power to destroy." 

If we want to protect the American 
family, we must cease destroying it by 
taxing it to death. 

THE CLINTON ECONOMIC PLAN IS 
WORKING 

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 

House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker and Members of the House, P /2 
years ago, President Clinton stood be
fore this House and said that we had 
some tough decisions as a Nation to 
make. The most difficult one was to 
get a handle on the deficit that was 
soaring out of control, and it has 
soared out of control for the past 12 
years. 

He asked the Congress of the United 
States to join him in an effort to re
duce the deficit by over $500 billion 
over the next 5 years. We made the de
cision to support his economic plan. 
Unfortunately, the Republicans would 
not join in that effort. 

But that plan is now in place, and we 
are starting to see the results, and they 
far exceed what anybody had antici
pated, with lower inflation and greater 
job growth, with the fact that the defi
cit reduction now may almost ap
proach $700 billion in that same 5 
years. 

We have taken the deficit premium 
out of the interest rates. People once 
again can afford 'mortgages. The afford
ability of houses is greater for the 
American family now than at any time 
in 20 years. Businesses have been able 
to refinance their debt, to pay off debt 
and to start reinvesting in job-creation 
investments within our communities. 
We start to see the homebuilding in
dustry again come alive as people start 
to look for new homes. As people have 
been able to refinance their homes and 
to pay off debt, we see that again 
consumer confidence is at an all-time 
high. 

The fact is that the Clinton economic 
plan is working, and it is working for 
America. America's families and Amer
ica's businesses are reaping the bene
fits of the decisions that were made in 
this Congress to support the Presi
dent's economic plan. We have to stick 
with that plan. We have to encourage 
it, and we have to get the country to 
understand the difficulties of those re
ductions, but the benefits that they 
have given to the country. 

MORALE IN OUR MILITARY AT AN 
ALL-TIME LOW 

(Mr. DORNAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thanksgiving, I took two of my grand
children to the roof of the Capitol. 
They helped me fly 196 flags for the 30 
men killed in action in Somalia and 
the 166 who were wounded. 

This July 4, just a few days ago, I 
went back to the Capitol and flew flags 
for the families of Michael Durant's 
helicopter crew and the two senior ser
geants who went to their rescue, sac
rificed their lives, and won the Medal 
of Honor for their heroic action. 



16516 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 14, 1994 
SUPPORT HEALTH CARE 

COVERAGE FOR ALL AMERICANS 
There was a Medal of Honor cere

mony at the White House on May 23 for 
these two deceased heroes. Both of 
their fathers considered not shaking 
the President's hand. One of them ac
tually did refuse to shake his hand. 
After a long discussion, this father told 
the President that he was not qualified 
to lead a military operation, that he 
did not feel he had the experience to be 
Commander-in-Chief, and that he, as a 
father , was personally offended that 
Mr. Clinton flew Mr. Aideed, the war
lord killer of his son, down to Kenya 
using Marine guards and an Army air
plane. 

Mr. Clinton said, "We are not in the 
business of assassinating world lead
ers.'' Ai deed, a world leader? And the 
father asked, "But it is all right for my 
son and 18 other Rangers and Special 
Ops guys to die?" 

Then the father told the President he 
had nothing more to say to him. 

The New York Times knew that story 
and spiked it. USA Today spiked it. 
CNN spiked it. And I intend to find out 
why. 

I spoke to this father just a few days 
before I flew a flag for his son. And, 
yesterday I spoke to a naval officer 
who felt humiliated that he was asked 
to carry hors d'oeuvres and finger 
sandwiches at the White House during 
a partisan, political reception. 

This is about the 11th incident di
rected against the military topped off 
this last break by Mr. Clinton sending 
condolences and referring to a Com
munist dictator Kim II-song, as a great 
leader, who upon his death the world 
cheered, the world of liberty that is. 

Mr. Speaker, the morale in the mili
tary is at an all-time low, and I will 
later do a 5-minute special order and 
document the specific reasons why. 

WHAT THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 
EXPECT OF CONGRESS 

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, former 
heavyweight boxing champion Joe 
Lewis used to say to his opponents, 
"They can run, but they can't hide." 

My Republican friends today have 
taken to the well to argue about the 
good old days of Republican leadership, 
the good old days of Reagan and Bush. 
Well, I happened to be in Congress dur
ing those so-called good old days: run
away deficits which our kids will con
tinue to pay off for decades to come, 
broken promises time and again about 
the so-called new economic order, 
gridlock here on the floor of the House 
of Representatives so nothing could be 
done, excuses after excuses and pious 
speeches about balanced budgets and 
fiscal responsibility. Those were the so
called good old days of Reagan and 
Bush. 

I 
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The American people remember what 
happened during Bush's Presidency. We 
had the slowest economic growth in 50 
years in this country, the slowest job 
creation since World War II. 

So last year President Clinton had 
the guts to stand up and say, "We are 
going to do something about the defi
cit, and I will take the heat if nec
essary. I need Members of Congress to 
stand behind me to get the deficits cre
ated by Reagan and Bush under con
trol." 

The President could not get one Re
publican vote to support that effort. 
But the American people now know 
that those Members who stood behind 
the President and voted for that plan 
are people who can take credit for an 
economy that is starting to turn 
around. 

Think about yourself and your neigh
bors who have been able to refinance 
your home mortgage and save literally 
hundreds of dollars a month; 51/ 2 mil
lion American families have been able 
to do it. Think about the fact that in 
my home State of Illinois we have the 
lowest unemployment this month that 
we have had in 15 years. 

Sure, there is a lot more to be done, 
but working together on a bipartisan 
basis to solve our economic problems, 
standing behind the President to really 
address these serious economic chal
lenges is what the American people ex
pect of Congress. 

STOP! DON'T SHOOT! 
(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, Stop. 
Don't shoot. 

That is the message Republicans are 
sending to President Clinton regarding 
the employer mandate on small busi
nesses. 

The President's employer mandate is 
a gun aimed at the heart of many 
struggling small companies in Amer
ica. And despite the President's assur
ances, the mandate will not even 
achieve the goal of universal coverage. 

Some experts now ref er to triggers as 
a possible solution to the employer 
mandate problem. But a trigger is a 
mandate at a later time. Instead of 
shooting small businesses today, the 
trigger would shoot small businesses 
some time in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, the employer mandate 
is a bad idea. It means an 8 percent 
payroll tax for each employee. It will 
kill at least a million jobs. And it will 
hurt economic expansion. 

I urge the President to discard his 
employer mandate and work with the 
Republicans towards a common sense 
ap.ffroach to health care reform. Don't 
s~oot our small businesses, with or 
rithout our finger on the tfigger. 

I 
I 
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(Mr. HAMBURG asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Speaker, some 
say we can compromise on the basic 
goal of universal health care coverage, 
that covering most Americans is good 
enough. 

But who are the millions of American 
men, women, and children who would 
be left out? The people who will be left 
out are middle-class Americans. They 
are hard-working people with modest 
incomes who are unable to afford the 
full cost of covering themselves and 
their families. They are working Amer
icans who do not have health care cov
erage through their employers and who 
do not qualify for subsides. 

Well-off Americans will always be 
able to afford health care. The poorest 
in our society will continue to be cov
ered. But it is middle-class Americans 
who will lose if we pass health care re
form that only tinkers around the 
edges. It is time to support heal th care 
coverage for all Americans. 
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CONGRESS LOVES TO SPEND 
(Mr. LEWIS of California asked and 

was given permission to address tlw 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, Members and colleagues, I had not 
planned to address the House today, 
but I stood here in fascination watch
ing Democrat after Democrat come to 
the well displaying charts that suggest 
the lowest spending pattern in 15 years 
in this country. A colleague from the 
Committee on Appropriations came to 
brag from the fact that we are doing so 
much to reduce the deficit. 

Well, friends, we ought to remember 
the American public is not fooled eas
ily and the American taxpayer knows a 
lot better. The reality is that there 
have been some reductions in spending. 
They have all been in our defense sys
tems. Every other program in Govern
ment is spending more money this year 
than they were last year. The entitle
ment programs have expanded. Let us 
not kid anybody. People know the im
pact Government is having upon their 
lives. Somebody who comes and sug
gests that the Congress, one way or an
other, should take credit has really got 
to be kidding. I did not rise to praise or 
condemn this President or past Presi
dents. It is the Congress that is to 
blame. The Congress loves spending. 
Our committees expand their pro
grams. They have yet to see a program 
they just do not love. So every year 
they add to the deficit by expanding 
Congress-led spending. It is time that 
Congress led the change to reduce the 
deficit. 
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WAY DOWN 
(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I did not 
know my colleague on the Cammi ttee 
on Appropriations was going to precede 
me. My colleague surely knows, surely 
knows that discretionary spending is 
plummeting. Here is the chart: 1953, 
18.3 percent of gross domestic product 
spent on discretionary spending. That 
is down to 8.2 percent in 1994. 

Gridlock has ended and action has 
begun; that is the difference. 

The economy is growing. The econ
omy is creating jobs. The economy is 
growing at a faster rate than it did 
under Ronald Reagan and certainly 
under George Bush, which had the low
est level of economic growth and job 
creation in the past half-century. 

Ladies and gentlemen of this House, 
you and I both know that as a result of 
actions taken in this Congress we are 
creating 6,000 jobs per day in America. 
When I pointed out just a second ago 
about the economic growth, yes, let's 
talk facts. Here are the facts, not the 
rhetoric that we have heard, but the 
facts that exist, and why consumer 
confidence is up, why business con
fidence is up, why interest rates are re
maining down and job growth is over 
3.7 million new jobs, 90 percent in the 
private sector just over the last 18 
months. 

Economic growth of 1.5 percent under 
the previous administration in the 4 
years; 3.2 percent, higher than Reagan, 
higher than Carter, higher than Ford, 
higher than Nixon. Not until you go 
back to Johnson and Kennedy do you 
get the same kind of economic growth. 

Let us keep on track, create jobs, and 
make life better for all our citizens. 

DEFENSE SPENDING IS NOT 
DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like to say to the last speaker that 
he has, in his charts, defense spending. 
He is calling defense spending discre
tionary spending. So the question is, if 
you do away with all defense spending, 
of course discretionary spending will 
come down. Republicans do not believe 
defense is discretionary. We believe it 
is important that we have defense. And 
so does the Constitution. 

WHOSE AGENDA IS IT ANYWAY? 

Mr. Speaker, no mandates, no abor
tion coverage, no price controls, and no 
restrictions on the right to choose 
their own doctor. This is what the 
American people want. Yet, the admin
istration remains steadfast in its ef-

forts to push through a bill which has 
all these features. 

The crime bill is bottled up in con
ference. We must pass a tough crime 
bill which will ensure that more pris
ons are built, that repeat violent of
fenders are locked up for life, and that 
the death penalty is given as a sen
tence if the crime committed warrants 
it. 

Let 's listen to our constituency and 
have both of these tremendously im
portant pieces of legislation reflect the 
will of the American people. 

I believe we can pass a health bill 
which has no mandates and no new 
taxes but provide increased access and 
affordability. 

We can deliver a tough crime bill 
which is balanced and fair. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know about the 
rest of the country but I know the peo
ple in the Sixth District want Congress 
to listen to them. 

TRIBUTE TO LT. COMDR. NANCY S. 
FITZGERALD 

(Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak
er, I rise today to recognize a truly 
outstanding naval officer, Lt. Comdr. 
Nancy S. Fitzgerald, U.S. Navy, who is 
completing a distinguished tour of 
duty as a liaison officer at the depart
ment of the Navy's Office of Legisla
tive Affairs. It is a privilege for me to 
recognize several of her many out
standing achievements. 

Originally from Plantation, FL, 
Lieutenant Commander Fitzgerald re
ceived her undergraduate degree from 
the U.S. Naval Academy, Class of 1983. 
Following her commissioning as an en
sign, she reported to flight school in 
Pensacola, FL. In January 1985, then 
Ensign Fitzgerald achieved a signifi
cant milestone by earning her wings 
signifying her qualification as a naval 
aviator. 

Lieutenant Commander Fitzgerald's 
first tour of duty following flight 
school was flying EC-130Q aircraft sup
porting T ACAMO missions in the Pa
cific. She qualified as an aircraft com
mander in the EC-130Q and logged over 
1,500 hours on TACAMO missions. 
These flights were a crucial component 
in maintaining the submarine leg of 
the Nation's nuclear triad. In addition 
to her flying duties, Lieutenant Com
mander Fitzgerald also served as public 
affairs officer and manpower officer for 
her squadron. She was instrumental in 
the transition from the EC- 130Q air
craft to the E-6A as the squadron spe
cial projects officer. 

In July 1988, Lieutenant Commander 
Fitzgerald reported to the Naval Train
ing Support Unit in Waco, TX, as a 
flight instructor for the E-6A aircraft. 
In this role, she was responsible for 

training and qualifying numerous pi
lots in the E-6A to continue the vital 
T ACAMO missions. Following this 
tour, Lieutenant Commander Fitzger
ald was selected to return to her alma 
mater as a company commander at the 
U.S. Naval Academy. In May of this 
year, the plebes she first guided in 1990 
graduated and were commissioned en
signs and second lieutenants in the 
U.S. Navy and Marine Corps. 

Due to her outstanding performance 
at the Naval Academy, Lieutenant 
Commander Fitzgerald was hand 
picked to report to the Navy Legisla
tive Affairs Office. During her tenure 
Lieutenant Commander Fitzgerald's 
trademarks have been her tireless ef
forts and cordial professionalism in re
solving congressional inquiries. She is 
now going back to provide direct sup
port to our naval forces in a crucial po
sition on the staff of the Commander in 
Chief Atlantic Fleet. 

A naval officer of Lieutenant Com
mander Fitzgerald's integrity, commit
ment and talent is rare . While her ex
pertise will be genuinely missed, it 
gives me great pleasure to recognize 
her before my colleagues and wish her 
"Fair Winds and Following Seas." 

ENTITLEMENT EXPENDITURES EX
PLODING THROUGH THE CEILING 
(Mr. COBLE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. COBLE. I thank the Speaker. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. COBLE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding to me. 
I just think a couple of points prob

ably need ·to be made, based upon the 
Democratic leadership effort to try to 
defend the President's economic pro
gram. 

They suggest, for example, that dis
cretionary spending is going down. 
What they fail to point out is the fact 
that they have converted a lot of dis
cretionary spending over the years into 
welfare entitlement spending. Food 
stamps used to be discretionary spend
ing; they have made that now into an 
entitlement program. So naturally 
they can show discretionary spending 
going down but entitlement expendi
tures are exploding through the ceil
ing. 

So the charts are a little bit mislead
ing. 

Second, they are bragging about the 
fact that they have brought down the 
deficit numbers. The fact is that the 
deficit numbers that they are bragging 
about are higher than the highest point 
of the Reagan administration. That is 
not exactly success, in this gentle
man's book. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 
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MANAGEMENT CHANGES IN DOD 
(Mr. HUTTO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, the Fed
eral Government is big, complex, and 
inefficient. We find this in all depart
ments and agencies. But since I am in
volved with defense through my chair
manship of the Readiness Subcommit
tee on Armed Services, I want to take 
a moment to express appreciation to 
Secretary of Defense William Perry 
and DOD Comptroller John Hamre for 
their commitment to improving finan
cial management. Our subcommittee 
has been hammering at this for years. 
The lack of computer standardization 
and modernization, poor record keep
ing, and financial mismanagement in 
the Department of Defense can no 
longer be tolerated. In this time of 
funding shortfalls for our military, it is 
imperative that every dollar is prop
erly accounted for. I look forward to 
working with Secretary Perry and 
Comptroller Hamre in making needed 
financial management changes in DOD. 
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CONGRESS SHOULD DEBATE AND 

DECIDE IF HAITI IS TO BE IN
VADED 
(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I just re
turned from a meeting at which we in 
attendance were advised authori
tatively that, at least as of yesterday 
afternoon, the administration would 
not pledge to seek prior approval from 
the Congress with regard to an inva
sion of Haiti and that, likely, no such 
prior approval would be requested. 

Now, regardless of one's view on in
vasion of Haiti, and I myself am op
posed to it very forcefully, and just 
looking back to history shows that 
that would be a futile act, at least the 
American people deserve, because it is 
their daughters and sons who will be 
put in harm's way in the event an inva
sion takes place, the American people 
are entitled to have all of this issue 
and all of its nuances debated here on 
the floor of the House. 

I happen to agree with yesterday 's 
New York Times editorial entitled "No 
Good Reason To Invade Haiti." But 
once again, regardless of one 's views on 
the issue of invasion, I do hope that the 
administration will, in fact, seek ap
proval from this Congress for the pur
pose of putting United States troops in 
harm's way in an invasion of Haiti. 

CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION 
ACT OF 1994 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. VIS
CLOSKY). Pursuant to House Resolution 

422 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the further consideration of the 
bill, H.R. 518. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 518) 
to designate certain lands in the Cali
fornia Desert as wilderness, to estab
lish the Death Valley and Joshua Tree 
National Parks and the Mojave Na
tional Monument, and for other pur
poses, with Mr. PETERSON of Florida in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday, 
July 13, 1994, the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI
CANT] had been disposed of, and title 
VII was open to amendment at any 
point. 

Are further amendments to title VII? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMAS OF 

WYOMING 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair

man, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. THOMAS of Wyo

ming: Add the following: 
SEC. 801. Within one year of acquiring any 

non-Federal land or interest therein for any 
purpose of this Act, the Secretary shall dis
pose of all right, title, and interest in and to 
a quantity of Federal lands equal in value to 
the non-Federal land or interest acquired, as 
determined by the Secretary. The Secretary 
shall not dispose of any wilderness areas, 
wilderness study areas or lands owned by the 
National Park Service for the purposes of 
this section. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I am presenting this amendment 
in behalf of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY] who had it prepared and, I 
think, presented it at previous times. I 
also have had a bill that would do ex
actly the same thing. It is quite a sim
ple proposition actually. It says, if we 
are to acquire additional Federal lands, 
that we ought to dispose of non
essential Federal lands in equal value, 
and it seems to me to make a great 
deal of sense. 

In the case of the California wilder
ness, Mr. Chairman, it has application. 
There is in the bill a field of, perhaps, 
$100 to $300 million that would be need
ed for the acquisition of land; a sub
stantial amount of land would be ac
quired, mostly inholdings within the 
proposed acquisitions by the Federal 
Government. Some 700,000 acres of pri
vate land and private holdings would 
need to be acquired to accomplish the 
mission of the park as now set forth in 
the wilderness area. 

Actually, Mr. Chairman, 28 percent of 
the property, real property, in this 
country belongs to the Federal Govern
ment; in the case of California, some 44 

percent belongs to the Federal Govern
ment. Certainly in the West, in my 
home State of Wyoming, some 40 per
cent. These, of course, are not all lands 
such as Yosemite or Yellowstone Na
tional Park. These are lands that are, 
for the most part, managed by the Bu
reau of Land Management. They are 
lands that are residual lands that were 
left after the homesteading was taken 
up, and, as a matter of fact, the early 
organic act of the Bureau of Land Man
agement said specifically that the bu
reau was to manage them pending dis
posal. It was never the notion that 
these lands were to be held. They have 
no particular unique characteristics 
such as wilderness, such as parks, 
which are not involved in this tradeoff. 

So, Mr. Chairman, · the hope here of 
this amendment is that, when lands 
need to be acquired to accomplish the 
goals of this particular, that lands of 
equal value that are not set aside or 
withdrawn could be disposed of, and 
that, No. 1, it would have something to 
do with the cost. It would reduce the 
cost, which I think is quite necessary 
in that we do have $7 to $9 billion of 
unfulfilled needs in the parks and in 
the Federal lands that we have now. I 
think it is also a concept that is ac
ceptable. These lands are not there for 
any particular purpose, and there is no 
arguable reason why the Federal Gov
ernment should maintain them. 

So this amendment would simply say 
that when private lands need to be ac
quired to accomplish the goals of this 
particular bill, Mr. Chairman, that 
Federal lands of equal amount would 
be disposed of, and I appreciate this op
portunity to explain the amendment. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I wonder if we might get a unani
mous-consent agreement to limit the 
time of debate on this amendment to 15 
minutes which would give us each 71/2 
minutes after the author of the amend
ment has spoken. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man's unanimous-consent request to 
limit the time for debate on this 
amendment include the amendment 
and all amendments thereto? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Yes, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, we have no ob
jection to the gentleman's proposal. 
But may I ask, who would control the 
time on this? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield, the 
time would be equally divided, 71/ 2 min
utes to be controlled by myself and 71/2 
minutes to be controlled by the gen
tleman· from Utah. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I will 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 
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There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER] for 71/2 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS] because I think 
it is a bad amendment, and it is for 
this reason: 

We should not be making decisions 
on the disposal of the acquisition of 
land unevenly balanced out. What this 
amendment says is that for equal 
amount , an equal amount of land that 
we would acquire , we would dispose of 
that land somewhere else, and I assume 
that that has to be done in the same 
timeframe. What that means is that, 
when we are ready to acquire land, we 
would have to wait until disposal of 
land somewhere else takes place. 

Also this does not limit this to the 
State of California. This means, if we 
were to go out and acquire 100,000 acres 
in the State of California, we could re
quire that this amendment would re
quire the disposal of land, of maybe a 
hundred thousand acres in Wyoming, 
or 25,000 acres in Wyoming, 25,000 acres 
in Oregon, without regard to the inter
est of those individuals in that area. 
We are already hearing from numerous 
communities that do not want this 
land back because they cannot police 
the land, they cannot take care of the 
land, but, if we acquired a hundred 
thousand acres in the Mojave, we could 
du.mp a hundred thousand acres onto 
other co.rnmunities in other States and 
other areas without regar.d to those 
co.rnmunities because we deem it im
portant to be there. The fact is also 
that this has nothing to do with the ac
quisition powers, priorities or the 
power. This is an amendment that was 
rejected overwhelmingly last year by a 
vote of 379 to 49 because it simply does 
not .make sense on its face. 

Mr. Chair.man, we just completed 
so.me hearings in the West where peo
ple were concerned about what would 
happen if we started to pull out of 
these lands. Who would patrol them? 
Co.rnmunities do not have the police 
force . They do not have the health and 
sanitation facilities . They are not able 
to cope with these lands, and all of a 
sudden they would be within their 

. county jurisdiction and in the State ju
risdictions. Who would they be ceded to 
in that kind of authority? To say that 
we are going to cede these lands be
cause we have a high priority acquisi
tion in the Everglades, or anywhere 
else, or in the east Mojave, or Yose.rn
ite, or any of these other areas, is sim
ply a mindless approach to the disposal 
of Federal land. That does not mean 
that we should hold onto all Federal 
land. That does not mean that we 
should not reconsider the classifica
tions of Federal lands and whether or 
not decisions that were made 5 years 
ago , 10 years ago and 100 years ago we 

ought to be living with today. But we 
ought not to say that the acquisition of 
lands, perhaps to save it from some 
detrimental use, that that should force 
the disposal of lands somewhere else, 
because the two acts are not equivalent 
acts, and I think that is why the House 
overwhelmingly rejected this amend
ment the last time out, and I find it in
teresting that this disposal could take 
place anywhere else, and yesterday 
a.rnendments were offered to reject 
these kinds of actions only to Califor
nia. 

I also do not know if this means, if 
we acquire land by acquisition, as op
posed to an outright, willing seller/ 
willing buyer purchase. 

D 1100 
So the amendment is poorly drawn. 

It is ambiguous. But, more impor
tantly, it has nothing to do with the 
real world of trying to acquire and dis
pose of lands. Both of those are very 
controversial acts, and what this is an 
effort to try to keep the acquiring por
tion from taking place because some 
other community or some other part of 
the country will raise an objection to 
getting land dumped onto them, with 
the cost of that acquisition, and thwart 
efforts to try to acquire lands for the 
protection of the Mojave and other 
Federal assets. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point 
this out. Maybe some Member on the 
other side could clarify this , but as I 
read the amendment, if someone were 
to offer property for park purposes to 
the Government as a gift, in order to 
accept that gift , we would then be re
quired to surrender Federal land
holdings somewhere else. So it would 

. in effect inhibit that kind of trans
action from taking place. It certainly 
should not apply in circumstances like 
that, but that is the manner in which 
the amend.rnent is drawn at the present 
ti.me. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
.man, the gentleman makes a very good 
point, because it is a simple acquisi
tion of land. It is not acquisition by 
purchase. It is acquisition by appar
ently gift or exchange. So if so.rnebody 
has a time problem and they want to 
get rid of a property in an estate or 
they want to make a gift before they 
die, or what have you, we could lose 
the access to those assets because we 
do not have the ability to trade out a 
like value in a like piece of property. It 
would be a terrible mistake and a 
squandering of the opportunities this 
Government has to protect some of the 
most vital natural resources in the 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, this is interesting. It 
is interesting that there is a basic con
cept here-and the gentleman from 
California defends this idea-that the 
Federal Government is the only one 
that should own and control land, the 
only one that has the ability to man
age. It is just very interesting to me 
that the Federal Government has the 
only people we can imagine who can 
manage these kinds of BLM lands. It is 
amazing to me. 

The other point is that it does not 
matter how it is acquired, if you be
lieve that maybe there ought to be 
some limit to the amount of Federal 
ownership. Now, of course, if one 's no
tion is that the Federal Government 
ought to own everything, then that 
makes it quite different. But regardless 
of how it is acquired, if you believe in 
the concept that there is a limit to how 
much the Federal Government ought 
to own, then this does make sense. If 
you do not, then, of course, it does not 
make sense. 

Mr. Chairman, let me yield 3 minutes 
to my friend the ranking Republican 
member, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate very much my col
league 's yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, as a Member who rep
resents both Inyo and San Bernardino 
counties in California, let me say that 
Inyo has in excess of 95 percent feder
ally-owned land, and, much of the land 
in San Bernardino County, well over 80 
percent, is federally owned land. 

So it strikes me as rather strange to 
have territory that involves just in my 
desert area alone enough territory to 
put 4 Eastern States in. Yet, as the 
chairman of the committee suggests, 
there is not very much land we can af
ford to get rid of. 

It was not so long ago that the Fed
eral Government had signs out by the 
roadside asking people to come and 
take sections in 40-acre parcels of land. 
They recognized that they cannot man
age these millions of acres they are 
controlling. 

The arguments of Chairman MILLER 
and, I presume, of the author of this 
odious measure, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEHMAN] , would suggest 
that this amendment would result in 
the selling of cherished national treas
ures like the Shenandoah National 
Park in Virginia, the Rocky Mountain 
National Park in Colorado , or even the 
Great Smoky National Park in Ten
nessee . 

This amendment is designed in a 
fashion to be very careful about that . 
It does involve land that would be wil
derness land or wilderness study areas 
or parkland. That would not be covered 
by this amendment. Instead, it sug
gests to the Secretary that somewhere 
within that huge inventory of millions 
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and millions of acres we ought to be 
getting rid of as much property as we 
are arbitrarily taking in. 

There is a philosophy around here re
flected in our committee and, I am 
afraid, reflected by this Secretary that 
more is better, the more land the Fed
eral Government controls and owns, 
the better. We are suggesting that per
haps it would be simply a good idea, as 
people are about the process of trying 
to expand the Federal largesse, that 
there ought to be a trading of equally 
valued lands so we can get it back on 
the property tax rolls, so we can sup
port government in a way that makes 
sense instead of continuing to build a 
national deficit. 

This amendment is a very sensible, 
very logical amendment, and it is 
about time the Congress took back 
some authority and gave some direc
tion to that Federal bureaucracy that 
wants nothing but more and more and 
more from our American property own
ers and taxpayers. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I yield l1/2 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MCCAND
LESS]. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleague touched 
very briefly on what I consider to be a 
critical element of this ownership as
pect of government. 

In Riverside County, approximately 
65 percent of the total land mass is 
owned by the Federal Government or 
by some other government on a level at 
which they do not pay taxes. 

Now, in California the State and 
local governments-and we know about 
the Federal Government-are having 
all kinds of problems meeting their 
debts and meeting their obligations to 
the people. Now we are saying, ''All 
right, let's continue to increase the 
stock of Federal land at the expense of 
State and local governments," the 
prime source of their revenue being re
lated to land values and land taxes in 
the form of property that is improved 
or not improved. 

I have a lot of problems with this, I 
must say, the fact that we continue to 
absorb property and continue to absorb 
these obligations. 

Another point that I would like to 
make is that these properties are a di
rect financial drain upon the Federal 
Government in that, in Riverside coun
ty and other counties where there is a 
large percentage of National Forests, 
or other Federal lands, the Federal 
Government compensates the local 
county for the loss of tax revenue on 
that land. Now, if we continue to add 
to this land, we continue to reduce 
what it is that people in these jurisdic
tional areas can receive in the way of 
property tax, and we increase what the 
Federal Government then pays these 
localities for what these Federal lands 
are worth. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. POMBO]. 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I am one of the fortu
nate Members from California whose 
district is not owned by the Federal 
Government. I, like the chairman of 
the Committee on Natural Resources, 
have a district that is very low in Fed
eral ownership. But we are at the point 
right now where over half of California 
is owned by one government agency or 
another, and I strongly support this 
concept that if the Federal Govern
ment is going to take over more land, 
they should have to divest themselves 
of land to make up for it, for a number 
of reasons, the main reason being that 
I think the Federal Government owns 
too much land already. 

Constitutionally, the Federal Gov
ernment is limited as to what land it 
can own, and when other States were 
brought into the Union after the origi
nal Thirteen, they were guaranteed the 
same rights that the original Thirteen 
States had. One of those rights was 
that the Federal Government would di
vest itself of its large land ownership. 
Somehow that was forgotten when we 
got west of the Mississippi because 
most of the land west of the Mississippi 
is land that the Federal Government 
owns. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be a 
very important and a very good idea to 
force the Federal Government to give 
up as much as it is buying so that we 
can maintain private property in this 
country. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, may I inquire, how much time do 
I have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS] has 1 
minute remaining, and he has the right 
to close debate. 

0 1110 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair

man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Let me just say, this is not about 
whether or not we believe the Federal 
Government should own more lands or 
less lands. This is once again whether 
we want to impose on the Federal Gov
ernment the kinds of restrictions we 
would never impose on the private sec
tor. 

We have all heard from our constitu
ents, "Why don' t you run the govern
ment like a business?" 

Let me tell Members, no real estate 
firm worth its salt, no family worth 
their salt would say, if we acquire a du
plex, we have to get rid of something 
else here. They would say, let us figure 
out how we can get the best deal for 
ourselves. 

In this case how do we get the best 
deal for the taxpayers? We have to be 
able to dispose of land on an orderly 

basis. We ought to be disposing of land. 
We ought to be able to acquire land on 
an orderly basis and to try to get the 
best deal. If people know that we have 
to get rid of this, the price goes down. 
The advantages that we seek, the ex
changes that we can bring about, it 
changes the entire marketplace. 

None of my colleagues would suggest 
this for their local government, for 
their State government, for the private 
sector. But somehow they do not care 
what happens to the Federal Treasury. 

When we have got to get rid of Fed
eral assets, we have to put them in a 
forced sale because people know that 
time is running out on this end of the 
bargain or somebody wants to give us 
land so we have got to get rid of this, 
what does the buyer say, "Come to me; 
lower your price; maybe I will take it 
off your hands. " 

We would never do that in the pri
vate sector. That is how we create defi
cits. We keep operating in a fashion 
where we buy high and sell low. We 
keep operating in a fashion where we 
force onto the market assets that we 
do not need to get rid of. 

We just went through this with the 
S&L's. We have gone through this time 
and again with the management of 
these properties. 

We owe it to the taxpayers to try to 
get the best deal at any given time and 
not have forced upon us the disposal of 
or the management of assets beyond 
what the marketplace will dictate and 
what the needs of the various parties 
dictate. 

This is an artificial move to get rid 
of land without regard to the taxpayer, 
because we cannot take advantage of 
any situation that comes up anywhere 
in the country unless we can imme
diately get rid of the same amount of 
land. 

This also suggests that the Depart
ment should never get rid of any land 
until it does have an acquisition. So 
they cannot independently go out and 
dispose of that land base because it 
does not make sense anymore. They 
better hold on to it until sometime 
when they can work it to their advan
tage. 

We have to reject this amendment as 
we rejected it last year. We rejected it 
overwhelmingly in the last Congress 
because it simply makes no sense for 
the Treasury. It makes no sense for 
land management. It makes sense for 
the Department and for the acquisition 
of valuable natural assets in this coun
try. 

I hope that we would reject the 
amendment. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I just have to say, the gentleman 
makes an eloquent statement. I do not 
disagree with him. The only fact is 
that it does not work. 

We have gone on all these years and 
not disposed of anything. We can talk 
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all we want to about it. The fact is that 
we keep acquiring more. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] is recognized 
for 45 seconds. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, this Na
tion was founded upon the idea that 
there is a whole big nation here and no
body owns any ground. The thirteen 
Colonies came along and others came 
along and started saying, this is ours, 
and they decided it is up to the States. 
And before long did we find any Fed
eral ground in Massachusetts? Did we 
find any Federal ground to speak of in 
New York or any of these Eastern 
States? Nothing to speak of, infinites
imal amounts in these States. 

Yet as we went West all kinds of Fed
eral ground was there. We did not have 
any people out there so little by little 
we can ask ourselves this question, 
where did the Federal ground go that 
was back here? It all seems to be in the 
West; 28 percent of America is owned 
by the Federal Government. 

We know how Oklahoma got theirs. 
They have somebody shoot off a gun 
and the man that had the fastest horse 
got the best land. 

Now, all we are saying is, instead of 
buying more ground out there and 
more regulation and more problem, we 
are asking that it be limited. I think 
the gentleman from Wyoming came up 
with an excellent amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time to me, and I ask sup
port of this amendment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to this amendment. 

The amendment is neither necessary nor 
desirable. It would require the United States to 
dispose of lands equal in value to any lands 
or interests acquired for any purpose of the 
California Desert Protection Act. 

The amendment does not specify that dis
posals would be of lands in California, so evi
dently they could be of any Interior Depart
ment lands in any State. 

The amendment is not workable. It says that 
"within one year of acquiring any * * * lands 
or interests * * * the Secretary shall dispose" 
of any equal value of lands. What happens if 
that cannot be done within that timeframe? 
Does that mean that a disposal must be com
pleted, or merely a contract for a disposal has 
been concluded? 

The amendment would prohibit disposals of 
wilderness or wilderness study lands, or lands 
owned by the National Park Service. Of 
course, the National Park Service does not 
own lands-they manage some of the lands 
owned by the American people, that are Fed
eral property-but I assume that the meaning 
is that there are to be no disposals of lands 
that are managed by the National Park Serv
ice. 

However, the amendment does not protect 
other categories of Federal lands. So, presum
ably, the amendment would require disposals 
of lands from the National Wildlife Refuges or 

SLM-managed public lands, or possibly na
tional forest lands as well. 

And, the amendment does not require that 
these disposals be by sale-so, ready strictly, 
the amendment might require that Federal 
lands be given away in order to satisfy the dis
posal requirement-even if in fact tax dollars 
had been spent to acquire the lands. 

So, this is a very badly thought-out and very 
unwise amendment. 

It is unnecessary. If the amendment is sup
posed to be a solution, it is a solution in 
search of a problem. 

The amendment seems to reflect a concern 
that the Federal Government in recent years 
has been acquiring more and more land. 

In 1992, the subcommittee looked into the 
question of whether there had been a signifi
cant increase in Federal land ownership. We 
found that in fact the extent of Federal land 
holdings has not been increasing-it has been 
going down. 

We reviewed the information on Federal 
land ownership that is regularly compiled and 
reported by the Bureau of Land Management. 
The BLM's reports show that in fiscal 1979 the 
National Government owned about 32.48 per
cent of the land in the United States, but by 
fiscal 1989-the most recent data available
the total had decreased to about 29.15 per
cent. 

The data for individual States are similar: 
They show that over the decade-Alaska went 
from over 89 percent Federal ownership to 
about 68 percent; Nevada went from over 86 
percent Federal ownership to about 82 per
cent; Idaho went from over 63 percent Federal 
ownership to about 62 percent; Oregon went 
from over 52 percent Federal ownership to 
about 48 percent; Colorado went from over 35 
percent Federal ownership to about 34 per
cent; and, Montana went from over 29 percent 
Federal ownership to about 28 percent. 

It is true that there were some increases in 
other States, including California-but obvi
ously that is not the concern of the author of 
the amendment, since the amendment would 
not require disposals of lands in California or 
any other particular State. Obviously, the gen
tleman's concern is a national concern-and, 
nationally, there has been no net increase in 
Federal land holdings. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this amendment is un
workable, unwise, and unnecessary. It should 
be rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 

amendments to title VII? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LEHMAN 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LEHMAN: 
Page 69, after line 23, add the following: 

TITLE Vill-PROTECTION OF BODIE 
BOWL 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the " Bodie Pro

tection Act of 1994" . 
SEC. 802. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that---
(1) the historic Bodie gold mining district 

in the State of California is the site of the 

largest and best preserved authentic ghost 
town in the Western United States. 

(2) the Bodie Bowl area contains important 
natural, historical, and aesthetic resources; 

(3) Bodie was designated a National Histor
ical Landmark in 1961 and a California State 
Historic Park in 1962, is listed on the Na
tional Register of Historic Places, and is in
cluded in the Federal Historic American 
Buildings Survey; 

(4) nearly 200,000 persons visit Bodie each 
year, providing the local economy with im
portant annual tourism revenues; 

(5) the town of Bodie is threatened by pro
posals to explore and extract minerals: min
ing in the Bodie Bowl area may have adverse 
physical and aesthetic impacts on Bodie's 
historical integrity, cultural values, and 
ghosttown character as well as on its rec
reational values and the area's flora and 
fauna; 

(6) the California State Legislature, on 
September 4, 1990, requested the President 
and the Congress to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to protect the ghosttown char
acter, ambience, historic building, and sce
nic attributes of the town of Bodie and near
by areas; 

(7) the California State Legislature also re
quested the Secretary, if necessary to pro
tect the Bodie Bowl area, to withdraw the 
Federal lands within the area from all forms 
of mineral entry and patent; 

(8) the National Park Service listed Bodie 
as priority one endangered National Historic 
Landmark in its fiscal year 1990 and 1991 re
port to Congress entitled " Threatened and 
Damaged National Historic Landmarks" and 
recommended protection of the Bodie area; 
and 

(9) it is necessary and appropriate to pro
vide that all Federal lands within the Bodie 
Bowl area are not subject to location, entry, 
and patent under the mining laws of the 
United States, subject to valid existing 
rights, and to direct the Secretary to consult 
with the Governor of the State of California 
before approving any mining activity plan 
within the Bodie Bowl. 
SEC. 803. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 
(1) The term " Bodie Bowl" means the Fed

eral lands and interests in lands within the 
area generally depicted on the map referred 
to in section 804(a). 

(2) The term "mineral activities" means 
any activity involving mineral prospecting, 
exploration, extraction, wiling, 
beneficiation, processing, and reclamation. 

(3) The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of the Interior. 
SEC. 804. APPLICABILITY OF MINERAL MINING, 

LEASING AND DISPOSAL LAWS. 
(a) RESTRICTION.-Subject to valid existing 

rights, after the date of enactment of this 
title Federal lands and interests in lands 
within the area generally depicted on the 
map entitled "Bodie Bowl" and dated June 
12, 1992, shall not be-

(1) open to the entry or location of mining 
and mill site claims under the general min
ing laws of the United States; 

(2) subject to any lease under the Mineral 
Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 and following) or 
the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 
100 and following), for lands within the Bodie 
Bowl; and 

(3) available for disposal of mineral mate
rials under the Act of July 31, 1947, com
monly known as the Materials Act of 1947 (30 
U.S.C. 601 and following). 
Such map shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the Office of the Sec
retary, and appropriate offices of the Bureau 
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of Land Management and the National Park 
Service. As soon as practicable after the date 
of enactment of this title the Secretary shall 
publish a legal description of the Bodie Bowl 
area in the Federal Register. 

(b) VALID EXISTING RIGHTS.-As used in 
this subsection, the term "valid existing 
rights" in reference to the general mining 
laws means that a mining claim located on 
lands within the Bodie Bowl was properly lo
cated and maintained under the general min
ing laws prior to the date of enactment of 
this title, was supported by a discovery of a 
valuable mineral deposit within the meaning 
of the general mining laws on the date of en
actment of this title, and that such claim 
continues to be valid. 

(c) v ALIDITY REVIEW.-The Secretary shall 
undertake an expedited program to deter
mine the validity of all unpatented mining 
claims located within the Bodie Bowl. The 
expedited program shall include an examina
tion of all unpatented mining claims, includ
ing those for which a patent application has 
not been filed. If a claim is determined to be 
invalid, the Secretary shall promptly declare 
the claim to be null and void, except that the 
Secretary shall not challenge the validity of 
any claim located within the Bodie Bowl for 
the failure to do assessment work for any pe
riod after the date of enactment of this title. 
The Secretary shall make a determination 
within respect to the validity of each claim 
referred to under this subsection within 2 
years after the date of enactment of this 
title. 

(d) LIMITATION ON PATENT ISSUANCE.-
(1) MINING CLAIMS.-(A) After January 11, 

1993, no patent shall be issued by the United 
States for any mining claim located under 
the general mining laws within the Bodie 
Bowl unless the Secretary determines that, 
for the claim concerned-

(i) a patent application was filed with the 
Secretary on or before such date ; and 

(ii) all requirements established under sec
tion 2325 and 2326 of the Revised Statutes (30 
U.S.C. 29 and 30) for vein or lode claims and 
sections 2329, 2330, 2331, and 2333 of the Re
vised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 35, 36, 37) for placer 
claims were fully complied with by that 
date. 

(B) If the Secretary makes the determina
tions referred to in subparagraph (A) for any 
mining claim, the holder of the claim shall 
be entitled to the issuance of a patent in the 
same manner and degree to which such claim 
holder would have been entitled to prior to 
the enactment of this title, unless and until 
such determinations are withdrawn or in
validated by the Secretary or by a court of 
the United States. 

(2) MILL SITE CLAIMS.-(A) After January 
11, 1993, no patent shall be issued by the 
United States for any mill site claim located 
under the general mining laws within the 
Bodie Bowl unless the Secretary determines 
that, for the claim concerned-

(i) a patent application was filed with the 
Secretary on or before January 11, 1993; and 

(ii) all requirements applicable to such 
patent application were fully complied with 
by that date. 

(B) If the Secretary makes the determina
tions referred to in subparagraph (A) for any 
mill site claim, the holder of the claim shall 
be entitled to the issuance of a patent in the 
same manner and degree to which such claim 
holder would have been entitled to prior to 
the enactment of this title, unless and until 
such determinations are withdrawn or in
validated by the Secretary or by a court of 
the United States. 
SEC. 805. MINERAL ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the last 
sentence of section 302(b) of the Federal 

Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, 
and in accordance with this title and other 
applicable law, the Secretary shall require 
that mineral activities be conducted in the 
Bodie Bowl so as to-

(1) avoid adverse effects on the historic, 
cultural, recreational and natural resource 
values of the Bodie Bowl; and 

(2) minimize other adverse impacts to the 
environment. 

(b) RESTORATION OF EFFECTS OF MINING EX
PLORATION.-As soon as possible after the 
date of enactment of this title, visible evi
dence or other effects of mining exploration 
activity within the Bodie Bowl conducted on 
or after September 1, 1988, shall be reclaimed 
by the operator in accordance with regula
tions prescribed pursuant to subsection (d). 

(C) ANNUAL EXPENDITURES; FILING.-The re
quirements for annual expenditures on 
unpatented mining claims imposed by Re
vised Statute 2324 (30 U.S.C. 28) shall not 
apply to any such claim located within the 
Bodie Bowl. In lieu of filing the affidavit of 
assessment work referred to under section 
314(a)(l) of the Federal Land Policy and Man
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1744(a)(l)), the 
holder of any unpatented mining or mill site 
claim located within the Bodie Bowl shall 
only be required to file the notice of inten
tion to hold the mining claim referred to in 
such section 314(a)(l). 

(d) REGULATIONS.- The Secretary shall pro
mulgate rules to implement this section, in 
consultation with the Governor of the State 
of California, within 180 days after the date 
of enactment of this title. Such rules shall 
be no less stringent than the rules promul
gated pursuant to the Act of September 28, 
1976 entitled " An Act to provide for the regu
lation of mining activity within, and to re
peal the application of mining laws to, areas 
of the National Park System, and for other 
purposes" (Public Law 94-429; 16 U.S.C. 1901-
1912). 
SEC. 806. STUDY. 

Beginning as soon as possible after the 
date of enactment of this title, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall review possible actions 
to preserve the scenic character, historical 
integrity, cultural and recreational values, 
flora and fauna, and ghost town characteris
tics of lands and structures within the Bodie 
Bowl. No later than 3 years after the date of 
such enactment, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Natural Resources of 
the United States House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the United States Senate a re
port that discusses the results of such review 
and makes recommendations as to which 
steps (including but not limited to acquisi
tion of lands or valid mining claims) should 
be undertaken in order to achieve these ob
jectives. 

Mr. LEHMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to offer an amendment to H.R. 518 that 
would protect the integrity of a very 
important landmark in the Bodie State 
Park and the surrounding Federal 
lands. 

This amendment is identical to H.R. 
240, the Bodie Protection Act, as the 
bill passed the House. This bill has 

passed the House BLM twice under sus
pension of the House rules and is sup
ported by the State of California, and 
major environmental and historic pres
ervation organizations, among others. 
Bodie, a former gold mine district and 
preserved authentic ghosttown was 
designated a national historic land
mark in 1961 and a California State 
Historic Park in 1962. The National 
Park Service listed Bodie as a priority 
No. 1 endangered national historic 
landmark in its fiscal year 1990 report 
to Congress entitled " Threatened and 
Damaged National Historic Land
marks" and every year since then, and 
recommended protection of the Bodie 
area. 

The 19th century Bodie mining dis
trict is located east of the Sierra Ne
vada Mountains in Yosemite National 
Park, CA. Today over 200,000 tourists 
visit Bodie every year to see the 100-
pl us buildings still standing in the 
West 's oldest mining town. At Bodie, 
visitors can see firsthand how people 
lived in the mining camps that cropped 
up throughout California in the after
math of the discovery of gold at Sut
ters Mill in 1848; a discovery that gave 
rise to the world famous California 
gold rush. While Bodie stands as testa
ment to the mining days of old-and 
despite its status as a national land
mark and State park_:_the area is in 
jeopardy from the threat of modern
day mining activities. In order to ex
tract and process the gold and silver 
believed to be in the area surrounding 
Bodie, large-scale mining techniques, 
such as strip mining, heap-leach piles, 
cyanide spraying and waste ponds, 
most likely would be required. 

The 450-acre Bodie State Historic 
Park is closed to mining. However, the 
area adjacent to the State park and 
under BLM jurisdiction is open to min
ing and as such poses a threat to the 
historic district. In recognition of this 
danger, the BLM has recently des
ignated the Bodie Bowl as an area of 
critical environmental concern and
consistent with this legislation-is rec
ommending that the area be closed to 
mining. H.R. 240 would provide some 
additional protections to Bodie in 
order to preserve its historic and visual 
integrity. The pending amendment 
would put the nearly 6,000 acres of pub
lic iand within the Bodie Bowl off-lim
i ts to mining under the general mining 
laws. 

Mining on valid claims would be al
lowed to proceed under rules designed 
to protect the area's important his
toric and cultural resources. In addi
tion, mining claims could not be pat
ented in the Bodie Bowl except where 
rights had been vested by January 11, 
1993. 

Finally, the amendment would re
quire the Secretary of the Interior to 
review possible actions to preserve the 
cultural and natural values of the 
Bodie Bowl and report back to Con
gress within 3 years. 
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Mr. Chairman, I urge immediate pas

sage of this very valuable amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de

bate on this amendment? 
If not, the question is on the amend

ment offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

ame:r.dments to title VII? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TAUZIN 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr . . TAUZIN: At the 

end of the bill, add the following new sec
tion: 
"SECTION 703. LAND APPRAISAL. 

Lands and interests in lands acquired pur
suant to this act shall be appraised for their 
highest and best use without regard to the 
presence of a species listed as threatened or 
endangered pursuant to the Endangered Spe
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)" 
MO~IFICATION OF AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

TAUZIN 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to make a tech
nical correction to the amendment 
that was printed in the RECORD for sec
tion 703. The language of this modified 
amendment deletes the language "for 
their highest and best use," and it is 
designed to clear up confusion regard
ing the meaning of highest and best use 
versus their market value in determin
ing the value of private property. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification of amendment offered by Mr. 

TAUZIN: Strike out "for their highest and 
best use". 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the amendment, as modi

fied, offered by Mr. TAUZIN is as fol
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
"SECTION 703. LAND APPRAISAL. 

Lands and interests in lands acquired pur
suant to this act shall be appraised without 
regard to the presence of a species listed as 
threatened or endangered pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.)" 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment we offer involves the ques
tion of the appraisal of property that is 
purchased pursuant to this act from 
private property owners to enlarge the 
land area protected under the act. 

Under the law of this country, when 
the government acquires property from 
private landowners for a public pur
pose, be it a road, a bridge, a hospital, 
a wilderness preserve or a park, the 
landowner is entitled to compensation 
under the fifth amendment of the Con
stitution. 

I want to quote the fifth amendment 
precisely for my colleagues. The fifth 
amendment, in its last concluding 

statement, says, "Nor shall private 
property be taken for public purposes 
without just compensation." 

It does not say simply "without some 
form of compensation" or "a little 
compensation" or "somewhat com
pensation." It says, "just compensa
tion." 

The question that is before the House 
with this amendment is what is just or 
fair compensation when private prop
erty is taken for public purposes, in 
this case for wilderness protection. 

The problem that this amendment 
addresses is a problem that many 
Americans face across this country 
when the government places a restric
tion on the use of property prior to ac
quiring it. 

Here is the situation. In this case, 
the government comes along and says 
that "Your property is now subject to 
a critical habitat restriction." 
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"We have decided that in order to 

protect some plant, bug, bird, or mam
mal that may be threatened or endan
gered, that you can no longer use your 
property the way you used to use it or 
the way you might propose to use it. 
We are going to restrict the use of your 
property. In some cases you may not be 
able to use it at all, because it is now 
an important critical habitat of some 
threatened or endangered species of 
plant or animal." 

Here is the problem. The government 
says a week later, "I will tell you what 
we are going to do. We are going to buy 
your property now, but we are not 
going to pay you the value of your 
property before we restricted your use. 
We want to pay you the value of your 
property after we have destroyed your 
ability to use the property." 

Let me give some real number kinds 
of examples. You might have bought 
property at $20,000 an acre, intending 
to build a home on it, intending to use 
it as farm land, intending to sell the 
timber on it as forest, only to find out 
the next week that the government has 
declared your property a critical habi
tat. In Texas this week, for example, 
the Fish and Wildlife Service an
nounced a 20.5-million-acre critical 
habitat proposal for something called 
the golden throated warbler. Twenty
three counties of Texas would be af
fected by this immense declaration of 
critical habitat. 

When that habitat declaration is 
made, if it goes through, as many such 
habitat declarations have already gone 
through in areas with the spotted owl, 
for example, the value of your land 
tumbles. Who wants to buy a piece of 
property you cannot see? Who will take 
the property from you and pay you 
that $20,000 you spent for your prop
erty? Obviously, no one in the market
place would do that, so the government 
has literally taken away the value of 
your property when it declared it a 
critical habitat. 

Two weeks later then the govern
ment comes along and says, "No prob
lem, we are going to pay you just com
pensation under the Constitution." 
You say, "What am I going to get?" 
They say, "We are not going to pay you 
$20,000, we are going to pay you $500 in
stead, because that is all it is worth 
now." 

The government will have taken your 
property from you and then refused to 
pay you the fair market value of the 
property before the government use re
striction hits your property. Is that a 
real case scenario, Mr. Speaker? I 
promise that it is. 

In my home State of Louisiana, on 
the West Bank of New Orleans in the 
parish known as Jefferson Parish, we 
are trying to build a hurricane protec
tion levee to protect that enormous 
population from the storms and rav
ages of hurricanes when they hit the 
Gulf Coast. To build the hurricane pro
tection levee, we had to get a Corps of 
Engineers permit. 

The Corps said, "You· cannot build it 
out on the wetlands, you have to build 
it on the high ground in Jefferson Par
ish." That high ground had been valued 
at $20,000 an acre. 

When the levee board went to acquire 
it from the landowners, they said. "We 
do not have to pay you $20,000 an acre. 
All we have to pay you is $500 an acre." 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAU
ZIN] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TAUZIN 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. TAUZIN. They said, "All we have 
to pay you is what it is worth now, be
cause the government has condemned 
it as wetland property. All we have to 
pay you is $500 an acre." 

The landowners are in court today. 
The original court decision, and it is on 
appeal, said, "No, you cannot do that, 
government. The Constitution says you 
cannot take property from people with
out paying them just, fair compensa
tion, and fair compensation is what the 
land was worth before you devalued it, 
before you came along with your new 
regulations, your new restrictions on 
use." 

Mr. Chairman, that is all this amend
ment does. This amendment guaran
tees that for property owners who will 
lose their property to the government 
by virtue of an eminent domain taking, 
that they will get their fair, just com
pensation. They will not get paid what 
the property is now worth because the 
government has devalued it with a cri t
i cal habitat declaration. They are 
going to get a fair appraisal of the 
property based on market value with
out regard to that designation. 

Mr. Chairman, if we do not do that, 
we will literally be allowing the gov
ernment to take people's property from 
them without fair or just compensation 
as required in the fifth amendment. 
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The courts of our land have been look
ing at this question. They have been 
looking hard at it. 

In the Florida Rock decision issued 
in March of this year, the Court of Ap
peals here in Washington, DC, the 
court looked squarely at that issue. It 
said very succinctly, very clearly, that 
the landowner who is affected by a reg
ulatory decision like a wetland or en
dangered species declaration must be 
paid the difference in value from the 
market value prior to that decision to 
what it is worth today, after that deci
sion. 

Mr. Speaker, in effect, when the gov
ernment devalued the property in a 
wetlands declaration, in that case it 
owed the landowner the difference in 
value before and after that declaration. 
That is what the courts are saying. 

In addition to that, the Supreme 
Court looked at the case of private 
property rights in a decision rendered 
just a couple weeks ago entitled 
"Dolan versus City of Tigert," a case 
arising out of the Northwest. · In that 
case a city government tried to force a 
landowner to give up part of that prop
erty, in that case for a bike path and a 
green area, in return for the right to 
get a building permit. 

The court in that case said some
thing very profound. It said that the 
fifth amendment protection of private 
property and the requirement to pay 
just or fair compensation for it when 
the government takes it is as sacred in 
this country as are the protections of 
free speech, the free practice of reli
gion, freedoms of the press, freedoms to 
assemble in this country, the freedom 
to be protected in due process from un
lawful search and seizures. 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, it said it is as 
sacred as any provision in the Bill of 
Rights, and that the government in the 
city of Tigert could not compel that 
land owner to give up its property just 
to get a building permit. 

In effect, our Supreme Court is in
creasingly recognizing what all of us 
believe to be the law in this land, 
which is that private property is pretty 
sacred to our economic institution, to 
the institution of our government and 
our society in America. It is what sepa
rates us from the systems that have 
fallen apart in Eastern Europe, the 
communist systems of communal own
ership. 

If we are to protect the rights of citi
zens under the fifth am.endment to fair 
and just compensation, this amend
ment is necessary. It is critical. If peo
ple's property will not be appraised 
fairly and justly before the government 
devalues it with its regulation, we will 
be allowing the government to take 
private property without fair or just 
compensation. That is what this is all 
about. 

If Members believe, as I do, and as 
the courts are increasingly saying, 
that the right to own private property 

is pretty doggone sacred in America, 
and that the government cannot take 
it from you without paying for it one 
way or the other, then you must sup
port this amendment. It simply says 
that in the appraisal of private prop
erty, when it is taken by the govern
ment, the government must pay the 
fair compensation, the market value 
before the government devalued your 
property with a regulatory process 
called critical habitat or wetlands des
ignation. 

If Members believe in that, as I do, 
then I urge them to support this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAU
ZIN] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TAUZIN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAUZIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman's amendment, as I understand, 
though, upsets the Park Service and 
other land management agencies. He is 
obviously addressing this only to the 
Government in an instance where we 
may have occasion to purchase land, is 
that correct, in those terms, or to sell 
it? 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sorry, I do not understand the gentle
man's question. 

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is directed to and of course 
affects, it is directed only to the Gov
ernment agencies or entities that 
would be purchasing or selling land, is 
that correct? 

Mr. TAUZIN. That is correct. 
Mr. VENTO. That is all this is di

rected to. If the gentleman will yield 
further, the point is that the gen
tleman says the Park Service and oth
ers are directed to pay fair market 
value, and what the gentleman's 
amendment does is to define what con
stitutes fair market value. 

In other words, normally this is not 
something that is written in statute. 
There are many facets to fair market 
value. This is, of course, contained in 
an interpretation of the law with re
gard to the fifth amendment of the 
Cons ti tu ti on. 

Mr. TAUZIN. The gentleman is not 
defining fair market value. In fact , by 
unanimous consent I have amended the 
amendment so it did not refer to high
est and best use or any characteriza
tions of market value . 

Reclaiming my time, the gentle
man's amendment merely says that in 
the appraisal of property, you cannot 
deduct it , you cannot lower the value , 
because of the critical habitat designa
tion under the Endangered Species Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAU
ZIN] has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. VENTO and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. TAUZIN was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAUZIN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, what the 
gentleman merely does is to begin to 
interject actions on the floor here in 
the legislative body in the law as to 
what constitutes fair market value. 
While he says he is not doing that, he 
is qualifying it and saying you cannot 
consider this fact and you can consider 
another. 

Would it not also be true and possible 
under this particular procedure, then, 
to begin to put things into the law that 
would devalue the land? In a sense, just 
as the gentleman says you cannot con
sider this factor, but you can consider 
this factor, you are down a slippery 
slope here with the gentleman's pro
posed policy. 
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Mr. TAUZIN. Reclaiming my time, I 
am on no slippery slope. If there is a 
slippery slope in America, it is the slip
pery slope on which the Government 
comes along, devalues your property, 
then tries to acquire it at the lower 
value. The bottom line is that Govern
ment ought not to be doing that to pri
vate citizens. If the Government is 
going to devalue property before we 
purchase it, we are not being paid fair 
compensation. 

Mr. Chairman, all we are doing in 
this amendment is saying that when 
the Government buys property, it 
ought to pay the fair market value be
fore the Government devalues it for 
regulatory taking. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
from Louisiana did a super job in ex
plaining this extremely important 
amendment. He talked about the fifth 
amendment which talks about the 
right that people will be justly com
pensated if their ground is taken. 

Many of us in this body have come 
out of the State legislature and many 
of us have served in city councils. Hav
ing spent 12 years on the city council 
of my little hometown of Farmington, 
UT, from time to time as we expanded 
our water system, roads, or whatever it 
may be, we had to practice eminent do
main. 

What . is eminent domain? When we 
have to take over some property, we 
had to establish the value of that pri
vate property, and then we would go 
about a legal procedure. Out of that , 
the city ended up paying for that 
ground. We paid what was the fair mar
ket value of that property. 

In the State legislature, as Speaker 
of the House, I saw where our depart
ment of transportation had to do it, 
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where the natural resources had to do 
it, and that is sacrosanct in America 
and has been . around since the Con
stitution was written. Then in 1973 
came along the Endangered Species 
Act, and we may talk about the Wet
lands Act. I do not know if we will have 
time to do that. 

Mr. Chairman, we find people all over 
America that somebody says, " This 
particular species is endangered. " Did 
they ·then go to the person who may 
have owned the ground since the 1800's? 
No, they did not go to him and say, 
"We 're going to pay you for this. " 
They said, " If you move this animal , if 
you hurt this animal, you are going to 
find yourself in jail, you 're going to 
find yourself with a big penalty.'' 

Is this fair? We have seen houses 
burned down because of a rat. We have 
seen problems come about because of a 
fly. We may ruin the whole Colorado. 
River drainage because of four fish that 
30 years ago we called trash fish , and 
we tried to kill those trash fish and we 
tried to kill them with rotenone, and 
now we are going to maybe ruin the 
whole Colorado River compact because 
of this Endangered Species Act. 

We look through this and we say, " Is 
this fair and equitable to individuals in 
America?" The resounding answer is 
" no. " 

Mr. Chairman, I could stand up here 
for 2 hours and give names to Members 
of citizens of the United States of 
America who have lost their land and 
had it devalued, people who have been 
there, fourth and fifth generation 
ranchers and owners and developers 
who wanted to do something with their 
ground. 

Down in Cedar City, UT, the Sec
retary of Interior, Mr. Babbitt, came in 
and made this statement. He said: " We 
are going to value the property with 
the species on it. " These people owned 
that property long before the 1973 En
dangered Species Act. It is totally un
fair to these folks to say, " Great, now, 
you 're not going to get the value of 
your ground. " This may be the inherit
ance for your entire family , but instead 
of being worth $20,000 an acre in that 
growing area of Washington County, 
St. George, which has more retirees go 
to it than anyplace in the West, they 
are now going to get $200, $300 an acre 
for it. It is totally unfair to those peo
ple . 

In Washington County, we have a 
group of people who have tried their 
best to come up with a habitat con
servation plan to protect the desert 
tortoise. We have had all sides together 
on the thing. After 4 years of working 
on this , after millions of dollars and 
thousands of man-hours, the Depart
ment of Interior wants to give them 25 
percent of the value of their land. 

Why should people have to put up 
with this? I think if I have ever seen an 
amendment in the last little while on 
this floor that makes eminent good 

sense, it is the amendment of the gen
tleman from Louisiana. I am happy to 
join with him on that particular 
amendment and would urge that Mem
bers of the body vote in support of this 
amendment. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that all 
debate on this amendment and any 
amendments thereto end in 40 minutes, 
with the time to be divided equally. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, I would object 
to that request. We have a number of 
Members who want to speak on this 
particular amendment and who feel 
very strongly about it. 

Would the gentleman agree to a re
quest for an hour on each side? Is that 
too much for him? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentleman will yie.ld, I 
would not agree to an hour on each 
side, no. I thank the gentleman, and I 
withdraw my request. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to this amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, the desert bill is sym
bolic of problems we are having in Cali
fornia. This magnificent State which 
at one time had a great deal of Federal 
ownership because it was a U.S. terri
tory before it became a State is now 
occupied by 32 million people. The is
sues that are driving California are es
sentially the management of that pop
ulation, where it is growing, and how it 
is going to utilize the resources upon 
which it lives. 

Mr. Chairman, California has got a 
definite supply of water, a definite sup
ply of air, and as we impact on those, 
we begin thinking about how we are 
going to manage the open spaces. That 
is what this desert act is all about. 

What we are flirting with in this 
amendment is government manipula
tion of property values. It is a very, 
very dangerous precedent. Property 
values are not an exact science. In fact, 
if we see what really drives up prop
erty, it is property that is near open 
space, it is property that has views, it 
is property where there is clear air and 
clean water. In fact , it may be driven 
up because we have declared the habi
tat surrounding it as habitat for endan
gered species. If we begin manipulating 
these prices, we are going to put seri
ous detriment into land use values, not 
only in California but in the entire 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I served in local gov
ernment as well as the distinguished 
gentleman who spoke before me. I 
served in the State government, have 
been involved in coastal zone manage
ment planning in California, a very 
regulated process, pr obably more regu
lated than any area in the United 
States. What has come out of that is 

higher property values. Why? Because 
the resources are being managed very 
meticulously and it increases property 
values. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, I 
think, slaps a big burden on trying to 
determine what indeed those values are 
and in many cases may drive down 
from the willing seller the value. 

There is a question raised about emi
nent domain. I do not know of any 
property that has ever been taken in 
the United States for habitat protec
tion by eminent domain. Those who 
have familiarity with it know that 
eminent domain is usually used in 
highway procedures where they are 
trying to drive a road through some 
property. There is also a liability in 
using eminent domain because if the 
government backs out of the agreed 
upon price, there are treble damages 
and government oftentimes has to pay 
more than anyone ever expected for 
land if they do enter eminent domain. 

I would like to point out that a lot of 
the land in California, people are talk
ing about Federal ownership. Seven
teen percent of the State is owned by 
the Bureau of Land Management. The 
BLM land is land that nobody wanted 
in California, and today many people, 
it cannot be given to them. There is no 
water, no roads, no access, no good 
soil. It cannot be mined, it cannot be 
grazed, it cannot be farmed, it cannot 
be used. Yet we say, " OK, the Federal 
Government owns too much land. " In 
fact, they ought to look at what we 
own. 

Lastly, I would like to say that this 
amendment, I think, is probably well 
intentioned by those who think we are 
going to protect property values, but 
indeed I think we are going to destroy 
the ability to determine what is real 
fair market value in California and in 
other States by adopting this amend
ment. It is a dangerous precedent. I 
urge a no vote on the amendment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to 
the gentleman form Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, as I per
ceive the correspondence dealing with 

. the process of land appraisal, the point 
is made from the code of professional 
ethics adopted by the Appraisal Insti
tute , one of the leaders is the appraisal 
industry, prohibits accepting an as
signment based on ignoring things like 
endangered species. Ethical rule 3-3 
states, " It is unethical to accept or 
perform an appraisal assignment if the 
assignment is contingent upon report
ing a predetermined analysis or opin
ion." 

The fact is that the OMB and the var
ious agencies involved have the uni
form rules with regard to 18 Federal 
land management agencies that func
tion. They have adopted these guide
lines. They are forced to pay a fair 
market value for whatever they pur
chase. This issue that there is some 



16526 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 14, 1994 
conspiracy theory, that somehow the 
Federal Government specifically is the 
root of all evil and that they somehow 
are designing in passing these laws and 
this legislation, whether it be clean 
air, the Endangered Species Act or wet
lands delineation with the idea of 
somehow taking away from the citi
zens of this Nation something for less 
than fair value I think is frankly a 
very flawed logic. 

I can understand that people may be 
very suspicious, but this gets beyond 
suspicion and into a conspiracy theory, 
as I said and should not be the basis for 
our vote or policy decision today. 

D 1140 

I think such conjecture and allega
tions are not helpful to the debate. The 
law and the F'ederal policy is required 
payment of fair market value. If this 
Congress can in some way qualify or 
limit what the Government can look at 
or consider, they can also exclude 
other factors that would result in less 
than fair market value going to people 
for their property. 

So I would just suggest we avoid this 
pitfall-this slippery slope-and oppose 
this amendment. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise to support 
the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. Chairman and Members, I am 
just fascinated by this debate and the 
discussion by my colleagues who come 
largely from the urban center about 
what they think about our desert terri
tory. My colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. FARR], who is a 
dear friend from the urban center of 
northern California, says there are no 
roads, no water, powerlines and aque
ducts; nobody would buy this stuff in 
the first place. 

To suggest that is to say he has never 
really visited my desert. You know, 
Palm Springs is not the only part of 
the desert, I say to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. FARR]. The lack of un
derstanding about this issue is really 
unbelievable. 

The east Mojave is filled with fantas
tic values. There are thousands of 
miles of roadway. There are endless 
channels of aqueducts and utility cor
ridors. Those elements are factors that 
would never be considered to be part of 
a park, yet, they want to take millions 
of acres, and say every one justifies 
park consideration. 

In the east Mojave there is a fantas
tic mix of potential value that would 
be limited by this committee and, in
deed, by this debate. It is incredible 
that people do not understand the val
ues that exist there today and are to be 
found there tomorrow. 

Just in the last couple of years a spot 
in the eastern Mojave Desert would be 
just inside this proposed park by less 
than 8 miles, one of our prospectors 
discovered a new mine. It just hap-

pened to be a minor item. Who worries 
about marble in the United States? It 
is a major deposit of marble that is of 
quality higher than the best marble to 
come out of Italy. I have no idea what 
its future value is. But it is tremen
dous. 

It would not have been available for 
even access if this bill had passed 8 
years ago when the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] 
would have had it. 

It is very important to know the 
thrust of the gentleman's amendment 
specifically. To put values on land that 
involve an endangered species, des
ignated or to be designated, could have 
a tremendous negative effect upon 
landowners, property owners in this 
country. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Louisi
ana. 

Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I think we need to really focus on ex
actly what this amendment and this 
debate is really all about. 

The gentleman came up previously, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
FARR], and talked about manipulating 
value. It is the Government in this case 
that manipulates value against the 
landowner. 

When the Government comes in and 
says, "You cannot use your property 
anymore because we decided it is criti
cal habitat, and then tomorrow we are 
going to buy it from you but only at 
the lower value," who is manipulating 
value? The Government has. The Gov
ernment has literally taken your pri
vate property without paying you for 
it. 

That is forbidden in the Constitution. 
We ought to forbid it in this act. That 
is what the amendment is all about. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate my colleague's con
tribution as well as his amendment. 

The point he makes is emphasized by 
the following point: It was not very 
long ago that the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. McCANDLESS] and I shared 
territory in Riverside County. I will 
never forget the issue of the fringe-toed 
lizard coming to my attention. 

Suddenly a newly designated endan
gered species was impacting territory 
in and around that area that is Palm 
Springs, CA. Over time it became very 
apparent if the Department had its way 
they would take most of the open land 
left north of Palm Springs and put it in 
some kind of preserve. 

What eventually had to be done, be
cause there was a designation of the 
fringe- toed lizard as an endangered spe
cies, we actually had to create a pre
serve; several hundred acres of other
wise extremely valuable property 
owned by private citizens would have 

been somehow essentially taken over 
in terms of its relative value by this 
Department. That is precisely what the 
gentleman is trying to get to, that the 
Government should not be able to ma
nipulate the value of people's property 
long held or otherwise because they de
cide to designate "X" endangered. 

In my territory, another minor ex
tension, I think expansion, of the origi
nal intention of Congress is as it re
lates to endangered species, the wooly 
star. I am sure that maybe even the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] 
has not heard of the wooly star. But it 
is a cactus-like plant, an ugly little 
devil, I must say, but for about 3 week
ends a year it develops a very small lit
tle purple flower, and it grows in wa
tersheds, sandy territory. 

Now, frankly, that partially de
scribes much of my desert. Right now 
it is located in the watershed near the 
Santa Ana that is very, very valuable 
property. It is the production point of 
sand and gravel that leads to building 
houses and roads, less expensively. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEWIS of 
California was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, if one were to broaden that defi
nition, pretty soon there would be no 
sand and gravel for building houses and 
roads for southern Californians. 

The kangaroo rat: Now, I do have a 
lot of empathy for endangered species, 
but the kangaroo rat is not on my list, 
and it is about to drive low-cost hous
ing opportunities out of the Inland Em
pire in southern California. Young peo
ple already, including my kids, are 
having difficulty buying homes because 
of what Government is doing. 

My colleague from Louisiana is es
sentially saying we should not have the 
Government, by these mechanisms, 
manipulating the value of property. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I 
must express some concern about the 
logic I heard from the other side of the 
aisle relative to the appraisal process. 

Having spent some time on the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs, and going through the savings 
and loan debacle, assessments and how 
appraisals and everything are arrived 
at became a very important part of the 
legislation coming out of the dark ages 
there and bringing these things to 
light. 

One of the things that we must un
derstand is that the value of that land 
is based upon what that land has to 
offer in the way of development or es
thetic value, or whatever else may be 
involved that the owner and the buyer 
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wish to trade. If there is a "slippery 
slope" or however else you may wish to 
define it, that is a part of the actual 
land in question. The designation of 
this land for purposes of the Endan
gered Species Act totally ignores, to
tally ignores what is the value of the 
land, and places a cloud over that value 
that is not representative of what the 
land actually represents to its owner. 

Now, my experience in this has been 
rather extensive. 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Louisi
ana. 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I was for
merly commissioner of financial insti
tutions for the State of Louisiana, al
though I do not serve on the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairi;;. 

My question to you is: If there is a 
$200,000 mortgage on a piece of prop
erty, and it is subsequent to that deter
mination by a financial institution 
that it was a fair property value to use 
for that mortgage, and subsequently 
there occurs a listing under the Endan
gered Species Act; subsequently to that 
there is a purchase offered by the Unit
ed States for $20,000. Is the gentleman 
simply saying that both the individual 
who will lose 180 and possibly the board 
of directors of the financial institution 
have liability to revalue all of their 
collateral assets in that institution 
which were given under one criterion 
and devalued under another? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] 
has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEWIS of 
California was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. HAYES. To make it a simple 
question: What happens to prior mort
gaged land? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. If the gentleman 
will yield further, I believe the state
ment the gentleman made eloquently 
outlines a framework of the real prob
lem here of a third party, an intangible 
aspect of the activities around this 
issue. 

Mr. HAYES. If the gentleman will 
yield further, what is the legal respon
sibility of the members of a board of 
directors of a financial institution 
under title IV of the United States 
Code if they know for a fact land is 
worth less than they are holding it on 
their books even though the devalu
ation would bust the bank? What is 
their legal obligation with criminal 
penalties if they do not act? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. We are kind of 
involved here in the desert. If I may, I 
believe the obvious response is that 
many of the criminal actions addressed 
through the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion and other Federal agencies in
volved in the savings and loan debacle 
have reflected the very things that you 

are talking about here, improper eval
uation of property and what goes on as 
a result of that. 

Mr. HAYES. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair

man, with the balance of my time, if I 
might, I mentioned earlier a gentleman 
who had found a deposit of marble in 
my district. 

0 1150 
Mr. Chairman, my staff has brought 

to my attention something I did not re
alize. The Government has already 
driven Rick Domingo, a native Amer
ican, out of business. He went to the 
Bureau of Land Management to at
tempt to lay the foundation for the 
creation of this mine, putting in the in
vestment and the like, and because 
BLM was unsure of the future, they 
said, "Hey, you had better go talk to 
your congressman." Well, then they 
could not get any security as to the fu
ture potential use of this property be
cause of the debate in the House. His 
investors got shaky and Rick Domingo 
has gone belly up as a result of it. This 
is an illustration of the problem of ex
cessive Government, wanting too much 
of our lives. Indeed, in this case even 
wan ting to place a value on our prop
erty by their own arbitrary formula. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEWIS of 
California was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. McCANDLESS]. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, my reason for getting 
up was to talk a little bit about this 
fringe-toed lizard and what kind of im
pact that had on the community that I 
represent and actually live in. 

It is a 14,000-acre preserve now I be
lieve, paid for by the Federal Govern
ment, paid for by local government, 
paid for by county government, paid 
for by the building industry and those 
who represent it in a consortium of in
volvement and a payment over a period 
of time. 

It is important to note that for a 
length of time, which we are still re
covering from, that the adjacent prop
erties and the assessments on those ad
jacent properties to pay for this have 
substantially reduced the value of that 
property, whether it be for farming, 
whether it be for development, or for 
whatever other purpose. 

We briefly mentioned the kangeroo 
rat. The kangeroo rat has demoralized 
the county of Riverside, and has re
duced values of property far less than 
what anybody would conceive of if a 
fire came through or a flood came 
through and reduced its overall worth 
or value to an assessment or an evalua
tion. 

The Endangered Species Act has been 
the most dynamic force in reducing 
property value below whatever it 
should be, according to a fair market 
and other factors , because it is not de
velopable. If the county of Riverside 
were to say you can put 1 house oh 
every 10 acres and that is the zoning of 
the property, if the K-rat was eventu
ally found on that property then you 
could not put the 1 house on that 10 
acres, because the county of Riverside 
would not issue that permit because 
you would be in violation of the Endan
gered Species Act. 

I had a constituent who wanted to 
add one bedroom to his house because 
he had another child. He could not add 
that one bedroom to the house on the 5 
acres that he owns because of the En
dangered Species Act. 

This is the problem that we are talk
ing about. My colleague, Mr. TAUZIN, 
his amendment addresses that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] 
has again expired. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro
ceed for an additional 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, is there some 
agreement that we could gain on time 
in terms of the extension that are 
going on? I would suggest that there 
has been some over 25 minutes of de
bate on one side by the proponents of 
the amendment and 5 minutes by the 
opponents of the amendment. Is there 
some agreement we could get, even on 
an unequal basis, so that we could con
clude this is a timely manner, say 35 
minutes, for instance for Mr. HANSEN 
and 25 minutes by Mr. MILLER. 

Mr. VENTO. I reserved the right to 
object, and I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I would suggest that this is by far 
the most significant amendment re
maining on the bill before us today. It 
involves people's property. I am very 
hesitant to lightly restrain the time. 
But I would certainly yield to the gen
tleman who is the author of the amend
ment. 

Mr. VENTO. Renewing my reserva
tion, under my reservation: The issue 
is that I am suggesting an additional 
hour on top of the half-hour, spending 
an hour and half on this; is there any 
suggestion on the part of the gen
tleman? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I do have a 
suggestion. I suggest to the chairman 
that there are other amendments that 
I may very well choose not to take up 
today. It is very conceivable. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, under my 
reservation, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 
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Mr. Chairman, we understand the 

gentleman has a whole series of amend
ments and that he can continue to drag 
out this bill. That is certainly his right 
under the rule that I sought that al
lows him to do that. The question is 
whether or not we can have a reason
able time limit on debate here so that 
we can move on either to the consider
ation-the gentleman's rights continue 
no matter what we do here- protecting 
the rights of all Members who are here 
on the floor, if we had 40 minutes, 
Members would have 5 minutes to 
spend on the amendment. 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I must say that I 
would take the leave of the author of 
this amendment in connection with a 
specific amendment. But indeed we 
would not have the number of amend
ments on the floor that we have today 
if the committee had originally been 
halfway responsive or even consulted 
with Members who are elected to rep
resent the desert. 

Mr. VENTO. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, the issue is here. I seek 
a reasonable time to consider the 
amendment before us in terms of this 
issue, which has been debated repeat
edly here on the floor. The issue here is 
tangential, at best. 

Under my reservation--
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair

man,--
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman: I con

tinue my reservation of objections. 
The CHAIRMAN. There is one unani

mous consent request on the floor. 
Mr. VENTO. And I reserved my right 

to object under it. I am yielding to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, 
my colleague asked for an additional 2 
minutes, which the gentleman in ques
tion took exception to under the unani
mous-consent request. 

Mr. VENTO. I reserved my right to 
object. Under my reservation, I yield to 
the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, let me point out that 
we have not had long debates on this 
issue. This is the first time we have 
ever had a chance to bring this issue of 
property rights and compensation be
fore this body. And to suggest that we 
have had a lot of time to debate it is 
wrong. Many Members are just now 
getting the messages in their offices 
right now who will want to come to the 
floor and debate it. I would be very, 
very careful about limiting time on 
this debate with Members just now 
being alerted to this very serious ques
tion. 

I think we ought to see who is com
ing to debate it first, and let us have a 
good debate. 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. Under my reservation, I 
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. HAYES. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. TAUZIN sponsored the amend
ment. The gentleman mentioned two 
lawsuits earlier today. One was Florida 
Rock, and the other was Dolan. Have 
not both of those been going on for 
over 20 years and are not, in fact, one 
of the original plaintiffs now deceased? 

Mr. VENTO. I cannot give the an
swer. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana to respond to 
the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. HAYES. We are speaking of time 
here. We will have nothing but dead 
plaintiffs left while we have wasted 
time in not enacting legislation to give 
people their rights. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, reclaim
ing my time, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I just want to correct the record 
here. 

The fact is that this amendment and 
all other amendments could have been 
offered in committee, and they were 
not offered in committee. So they have 
chosen to offer this amendment for the 
first time in this forum to continue the 
debate. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman 
briefly. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I point out that this 
Member does not serve on Mr. MILLER'S 
committee. I would love to have served 
on this committee. I do not serve on 
this committee. 

Mr. Chairman, this committee is the 
Committee of the Whole House. This is 
my chance to get this amendment to 
the floor and get it debated, and I 
would like to have a full debate on it. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, the point is that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEWIS] suggested 
somehow this is the only place you 
could consider this amendment because 
in fact the committee did not allow 
that. The bill was considered, and any 
member of the committee could have 
offered any amendment. The members 
of the committee on the other side and 
on our side chose not to offer this 
amendment. The gentleman is per
fectly right. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection and 
let the gentleman [Mr. LEWIS] have his 
2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEWIS]? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank the 
chairman for being so kind with his 
time. I must comment to the chair
man's remarks: It happens to be unfor
tunate that not one Member who is 
elected to represent the desert, out of 
the five, serves on the committee. They 
were not consulted at all by the com
mittee. And were dealt with in an arbi
trary manner by the committee, in this 
Member's judgment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my col
league, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. McCANDLESS], a Representative of 
the desert. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make 
one other point regarding evaluation of 
property. In a recent wildfire in my 
district, 39 homes were burned down to 
the ground. Prior to that wildfire, one 
of the owners of one of these homes 
asked for a permit to build a tractor 
shed. That permit was requested and 
re-requested, but refused by the county 
because it said, "Your property is on 
the Endangered Species List." That 
house and 38 others burned down be
cause the Endangered Species Act did 
not permit the disking of the property 
which they owned, around their dwell
ings and other structures. And as a re
sult, the wildfire came directly 
through, burning the grass up to and 
including the house. 

0 1200 
My point here is that the Endangered 

Species Act, whether applied to im
proved or unimproved land, has been a 
substantial detriment to the value of 
the property in question, and so I take 
exception with those who say that the 
Endangered Species Act has no impact 
or should not have any impact upon 
the assessments of property as it re
lates to purchase by a Federal agency. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Reclaiming 
my time, Mr. Chairman, let me men
tion that I started these remarks by 
discussing the fact that one of my con
stituents, Rick Domingo, has essen
tially been put out of business by gov
ernment. I know that not too many of 
my colleagues may care about that na
tive American who now is essentially 
out of work and has lost the potential 
value of his claim. I had hoped that the 
House would at least care about the 70 
employees he was planning to hire 
from Baker, CA. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of 
discussion already in terms of the En
dangered Species Act. The truth of the 
matter is, and, of course, this amend
ment affects the fundamental process 
of arriving at a fair market value; but 
the issue here is of whether or not we 
are going to begin to legislate different 
qualifications in terms of what fair 
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market value is for at least some of the 
land management agencies in the con
text of this bill. 

We are talking about, in this case, 
the BLM management of land, and the 
Park Service management of land prin
cipally. As I said, there are 18 different 
and acquiring agencies in the Federal 
Government which, under the uniform 
standards, would prohibit such prac
tices as being inappropriate and would 
result in something less than what fair 
market value is, and proponents sug
gest that we are not affecting such 
standards. We, in a whole host of both 
national and State laws and zoning 
laws, have as impact on what the value 
of land is whether it is zoned for com
mercial development, residential devel
opment, other types of limitations and 
extensions that the State or national 
government may place on it, whether 
it has harmful deposits of toxic mate
rials on it, whether it has other types 
of value associated with the land in 
terms of naturally occurring minerals, 
some obviously semiprecious or high 
value like gold. All of these factors 
enter into the fair market value. 

Congress has, Mr. Chairman, when 
attempting to interfere with that, has 
been put down on the basis of what the 
constitution provides in the fifth 
amendment, which is a good protec
tion, and most recently my colleagues 
quoted cases, the Rock case, the Dolan 
court case, in which local governments, 
national governments, the Federal 
Government, may have taken action or 
attempted to disallow certain factors 
or impose certain conditions which re
duce the fair market value. 

The proponents are intent upon legis
lating, in this instance and if the Con
gress can do so and passes laws that 
limit value and that say, " You can't 
look at a specific factor or factors; you 
have to be blind with regard to endan
gered species, " I would suggest one 
could be blind with regard to certain 
mineral values on land. One has to dis
allow that particular value which 
would, indeed, bring us down a policy 
path where we would take away this 
particular function from the courts, 
form the professional appraisals, and 
take it upon ourselves to qualify prop
erty value judgments. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we pass a whole 
host of laws if we disagree with the En
dangered Species Act, or for that mat
ter, with the toxic waste deposits that 
are on land or other factors. We can 
change those laws with regard to that. 
I do not think in a sense that we 
should, but, Mr. Chairman, neverthe
less we can, and there are some prob
l ems that would then be resolved. 

One constituent explained that stat
ed it well regulation, zoning land clas
sification is really the hand of the 
State, local, and national government 
on the landscape of this Nation. That 
really is what the power and respon
sibility of government is, regards land 

use shaping such uses and limits some 
take about unfunded mandates. I say, 
" If you're going to begin to define the 
context of what is and isn' t considered 
a reduction in property value, you're 
going to really paralyze both State/ 
local governments, the national land 
management agencies, in their ability 
to do fulfill their role, and I mean that 
job runs the gamut of the 18 land man
agement agencies we have at the Fed
eral level and every State and local 
government in the country. This would 
be the granddaddy of all unfunded man
dates that one could imagine. It's a 
way to paralyze the government." 

I would say that it is, I think, out of 
sight to consider the fact that the gov
ernment somehow has an intention to 
impose certain conditions on land and 
private property so that it could take 
away property from individuals in this 
instance without payment of a fair 
value. This amendment, while perhaps 
well intended in pointing out a prob
lem, is really inappropriate for the Na
tional Government to, in fact, not pay 
fair market value for any land it pur
chases. 

There are pro bl ems in these areas be
cause, as we talked about, the fringe 
toed lizard, and the kangaroo rat, and 
the woolly cactus that occur in these 
lands, that simply shows that the like
lihood of entire ecosystem in stress; 
that is, a serious problem, and we are 
losing those rare species, hopefully we 
would find solutions to get ahead of the 
curve, as Secretary Babbitt has articu
lated in directing the Department of 
the Interior with regard to the host of 
fauna and flora that are under stress in 
the desert and other critical habitats 
in this Nation, and that we would not 
take this particular one-sided approach 
to action or move in the direction we 
have before us today. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I think 
on the discussion when we are talking 
about the Federal Government, and 
then we are comparing it to the local 
governments, I think respectfully there 
is a difference. In local government we 
have a board of adjustment. In local 
government we have an appeal process. 
In this all we have is the courts, and we 
can go to the court, I am sure, but it 
would seem to me that it is not really 
the kind of comparison we would want 
to look at because in a local govern
ment and on the State basis we have 
boards of adjustment, people one can 
go to. 

The gentleman talks about Secretary 
Babbitt. In my home State--

Mr. VENTO. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I do not think it has to 
do with whether we have a court. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. VENTO 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I am 
going to yield to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] in one mo
ment, but my point would be that we 
are not talking about whether there is 
an appeal process, whether it is 
through a court or formal board. We 
are talking about what the rules are 
that govern or the values are that gov
ern the value of the land; in essence, 
what is going to be paid or what is 
going to be compensated by adjusting 
that, and what is being suggested. Irre
gardless of whether there is an endan
gered species on the land that has an 
impact in how it can be used; that is 
the case when we talk about water 
rights on land. That is the case when 
we talk about whether there is an air 
pollution problem or whether there are 
certain types of mineral deposits on 
land. We are dealing with the fun
damental value that is there, some
times defined and regulated by reason
able law and Government actions. 

There is no difference between two 
plots of land at a local level except 
that they zone one for commercial and 
one for residential, and that is what we 
are dealing with. We are dealing with 
changing or structuring in Congress, 
such value in this amendment not de
pending on the marketplace, but struc
turing those. 

Now it is true that sometimes laws 
locally, nationally, federally, state
wide, have an impact in terms of what 
the value of land is. I yield that par
ticular point. But the fact is that you 
are proposing that Congress mix into 
such issue-we are not changing the 
fundamental law. We are saying, " Dis
regard what the value is and pay that 
notwithstanding the Endangered Spe
cies Act in this instance, and you can 
do that with any one of the rules or 
any one of the laws that I just spoke to 
in the same vein. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I just want to say, as my col
leagues know, the strong suggestion is 
somehow this is going to relieve the 
endangered species problems on lands, 
and the fact is it is not. The fact is 
what the Government would do in this 
case, I guess if this was the land, the 
gentleman was going to force the Gov
ernment to pay a higher price in spite 
of the reality on the land. The Govern
ment will come along, and they will 
make a determination, as they make 
today, about habitat, about land, that 
there is an endangered species problem. 
If, in fact, there is one, they will have 
to support that and go on about their 
business. And guess what? That land
owner will have that land at that mar
ket rate, and they can then deal with 
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anybody in the private sector they 
want, and the Government can just 
stand back and watch that because the 
fact is there will then be 404 permits, 
there will be clean water requirements, 
there will be endangered species, and 
that is fine. 

Now the question is whether or not 
we then want to, because basically 
what we are doing here is we are pro
hibiting the Government, we are pro
hibiting the Government from going in 
and acquiring that land if, in fact, they 
have made an endangered species de
termination because what we are say
ing to the Government is they must 
pay a higher value for that land than 
the land is really worth out in the mar
ket. 
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So they can let that landowner sit 

out in the market and determine what 
it is worth with these requirements, 
because let me say that if you are a de
veloper, if you are a homeowner, or you 
are a rancher, and you want to buy 
that land, you are going to ask, "Is 
there a species problem?" 

They may say, "Yes, this an endan
gered species habitat, and there is a 
wetlands problem here." So you are 
going to say, "Well, I am going to have 
to pay you a little less because I would 
have to get a permit. I would ·have to 
go through these processes, and I have 
to wait to see if that gets cleared up." 

But you do not want to reserve that 
right to the Government. So the fact is 
that what this amendment dictates is 
that the Government goes ahead and 
makes its finding and they know that 
that land is going to be treated in ac
cordance with the Clean Water Act, 
and so forth. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. VENTO 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I con
tinue to yield to the gentleman [Mr. 
MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, the point is that the Government 
really does not then have to deal with 
these lands because they will treat 
these lands as they can under the exist
ing laws. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. No; I can
not yield. The gentleman has the time, 
and I have asked him to yield to me. I 
have not completed my statement, and 
the gentleman has spoken several 
times on the amendment already. 

Mr. Chairman, the point is this: that 
the Government does not have to as
sume the burden because it already 
has, under existing laws that are not 
subject to this legislation, the ability 

to go out and to define whether or not 
various lands have habitat and species 
problems and whether various lands 
have wetlands problems, if it already 
comes to that, and that will continue. 
The only thing we have done here is we 
have taken the Government out of the 
market as to whether or not they 
choose to acquire those lands, and in 
this case most of the lands are not 
going to be a threat to the Federal res
ervations. We would like to acquire 
them for management purposes. A 
number of people may be there who 
would like to leave these lands to the 
Government because they want the 
Government to acquire them. But what 
you are simply saying is that if you are 
going to force this on the Government, 
a land manager cannot say, "I am 
going to pay an artificially high price 
for these lands," because I think in 
fact we are working to an end which 
most of us would suggest we do not 
want. But that is fine because that 
classification of endangered species 
problem will be out there and the free 
market can deal with it, and you will 
find in fact the free market would treat 
this as would the Government but for 
the amendment, because we would be 
considering whether or not this is in 
fact a fair market value. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman's yielding. 

The issue here that started this spark 
was that the Endangered Species Act 
does not have an impact upon the ap
praisal of the property based upon the 
outline that the gentleman read with 
respect to professional assessments of 
property. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will let me reclaim my 
time, I would be happy to share the 
statement with the gentleman. I read a 
portion of it. 

I did not imply nor did I mean to 
imply, nor does the statement, I be
lieve, imply that the Endangered Spe
cies Act has no impact. I believe we all 
know that it does, just as other types 
of laws have an impact, whether they 
be toxic waste laws or other types of 
laws, have an impact. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield further for 
just one more point? 

Mr. VENTO. Yes; I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, if 
an area is designated by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service as an endangered spe
cies study area or if it is determined 
that this area is in the Endangered 
Species Act requirement, no county in 
the State of California and, I would as
sume, other States can issue a building 
permit for any type of structure, be it 
commercial, residential, or the im
provement of an existing structure, 

since that cloud has been emplaced 
upon the property. That is my point. 
That dramatically reduces the value of 
the property. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] 
has again expired. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to ob
ject, this would be based upon the fact 
that my watch keeps up with every
body else's watch. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res
ervation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. ·rs there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, let me 

inquire, has the gentleman from Cali
fornia concluded his statement? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Yes, I have, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, let me 
suggest that I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, let me just say that what we have 
heard on that point is just not so. The 
fact is that people have endangered 
species on tracts of land and they en
gage in mitigation plans with Fish and 
Wildlife or with the corps, or whatever 
the agency is. Because they are both 
involved in this. We have some of the 
most valuable golf courses in America 
that are built across endangered spe
cies habitats because mitigation plans 
were put forth and the species contin
ued to strive and the value is there, 
and the people still built the course 
and they are commercially successful. 
Let us not pretend that that is the end
all. In fact, that has enhanced the 
value of lands around them. 

So this amendment should really 
read either way. The point is that in 
fact the setting aside of habitat and 
the setting aside of wetlands also ac
crues to the value, and if we are honest 
about this amendment, we should also 
say that we should not be able to ac
count any value that was added by gov
ernmental action, such as a county 
road down the front, a freeway down 
the front of it, a national park along 
the side of it, or a water project that 
brought water to the property. 

Why is it that the Government al
ways has to take the losers and they 
never let us share in the values that 
are increased because of governmental 
action? 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that points up one of the problems. I 
am almost out of time, and I do not 
want to continue to extend my time 
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because other Members may want to 
speak. 

But the point is, very simply, that if 
we are looking at something in a com
munity or a city having some special 
species or plants, or other amenities on 
it, that can be a desirable feature. In 
fact, the park designations themselves 
have had the characteristics of increas
ing the value of lands around the 
parks. People want to live by national 
parks and by local and State parks. 

The point is this, Mr. Chairman, I 
would conclude by saying that if there 
is a demonstration that there is collu
sion between the Government designa
tion of an endangered species and then 
coming back and purchasing the land 
cheaply, I think obviously in any court 
they would take action to rectify that 
situation. That is the Doland case 
where the local government was deter
mined to overstep its lawful authority. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my col
leagues that what we have here is es
sentially an issue of the process around 
here. The gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. TAUZIN] and others have tried for 
sometime to get Endangered Species 
Act questions on the floor of the 
House. He has a bill , and the chairman 
of the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] has an- · 
other bill. The issues are well under
stood by Members of the House, but we 
have had really no opportunity here on 
the floor to debate these issues or dis
cuss the important parts of it , and I 
think what we are seeing here today is 
a real frustration over the ability to 
get the significant issues in full debate 
before the House and find out where 
the votes are as far as amending this 
act is concerned. 

It would certainly be preferable at 
this point to debate an issue like this 
in the context of the entire Endangered 
Species Act, with those problems be
fore us, so the House could act, but 
since we do not have that opportunity, 
I think the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. TAUZIN] is going the only thing he 
can do here, and that is to try to use 
this opportunity to bring at least ·one 
issue connected with this before the 
House. This is not a perfect proposal by 
any means that the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] has, because it 
only affects the Federal acquisition of 
these lands, and certainly in the pri
vate sector between two parties the 
discount necessitated by the Endan
gered Species Act application would 
have to be factored in. But at least 
here he has made an attempt to deal 
with this issue. 

I would point out that the real trag
edy here is that the individual whose 
land is impacted by the decision, 
whether that decision is right or 
wrong, under the existing process has 

no opportunity for public input into 
that process that affects his or her 
land, has no guarantee and in fact has 
no right to bring the economic issues 
that are at the core here to the table 
under the existing act. As to the very 
issues we are talking about, that per
son who owns the property has abso-
1 utely no possibility to get to the table 
in the discussion either in the decision 
to list the species or in the subsequent 
discussion of the mitigation. 

Finally and most egregious, if there 
is a decision to list, there is no right to 
go to court on the part of the property 
who opposes and challenges that deci
sion. Only if there is a failure to list is 
there a right to go to court. The only 
instance here in which someone can ex
ercise their right to go to court is 
under a takings process that could cost 
hundreds of thousands of dollars and a 
lot of time, and most people are not in 
a position to do that. 

So my sympathies here lie with what 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN] is attempting to do. I would 
hope that a strong vote on this today 
would send a clear message that we 
ought to be dealing with this entire 
issue here on the floor of the House and 
find out where the votes are. Certainly 
there is a need for some change. 

But in this instance I think there is 
real injury here to a party that has no 
opportunity to defend themselves un
less they have enough money to go to 
court and take the appeals process up 
on a taking. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN]. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank my friend for his excellent 
statement, because that is what is at 
stake here. What is at stake here is not 
private manipulation of values or tak
ing advantage of the Government. 
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What is at stake here is the Govern
ment taking advantage of small prop
erty owners who can not afford to 
spend 10 years in the court of claims or 
the court of appeals, all the way to the 
Supreme Court, to prove that the Gov
ernment took their property by devalu
ating first before they acquired it in an 
eminent domain situation, where the 
party did not have a chance to com
plain and address the issues in advance. 

The gentleman is so correct . If we do 
not adopt this amendment, what we 
are left with is a situation where the 
Government can take advantage of 
small property owners who cannot af
ford to go to court and fight the Gov
ernment, the Justice Department, to 
get justice in America. This amend
ment says to every small property 
owner, when your land is taken, you 
are not going to get some artificial 
value. You are going to get the real 

value before the Government took an 
action to devalue your property, and 
then tried to acquired it. It is so essen
tial that we establish that in law for 
small property owners. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I thank the gen
tleman for his comments. I think we 
have the basic question of fairness. I 
wish we could deal with it in the larger 
context. I would suggest to Members 
listening, until we are given that op
portunity here on the floor, we are 
going to continue to see this type of 
frustratiqn, and maybe a clear vote 
here will send the right signal. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Nor th Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port for the Tauzin amendment. I 
think my colleague has laid out a 
strong case for this amendment by de
tailing the Florida Rock case. There is 
another reason for supporting this 
amendment, and this debate shows the 
direction we are moving in. It talks 
about fundamental fairness for the 
American people. 

It is unfair for anyone, especially a 
government green shirt , to come on to 
a person 's land and declare that indi
vidual 's land invaluable because of the 
government regulations that are placed 
upon it. 

You know, we used to prosecute peo
ple in this country for devaluing land 
and running those types of scams, and 
then trying to come on and buy it at 
the lower prices. I believe HUD has reg
ulations against that even today as we 
speak. And here is the Federal Govern
ment doing much the same thing. 

The people of this country become 
wary of what the government does in 
the name of environmental protection. 
It is precisely because of this type of 
maneuvering that the public is con
cerned. If the government is going to 
pass strong environmental laws, it 
should pay the price. 

Now, we have before us a bill cospon
sored by the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. TAUZIN] and myself, which lies at 
the desk under a discharge petition, 
that would allow us to debate this. It 
would allow us to have a debate on the 
whole question of takings and .how the 
public is to be compensated. 

You know, one of the Members pre
viously mentioned that because of the 
pressures of population gains, that 
there is going to be more and more 
need for the Federal Government to be 
taking properties, there is going to be 
more and more pressure for govern
ment management and control. 

It is precisely because of that that we 
need to adhere to the protections of the 
Constitution more strongly than we do 
today. The fourth and fifth Amend
ments are going to become more and 
more important to protect the people 
of this country. 

The Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights was passed not to protect us 
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from foreign power, but to protect us 
from just this type of onerous hand of 
government. And that is why we as, 435 
Members of Congress, ought to be the 
champions of constitutional rights for 
the people of this country, not think
ing up ways to undercut it, not think
ing of ways we can get a cheaper dollar 
for the government, not thinking of 
ways we can abuse those rights, but be 
the champions. 

If we are going to err, let us err on 
the side of the people, not on the side 
of the bureaucrats. 

Now, I served on the board of trans
portation and in the State legislature 
as the gentleman from Utah did, and I 
know there are times when condemna
tion needs to be used. We tried to find 
alternative ways. 

When I first came to this Congress, 
we took up a · bill in the subcommittee 
that I sat upon to take a farm that had 
been in a family's hands for hundreds 
of years, to provide a view shed for a 
corpse. Under condemnation of this 
government, we did that. Now, I do not 
consider that in an area of highest and 
public health and safety, which we or
dinarily try to use condemnation for. 

We know that in many types of legis
lation, we have reform systems, such 
as in our State, where the court got its 
fees from deciding cases. So, naturally, 
it had to find a lot of people guilty in 
order to get the funds to operate the 
court. We abolished that system years 
ago. Yet we are talking about the same 
system here. 

The government, by pulling from its 
case a regulation that will devalue 
your property, can buy that property 
for a fraction of its value had it not ap
plied those regulations. So it has an in
centive to always find a regulation to 
devalue in order to deprive that person 
of his fair market value and enable the 
government to buy it at a lower price. 

This kind of chicanery should not be 
in any system that we have, and it is 
why we should pass the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this amendment. I share the 
concerns of the subcommittee chair
man that we not attempt to dictate in 
statutory language a specific fair mar
ket value. I also understand and share 
the concern of the chairman of the full 
committee that an amendment ought 
not to be just one way. 

In fact, I do not believe this amend
ment is just one way. If we read the 
exact wording, it says lands and inter
ests and lands acquired pursuant to 
this act shall be appraised without re
gard to the presence of. 

It has nothing to do with just ignor
ing it if it devalues the land, but not 
ignoring it if it increases the value of 
the land. So it really does go both 
ways. I do not think the amendment is 
at fault in the language of the amend
ment. 

I believe that one of the very strong
est principles in this country protected 
by our Constitution is the right of own
ership of private property. That has 
been defended in the courts. In fact, re
cently, a few years ago, in the Lucas 
case, as this body is well aware, the Su
preme Court ruled that when the Gov
ernment, whether it be Federal or 
local, when the Government acts 
through something such as a zoning or
dinance, which the subcommittee 
chairman mentioned may lower the 
value of land, that that in fact is a tak
ing, even though it is not a condemna
tion, even though it is not taking all of 
the rights of ownership of the property; 
that the very restriction of use 
through zoning or such ordinances can 
in fact, be a taking which is compen
sable, which the Government must 
compensate. 

Now, I believe that. In my opinion, 
the enlisting of endangered species or 
critical habitat is a similar taking, 
which must be compensated. I believe, 
in my opinion, that is in fact a taking. 

I would encourage the Supreme Court 
that when that case appears before it, 
to find that similarly, under Lucas, to 
be a taking. I would encourage those 
people who have the money to pursue 
this to the Supreme Court to in fact do 
so, so that we can get a ruling under 
the court. 

I would encourage this body to take 
up the Private Property Rights Act, so 
that we can deal with this in substance 
beyond just the Desert Protection Act, 
beyond just the Endangered Species 
Act, so we can deal with this issue of 
Federal Government action which low
ers the value of property being a tak
ing. 

I believe it is. It must be under the 
Constitution, and it should be compen
sable. But until someone takes that to 
the Supreme Court, or until this body 
acts to pass the Private Property 
Rights Act, we should adopt this 
amendment so that specifically we are 
saying that the government cannot 
benefit by or that we cannot take away 
the person's property value. 

The argument has been made very 
clearly by both the committee chair
man and the subcommittee chairman 
that the listing of an endangered spe
cies or a critical habitat may very 
well, and often does, lower the value. 
Yet that is not being compensated. 

So what this does is seek in this par
ticular bill to say we are going to com
pensate them because we are not going 
to appraise considering the listing of 
that species. We will appraise it with
out consideration of the listing of the 
species. 

So I think it is a very good amend
ment, and would urge adoption of it. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ORTON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman raised 
the Lucas case. I have not read all the 
details. But the suggestion that if you 
have a zoning limitation and you re
duce the value of the land regarding a 
zoning the gentleman, Mr. ORTON, sug
gests that in that practice today for 
local governments, for State govern
ments, in essence, is compensable and 
that they are or should be paying com
pensation. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the critical ele
ments I think missing in the discussion 
here is a black and white argument 
sort of being portrayed today, the issue 
of reasonableness. That is exactly the 
case of the Dolan legal case. So what 
we are entering into, of course, is not a 
question of whether it is a reasonable
ness in terms of use here with regard to 
this amendment and this very narrow 
use, but, obviously, we are arguing on a 
broader ban. But the proponents of the 
amendment are avoiding the issue of 
reasonableness, which is at the heart 
or core of what the courts actually de
cide, and we are putting in place and 
substituting our judgment by saying if 
it is an Endangered Species Act, you 
cannot consider it as to reducing that 
value the Federal Government pays for 
such property. 

0 1230 

Indeed, while I suggest and I think 
the chairman suggests that the Endan
gered Species Act could reduce the 
value of land because of limitations 
that are inherent in the use of it, it 
also may enhance it. I may want to 
have the Houston toad in my backyard. 
To me that may have ·something of 
value and I think to other individuals 
as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] has 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ORTON 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, in re
sponse to the comments of the sub
committee chairman, indeed the Lucus 
case is a fairly narrow issue. But the 
concept that was identified in the 
Lucas case is that in order to be a com
pensable taking, you do not need to 
take the entire rights in the property, 
that a restriction such as a zoning re
striction can in fact be compensable 
under the Constitution, under the 
takings clause. I think that is the 
point that I am raising. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
think the question is one of reasonable
ness. Of course, it is not the operative 
function of our local governments, 
every time they have a reclassifica
tion, whether it increases or limits the 
use of the land, to either collect money 
on the increase or to pay money back 
on the decrease. In fact, that is a com
mon activity, in fact, a major function 
of local and State government. 
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Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I appre

ciate the comment. 
The point we are making is, I think, 

one in fact of reasonableness. The Su
preme Court has said that the action, 
something less than taking the entire 
rights of the property, is in fact com
pensable under the Constitution. I am 
saying that we ought to take that case 
to the Supreme Court to determine if 
this is compensable. I believe it is, in 
my opinion. Until that is done, I think 
it is very reasonable to say that when 
listing an endangered species or criti
cal habitat which then clearly is a low
ering value, it is reasonable for us to 
state that we are not going to reduce 
that property value through appraisal. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ORTON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, let me thank the gentleman for his 
fine statement in support of the 
amendment, particularly the argument 
that if every landowner has to go all 
the way to the Supreme Court to find 
out if the Government has taken his 
property, what awful mess we are in. 
How small landowners will be denied 
justice in America. 

I hope Members appreciate the 
strength of that argument. The gen
tleman is correct. The court, in the 
Florida Rock Decision, said that zon
ing cases must in fact be judged on 
their reasonableness, but were there is 
shared benefit and burden, there is no 
taking. But if the burdens fall on the 
small class of landowners and the bene
fits fall to the public at large, under 
Florida Rock that is a taking. 

That is what we are talking about 
here. We are talking about endangered 
species designation so that the public 
at large gets the benefit of environ
mental protection but a single small 
landowner has to lose the value of his 
property. 

What we are saying in this amend
ment is, when the Government makes 
that kind of a decision, it ought not 
take advantage of that landowner by 
paying him the smaller degraded value. 
It ought to pay him the market value 
before the Government made the deci
sion for the public good. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
for his support and point out that yes
terday or the day before I stood up in 
support of eminent domain to say the 
Government does have a right to buy 
property for wilderness protection. 
What we are saying today is, when it 
does it for wilderness protection, it 
pays real market value, not an artifi
cial value determined after the Govern
ment regulates it to death. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] has 
again expired. 

(On request of Mr. VENTO, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. ORTON was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min-

1 utes.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ORTON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want the attention of the gentleman 
from Louisiana, because I do not think 
there is any disagreement that if, in
deed, the Federal Government were to 
be classifying something as an endan
gered species or putting some other 
type of limitation on land through its 
regulatory role and laws that we pass 
lawfully doing this, that in essence 
that they ought to be doing so with the 
intent of actually devaluing or reduc
ing the value of the cost. In fact, the 
entire impetus of the Federal Govern
ment and the 18 land managers we have 
is to pay fair market value. 

I think, as a matter of fact, I would 
say that very often that results in a 
higher cost, could result in a higher 
cost to be paid. We cannot pay less nor 
more than fair market value. So if 
there is a demonstration that there 
was actually an intention on the part 
of the Park Service, the Forest Serv
ice, any land management agencies to 
reduce the value and to take advantage 
of a citizen, I think that we would all 
be in the forefront seeking payment. I 
do not think there is any demonstra
tion or intention to do that. There is 
no design to use the law to achieve 
such objective, as I said earlier there is 
no conspiracy. 

I find such suggestion not helpful in 
terms of this sensitive policy issue. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, reclaim
ing my time, I do not know of anyone 
saying that that is the basis of this 
amendment, that there is some bad ac
tion on the part of the Park Service in 
doing so. 

I would simply suggest that I agree 
with many of the goals of the Endan
gered Species Act. We do not want to 
eliminate species from Earth. But we 
ought to recognize that if it is impor
tant enough for this country and this 
country's laws to protect that species, 
it is important enough for us to belly 
up to the bar and pay for it. 

Why should one landowner have to 
bear the brunt of protecting that spe
cies? If it is important enough for us to 
do it, let us pay for it. If we have to 
raise taxes to pay for it, raise taxes to 
pay for it. But we should not be impos
ing these requirements on individual 
landowners. That is the whole point of 
this argument. 

By devaluing the property and then 
appraising it and purchasing it at 
lower value, we are placing the burden 
of protecting that species on one land
owner and not on the public at large. If 
it is important enough for the public at 
large to do it, then pay for it. 

I would urge the committee to adopt 
this resolution. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ORTON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to say, hallelujah. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Thank goodness we have finally got
ten to the heart of the debate in terms 
of this particular amendment-private 
property rights. I think it is ironic and 
it shows the gulf of the perceptions be
tween two sides in terms of the dia
logue that just occurred. 

First of all, we are talking about the 
Endangered Species Act, an act which 
expired 2 years ago but which is being 
kept on life support because, frankly, if 
the Endangered Species Act were here 
on this floor, a similar. debate would be 
taking place. And I believe a number of 
Members, especially the chairmen of 
both the committee and the sub
committee, would be hard-pressed to 
defend the Endangered Species Act as 
it is currently written. Why? Because 
there is no economic impact statement 
required in the Endangered Species 
Act. What is society doing when it re
quires an individual not to be able to 
use their land for legitimate purposes 
because there are endangered species 
on it? That land is taken. How much 
does that cost the individual? The 
value of the land and its uses. 

The Tauzin-Hansen amendment goes 
to the heart of it, because it in fact 
shows what the economic expense 
would be. And that is, if you have a 
piece of private property and an endan
gered species is found on it, it is worth 
zero. The Tauzin-Hansen amendment is 
absolutely correct in requiring the 
Government to value the land on the 
basis of its market value without con
sidering the Endangered Species Act. 
The difference between that property, 
its market value without considering 
the endangered species, and the zero 
worth of that land if you considered 
the Endangered Species Act, is the eco
nomic impact of the Endangered Spe
cies Act. So let us get honest here. 

The reason the opponents of this 
amendment are scared to death of this 
amendment is because it truly shows 
the cost of the Endangered Species Act. 
The Endangered Species Act does not 
require a determination of the eco
nomic impact of a decision under the 
act, but the Tauzin-Hansen amendment 
would require the Government to own 
up on the actual societal cost of the 
Endangered Species Act. 

I love the chairman's example of the 
golf course or his example of living 
next to the park and how valuable that 
makes the property and how we are not 
only living with mitigation today, but 
how mitigation helps people enhance 
the value of their land. 

Let me tell my colleagues what is 
going on in my district. In my district 
we do not deal with golf courses for 
mitigation. 

What do we deal with in my district? 
I represent an area which historically 
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has the Tulare Lake . That was a lake 
formed by the Kern River, which ran 
down the Kern Canyon every year, one 
of the major white water rivers in the 
United States. 
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That land would be flooded , and then 

when the sun came out, as it does in 
the Central Valley, the lake would 
shrink, sometimes almost drying up. 
The next season it would flood again. 
Then it would contract, and it would 
flood and contract in God 's design. 

Man came and built a dam, and the 
flow of that river was stopped or regu
lated by the dam. I have property own
ers who are attempting to release 
water on old Tulare Lake land to allow 
it to percolate back into the under
ground as it did historically, and the 
Government has said, "You cannot run 
water on that land. " Why? Because 
there are endangered species on that 
land. 

Wait a minute, wait a minute, before 
man ever came and built a dam, these 
endan5ared species were living where 
the lake had contracted, and then, 
guess what, when the water rose, what 
did the endangered species do? Ask 
where is Government to protect us? No. 
What did they do? They went to higher 
ground. Believe it or not, the kangaroo 
rat knows that when its hole is flooded 
and it ought to go to higher ground. 

However, if some body today tries to 
release water on what used to be the 
Tulare Lake basin and there is an en
dangered species there, they are fined 
by the Government. They are not al
lowed to use the land for what was its 
historic purpose. 

Let me give another example, which 
is not a golf course. The United States 
has decided to build a Federal prison. 
We were building it on the west side of 
Kern County. Some of the land not 
used for the Elk Hill 's Oil Preserve was 
appropriate land that is federally 
owned. We went to take a look at it for 
purposes of building a Federal prison. 
We could not build it there. Why? Be
cause there are all kinds of endangered 
species there. 

Interestingly enough, the count of 
endangered species on military res
ervations, on other Government prop
erty don' t exist for purposes of a spe
cies count. If we have a Government 
reservation that is absolutely loaded 
with endangered species, but somebody 
has 10 acres just the other side of the 
Federal boundary, the person on the 
other side of the Federal boundary has 
to pay mitigation regardless of how 
many endangered species are on the 
Government side. 

Now we try to build a Federal prison. 
We cannot do it because we have en
dangered species on the land. Where 
can we build a Federal prison? Thank 
goodness, Chevron Corp. had a 300 acre 
plot of land that they plowed reli
giously, did not plant anything there, 

but plowed it religiously, spring and 
fall, so that there would be no endan
gered species on it, and we were able to 
work a very reasonable deal for the 
taxpayer to acquire private property to 
build a Federal prison because we could 
not build it on Federal property. There 
was no determination of the actual 
cost to society on that decision be
cause of the Endangered Species Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM
AS] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. THOMAS 
of California was allowed to proceed for 
3 additional minutes.) 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, let met give one more exam
ple which is not a golf course, in terms 
of how wonderful this mitigation oper
ation works. We have a gentleman who 
is an immigrant. He purchased some 
land. He wanted to engage in farming. 
The land was sold for farming purposes. 

He went into hock to get a tractor to 
be able to pursue the American dream 
of the yeoman farmer in tilling the soil 
to produce the crop for market. As he 
tilled that soil, 42 Federal agents de
scended upon him. This gentleman, and 
it is very difficult for him to speak 
English, he tried to understand what 
was happening to him. 

The Federal agents fanned out across 
the property, picked up pieces of fur, 
because he was disking the property for 
purposes of planting it, and he was ar
rested. Not only was he arrested, but 
his tractor was confiscated, just like 
the drug lords get their houses and 
their boats confiscated, because the 
Feds said it was a murder weapon. 

The fellow who owned the tractor 
had the tractor held by the Feds. He 
could not get the money for it. This 
poor fellow is now subject to .all kinds 
of fines and imprisonment because he 
tried to till the soil. He might have 
been able to pay hundreds of thousands 
of dollars to the Government to be able 
to till the soil, he might have been able 
to do it. This is not mitigation, it is 
blackmail. 

What really bothers me the most is 
these folks talking about the fact that, 
gee, why will we not let Government do 
this, because then your property next 
to it will be more valuable. Np, it will 
not. If you have that piece of property 
next to a park and there are endan
gered species on it, unless this amend
ment passes, your property is worth 
zero. Worse than it being worth zero, it 
is worth zero and you cannot do any
thing with it. 

That ultimately is the biggest prob
lem with this bill and with the Endan
gered Species Act without the Tauzin
Hansen amendment. It is the small 
landholder who is carrying 100 percent 
on their backs, the society 's desire to 
protect endangered species. If society 
thinks it is important, society ought to 
pay for it. 

What is the cost? What is the eco
nomic cost of paying for it? We do not 

know, because the Endangered Species 
Act does not require an economic im
pact statement. If the Tauzin amend
ment is passed, you w:lll have it , what 
is the market value of the land versus 
zero, and the difference between the 
market value and zero is the economic 
impact of the Government's decision. 

Mr. Chairman, all we are asking for 
in the Tauzin-Hansen amendment is for 
Government to own up to the societal 
cost of the Endangered Species Act; 
that if Government wants it, they 
ought to pay the market value for it. 

If the Government believes preserv
ing endangered species on the property 
is higher than the private use of the 
private person, then Government ought 
to pay for it. If we are honest , society 
ought to say that preserving endan
gered species is more important than 
the economic value that the land 
brings in use, society ought to pay the 
market value for it, because society 
says that preserving species is more 
important than the private use of the 
land. 

However, I have a hunch that once 
society finds out exactly how much it 
costs, they are going to say no way. 
Pass the Tauzin-Hansen amendment. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank my 
friend, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. THOMAS] , who just gave a great 
analysis of what has happened in the 
extreme, and I think I read the same 
case that he is referring to. I believe it 
was rats that the farmer was accused 
of murdering, and the tractor and disk 
were in fact confiscated. 

Let me just say, as a Member who 
was doing some other things today and 
thought I had a few other places I had 
to be, I saw a piece of this debate on C
Span and I thought it was important to 
come down and participate in it, be
cause I think this is a very important 
debate for this House to take up. 

One of the most precious rights we 
have in this country is property rights. 
We have had a number of speakers who 
have alluded to it and talked about it. 
That is what Americans fought for, 
that is what people lined up by the 
thousands in land rushes in the last 
century to be able to get a piece of land 
that they could call their own, that 
they could build a home on, that they 
could farm. Property rights are a key 
to our society. They are a key to our 
prosperity. They are a key to our free
dom. 

Against that backdrop of a very im
portant right, we have the necessary 
evil of condemnation. The problem 
with what we are doing in applying 
condemnation to property rights , in 
this case, and I want to speak strongly 
in favor of the Tauzin-Hansen amend
ment, is we are taking a necessary evil, 
that is, condemnation, and we are 
compounding it. 
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We are taking an agency in the Fed

eral Government that has the power to 
devalue private property, and that 
means take a guy who is a plumber or 
a carpenter or another middle-class 
worker, who has put his weekly pay
check every year for the last 10 or 15 
years at 8 or 9 or 10 percent interest to 
buy a piece of land at $50,000, and he 
finds that Government has taken away 
the value of his property, lowered it 
down to $20,000. In this case, in this 
particular bill, that same Government 
that devalued his land will now profit 
from that devaluation. That is bad pol
icy, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, we are a House that 
puts checks and balances in place to 
keep one part of the Government from 
getting too much control over people's 
lives. That is bad policy. 

Mr. Chairman, obviously property 
owners who are going to be affected by 
this desert protection bill come from 
all walks of life. There are people that 
have little bitty homesteads out there 
where they put what is known as jack
rabbit houses on them. Those are 
houses that working people in South
ern California put up with $5 and $10 
and $15 saved each week to be able to 
have a piece of property. They could 
not afford a piece of property, maybe, 
in urban San Bernardino or Los Ange
les or San Diego County, so they go out 
to the desert and they own a piece of 
property out there. 

Now the Government comes along 
and finds an endangered rat, in the 
case of California, and puts limitations 
on the use of that property, if they 
have not already built a house on it or 
built a structure on it, and now the 
same Government is going to profit 
from the devaluation it put in place. 
That is bad, and it is happening not 
just in California, but it is happening 
in farmland across the country. 

It is happening everywhere where 
young Americans are going out and 
trying to save a few bucks every week 
and buy a piece of land, and find that 
their piece of land cannot be built on, 
it cannot be disked up. The only right 
that we are leaving our private prop
erty owners is the right to pay taxes. 
That is the last right that Government 
reserves to them. 

I want to thank the author of this 
amendment, the gentleman from Lou
isiana [Mr. TAUZIN], and the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN], who also co
sponsored this amendment, for their 
insight and for their advocacy for 
working people in this country who 
want to be able to use their property. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, let me go through 
some of the things, and why most of us 

are opposed to this bill. If we take a 
look at the whole agenda, we call some 
of the environmentalists Nazi environ
mentalists, and let me say why. 

There are some that are very, very 
good, working for the good, working 
with business, working with the mili
tary. However, the agenda of some of 
these groups is total no growth. 
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We had an amendment on this floor 

to where these environmentalists could 
come on to property without permis
sion and check out things. That is pri
vate property rights. 

In San Diego, there are areas in 
which we cannot build. We own our 
own land but we cannot build on it. 

We purchase it, we have bought it, 
whether our home is on it or we have 
bought it for the future, but we cannot 
build in many cases because of the en
dangered species. 

We had a fire in San Diego, a bad fire. 
Every summer the grass grows up and 
some of the people wanted to cut down 
weeds and grass in front of their 
homes. Because of the Endangered Spe
cies Act, they could not cut the grass. 
It was on national television. One guy 
said, "The heck with you. I'm going to 
cut it down." He did. He is the only guy 
with his house left that did not burn. 
The rest of them that did not because 
of the rule lost their homes. This is 
how degrading and this is how demean
ing that this whole environmental 
movement has become in some direc
tions. 

There are some groups that are try
ing to work and not to extremes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN
TER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HUNTER 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I con
tinue to yield to the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
you were in the Hanoi Hilton and you 
spent some time as a POW. There you 
had no rights. 

This is what is happening to Amer
ican citizens. The Government is tak
ing over their rights and using endan
gered species, parks and recreation, 
and so on, and that is not right, Mr. 
Chairman. I think you would agree 
with it. Would you want somebody to 
come into your home and be able to 
check it out, devalue it and say, "We 
are going to take your land. By the 
way, we are not going to give you fair 
market price, we are going to devalue 
it," something that you have invested 
in for your future. That is wrong, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I have some other things that I will 
speak on my own time, but I know the 
gentleman from California wanted to 
yield to another gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that 
north of my district, in Riverside, CA, 
we have what is known as a rat fund. A 
rat fund is the money that is put aside, 
I think there is something like $100 
million in it now, and it comes from 
every young couple that wants to buy a 
piece of land and build a house. The rat 
fund is metered out to about $1,500 per 
lot. That means a young working cou
ple who comes up and wants to buy a 
piece of land, they are going to pay in
terest on $1,500 for the next 30 years to 
support the rats. 

Mr. Chairman, that may play well 
with those people that are so-called 
purists with respect to the Endangered 
Species Act, but what it has done in 
most of Southern California is it has 
made it so that 82 percent of our citi
zens do not have the economic where
withal to buy the average home. One 
other driver of that price, of course, is 
the $5,000-increase in lumber per home 
that comes about as a result of protect
ing the spotted owl and closing off 
large areas of lumber supply. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an encroach
ment on basic rights, basic center
pieces of the American dream, like 
home ownership, that is created by the 
acts that we have passed, including the 
Endangered Species Act, that are envi
ronmentally oriented. We have not in
serted enough balance into these par
ticular acts, and the Tauzin-Hansen 
amendment is one that inserts some 
balance. It says that the same Govern
ment that cuts your property in half 
cannot profit from that reduction. 
That is an important policy for us to 
pass and it is right for us in the House 
of Representatives to pass that policy. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I can give 
one of the best examples. A fellow 
named Bowles in Texas who was in 
court for 10 years because he bought a 
subdivision lot in Missouri County, TX. 
His neighbors had houses on their lots. 
He was told in 1984 he could not build 
on that lot because of a Government 
decision. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN
TER] has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. TAUZIN and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HUNTER was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, in 
1984 he applied for a permit to build his 
house. The Government said, "No. We 
have decided that land is now wetland. 
We are going to protect it under envi
ronmental laws." 

Mr. Bowles went to court. It took 
him 10 years. The Government argued 
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that they ought to pay him only $4,500, 
which was the value of the lot after 
they said he could not use it. He argued 
in the court of claims, through the ap
peals court, back to the court of claims 
10 years that the Government owed 
him the real value of his lot. 

The court finally awarded him 
$55,000, the value of his real lot and 
punished the Government with inter
est, compounded daily since 1984. And 
the court pleaded with the Congress to 
make some law in this area, not to 
make every citizen spend 10 years in 
court to get justice. That is what this 
amendment is all about. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe in the En
dangered Species Act. We simply think 
when it devalues property that the 
Government ought not take advantage 
of that devaluation. When it purchases 
property, it ought to pay the real value 
before it devalues the property. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen

tleman from Wyoming. 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in support of the Tauzin 
amendment. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to inquire as to 
whether or not there is an ability to 
get a time limit. I think we have been 
on this amendment about 1112 hours. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that all debate on this amendment 
and amendments thereto end in 40 min
utes. 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-

man, may I inquire of the manager of 
the amendment, is there any interest 
in arriving at a time limit? 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, the 
problem is, as I pointed out earlier, 
Members are just coming to the floor 
now. Members want to debate this who 
are not members of the committee. 
Members of the committee have a pref
erential right to debate. If we put a 
time limit on, all we are going to do is 
to hear a debate by the members of the 
gentleman's committee and not the 
other Members of the House. I would 
only urge the gentleman to allow a few 
other Members of the House at large to 
speak first and then perhaps we can 
talk about a time limit. 

Mr. MILLER of California. The gen
tleman would be allowed under any 
consideration to manage the time and 
to give it to whomever he would like. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I suggest the gen
tleman heard an objection by a Mem
ber of this House who does not serve on 
the committee the gentleman chairs. 
My concern is that they have a chance 
to speak too, and if we can assure them 
of a chance to speak, then perhaps we 
can reach an agreement. I see a lot 
more Members coming to the floor as 
this debate begins to catch their atten
tion. 

I would only urge, perhaps, that we 
go a little longer and see whether 
Members are getting a fair shot at de
bating. 

The CHAIRMAN. An objection has 
been heard. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, we certainly heard a 
number of horror stories here and that 
raises some concern. Let me relate a 
story on the other side of the issue. It 
involves both zoning by Government 
and the mining law. 

In my district, some speculators from 
the State of Washington filed a claim 
in the Oregon Dunes National Recre
ation Area which predated the actual 
enactment of that as a recreation area. 
They followed this claim through after 
20 years or so of litigation for sand as 
a scarce raw material given the judg
ment of one now-dead Forest Service 
geologist that it was rare sand as op
posed to common sand. They got the 
land for a few thousand dollars from 
the Federal Government. They have 
got a couple of problems. The State of 
Oregon has zoned it as natural resource 
land, which does not allow any con
sumptive use such as mining, so they 
have got a zoning problem there. Be
yond that, they got it for a few thou
sand dollars from the Federal Govern
ment. The value of the land is rec
reational. Now they want the Federal 
Government to pay them tens of mil
lions of dollars to buy back that which 
they bought for a few thousand dollars 
which certainly questions whether 
they ever really had any intent of min
ing this scarce sand resource. 

What is being proposed here as the 
gentleman who preceded me, a couple 
before me in the well, he talked about 
the highest and best use under the Tau
zin amendment. The highest and best 
use in this case would overturn the 
State zoning in this situation and 
would give these speculators tens of 
millions of dollars for a piece of Fed
eral land in a recreation area for which 
they paid a few thousand because of a 
sand claim. 

Beyond that, let us think. Let the 
American people think. What would we 
like our neighbor to do? 

I come from a State where every acre 
of the State is zoned, but we are ready 
to grow and it is zoned fairly and peo
ple get just compensation when they 
are deprived of any beneficial use. That 
is required under the Federal Constitu
tion. The issue is, what is highest and 
best use? Under this gentleman's pro
posal, highest and best use, I own a few 
acres of land, I think that my land
even though it is on the edge of a resi
dential neighborhood, on the edge of 
the city-would make a really dandy 
low-level nuclear waste site. 

The Government by edict has told me 
I cannot have a low-level nuclear waste 
site in the city of Springfield. I have 

been deprived of hundreds of millions 
of dollars of value for my acres of land 
because of edict by the Government 
and under this sort of legislation I 
would demand compensation. 

0 1300 
We are taking this to the point of 

overturning all States' rights, all capa
bilities of States to zone, when you go 
to this highest and best use, and you 
take it to its absurd lengths. 

Let us get this debate back in con
text. The debate here really is, and 
there are a few well-intentioned people 
coming before us who truly have a con
cern here, and they have some horror 
stories to relate, and those should cer
tainly be looked at, we have got to 
question the actions of the courts or 
the State legislatures in some of those 
areas, and that should be looked at. 

But in this context with this debate 
without any prior consideration by 
committees, what we see is an attempt 
to derail a park which will benefit the 
future of the greatest State, the larg
est populated State in this country, 
and other people in the West who want 
to see some of these desert lands pre
served for future generations. That is 
what is going on here. It is an attempt 
to derail the bill with an amendment 
many find objectionable. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to . the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, obviously 
I know the intentions of the sponsor of 
the amendment with regards to the En
dangered Species Act. One of the sug
gestions that came up in the debate 
was that you had to go all the way to 
the Supreme Court in order to deal 
with the modification of what is fair 
market value or just compensation, in 
other words, if there is a taking, and 
the reason for that is of course, that is 
the law of the land. That is where these 
decisions emanate from. You cannot 
change that in a lower court. An appeal 
process cannot change that. You have 
to go to the Supreme Court, because 
that is where the decisions are made. 
That is the law of the land. 

We do not look to the statutes nec
essarily to define what is fair market 
value, so what you have and what is 
being suggested here in a modest way 
obviously, in a very narrow way, but 
obviously an expansive debate because 
of the dynamics of this issue, what is 
being suggested here is that we begin 
to rewrite those rules in this House 
floor and in this body and write them 
into law. But there is not general con
sensus on that, and obviously no one 
here, I do not think, would argue any 
of the laws we have passed, whether it 
is wetlands, whether it is clean water, 
whether it is the Endangered Species 
Act, or a host of other legislation deal
ing with toxic waste and so forth, that 
these laws are perfect, that they are 
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not flawed. Indeed, they are and need 
to be modified. We do not want to en
shrine certain .values and certain con
ditions into what fair market value is, 
a decision that has emanated from the 
Supreme Court under the fifth amend
ment of the Constitution. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to spend 
just a minute, and I am going to yield 
to my friend, the gentleman from Lou
isiana [Mr. HAYES]. 

But let me tell you about some rights 
that have been violated in the past. We 
have gone through these. 

Sludge in Colorado: I hunt, and I 
have been through those mountains, 
and it is terrible the pollution that 
mining companies have left in Colo
rado. It is terrible. Yes, you here me 
right, I say to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO]. That is a right, 
and it was violated 

The Great Lakes and the pollution it 
went through that was a violation of 
rights, people's rights to enjoy the en
vironment, and I agree with you on 
those things. It probably took some 
pretty strong-willed people to make 
sure over businesses interests and the 
rest of it to clean up those lakes. 

There are property rights that were 
taken away, and even the military by 
putting in single-lined fuel tanks, it is 
costing us millions of dollars now to 
reclaim our Earth and so on. Those are 
legitimate things and things that I 
want, and I know the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] 
want to do the same thing. 

This amendment, to me, goes to the 
middle of the road in taking care of 
people's rights that if I own a home or 
property and the Government says, "I 
want to take it," that is fine, under our 
existing laws, but where I draw the line 
and think it is wrong, and it is a Nazi 
tactic to come in and take it without 
giving me that compensation that that 
·valuable land is worth, and the Govern
ment comes in and says, "I want to de
value that land, and then I want to pay 
you for it." That is where, to me, it is 
wrong. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I only have a lit
tle bit of time, and if they will give me 
extra time at the end, because I prom
ised the gentleman from Louisiana I 
would give him time. 

Mr. VENTO. We are under the 5-
minu te rule. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. If you will not 
object when I ask for additional time, I 
will be happy. 

That is the heart of this whole 
crunch, I think, is that the people that 
want to concrete the earth, the people 
that want to cause the sludge problems 
in the mining, and I agree with you, 
there are a lot of violations in our 
country, and I think we can work. 

But to give someone compensation, 
to keep someone from their property 
rights without access to a road, to keep 
somebody from hunting on land that 
we have hunted since the stone age 
time, those are the things that come to 
the heart of the agenda of the groups 
that are proposing this bill to stop 
property rights. 

Now, there are some good things in 
the bill, and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MILLER] and I have talked 
about that, and so has the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I take the time to cor
rect the record. 

I will not let anyone stand in the 
well of the House and say that my in
tentions are to thwart the movement 
of this bill. That is not true. 

Our intention is to get this issue de
bated and voted on, and we have been 
trying to get it debated and voted on 
for many, many, many months. This is 
the first time we have had that chance. 

Second, our intention is not to dam
age or hurt or do anything to the En
dangered Species Act. Nothing we say 
here changes the rules or the protec
tion. We simply say that when the 
rules of the Endangered Species Act op
erate to devalue a person's property 
and then the Government comes in to 
buy it, they ought to pay the value 
first, not last, pay the real value, not 
the phony value created by the regula
tions. 

Let me, if you will, read what the 
court said in the case of Bowles versus 
the United States, in answer to my 
friend's argument, and we will get him 
some time, in answer to my friend's ar
gument that everybody ought to go to 
court to get an answer to this question. 
This is the court speaking: 

The case presents in sharp relief the dif
ficulty that current takings law forces upo'n 
both the Federal Government and the pri
vate citizen. The Government here had little 
guidance from the law as to whether its ac
tion was a taking in advance of a long and 
expensive course of litigation. The citizen 
likewise and little more precedential guid
ance than faith in the justice of his cause to 
sustain a long and costly suit in several 
cour.ts. There must be a better way to bal
ance legitimate public goals with fundamen
tal individual rights. 

We passed the civil rights law in this 
body to guarantee that every child, 
white, black, Hispanic, no matter 
what, had a chance to go to school in 
America, to sit wherever they wanted 
on a bus, to eat at a lunch counter, and 
we passed the civil rights law even 
though we had a constitutional protec
tion. We did not say to every child in 
America, "You have got to go to court 
to find out whether you can go to 
school." We did not say to every person 
in America, "You have got to go to the 
Supreme Court to find out if you can 

eat lunch with the rest of us." We did 
not say in this Congress, "We are not 
going to vote on the civil rights law. 
We are going to leave it up to the 
courts to decide what our individual 
liberties are." 

We are talking about the most im
portant property-right vote we are 
going to face probably in this Congress. 

Do we respect property rights enough 
to say the Government cannot take 
your property without paying for it? 
That is what this amendment is about. 
We ought to pass a law. The courts are 
begging us to pass a law, not to leave it 
to every poor citizen to have to go to 
court to find out what his rights are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] has expired. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 3 
additional minutes, and I will not ask 
for any additional time, and I will yield 
to my friend. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, reserving the right to object, I 
am very reluctant to object. We know 
the leadership has additional legisla
tion that they would like to bring to 
the floor, and I reluctantly object. 

There are other Members who have 
not spoken, and maybe they will yield 
time. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I understand. 
I am just trying to get time for the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
HAYES]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. If we can 
get a time limit, Members could use 
the time however they want. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

What existing law has provided, and 
would continue to provide under this 
bill, is that when land is taken for a 
public purpose, Government must pay 
the owner at full market value. 

This amendment would take us away 
from that principle. It would say the 
owner should be paid at market value 
as adjusted to reflect an estimate of 
what the market value would be if con
ditions were different than they are. 

This would take us down a poten
tially dangerous road. Fair market 
value under existing conditions is 
something that is clear and well under
stood. Fair market value as adjusted 
for this or for that takes us into very 
speculative areas, very subject to dis
pute and litigation and delay. 

For example, what if the property 
value is higher because of something 
Government has done, such as build a 
road nearby, or create a popular park. 
Should landowners' be paid less than 
fair market value because Government 
has raised the value higher than it 
would have been without Government 
action? 
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Furthermore, this amendment would 

require compensation that in many in
stances would create an unjustified 
windfall. In a case where someone buys 
land at low prices because ESA or any 
other law depresses that value, they 
could under this amendment turn 
around and sell it to the Government 
at a much higher price than they paid 
for it, reaping a large windfall at the 
expense of the taxpayers. That 's not 
fair to the taxpayers. 

These are the kinds of pro bl ems you 
get into once you depart from the long
standing principle of compensating 
landowners at fair market value. 

I would urge my colleague not to 
send us down this slippery slope. I urge 
a "no" vote on the amendment. 

0 1310 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MINETA. I yield to my colleague 
in the neighboring district, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope everybody lis
tened to the gentleman's very cogent 
and accurate statement. I think most 
of us are watching with interest the 
confirmation proceedings, going on in 
the other body, of Judge Breyer, who is 
the President's nominee for the Su
preme Court vacancy. 

Judge Breyer was asked the day be
fore yesterday what his interpretation 
of the fifth amendment's clause is 
which provides for compensation when 
the Government takes your property. 
Judge Breyer answered in the accurate 
historical way that the founders in
tended, which has been the law for 230 
years and which now our friends on the 
other side are attempting to overturn. 
He said that this clause of the fifth 
amendment that says that the Govern
ment must pay for property that it 
confiscates or condemns is not an abso
lute right like freedom of speech or 
freedom of the press. Of course it is 
not; otherwise you would bankrupt 
Government. Second, Government 
would not be able to protect where we 
live. 

You and I, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MINETA], are on the San 
Francisco Bay, one of America's treas
ures. Before Government wisely inter
vened and limited the development and 
destruction of the San Francisco Bay 
more than one-third of it had been 
filled. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Mr
NETA] has expired. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad
ditional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I must reluctantly object. I hate 

to do it to my colleagues, but I have 
objected when Members on the other 
side of the aisle have asked for addi
tional time, and I must be fair. 

I object, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to talk in sup
port of this amendment and to talk a 
little bit about the debate that has 
been going on here this morning. 

The statement that just came from 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
California, about the Supreme Court 
nominee 's interpretation of the fifth 
amendment is very interesting. I did 
not see anywhere in the Constitution 
where they rank which rights were im
portant and which ones took prece
dence. 

I happen to believe that the fifth 
amendment and the protection of pri
vate property is just as important as 
the first amendment in the protection 
of free speech. There is no difference 
between the importance of either one. 

We have heard a lot of interesting de
bate this morning and this afternoon 
on this topic. I heard one of my Califor
nia colleagues speak earlier about the 
California Coastal Commission and 
how sometimes their actions cause the 
value of property to increase. Well, 
that is true. Sometimes their actions 
do cause the value of those that they 
decide can build, it causes their prop
erty values to increase dramatically. 
But those who are not so fortunate, 
who end up in the area that cannot 
build, their property values imme
diately go to zero. Those are some of 
the tough decisions that local govern
ment is forced to make. That is some 
of the tough decisions I had to make as 
a city councilman before I came here, 
with respect to land use decisions. 

What this amendment is attempting 
to do is not to overturn land use deci
sions, the State's rights or the individ
ual 's rights. What this amendment is 
attempting to do is to rein in the regu
latory body that we have created called 
the Federal Government, because what 
is currently happening in this country 
today is the Federal Government is 
designating land critical habitat and 
then going out and buying it, then de
ciding that they are going out to buy 
it. 

We have heard a lot about conspir
acies. One of my colleagues made the 
comment that he did not believe that 
there was anything going on between 
the Government making a decision of 
what they were going to buy and then 
going to find an endangered species to 
fit it. Well, I happen to believe that 
that is going on, that they are making 
a calculated decision in finding endan
gered species that fit the areas in 
which they decide that they want to 
buy. In my home State of California 
you cannot find 1 square foot of that 

entire State that is not suitable habi
tat or habitat for an endangered spe
cies which is listed or is on the list of 
candidates. That is happening today. 

The reason that we need this amend
ment, the reason that we need this 
amendment to pass, is because there 
are a number of property owners with
in the desert whose property is being 
devalued by the Federal Government 
and then the Federal Government is 
going to step in and purchase it at a re
duced price. I believe they are doing it 
on purpose in this instance, and I be
lieve that they have done this through
out this country. It is an incredible sit
uation that needs to he rectified. This 
is our ability to step in and try to 
make a difference. This is our ability. 

You know, the first day of session of 
the House of Representatives, we stand 
up and raise our hands and swear to up
hold the Constitution of the United 
States. That is the inherent right of 
every one of us to make decisions based 
on what we feel the Constitution of the 
United States means. We have a re
sponsibility as Members of this House 
to uphold the Constitution of the Unit
ed States, which means protecting the 
fifth amendment as well as the first 
amendment and protecting peoples ' 
private property rights . 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the previous 
speakers, our good friend, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. EDWARDS], 
pointed out a statement by Judge 
Breyer, who is attempting to become a 
member of the Supreme Court, regard
ing the fifth amendment. 

Let ·me read to you what a majority 
opinion of the Supreme Court just said 
a couple of weeks ago on that very 
point regarding the sanctity of the 
fifth amendment protection: 

We see no reason why the takings clause of 
the fifth amendment, as much a part of the 
Bill of Rights as the first amendment or the 
fourth amendment, should be relegated to 
the status of a poor relation in these com
parable circumstances. 

In short, the Supreme Court said the 
fifth amendment is as important as 
free speech, free practice of religion, 
press, assembly, and due process. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in strong opposition to this 
amendment. 

It is entirely inappropriate and arbi
trary to isolate and remove a single 
factor-presence of endangered or 
threatened species-in appraising a 
property's value. 

What about the Government invest
ment and subsidies that greatly in
crease the value of private property? I 
will give examples of these givings: 
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Federally funded highways and bridges 
that provide easy access to otherwise 
inaccessible areas; tax benefits for 
farmers farming lands zoned exclu
sively for farm use; federally backed 
flood insurance that protects people 
who build in shoreline areas; federally 
acquired parks that provide an eco
nomic benefit for adjacent landowners; 
huge western water projects which pro
vide low-cost water to irrigate other
wise unfarmable land. 

The list of the givings goes on and 
on. But no property owner has ever 
paid compensation to the Federal Gov
ernment for those taxpayer-funded 
Government investments that really 
amount to nothing less than private 
windfalls. 

D 1320 
Let us be consistent. 
If the American taxpayers are going 

to be asked to pick up the full tab for 
the protection of endangered species on 
private lands, than let the American 
taxpayer be compensated for the tax
payer-funded investments that increase 
private property values. Our Federal 
Treasury, our Federal deficit, and our 
taxpaying constituents nationwide can 
afford nothing less. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. FURSE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, has 
the gentlewoman thought of who pays 
for those public services, the bridges, 
the roads, that increase values? Those 
are taxpayers, and, when they do not 
increase the property values, there are 
ways of taxing that increase so in fact 
it is not the Government which is pro
viding these services, it is the tax
payers. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. FURSE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, the point is that in fact, yes, 
there is $8 billion of unpaid cost to the 
Central Valley project, that it goes to 
the direct benefit of farmers in the 
Central Valley, and, when the Federal 
Government has to come along and buy 
that land, they want to sell us that 
land counting all of the value delivered 
there by the Federal Government. That 
is the point, and so there is no account
ing system, and these properties that 
we are worried about under this act, 
they have country roads punched 
through, they have State highways 
punched through, they have Federal 
park lands and BLM roads, and without 
those the values of those lands are 
greatly diminished, but ·the gentleman 
does not say, " Isolate that." He does 
not say, "Isolate that," when we are 
considering that, that we do not have 
to count the value. The landowner 
comes in and says this is an inacces
sible piece of land, but the gentleman 

says, "Yeah, but it's a county road, it's the Florida Rock case where the Gov
a BLM road, it 's got fire suppression ernment came forward and said be
policy on it." cause a property was going to be des-

That is the point the gentlewoman is ignated or would fall under the wet
making. The gentleman only wants the lands designation, "You had to account 
Government to take the losers. He does the value based on the private land
not want the Government to recoup its owner not being able to use that par
costs, to recoup the benefits that it has ticular private property. " 
bestowed upon these lands by govern- So, Mr. Chairman, there is a reason 
mental actions. He only wants the Gov- for this amendment, a sincere and real 
ernment here to pay an artificially in- reason for this particular amendment. 

Now, if my colleagues wonder why 
flated price for the land. some of our colleagues oppose this 

I think the gentlewoman from Or- amendment, something that is so sim-
egon [Ms. FURSE] makes exactly the h 
Point. There is billions and billions of ple on its face, particularly after t ey 

read the amendment, and then they 
dollars that go into these lands read those 12 words in the Constitu-
throughout the country, throughout tion, the answer is we have some col
the country by virtue of Federal ac- leagues in this House who put the En
tion, by virtue of Federal action. We dangered Species Act, the Clean Water 
clean up the sewage. We build the high- Act, wetlands, other Federal agency 
ways. Yet nobody here is suggesting decisions, about the Constitution, and 
that the Government should have the they are afraid of the ramifications, 
ability to recoup those lands. that the Government has to pay the 

Mr. PACKARD. But if the gentle- real value of property that is denied to 
woman would continue to yield- the private landowner. 

Ms. FURSE. Reclaiming my time, Now for those who might think that 
Mr. Chairman, what we have to do is there are no more horror stories, just 
we have to balance takings with this week in Texas we found out that 
givings. That is the point. We have got the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is 
to be consistent in the way we value prepared to designate 33 Texas counties 
Federal action. . as critical habitat for the endangered 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, golden cheek warbler. That is 20.5 mil
l move to strike the requisite number . lion acres in the central and southwest 
of words. regions of our State. That would be 

Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to three times as big as the protected 
congratulate the gentleman from Lou- home of the Northwest northern spot
isiana [Mr. TAUZIN] and the gentleman ted owl. 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]. Certainly But I think it is really compelling to 
they have been in the vanguard of the look at what was said by the biologist 
property rights amendment in this in this particular instance, Mrs. Carol 
House. Beardmore. She said the regulations 

I would encourage my colleagues to would have little effect on private 
read two things before they come to landowners. She said for the private 
the floor to vote on this particular landowner it is more just a means of 
amendment, Mr. Chairman. First of all, education, telling them that habitat 
I would ask that they read the 34 words within this area is essential or consid
of this simple amendment. I say, " Just ered important for the recovery of the 
read 34 words before you come to the species. She went on to say that is 
floor." major effect would be to require all 

Those 34 words are these: Federal agencies within that 33-county 
Lands and interests in lands acquired pur- area, the 20 million acres, to consult 

suant to this act shall be appraised without with the Wildlife Service on activity 
regard to the presence of a species listed as that might harm the species of that 
threatened or endangered pursuant to the habitat. It is that naive thinking; that 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. is, that type of taking, that we are at-
1531 et seq.) tempting to address today with what is 

Mr. Chairman, that is all this amend- a simple amendment. 
ment says, 34 words. I will close with this, Mr. Chairman. 

Then I would ask my colleagues to The Tauzin-Hansen amendment is es
read 12 words, just 12 words, in the fifth sential. It is egregious to think that 
amendment to our Constitution, and the true value of property, that com
those 12 words are these: "nor shall pri- pensation would not be paid. Without 
vate property be taken for public use looking at the real value there is no 
without just compensation." just compensation, and I am going to 

What we are really arguing about close with this sincere admonition to 
today, Mr. Chairman, is what is just my colleagues. I say: 
compensation. It is not just compensa- woe to the colleague who votes against 
tion if the Federal Government makes this amendment because they're saying to 
a decision and in essence takes a per- each property owner and their district that 
son's property, denies that private the government can take their private prop
property owner of their use of that erty without paying just compensation. 
property by declaring an endangered Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
species. strike the requisite number of words. 

Now, if people think that will not Mr. Chairman, the most extraor-
happen, that argument was made in dinary thing that has occurred today is 
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a fundamental positioning on those 
who will vote for and against this 
amendment. Despite the individual in
stances in which specific references 
were made, it really boils down to what 
one believes is government and what 
one believes is people. 

Over two centuries ago, Mr. Chair
man, in the first year, the first Con
gress, Mr. Madison carried to New 
York the papers for Mr. Jefferson 
which included 12, that became finally 
10, amendments. The question to be de
cided here today is whether Govern
ment derives its power from people or 
whether Government somehow is above 
and elevated beyond people. I suggest 
to my colleagues that the message of 
that First Congress, those who knew 
people who had fought and died to 
make the country free and to whom 
the name "America" was not new was 
that the individual people granted to 
Government its powers. 

Now contrast that to young Wayne 
Dominque in my district who is told by 
Government and an agency that he 
cannot on his own land put crawfish, 
and water, and rice together because he 
violated an obscure 20-year-old permit 
process under a Clean Water Act in
tended to do an entirely different 
thing, or those under an Endangered 
Species Act who find a survey made by 
Fish and Wildlife in order to reduce the 
value of their property because they 
wanted it for 20 years, and now they 
found a way. 

D 1330 
I hearken back to Mr. Wayne 

Dominque, who realizes that if, instead 
of crawfish and rice in the back of that 
yard, he was growing marijuana and 
selling crack, the Government would 
have had a giving for him. They would 
have given him a free lawyer; they 
would have given me an exhaustive 
remedy in the process; they would have 
given him a free library if he went to 
jail; they would have given him years 
of appeals. But instead, he has no 
rights, no remedy, and he is told he has 
one thing he can do-go to the courts, 
seek the fifth amendment, and pay 
what is an average of $250,000 per 
American. 

In other words, the message that gov
ernment gave him was that his country 
stands for rich people, and "If you have 
the money, then we'll give you some 
rights. If you don' t then we won't, and 
we will simply knuckle and muscle you 
under." That combination of arrogance 
and ignorance has led to the floor de
bate here today. 

So those with a vengeance have seen 
the individual disasters and indeed on
erous consequences of mindless bu
reaucracy without any humanity or 
thought whatsoever, watching fore
closure and losses, watching financial 
institutions not knowing how to value 
a dime of property, or watching those 
who want the legislative authority to 

" pull the bill under endangered species 
with a national biological survey and 
instead do it only through an appro
priation bill with no legislative author
ity. " 

What we are saying today is the con
sequence of when a minority of the 
whole is a majority of one party and 
they tried to force a minority interest 
down our throats with a vote, and 
within a few minutes we are going to 
have one. 

I wish those who believe so much in 
freedom of democracy and representa
tive government would notice the out
come of that vote and have a few more 
votes. That is what the people want, 
and that is what Government does not 
want. They can decide now what they 
represent, either the people or an en
tity which no one can any longer be 
willing to embrace. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BONILLA]. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Tauzin amendment. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PACKARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Tauzin-Hansen 
amendment. 

Land devalued because of meddling Gov
ernment action and enforcement of extreme 
environmental laws is being extorted from 
hard-working taxpaying citizens by the Federal 
Government. 

In my district I can give you several recent 
examples of Government violating the rights of 
private property owners: 121 acres of most 
beautiful property in Dana Point valued at over 
$1.5 million an acre is being taken from a 
property owner because of the discovery of 39 
pocket mice, an animal on the endangered 
species list. Years of planning for the use of 
this land had to be abandoned. The owner 
even offered to set aside four acres of his land 
just for the mice, about $150,000 per mouse, 
but the Government said that wasn't enough 
and wanted more. 

In another instance, a property owner was 
on the verge of selling his property in escrow 
for several million dollars, then the city de
clared it wetland. He was then offered $1 an 
acre for this useless wetland. This is a trav
esty. 

The city of Carlsbad, in its quest to relieve 
congestion of a local highway, was thwarted in 
its plan to enlarge and improve the highway 
when a gnatcatcher was seen darting in front 
of a car. Construction was halted immediately. 

My colleague from California, Mr. BILL 
THOMAS, just illustrated the plight of the poor 
farmer who ran over the kangaroo rat with his 
tractor. The laws protecting this rat resulted in 
lost homes to fire when homeowners were 
prohibited from cutting the brush near their 
homes. 

These examples illustrate the assault on pri
vate property rights. You can't sell it, you can't 
build on it, but you must continue to pay taxes 

on it-and that is confiscation. If the Govern
ment is going to confiscate your land, they 
must reimburse you the fair market value for 
that land. I encourage my colleagues to sup
port the Tauzin-Hansen amendment. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to start by saying this is 
the people's house, this is where we de
bate, and this is where we reflect the 
Nation's wishes, and I want to make 
the comment that I know a number of 
people who want this Government to 
create laws and regulations that will in 
fact -preserve the quality of life for our
selves and for future generations. In 
my judgment, that means a vote 
against this particular amendment. 

I also want to make this comment: 
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FIELDS] read Mr. TAUZIN's amendment, 
and I will not read it again, but basi
cally it says that "Species listed as 
threatened or endangered" cannot be 
considered as far as the value of the 
property is concerned when the Gov
ernment is going to compensate. 

Does that mean that if the endan
gered species actually increase the 
value of that land, then the Govern
ment cannot take the increased value 
into consideration? 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILCHREST. I will yield after I 
have finished. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that has to be 
taken into consideration. A basic law 
of real estate is that property is like 
owning a bundle of sticks. Property 
can be used for a variety of things. The 
emphasis is on the entire bundle, not 
just on one stick. 

A number of Members have referred 
to the Florida Rock case. In the Flor
ida Rock case, there was an individual 
who bought a piece of property for 
$1,900 an acre. He could have sold that 
for $4,000 an acre, which is what I think 
is a considerable profit, but he wanted 
to sell it for $10,000 an acre to put a 
rubble field there right over a wetland. 
And we understand the value and func
tion of the wetland. The court did rule 
in his favor, but that is still circulat
ing in the Federal courts. I think $4,000 
is a considerable amount of profit that 
he could have made. 

There are two more points as far as 
Supreme Court decisions are concerned 
dealing with the takings law. No. 1, 
there is no absolute right of use, and 
the Supreme Court has said: "No one 
has an absolute right to use his prop
erty in a manner that may harm the 
public health or welfare, or damage the 
interests of neighboring landowners or 
the community as a whole." 

No. 2, reasonable return or use: 
"Property owners have a right to area
sonable return or use of their land, but 
the U.S. Constitution does not guaran
tee that the most profitable use will be 
allowed." 

Mr. Chairman, I want to bring in an
other dimension to this debate, which 
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is something for people to consider. In 
1790 the entire population of the United 
States was 4 million people. In 1890 the 
population was 76 million. In 1990 the 
population was 250 million people. 
What will it be in the year 2090? 

The quality of our existence depends 
upon our ability to manage our growth. 
We talk a great deal about the wise and 
frugal use of our resources. We debate 
~rnre very often and very passionately 
about the Federal deficit and why we 
have to use the taxpayers' money wise
ly. Land use and our resources, includ
ing the full range of species, should be 
managed to preserve the quality of life 
for us today and for future generations. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members to 
please take these things into consider
ation. I respect r : y colleague, the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN], 
but I urge a "no" vote on his amend
ment, and I yield now to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The agreement we have is that the 
gentleman is yielding and I might close 
on the amendment and then we might 
go to a vote. 

Let me first thank all the Members 
for what I think is an excellent debate 
on the point. 

The issue before us is not whether we 
believe in the Endangered Species Act, 
whether we like it or dislike it. I hap
pen to believe in it. I think we could 
reform it to make it better. 

The issue is the most important one 
we are going to face on property rights 
in this session of Congress, and that is 
whether or not people will be com
pensated fully and fairly for the value 
of their property when it is taken 
under eminent domain for this park, 
and that is the eminent domain that I 
supported just a few days ago. The 
right of the Government to take the 
property for purposes of the park is in 
the bill. What we are now saying is 
that the right of the owners of thf' pri
vate property to be fully compensated 
should also be in the bill. 

Let me make it clear. Current law 
does not let that owner get enhanced 
value because of the Endangered Spe
cies Act. Our amendment does not do 
that. Our amendment simply says the 
owner should be fully compensated 
without regard to the devalued prop
erty because of the application of the 
Endangered Species Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the agreement 
was that I would close on the amend
ment, and so I urge a "yes" vote on the 
amendment, the most important prop
erty rights amendment in this session 
of Congress. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chairman, 
the amendment offered by Mr. TAUZIN is an
other in a line of recent attempts to bankrupt 
the Federal Treasury and reinterpret the fifth 
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amendment. I resent the suggestion that Gov
ernment regulation is a primary force in dimin
ishing the value of either public or private 
property. This country is more than a collec
tion of individuals. We are a community and 
all of us must make some sacrifices to make 
this work. 

Without the input of Federal funds and regu
lations, we would not have the agricultural 
fields that we now have throughout southern 
California. By providing water to the desert the 
Government has indeed manipulated the value 
of land in southern California and it has in
creased it substantially with input of funds that 
were collected from citizens through this coun
try. 

The courts will and should continue to medi
ate any disputes that arise if a landowner feels 
that he or she has been treated unfairly. This 
amendment has no place in this desert bill or 
in any other bill offered in the House. 

This bill does not keep private landowners 
from utilizing their land. This bill will increase 
the present and long-term value of this land 
for individuals and for the citizens of this Na
tion. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, as modified, offered by 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. · 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 281, noes 148, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevm 
Bil bray 
B111rakis 
Bl1ley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bon1lla 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 

[Roll No. 325] 
AYES-281 

Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman 
Colllns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeLay 
Dtaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 

Ewing 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Flake 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Glllmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Heney 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 

Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvlnsky 
Martinez 
Mazzoli 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Byrne 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Colllns (IL) 
Colllns (Ml) 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeFaz!o 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English 

McCandless 
McC!oskey 
Mccollum 
McCrery 
Mc Dade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnls 
McKeon 
McMlllan 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Mlller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal (NC) 
Nuss le 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petr! 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Qu111en 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Rose 

NOES-148 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Fingerhut 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI} 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Goss 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hastings 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Klug 
Kopetski 
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Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpallus 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Slslsky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith {IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (OR) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas <WY) 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wllllams 
Wllson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mlller (CA) 
Mlneta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Pickle 
Porter 
Rangel 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ros-Lehtinen 
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Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 

Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Synar 
Thompson 
Torres 
Torri cell! 
Towns 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 

Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Wat ers 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--10 
Bl shop McCurdy Slattery 
Carr Obey Smith (TX) 
Conyers Romero-Barcelo Washington 
Gallo (PR) 

0 1357 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Smith of Texas for , with Mr. Conyers 

against. 
Messrs. DE LUGO, JEFFERSON, and 

DURBIN changed their vote from 
" aye" to " no. " 

Mr. INSLEE, Mr. FISH, and Mrs. 
ROUKEMA changed their vote from 
" no" to "aye." 

So the amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 518, the California 
Desert Protection Act. Chairman MILLER and 
Representative LEHMAN are to be commended 
for their hard work in bringing this important 
legislation to the floor. I urge my colleagues to 
support this landmark conservation effort. 

The California Desert is one of our most 
precious natural resources. The 25 million 
acres which comprise the desert are home to 
the world's largest Joshua-tree forest, more 
than 90 mountain ranges, and over 2,000 spe
cies of plant and animal life, many of them 
threatened or endangered. The desert also 
serves as a sanctuary for the almost 20 million 
residents of southern California seeking refuge 
from expanding cities and growing pollution. 

The desert's proximity to one of the world's 
largest urban areas is, however, a mixed 
blessing. Low annual rainfall and highly vari
able temperatures make the desert extremely 
fragile and the damage done by encroaching 
developers and irresponsible campers almost 
impossible to repair. 

For this reason, it is critical that legislation 
like H.R. 518 be enacted into law. The almost 
9 million acres set aside by the bill as pro
tected areas represent a crucial step in the 
preservation of a national treasure. For the 
first time, new mining and mineral leasing 
claims would be prohibited, as would in
creased levels of livestock grazing. The new 
Mojave National Park, as well as the ex
panded Joshua Tree and Death Valley Na
tional Parks, will provide us with the unique 
opportunity to safeguard a priceless and irre
placeable asset. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in this effort 
to give the California desert the protection it 
needs and deserves. 

Vote "yes" on H.R. 518. 
Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op

position to H.R. 518, the so-called Desert Pro-

tection Act. This bill is an ill-conceived piece of 
legislation threatening National Park Service 
operations throughout the country. 

H.R. 518 epitomizes the Federal Govern
ment's inclination for bigger bureaucracy by 
creating three new national parks in a system 
which is having trouble sustaining its current 
operations. The National Park Service's own 
estimates show shortfalls of up to $9 billion. 
The 367 existing units of the National Park 
System already struggle with deteriorated fa
cilities for visitors, poor roads, and personnel 
shortages. 

So where is the money going to come from 
to create these three brand new parks with 
total acreage exceeding two Yellowstones? 
The answer-funds will be siphoned away 
from the park in your area. Secretary Babbitt 
has stated over and over that no new money 
will be provided for the new parks. Instead, 
these new parks will be absorbed into the Na
tional Park Service's already overburdened 
budget. 

Furthermore, I ask my colleagues to con
sider the parks in their area. How much farther 
down on the list will it fall for construction and 
maintenance projects when the Park Service 
is saddled with the burden of sustaining three 
new parks. 

As a Member serving on the Appropriations 
Subcommittee charged with funding the Na
tional Park Service, I am acutely aware of the 
current fiscal crisis facing the National Park 
Service. During the fiscal year 1994 appropria
tions hearings, officials lamented the fact that 
there already exists a backlog of $2.1 billion in 
National Park Service construction-projects, 
already approved, still awaiting funds to get 
started. 

The new parks created in H.R. 518 will only 
draw scarce funds away from the maintenance 
of parks in your area. What good are national 
parks if they cannot be maintained at a level 
which makes them accessible. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope my colleagues will 
keep in mind that the consequences of the 
California Desert Protection Act are not limited 
to California's borders. They will reach into 
every national park in the country. Vote to de
feat the California Desert Protection Act. 

0 1400 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I move that the Committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose ; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. SWIFT) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. PETER
SON of Florida, chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 518) to designate certain 
lands in the California desert as wilder
ness, to establish the Death Valley and 
Joshua Tree National Parks and the 
Mojave National Monument, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu
tion thereon. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4600, EXPEDITED RESCIS
SIONS ACT OF 1994 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Rules , I call 

up House Resolution 467 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. R ES. 467 
Resolved , That at any t ime after the adop

t ion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on t he state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (R .R. 4600) to amend 
the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 to provide for the expe
dited considera tion of certain proposed re
scissions of budget authority. The first read
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. Gen
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and 
the amendments made in order by this reso
lution and shall not exceed one hour, with 
thirty minutes to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Rules and 
thirty minutes to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule and shall be considered 
as rea d. No amendment sha ll be in order ex
cept those printed in the report of the Com
mittee on Rules a ccompanying this resolu
tion. Each amendment may be offered only 
in the order print ed in the report, may be of
fered only by a Member designated in the re
port, sha ll be considered as read, shall be de
batable for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the pro
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment except as specified in the re
port, and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question in the House or 
in the Committee of the Whole. All points of 
order against the amendments printed in the 
report are waived. At the conclusion of con
sider ation of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage with
out intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. DER
RICK] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from Glens Falls, NY [Mr. SOLOMON], 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. All time yielded is 
for purposes of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 467 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
4600, the Expedited Rescissions Act of 
1994. The resolution allows up to 1 hour 
of general debate, 30 minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Rules, and 30 minutes 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

The resolution provides that after 
general debate the bill will be consid
ered as read, and makes in order only 
those amendments printed in House 
Report 103-565 accompanying the reso
lution, to be considered in the order 
and manner specified in that report. 
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The amendments in the report are: 

First, a technical amendment offered 
by Representative SPRATT or DERRICK 
or a designee , debatable for 10 minutes 
equally divided· and controlled by a 
proponent and an opponent; second, an 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by Representative STEN
HOLM or a designee, debatable for 30 
minutes, equally divided and con
trolled by a proponent and an oppo
nent; and third, an amendment offered 
by Representative SOLOMON or his des
ignee as a substitute for the Stenholm 
amendment, also debatable for 30 min
utes equally divided and controlled by 
a proponent and an opponent. 

The amendments are not subject to 
amendment or to a demand for a divi
sion of the question in the House or the 
Committee of the Whole, and all points 
of order against the amendments are 
waived. 

Finally, the resolution provides for 
one motion to recommit, with or with
out instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, shortly after taking of
fice President Clinton outlined his plan 
to restore the American dream for us 
and our children. 

The President's economic and deficit
reduction plan called for drastic 
change from the status quo. The Presi
dent rejected the policies and practices 
of the past which quadrupled our debt 
in 12 years and left many Americans 
believing their Government doesn't 
work. 

Today, nearly 17 months after the 
President offered his economic plan, 
and 11 months after its enactment by 
Congress, things have changed dra
matically for the better. Our economy 
is strong. Employment is up. Unem
ployment is down. Confidence is up. 
Wages are up. Industrial production is 
up. Housing starts are up. Inflation re
mains low. 

Mr. Speaker, most relevant to the 
measure I being to the House today, 
the Federal budget deficit is down
way down. The entitlement cuts, reve
nue increases and 5-year freeze on dis
cretionary spending enacted last year 
have slashed a deficit that topped $290 
billion in fiscal 1992 down to a pro
jected $200 billion or less this year, ac
cording to private economists and the 
Congressional Budget Office. 

For the first time since the adminis
tration of Harry Truman, America is 
on the verge of enjoying 3 consecutive 
years of declining budget deficits. That 
is no mean feat , and it comes thanks to 
the tough medicine administered to the 
budget by the President and the Demo
crats in this Congress. 

Although the deficit is falling and in
dications are that it will continue to 
fall in coming years, Americans clearly 
want us to take additional deficit-re
duction action. This is why we are here 
today. 

The legislation made in order by this 
rule would give the President one of 

the key deficit-reduction tools he 
sought last year , and which I believe 
we desperately need: A modified line
i tem veto. 

Mr. Speaker, wasteful spending some
times occurs because individual items 
escape scrutiny by being submerged in 
large appropriations bills. 

Under current procedures a President 
cannot strike out individual items in 
appropriations bills. He must sign or 
veto the whole bill, whatever the con
sequences. H.R. 4600 would give the 
President an option he does not now 
have. 

Under H.R. 4600, within 3 days of 
signing an appropriations bill the 
President could send the House a mes
sage and bill proposing to rescind, or 
cancel , individual spending items in 
that bill. 

The President's proposal would be re
ferred to the Appropriations Commit
tee. That committee would have to re
port it to the floor without amendment 
within 7 days. The House would have to 
vote, up or down, on the President's 
bill within 10 days, and during this 
time the funds could not be spent. If 
the bill passed the House, it would go 
to the Senate for expedited consider
ation there , and if passed by the Sen
ate, on to the President for his signa
ture . 

To avoid the chance a President 
might use this process not to reduce . 
the deficit, but instead to promote his 
own pet projects, H.R. 4600 would allow 
the House Appropriations Committee 
to report to the House, simultaneously 
with the President's bill, an alter
native. To qualify for expedited consid
eration, the committee's bill must pro
pose to cancel spending from the same 
appropriations act the President drew 
his rescissions from, and it must pro
pose to cancel an amount of spending 
equal to or exceeding the President 's 
total. 

If the committee reported an alter
nati ve, the House would first vote on 
the President 's bill; if adopted by ma
jority vote , the President's bill would 
go to the Senate for expedited consid
eration and the alternative would not 
be in order. If the House rejected the 
President's bill and passed the alter
native , that bill would go to the Senate 
instead. 

The Senate Appropriations Commit
tee could also report an alternative 
bill. But it would not be in order to 
consider anything but the President 's 
bill until the Senate first voted on and 
rejected the President 's bill. The Presi
dent is thus guaranteed a vote on his 
proposal. 

If both Houses ultimately passed an 
alternative bill , then those funds would 
be canceled. Thus, under H.R. 4600, if 
either the President's bill or an alter
native bill passed both Houses, spend
ing will be cut and the American tax
payer would be the winner. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4600 is identical to 
a bill the House passed last year, H.R. 

1578. That bill reposes in the two Sen
ate committees to which it was re
ferred over a year ago. We hope that 
the House passing another such bill 
will encourage friendly Senators to 
overcome powerful opposition in that 
body and pass this important deficit
reduction measure promptly. 

Mr. Speaker, the President supports 
H.R. 4600. he believes with a modified 
line-item veto millions and maybe even 
billions of dollars might be saved. 
These are dollars which taxpayers sent 
to Washington to finance essential gov
ernment activities, not to be squan
dered on low-priority projects which 
may lack broad support. 

Quite simply, H.R. 4600 will create 
accountability. No longer will a Presi
dent be able to sign an appropriations 
act containing wasteful items and 
claim he was powerless to block them. 

No longer will Congress be able to 
force upon the President the dilemma 
of vetoing an entire act and shutting 
down the Government, or signing the 
whole thing, pork and all. 

If Congress wants to indulge in pork
barrel spending, then a majority of ei
ther House need only stand up and be 
counted. If the President does not want 
to sign pork into law, then he has the 
responsibility to send it back. It is that 
simple. I believe it will work and it de
serves our strong support. 

The rule also deserves our strong 
support. In addition to a technical 
amendment by Representative SPRATT 
or myself, the rule makes in order a 
substitute for the bill by Representa
tive STENHOLM and a substitute for the 
Stenholm amendment by Representa
tive SOLOMON. The rule protects the 
minority 's prerogative to offer a mo
tion to recommit with instructions. I 
urge all Members to support the rule 
and the bill. 

D 1410 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, we are often told 

around here that there is too little 
time to do this or that; or that we 
must have restrictive rules because the 
session is drawing to a close. 

But today we are being told some
thing quite different, even though 
there are less than 40 legislative days 
left in this session. We are being told 
that we have enough time to consider a 
bill that is identical to one we passed 
just last year and that is still pending 
over in the other body. 

And the reason we are doing this, ac
cording to the Rules Committee major
ity report, is that we want to impress 
on the Senate how important we think 
this issue, and action on it, is. 

The average taxpayer might think it 
would have been cheaper and less time
consuming to have the Speaker send a 
strongly worded letter to the Senate 
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majority leader asking them to take up 
and pass our first bill. But then, that 
would be too easy; it makes too much 
common sense. 

Mr. Speaker, the real reason we are 
here again today on the same bill is 
that the majority leader announced a 
couple of weeks ago that the House will 
consider a variety of budget process re
forms as an alternative to the A to Z 
real spending cut plan. That 's how it 
was announced. 

Instead of A to Z real spending cuts, 
we are going to have C-Y-A process re
forms. We will give you this trans
parent fig leaf to hide behind and hope 
nobody notices you are not really cut
ting spending. 

Mr. Speaker, I can understand the re
luctance of the Democratic leadership 
to enter into an open amendment proc
ess to cut spending and instead agree 
to almost anything else to keep Mem
bers off of the A to Z Discharge Peti
tion No. 16, although I am a supporter 
of A to Z. But I don't understand the 
need to recycle old bills that are still 
pending in the other body. 

However, we have decided to make 
the most out of this baffling situation 
by giving Members a chance to vote on 
two things they and the American peo
ple really want. 

And believe me, my constituents in 
upstate New York and your constitu
ents across this great Nation are not 
clamoring out there for something 
called expedited rescissions. 

What the people really want is to 
give the President line-item veto au
thority to cut wasteful spending
something candidate Clinton said he 
was for during the 1992 campaign. It 's 
something that 43 Governors already 
have. And it's something many of you 
pledged to support back in your last 
campaign. Now's your chance. 

This rule will give Members an op
portunity to vote on a real line-item 
veto in the Solomon-Castle-Cooper
Quinn-Bl ute substitute that will ulti
mately require a two-thirds vote to 
override the President 's spending cuts 
and his repeal of special interest tax 
breaks. 

The other thing the American people 
really want is for this Congress to re
form itself-to change it 's way of doing 

Rule number date reported Rule type 

things, make the laws it passes appli
cable to itself, and become a more rep
resentative , responsive and open body. 

Unfortunately, that 's something this 
rule does not now provide for . But we 
will give you a chance to change that 
by voting down the previous question 
and supporting an amendment to the 
rule making in order the joint commit
tee 's congressional reform bill under an 
open amendment process. 

That bill has been stalled up in the 
Rules Committee for 5 months now 
with only hearings and no action. The 
time has come to act. 

Our colleague , Mr. DREIER, has an 
amendment that will allow you to con
sider that bill as a further amendment 
to the expedited rescission bill, and to 
offer amendments to it. So vote " no" 
on the previous question if you want 
real reform of this Congress. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, we can 
still reform this Congress by voting 
down the previous question and mak
ing in order a bipartisan reform bill 
under an open rule . And we can still 
turn this saw's ear into a pork-buster 
by voting for the true line i tern veto 
embodied in the Solomon amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the edifi
cation of Members the following docu
ments: 
MOTION AND ROLLCALL VOTES IN THE RULES 

COMMITTEE ON MARKUP OF R.R. 4600, EXPE
DITED RESCISSIONS ACT, THURSDAY, JUNE 23, 
1994 
1. Dreier Motion to Table and Substitute

Motion to table R.R. 4600 and consider and 
report instead R.R. 3801, the Legislative Re
organization Act of 1994. Motion ruled not in 
order by Chair. 

2. Drier Motion to Table Bill- Motion to 
table R .R. 4600. Rejected: 3--5. Yeas: Solomon, 
Quillen and Dreier. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, 
Frost, Gordon and Slaughter. Not Voting: 
Beilenson, Bonior, Hall , Wheat and Goss. 

3. Solomon Substitute-Motion to sub
stitute text of R.R. 493 as introduced by Rep. 
Michel, a legislative line-item veto for ap
propriations and targeted tax benefit. Re
jected: 3--5 Yeas: Solomon, Quillen and 
Dreier. Nays: Moakley , Derrick, Frost, Gor
don and Slaughter, Not Voting: Beilenson, 
Bonior, Hall, Wheat and Goss. 

4. Derrick Motion to Report-Motion to fa
vorably report the bill to the House with the 
recommendation that it pass. Adopted: 5-3. 
yeas: Moakley, Derrick, Frost, Gordon and 
Slaughter. Nays: Solomon, Quillen and 
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Bill number and subject Amendments submit
ted 

Dreier. Not Voting: Beilenson, Bonior, Hall, 
Wheat, and Goss. 

VOTES IN THE COMMITTEE ON RULES TO MO
TIONS ON THE RULE FOR R.R. 4600, " THE EX
PEDITED RESCISSIONS ACT OF 1994" TUES
DAY, JUNE 28, 1994 
1. Hamilton or Dreier Amendment to Bill

Motion to make in order an amendment to 
be offered by Rep. Hamilton or Mr. Dreier, or 
their designees, that would be made in order 
at the end of the bill, consisting of three new 
titles which are the text of R.R. 3801 , the 
" Legislative Reorganization Act of 1994." 
The amendment would be considered as base 
text for the purpose of further amendment 
under the five-minute rules , i.e., under an 
open amendment process. Rejected: 4-5. 
Yeas: Solomon, Quillen, Dreier and Goss. 
Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson, Bonior, 
and Gordon. Not Voting: Frost, Hall , Wheat 
and Slaughter. 

2. Michel Amendment to Base Bill-Motion 
to make in order an amendment by Rep. 
Michel , or a designee, to the base bill, pro
viding for presidential authority to repeal 
targeted tax provisions subject to the same 
approval process as R.R. 4600. The amend
ment would not subject to amendment but 
debatable for 30-minutes equally divided be
tween the proponent and an opponent, and 
waiving all points of order. Rejected: 4-5. 
Yeas: Solomon, Quillen, Dreier and Goss. 
Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson, Bonior, 
and Gordon. Not Voting: Frost, Hall, Wheat 
and Slaughter. 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH-103D CONG. 

Open rules Restrictive 

Total rules rules 
Congress (years) granted 1 Num- Per- Num- Per-ber cent 2 

ber cent3 

95th (1977- 78) .... 2Jl 179 85 32 15 
96th (1979- 80) . 214 161 75 53 25 
97th (1981- 82) 120 90 75 30 25 
98th (1983-84) 155 105 68 50 32 
99th (1985-86) 115 65 57 50 43 
lOOth (1987- 88) ......... 123 66 54 57 46 
lOlst (1989-90) 104 47 45 57 55 
102d (1991-92) 109 37 34 72 66 
103d (1993-94) 75 17 23 58 77 

i Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from 
the Rules Committee which provide for the initial consideration of legisla
tion , except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order. 
Original jurisdiction measures reported as privileged are also not counted. 

2 Open rules are those which permit any Member to offer any germane 
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with the 
rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages are open rules as a per
cent of total rules granted. 

3 Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which 
can be offered , and include so-called modified open and modified closed 
rules, as well as completely closed rule, and rules providing for consider
ation in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. The par
enthetical percentages are restrictive rules as a percent of total rules grant
ed . 

Sources: "Rules Committee Calendars & Surveys of Activities," 95th-102d 
Cong.; "Notices of Action Taken," Committee on Rules, 103d Cong., through 
July 12, 1994. 

Amendments allowed Disposition of rule and date 

H. Res. 58, Feb. 2, 1993 ............ MC H.R. l : Family and medical leave . . ........................... . 
H. Res. 59, Feb. 3, 1993 MC H.R. 2: National Voter Registration Act ... . 

30 {D- 5; R- 25) 
19 {D- 1; R-18) .. 
7 {D- 2; R- 5) 

3 (0-0; R- 3) . 
1 (0-0; R- 1) 

PO: 246- 176. A: 259-164. (Feb. 3, 1993). 
PO: 248-171. A: 249-170. (Feb. 4, 1993). 
PO: 243- 172. A: 237- 178. (Feb. 24, 1993). 
PO: 248-166. A: 249- 163. (Mar. 3, 1993). 
PO: 247- 170. A: 248-170. (Mar. 10, 1993). 
A: 240- 185. (Mar. 18, 1993). 

H. Res. 103, Feb. 23, 1993 C 
H. Res. 106, Mar. 2, 1993 ....................... MC 
H. Res. 119, Mar. 9, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 132, Mar. 17, 1993 .. .. ... ... ... ....... MC 
H. Res. 133, Mar. 17, 1993 .... MC 
H. Res. 138, Mar. 23, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 147, Mar. 31, 1993 C 
H. Res. 149 Apr. 1, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 164, May 4, 1993 .. 0 
H. Res. 171 . May 18, 1993 . 0 
H. Res. 172, May 18, 1993 . 0 
H. Res. 173 May 18, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 183, May 25, 1993 . 0 
H. Res. 186, May 27, 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 192, June 9, 1993 .. MC 
H. Res. 193, June 10, 1993 0 
H. Res. 195, June 14, 1993 MC 

H.R. 920: Unemployment compensation ... . .. ....................... . 
H.R. 20: Hatch Act amendments ......... . .... .......................... .. 
H.R. 4: NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 ............... .. 
H.R. 1335: Emergency supplemental Appropriations . 
H. Con. Res. 64: Budget resolution .. . ..... .. . 
H.R. 670: Family planning amendments .................... . 
H.R. 1430: Increase Public debt limit ... ....... . 
H.R. 1578: Expedited Rescission Act of 1993 
H.R. 820: Nate Competitiveness Act ................ . 
H.R. 873: Gallatin Range Act of 1993 .. .... ......... .... .. 
H.R. JI 59: Passenger Vessel Safety Act 
SJ. Res. 45: United States forces in Somal ia .. 
H.R. 2244: 2d supplemental appropriations ..... 
H.R. 2264: Omnibus budget reconciliation 
H.R. 2348: Legislative branch appropriations ....... 
H.R. 2200: NASA authorization 
H.R. 5: Striker replacement ..... . 

9 {D- 1; R-8) .... 
13 (d- 4; R- 9) . 
37 (0- 8; R- 29! .. 
14 (0-2; R- 12) 
20 (0- 8; R- 12) 
6 (0- 1; R- 5) . 
8 {D- 1; R-7) . 
NA ...... .. 
NA .. . 
NA ...... .. 
6 (0- 1; R- 5) .. 
NA . . .......... . 
51 (D- 19; R-32) .. 
50 (D-6: R-44) 
NA ....... ............ . 
7 (D- 4: R-3) .. 

0 (0-0; R-0) ................................ .. 
3 (D-0; R- 3) 
8 {D- 3; R- 5) ............ . 
!(not submitted) (D- 1: R-0) .......... . 
4 O ·D not submitted) (0- 2; R- 2) . 
9 (D- 4; R-5) 
0 (0-0; R-0) 
3 (0-1 : R- 2) 
NA ........ . 
NA 
NA ........ .. 
6 (0-1 ; R- 5) 
NA ... ... .. .. .... .. 
8 (0-7: R- 1) .................................. .. 
6 (0-3; R- 3) .......................... . 
NA ............. . 
2 (0- 1; R- 1) 

PO: 250- 172. A: 251- 172. (Mar. 18, 1993). 
PO: 252- 164. A: 247- 169. (Mar. 24, 1993). 
PO: 244-168. A: 242- 170. (Apr. 1, 1993). 
A: 212- 208. (Apr. 28, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (May 5, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (May 20, 1993). 
A: 308- 0 (May 24, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote (May 20, 1993) 
A: 251- 174. (May 26, 1993). 
PO: 252- 178. A: 236-194 (May 27, 1993). 
PO: 240- 177. A: 226-185. (June 10, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (June 14, 1993). 
A: 244- 176 .. (June 15, 1993). 
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Rule number date reported 

H. Res. 197, June 15, 1993 
H. Res. 199, June 16, 1993 
H. Res . 200, June 16, 1993 .... 
H. Res. 201 , June 17, 1993 . 
H. Res. 203, June 22, 1993 .... 
H. Res. 206, June 23, 1993 . 
H. Res. 217, July 14, 1993 
H. Res. 220, July 21 , 1993 .... 
H. Res. 226, July 23 , 1993 . 
H. Res . 229, July 28, 1993 .. .. .. . 
H. Res . 230, July 28, 1993 .. . 
H. Res. 246, Aug. 6, 1993 
H. Res. 248, Sept. 9, 1993 
H. Res. 250, Sept. 13, 1993 . 
H. Res. 254, Sept. 22, 1993 
H. Res. 262, Sept. 28, 1993 
H. Res. 264, Sept. 28, 1993 .. .. 
H. Res . 265, Sept. 29, 1993 . 
H. Res. 269, Oct. 6, 1993 ...... 
H. Res. 273, Oct. 12, 1993 . 
H. Res. 274, Oct. 12, 1993 
H. Res. 282, Oct. 20. 1993 .... 
H. Res. 286. Oct. 27, 1993 . 
H. Res. 287, Oct. 27, 1993 .. .. 
H. Res. 289, Oct. 28. 1993 . 
H. Res. 293. Nov. 4, 1993 . 
H. Res. 299. Nov. 8, 1993 .. 
H. Res. 302, Nov. 9. 1993 . 
H. Res. 303, Nov. 9. 1993 .... 
H. Res. 304, Nov. 9, 1993 . 
H. Res. 312. Nov. 17, 1993 ...... 
H. Res . 313, Nov. 17, 1993 . 
H. Res . 314. Nov. 17, 1993 
H. Res . 316, Nov. 19. 1993 ..... 
H. Res. 319, Nov. 20, 1993 . 
H. Res. 320. Nov. 20. 1993 . 
H. Res . 336, Feb. 2. 1994 .. .. 
H. Res . 352, Feb. 8, 1994 .... . 
H. Res . 357, Feb. 9, 1994 .. 
H. Res. 366. Feb. 23 , 1994 . 
H. Res. 384. Mar. 9, 1994 ...... 
H. Res. 401, Apr. 12, 1994 . 
H. Res. 410, Apr. 21 , 1994 ...... 
H. Res. 414, Apr. 28, 1994 . 
H. Res. 416, May 4, 1994 .. 
H. Res. 420, May 5, 1994 .. . . 
H. Res. 422. May 11 , 1994 .... . 
H. Res. 423, May 11 , 1994 . 
H. Res. 428, May 17, 1994 ..... 
H. Res. 429, May 17, 1994 . 
H. Res. 431, May 20, 1994 .. 
H. Res. 440, May 24, 1994 ......... 
H. Res. 443, May 25, 1994 . 
H. Res. 444, May 25, 1994 . 
H. Res . 447, June 8, 1994 
H. Res. 467, June 28, 1994 . . 
H. Res. 468, June 28, 1994 
H. Res. 47 4, July 12, 1994 .. 
H. Res . 475, July 12, 1994 ... 

Ru le type 
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0 
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0 
MO 
MC 
MC 
MO 
0 
MO 
MO 
MC 
MO 
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MC 
MC 
MO 
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c 
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MC 
MO 
MC 
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MC 
MC 
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MC 
MC 
MC 
MC 
MC 
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MC 
MO 
MO 
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c 
0 
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MC 
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MC 
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Bill number and subject 

H.R. 2333: State Department. H.R. 2404: Foreign aid 
H.R. 1876: Ext. of " fast Track" .. ... .............. . 
H.R. 2295: Foreign operations appropriations 
H.R. 2403: Treasury-postal appropriations . . .. .. .................... .. .. .. 
H.R. 2445: Energy and Water appropriations 
H.R. 2150: Coast Guard authorization 
H.R. 2010: National Service Trust Act . . 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental .. 
H.R. 2330: Intelligence Authority Act. fiscal year 1994 . 
H.R. 1964: Maritime Administration authority . 
H.R. 2401 : National Defense authority . 
H.R. 2401 : National defense authorization . 
H.R. 1340: RTC Completion Act 
H.R. 2401 : National Defense authorization 
H.R. 1845: National Biological Survey Act 
H.R. 2351: Arts, humanities, museums ........... .. 
H.R. 3167: Unemployment compensation amendments 
H.R. 2739: Aviation infrastructure investment . 
H.R. 3167: Unemployment compensation amendments . 
H.R. 1804: Goals 2000 Educate America Act ...... 
H.J. Res. 281: Continuing appropriations through Oct. 28, 1993 
H.R. 334: Lumbee Recognition Act .. .. ..... 
H.J. Res. 283 : Continuing appropriations resolution . 
H.R. 2151 : Maritime Security Act of 1993 
H. Con. Res. 170: Troop withdrawal Somalia .. 
H.R. 1036: Employee Retirement Act-1993 . 
H.R. 1025: Brady handgun bill . 
H.R. 322: Mineral exploration .......... 
H.J. Res. 288: Further CR, FY 1994 .... .. 
H.R. 3425: EPA Cabinet Status 
H.R. 796: Freedom Access to Clinics 
H.R. 3351 : Alt Methods Young Offenders 
H.R. 51 : D.C. statehood bill .... .. 
H.R. 3: Campaign Finance Reform 
H.R. 3400: Reinventing Government ..................... .. 
H.R. 3759: Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
H.R. 811 : Independent Counsel Act 
H.R. 3345: Federal Workforce Restructuring 
H.R. 6: Improving America 's Schools .... .. .... .. . 
H. Con. Res. 218: Budget Resolution FY 1995-99 
H.R. 4092: Violent Crime Control . .. ... .. ................... .. 
H.R. 3221 : Iraqi Claims Act .... . .. . ........... ........... . 
H.R. 3254: NSF Auth. Act . ............... ...... .. .. ...... .. 
H.R. 4296: Assault Weapons Ban Act ........... .. ............... . 
H.R. 2442: EDA Reauthorization .. ...... .. ........ .... .. ...... .. .. 
H.R. 518: California Desert Protection . 
H.R. 2473: Montana Wilderness Act ....... .. .. .... ..... .. ................... .. 
H.R. 2108: Black Lung Benefits Act ............... ...... .. .. .... . 
H.R. 4301: Defense Auth ., FY 1995 . 
H.R. 4301 : Defense Auth .. FY 1995 . 
H.R. 4385: Natl Hiway System Designation .... 
H.R. 4426: For. Ops. Approps, FY 1995 ... 
H.R. 4454: Leg Branch Approp, FY 1995 . 
H.R. 4539: Treasury/Postal Approps 1995 
H.R. 4600: Expedited Rescissions Act .. 
H.R. 4299: Intelligence Auth ., FY 1995 .. 
H.R. 3937: Export Admin. Act of 1994 
H.R. 1188: Anti-Redlining in Ins . 

Amendments submit
ted Amendments allowed Disposition of rule and date 

53 (D-20; R-33) . 27 (D- 12; R- 15) . A: 294- 129. (June 16, 1993). 
NA .................. .... NA .. ......... ... A: Voice Vote. (June 22, 1993). 
33 (D- 1 l; R-22) . 5 (D- 1; R- 4) .................................... A: 263- 160. (June 17, 1993). 
NA ... ............. NA .. . .. . . ........................ .. A: Voice Vote. (June 17, 1993). 
NA ................... . NA . A: Voice Vote. (June 23, 1993). 
NA ....... NA . A: 401- 0. (July 30, 1993). 
NA ................... NA ...... .... .. .. .... ........................... A: 261- 164. (July 21, 1993). 
14 (D-8; R- 6) ............ 2 (D-2; R-0) . .. ......................... PO: 245-178. F: 205-216. (July 22, 1993). 
15 (D-8; R- 7) . 2 (D-2; R-0) . A: 224- 205. (July 27, 1993). 
NA . . ..... ..................... NA . A; Voice Vote. (Aug. 3, 1993). 
NA ........... . NA .. ................. .. ...... A: Voice Vote. (July 29, 1993). 
149 (D- 109; R-40) . . A: 246- 172. (Sept. 8, 1993). 

12 (D- 3; R- 9) 

NA ............... . 
7 (D-0; R- 7) . . 
3 (D-1 ; R-2) .. .. 
NIA ..................... . 
3 (D- 1; R- 2) ...... .. 
15 (D-7; R- 7; 1-1) 
NIA 
NIA .. 
1 (D- 0; R-0) 
NIA 
NIA . 
2 (D- 1; R- 1) .. 
17 (D--ti; R- 11) .. ... 
NIA 
NIA .......... 
27 (D-8; R- 19) . 
15 (D- 9; R--ti) . 
21 (D- 7; R- 14) ... 
1 (D- 1; R-0) . 
35 (D--ti; R- 29) .. 
34 (0- 15; R- 19) . 
14 (D- 8; R- 5; 1- 1) . 
27 {D- 8; R- 19) .. 
3 {D- 2; R- 1) . 
NA .. 
14 (D- 5: R- 9) ... 
180 (0-98; R- 82) . 
NIA .. 
NIA ...... 
7 (D-5; R-2) 
NIA. 
NIA ......... 
NIA .. 
4 (D- 1; R-3) .. 
173 (0- 115; R- 58) . 

16 (0- 10; R--ti) 
39 {D- 11: R- 28) . 
43 (0- 10: R-33) 
NIA .. 
NIA. 
NIA ... . 
NIA .... .. 
NIA .. 

1 (0- l; R- 0) ..... 
91 (D- 67; R- 24) 
NA .. .. .. ....... .................... . 

PO: 237- 169. A: 234- 169. (Sept. 13, 1993). 
A: 213- 191- 1. (Sept. 14, 1993). 
A: 241-182. (Sept. 28, 1993). 
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentlewoman from Indiana [Ms. 
LONG]. 

Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the rule and in strong support 
of the Stenholm Penny-Kasich sub
stitute to the bill. 

Last year, the House approved en
hanced recission authority for the 
President. Unfortunately, that legisla
tion never went further. The Stenholm
Penny-Kasich substitute, made in 
order under this rule, is a bipartisan 
compromise that streamlines the proc
ess, allows the President to designate 
recission savings for deficit reduction, 
and makes the President and the Con
gress more accountable regarding ques
tionable spending items and tax provi
sions. 

This Congress has shown itself to be 
committed to reducing the deficit. 
Tough choices were made to bring the 
Federal deficit down to the $220 billion 
projected for this fiscal year. It is not 
enough, however. If we are serious 
about reducing spending and eventu
ally balancing the budget the Sten-

holm, Penny, Kasich approach is the 
strongest and most reasonable vehicle 
for cutting waste out of our annual ap
propriations process. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
substitute when it comes up for a vote. 

D 1420 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Claremont, CA [Mr. 
DREIER] a member of our Committee on 
rules, but also the vice chairman of the 
congressional reform committee that 
you and I had the privilege of serving 
on with him. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the ranking member of the 
Cammi ttee on rules, the gentleman 
from Glens Falls, NY, for yielding me 
this time. 

I would like to say what a great addi
tion he was to the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, with this rule , the 
House leadership is attempting to 
bring to the floor a regurgitated, en
hanced rescission bill that already 
passed the House last year and has vir-

tually no chance of being considered by 
the other body. 

If our colleagues are serious about 
enacting an enhanced rescission pack
age, one that can be passed by both 
Chambers and signed by the President, 
it must be done as part of a broader re
form package. This is why I am going 
to urge, as my friend, the gentleman 
from Glens Falls, NY, has said, our col
leagues to vo.te "no" on the previous 
question. If the previous question is de-. 
feated, I intend to offer an amendment 
to the rule that would provide for the 
consideration of a further amendment 
at the end of H.R. 4600 relating to the 
issue of congressional reform. 

With a very few legislative days re
maining in this session of the 103d Con
gress, defeating the previous question 
provides one of the best opportunities 
to bring about real congressional re
forms this year· to the budget process 
as well as reforms to an antiquated 
committee system, legislative proce
dures, administration of the House, and 
legislative branch personnel. 

In contrast, separating budget reform 
from the broader congressional reform 
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package is a tactic designed to kill an 
enhanced rescission bill, and it sub
stantially diminishes the prospect for 
any meaningful congressional reform 
this year. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no reason to 
delay the issue of congressional reform. 
The Joint Committee on the Organiza
tion of Congress held 36 hearings and 4 
days of markup last year. The Commit
tee on Rules has completed its hear
ings, and the Committee on House Ad
ministration has also held several 
hearings. 

As my good friend and counterpart, 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM
ILTON], said in a June 30 letter to the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MOAKLEY], "This is a meaningful 
package that will allow Members to 
claim credibly they have taken serious 
steps to enhance the effectiveness and 
institutional integrity of Congress." 

We cannot make that same claim, 
Mr. Speaker, about H.R. 4600, the en
hanced rescission bill. 

I urge my colleagues to move the 
process of congressional reform along. 
Join the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HAMILTON] and me by attempting to de
feat the previous question so that we 
can keep the process of reform, which 
the American people and I believe a 
majority of this Congress wants to 
have, going. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of House Resolution 
467, the rule before us today which al
lows for the consideration of H.R. 4600, 
the Expedited Rescissions Act. 

Let me extend high praise to the 
Rules Committee and our leadership 
for the rule that has been reported on 
this bill. Although I am a Member who 
occasionally must rise in opposition to 
rules which I feel do not allow a proper 
airing of major issues relevant to a 
bill, I also want to be quick to express 
my appreciation for rules which meet a 
fairness test. This rule does. 

Let me also commend JOHN SPRATT 
and BUTLER DERRICK for introducing 
H.R. 4600 so that we can once again 
focus attention on this issue. I sup
ported this legislation when it was 
passed by the House last year, and con
tinue to believe that it will make a sig
nificant step forward in the account
ability of the budget process. 

That notwithstanding, I believe there 
are several areas in which this legisla
tion can be improved. It was in this 
spirit that TIM PENNY, JOHN KASICH, 
and I developed the expedited rescis
sions title to H.R. 4434, the Common 
Cents Budget Reform Act. Our amend
ment is similar to H.R. 4600, but in
cludes several differences which will 
substantially strengthen the legisla
tion. I will elaborate on those dif-

ferences later in this debate, but at 
this point I would like to focus specifi
cally on the rule. 

There are a number of Members who 
believe that we should grant the Presi
dent line item veto authority, that is 
to say, the ability to eliminate spend
ing items with the support of one-third 
plus one of either the House or the Sen
ate. That opinion will be ably rep
resented today by my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, Minority Leader 
MICHEL and Representative SOLOMON. 

While I disagree with that approach, 
I believe it is perfectly reasonable for 
any Member to think otherwise and I 
feel this body should express its will on 
the proper approach to take on this 
issue. That is also why I went to the 
Rules Committee asking that the 
Michel-Solomon amendment be made 
in order. 

Furthermore, that is why I did not 
object to the structure of this current 
rule, even though the structure means 
that if Michel-Solomon passes, the lan
guage of my amendment will not even 
be voted on. Members should not come 
to the floor expecting to be able to vote 
for every amendment offered in order 
that the last one might prevail. This is 
not a king-of-the-hill rule. It is not a 
closed rule. It is more like a single 
elimination rule which, if biased in any 
way, is biased toward the initial 
amendment, the Michel-Solomon 
amendment. I did not object to this 
bias; in fact I argued for it with Rules 
Committee members. And I say right 
now to my colleague, the gentleman 
from New York, "if your amendment 
passes, I will support it on final pas
sage," because it definitely strengthens 
the will of the House regarding this 
particular issue. 

Again, I commend the Rules Commit
tee for bringing to us today this rule. I 
urge my colleagues to support this rule 
and, later in the day, I hope they will 
support the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich 
amendment as being the most serious 
approach which can muster majority 
support. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Bellevue, WA [Ms. DUNN], another valu
able Member of this House, a freshman 
Member, and a member of the congres
sional reform task force that you and I 
served on, and who has been so valu
able in trying to bring about reforms in 
this House. 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
urge my colleagues to do the right 
thing: Defeat the previous question so 
that we can bring real congressional 
reform to the House floor without any 
more of the dilatory tactics that have 
been deployed thus far. 

This rule represents a clear effort to 
approach reform in a piecemeal man
ner, rather than consider a comprehen
sive package. As most Members are 
aware, the esteemed House chairman of 
the Joint Committee on the Organiza-

tion of Congress, Mr. HAMILTON of Indi
ana, has called for rejection of the 
piecemeal approach so that the House 
may consider a comprehensive package 
of reforms. 

And make no mistake, this rule 
today is the first step toward piece
meal and minimalist reforms. The Ex
pedited Recission Act to which this 
rule applies was only one of the hun
dreds of reforms considered by the 
Joint Committee. So, regardless of any 
rationalizations, Mr. Speaker, it is 
clear that this effort today splinters 
the reform effort. 

Is watered down reform what the tax
payers desire? No. In 1992, exasperated 
taxpayers sent a clear signal for insti
tutional reform. The Congress re
sponded with formation of the Joint 
Committee on the Organization of Con
gress. Then voters sent a huge new 
class of freshmen to Congress to insti
tute wide-ranging reforms. The Joint 
Committee, on which I was privileged 
to be the only freshman, built a hear
ing record of unprecedented propor
tions. 

Now, the fix is in. Slow down, water 
down, limit the reforms. 

Mr. Speaker, taxpayers want bold re
form. This vote today is our chance to 
give it to them. 

Let us defeat the previous question; 
let us consider a reform package under 
an open rule; let us do the right thing. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. ALLARD], another valuable 
Member of this House who has served 
on the joint committee to reform the 
House with you and me. 

D 1430 
Mr. ALLARD. I thank the gentleman 

from New York for yielding this time 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge my col
leagues to vote "no" on the previous 
question because we need to have real 
reform come before the House. This re
scission bill passed the House last year, 
then the Senate defeated a similar re
scission bill. I believe its fate will be 
the same again. 

The Senate insists on true reform, 
why should we settle for anything less 
in this body? 

If the Members of this House are 
ready to discuss serious reform, they 
need to reject weak efforts such as this 
and focus on substantial issues. I be
lieve that the best place for us to begin 
our journey toward actual reform is ex
actly where the Senate has, with the 
recommendations of the Joint Commit
tee on the Reorganization of Congress, 
as specified in H.R. 3801. 

Not only does this include budgetary 
reform but also committee structure, 
congressional compliance, proxy vot
ing, and administrative reforms. Why 
should the House waste time on minor, 
shallow changes when there is a com
prehensive reform package ready now? 
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We know Members from both parties 

are in favor of it; our colleagues in the 
other Chamber want it, and our con
stituents demand it. It is time for the 
rhetoric to stop and for the Congress to 
act. · 

Again I urge vote "no" on the pre
vious question so that we can have a 
chance to consider real congressional 
reform and, hopefully, with an open 
rule. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
just one Member left to speak at this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to 
close. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I will just recall to the membership 
what happened in January 1993 when 
this 103d Congress convened. At that 
time over 100 new Members, who now 
have reached, I think, 112 or 113---

Mr. DREIER. If the gentleman would 
yield, it is 117. 

Mr. SOLOMON. There are 117 new 
Members to this House. Almost every 
one of these Members on both sides of 
the aisle, both Democrats and Repub
licans, came here having been elected 
on a platform to try to fix what is 
wrong with this House. Gridlock and 
other problems have reduced the House 
to the lowest level of respect, accord
ing to the polls, at any time in the his
tory of the United States. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the vice 
chairman of the joint committee which 
was formed after a meeting in the of
fice of the Speaker. Both the Repub
lican and the Democratic leadership 
set up a committee that would bring 
about true reform in this House. 

I yield to the vice chairman of that 
committee, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would like to follow on in a state
ment the gentleman made in his open
ing remarks; that here we are dealing 
with an issue that this House has al
ready voted on, the issue of the rescis
sion. Once again we are facing that 
issue and it is a priority item, very im
portant for us to proceed with. Yet we 
are too busy to deal with the issue of 
congressional reform. That is what we 
continue to hear from this leadership. 
My friend said that in his opening re
marks. It seems to me to be a real 
tragedy that as we go through a ques
tion we have already resolved, that 
now we are doing this. My friend is ab
solutely right; the Joint Committee on 
the Reorganization of Congress was es
tablished in the wake of the post office 
and the House bank and restaurant 
problems that we have had here, and it 

· was virtually unanimous-that is, the 
establishment of this committee-and 
during calendar year 1993 this commit
tee put together the largest compila-

tion of information on this institution, 
both the House and the Senate, that 
has ever been gleaned. And what a 
tragedy that as we look at all the work 
that was done we are talking about 
breaking it into bits without really 
moving forward with congressional re
form as was promised last year. Unfor
tunately, we were in a position where 
they have said that, "Yes, we want to 
do it," but they only want to look at 
the issue of congressional compliance. 

This issue of budget reform is a very 
important aspect of congressional re
form, entitlement review; all of these 
items are encompassed in H.R. 3801, 
legislation which has been reported 
out. 

We have had hearing after hearing in 
our subcommittee on rules of the 
House, and we have had hearings in the 
Administration Committee. It is a real 
tragedy that the American people and, 
I believe, a majority of the membership 
of this institution who want to see con
gressional reform proceed, are being 
blocked by these attempts by the lead
ership to do that. 

You know, when you look at the 
work that my friend, Mr. SPRATT, and 
Mr. SWIFT and Mr. SOLOMON and so 
many of the rest of us put into it in 
calendar year 1993, 243 witnesses came 
before our committee, 37 hearings. It 
was the first bicameral, bipartisan ef
fort in nearly half a century. Not since 
the Monroney-LaFollette reform came 
forward in 1947 have we seen the kind 
of effort that we have seen with this 
Joint Committee on the Reorganiza
tion of Congress. It is a travesty that it 
is being treated in the way that it has. 
That is the reason that I am insisting 
on defeat of the previous question so 
that we can make in order H.R. 3801. I 
am not a strong proponent of H.R. 3801; 
I think there are many modifications 
that should be made in it. I suspect 
that several of my friends on both sides 
of the aisle would support some modi
fication of H.R. 3801. But let us give 
this House a chance to hear this legis
lation and this is our chance to do it. 
That is why we have got to vote "no" 
on the previous question. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 
Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman will 

stay in the well for just a minute, I 
will say he is absolutely right. Our 
joint committee did meet; we marked 
up that reform bill. It was not to your 
satisfaction or to mine, but at least it 
was a start. 

Now we are being informed that not 
only will we not have a chance to vote 
on that bill, but it is going to be bro
ken up into pieces and brought to this 
floor under closed rules so that Mem
bers from each individual district will 
not have a chance to work their will. 

Many things really need to be done, 
such as reducing the number of com
mittees and subcommittees that would 
automatically reduce by one-third the 
staff it takes now to man all of those 

committees. Abolish joint referrals. We 
have now in the House of Representa
tives 3 different committes dealing 
with the heal th care issue and no less 
than 10 subcommittees involved with 
it. 

That is why we cannot have a decent 
health care reform around here. We 
need to reform joint referrals. We need 
to ban proxy voting. We need to limit 
the terms of chairmen and even have 
term limitations for Members who 
serve on some committees perhaps. We 
need to apply the same laws to Con
gress that we foist on the American 
people. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman continue to yield?' 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding further. 

Let me just say to my friend that he 
has reminded me of the fact that I and 
my colleague from Cape Girardeau, MO 
[Mr. EMERSON], were the only two who 
voted to move this process forward. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] very wisely voted against it, 
and the other Republicans on the com
mittee voted against it, not believing 
that we would see real congressional 
reform. 

Yet, I being the eternal optimist, al
ways looking for that silver lining in 
the dark cloud, and the pony when they 
provide me with a pile of manure, be
lieved that we would be able to bring 
forward this reform package. Trag
ically, as we sit here, the issue of re
form has been swept aside. I should un
derscore the fact that the gentleman 
from Indiana, LEE HAMILTON, joins me 
in his grave concern over the direction 
we have taken. There are no fewer than 
two letters that he has sent to the 
chairman of our Committee on Rules, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MOAKLEY], where he stated how 
strongly he feels about the need to 
keep this reform package together so 
that all those items that my friend 
from Glens Falls has mentioned, those 
items such as committee structure re
form, proxy voting, congressional com
pliance, budget reform, can be held to
gether as they were in tended to be held 
together as it was reported out of the 
joint committee. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I certainly hope the 
gentleman is going to be successful in 
defeating the previous question. Every 
responsible Member ought to vote 
against the previous question so that 
the gentleman will have that oppor
tunity to bring that open rule to the 
floor. 

Mr. Speaker, let me at this time 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Sanibel, FL [Mr. Goss] another mem
ber of the Committee on Rules who has 
just returned to the floor. 

Mr. GOSS. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone knows our 
budget process is broken. Yet our budg
et reform effort is like a scratched old 
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33 LP record skipping on the same line 
over and over again. Today we are dis
cussing a bill that is virtually identical 
to one we passed earlier this Congress. 
H.R. 4600 would make the same slight 
improvements to the procedure for con
sidering Presidential rescissions that 
we made by passing H.R. 1578 last year. 
That bill was dead on arrival in the 
other body, and there is no sign that 
this newly dressed up repeat version 
will do any better. Americans should 
know that debate and passage of this 
bill-which in itself will do nothing-is 
part of a majority leadership buy-off to 
prevent the A-to-Z spending cut pro
posal from coming to the floor. We are 
now providing cover for Democrats who 
want to say to their constituents in 
this election year that they took ac
tion to solve the budget crisis, but 
don' t actually want to make real cuts. 
Put another way: We are trading words 
for action. The rule itself has good and 
bad points. On the plus side, we will 
have a chance to vote on two strength
ening amendments-without the usual 
king-of-the-hill routine. The Solomon
Michel amendment is a true line-item 
veto. It would give the President per
manent authority to propose rescis
sions to spending and tax benefits, and 
would require a two-thirds majority to 
override those cuts. The Kasich/Penny/ 
Stenholm proposal, while not a pana
cea on its own, would expand the Presi
dent 's powers to target spending and 
tax-benefits. It would also permanently 
extend expedited rescission authority. 
Unfortunately, once again the Rules 
Committee has denied Mr. MICHEL an 
opportunity to offer a free-standing 
amendment to allow the President to 
target new tax-breaks. And it is some
what ironic that in the so-called Year 
of Reform, the Rules Committee ma
jority has refused to make in order an 
amendment encompassing the rec
ommendations of the Joint Committee 
on the Organization of Congress. I fully 
support the efforts of my friend, Mr. 
DREIER, in seeking to defeat the pre
vious question on this rule so we may 
bring this bill back with some real re-
form attached. · 

D 1440 
Mr. Speaker, reform is not about is

suing press releases and staging floor 
votes for the C-Span cameras. Reform 
is about changing the way we operate 
so we can regain the trust of the Amer
ican people which now hovers some
where in the teen digit area when it 
comes to the U.S. Congress. We can do 
better. 

We are not talking here today about 
enhanced rescissions; we are not talk
ing about line item veto. We are talk
ing about expedited rescission, expe
dited. What, in fact, that means is we 
are going to move a little faster so we 
still cannot make the right decision. 
Instead of taking 3 days not to be able 
to make the decision, we are now going 
to take 5 or 10 days. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not the kind of 
improvement the American people are 
looking for. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
FINGERHUT]. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from South Caro
lina [Mr. DERRICK] for yielding this 
time to me, and I rise in support of the 
rule and the bill. 

I, first of all , would note that the 
rule does provide opportunities, as the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] 
just said, to vote for strengthening 
amendments, as Members would 
choose, including, as he has character
ized, a vote on the true line-item veto, 
and I intend to vote for those strength
ening amendments. That opportunity 
is provided to us by the Committee on 
Rules in this rule, and I thank them for 
it, and we do have the opportunity 
today to vote as we choose on the 
strongest possible version of this bill. 

The troubling aspect of this debate 
today is, as the other gentlemen have 
pointed out, that we are doing again 
today something very similar to what 
we have done before, a year ago, a bill 
which we approved in this House, not 
as strong as I would have liked or as I 
voted for a year ago, but that we sent 
to the Senate, and they did nothing. 

So what then is the purpose of us 
being here today? 

Well, I think the purpose of us being 
here today is to underscore, to reem
phasize, that the House of Representa
tives, a majority of its Members, un
derstands the importance of changing 
the rules with respect to spending, of 
giving the opportunity within the 
budget process to focus in in greater 
detail on the line items and that we are 
going to send another version over to 
the Senate. We are going to ask them 
again to ask on this issue. 

The fact of the matter is, on the mer
its of changing the rules with respect 
to spending, the government has 
changed since our Founding Fathers 
first framed the division of powers. I 
believe truly that, if they had seen the 
complexity of the budget process, if 
they understood the detail with which 
these line items must be gone over, 
that they would have no objection to 
finding a process by which the Execu
tive and the legislature could work 
closer together to get at individual line 
items. 

The fact is that we need a process to 
review individual items of spending in 
the glare of the spotlight, in that light 
of day, and for the President to say 
again to the Congress, " Look at that 
one again. I want you to stand up, and 
I want you to decide whether or not, 
indeed, you want this measure to be an 
appropriate use of the taxpayers' dol
lars." 

I think we should support this rule 
and this bill. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINGERHUT. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio for yielding, 
and I would simply like to say that my 
friend has, in fact on several occasions, 
testified before the Joint Committee 
on the Organization of Congress, and I 
know he has been part of an effort on 
the other side of the aisle to pursue 
this issue of reform. 

Now, he wisely says that it is impor
tant for us to underscore for the other 
body how important it is to address, 
rather than ignore, this issue of en
hanced rescission. We have seen by 
their pattern that they have chosen to 
ignore this legislation that a year ago 
was reported out of here. But they are 
interested in the process of reform, and 
it seems to me that the only way for us 
to adequately move forward with this 
enhanced rescission bill that could get 
a response from the other body would 
be for us to do it under the rubric of 
H.R. 3801, a reform package. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER] knows I am 
supportive of many aspects of congres
sional reform, but today what we need 
to do is focus in on the line i tern veto. 
Let us send that message to the other 
body. Let us get them to at least act on 
this. 

Mr. DREIER. We might be able to do 
that--

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
SWIFT). The time of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT] has expired. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
one speaker remaining, and I reserve 
the right to close. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Then, Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, it is deja vu all over again. 
We are debating a measure today that 
has already been discussed at great 
length last year, and we are doing it 
for a very familiar reason. 

We are debating this bill so the 
Democratic leadership can once again 
prevent any real reform of the process 

. they have controlled for 50 years. 
We heard a lot about change in the 

1992 elections, but we have seen pre
cious little of it around this place. 
Time and again when reform proposals 
have been presented-proposals over
whelmingly supported by the American 
people-the Democratic leadership has 
found a way to shoot them down. 

It is my opinion that we need to 
make some fundamental changes in the 
way we do business. You cannot keep 
doing the same things and expect dif
ferent results. 

We need to find ways to make real 
cuts in Federal spending. We need to 
pass term limits. We need to pass a bal
anced budget amendment. And we need 
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to give the President line-item veto au
thority. 

It is that line-item veto power we 
ought to be voting on today, Mr. 
Speaker, but thanks to the Democrat 
leadership, we will be voting on a fake. 

The line-item veto is an integral part 
of any true reform effort and vital if we 
are ever going to end the kind of pork 
barrel spending that has so long domi
nated things around here. 

Forty-three Governors have the line
item veto power. Opponents say it 
won' t work, it will not cut much; but it 
does work and it does bring responsibil
ity to the legislative process. It works 
fine in Wyoming, and it would put 
some needed integrity into the process 
in Washington. 

Mr. Speaker, we shouldn' t be fooled 
by what is going on here today. The 
Democratic leadership will do anything 
they can to avoid having to make real 
spending cuts and to avoid making any 
real changes to the way they've run 
Congress for so long. 

Just as the A-to-Z spending cut pro
posal is picking up steam, the leader
ship decides to have this exercise today 
so Members who don ' t sign the dis
charge petition can run home and 
claim they 've voted for a line-item 
veto instead. The two shouldn't be tied 
together-they are separate issues
and the American people won' t be 
fooled. 

I am disappointed we are taking this 
route , Mr. Speaker. We saw the same 
tactics used to pass the President 's tax 
increase. We were told we would have a 
chance to vote for more spending cuts, 
then the leadership defeated Penny-Ka
sich. 

We saw the same tactics used when 
we debated the balanced budget amend
ment. The leadership offered a phony 
amendment which gave political cover 
to those who had promised to support a 
balanced budget amendment then re
fused to do so . 

And today we will have a leadership 
proposal used to defeat true line-item 
veto . I encourage my colleagues to vote 
for real line-item veto. Vote for the 
Solomon/Michel substitute. If that 
should fail, vote for Stenholm. But no 
one who truly supports line-item veto 
should vote for R.R. 4600. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cape 
Girardeau, MO [Mr. EMERSON] , another 
member of the Joint Committee on Re
form of the Congress, a gentleman who 
has been here for many years as a page, 
now as a Congressman. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
join my joint committee colleagues in 
urging the House to defeat the previous 
question and make in order the joint 
committee's bill. 

· It is ironic that the majority leader
ship in this Congress appears to be in 
favor of about just every kind of re
form for the American people except 
for reform for the Congress itself. They 

want to radically reform health care, 
tell everybody else how to operate, in
surance companies, doctors, patients, 
how to choose their care. They want to 
fundamentally restructure education, 
dictating to the States how they are 
going. to spend their dollars, how to 
structure their curriculum and how to 
teach their students. 
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Of course, they want to overhaul wet

lands policy, instructing private prop
erty owners what they can and cannot 
do with their land, designating acres 
and acres of land as off limits and f orc
ing businesses to cease their business 
activities. 

It seems that the majority wants to 
reform every aspect of everybody else's 
lives and livelihood. The only thing we 
refuse to reform here is the Congress 
itself. 

The joint committee was created to 
develop comprehensive congressional 
reform, and it did that. The committee 
went out of existence at the end of last 
year. Its report, 6 Democrats and 2 Re
publicans of the 12-person House con
tingent of that committee voted to re
port a measure to the House, which has 
been languishing since last November. 

Now the leadership plans to split up 
that legislative package, which would 
effectively kill any reform that would 
actually impact the Congress. 

If reform is good for the rest of the 
country, it should be equally as good 
for Congress. I urge all of our col
leagues to send a message that con
gressional reform is essential , and that 
the House can do unto itself what it 
does to other. 

At the point we voted earlier to abol
ish select committees in this House, 
there was a grand coalition of what we 
referred to as, and everybody knows 
what I am talking about, the old bulls 
and the freshmen Members, the young 
reformers of both parties. This was all 
done in the name of congressional re
form. 

We had too many committees, so we 
abolished the select committees. All 
right , well and good. 

Why do we not move on with the rest 
of the forum? We do need to reform 
ourselves in so many areas. A blueprint 
is there, imperfect though it may be. 
But let us vote to defeat the previous 
question here , so at least the issue can 
come up, and we can debate it , discuss 
it , and vote upon it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of our t ime to the very il
lustrious gentleman from Claremont, 
CA [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, my friend 
from Cape Girardeau , and a very hard 
working member of our Joint Commit
tee on the Organization of Congress, 
said it very accurately when he raised 
the issue of health care reform, wet
lands reform, education reform. I 
should say that he forgot to mention 

welfare reform. I mean, virtually every 
area of our economy has attempted to 
be reformed by this Congress, and yet 
we are sweeping the issue of congres
sional reform aside. 

After all , if you look at the 1992 elec
tion, there are now 117 new Members of 
this House, most of whom ran on the 
issue of reform of the Congress, be
cause it was desperately needed. And 
here we are, charging, just weeks away 
from the 1994 election, and what is hap
pening? Well, not a lot of people out 
there are talking about congressional 
reform anymore, because they are busy 
talking about health care reform and 
Hai ti and North Korea and welfare re
form and a large number of other 
items. 

But, quite frankly, congressional re
form was the mandate that sent many 
of these new members here . And I be
lieve that the American people and a 
majority of the Members of this Con
gress want us to deal with reform of 
this institution. It has not been done in 
nearly half a century, and it seems to 
me that this is our opportunity to do 
it. 

We have a chance. On this enhanced 
rescission bill, what I plan to do, if we 
can defeat the previous question, is in
sert at the end R.R. 3801, which is the 
bill that was reported out of the Joint 
Committee on the Organization of Con
gress just before Thanksgiving of last 
year. It gives us a chance to face the 
issue of congressional reform the way 
we should be doing it, straightforward. 
Not breaking it up into bits, which is 
nothing but a divided and conquer 
strategy. 

Now, I know there are many people 
here who thrive on the status quo. But, 
quite frankly, we need to become more 
accountable, more deliberative. And I 
believe that the full House has the 
right and the responsibility to look at 
our reform package. 

I urge a no vote on the previous ques
tion, so that we can make in order the 
issue of congressional reform. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say I commend 
the gentleman who has just spoken, 
and the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HAMILTON], for their work. But I would 
have to say that even if the motion for 
the previous question were to fail, it is 
my opinion that the gentleman could 
not do what he proposes to do , that is , 
offer an amendment to the rule to en
able him to offer R .R. 3801 as an 
amendment to this bill. 

Be that as it may, I find it rather dis
appointing that we once again take 
something serious like this reform 
measure , which is very good, and there 
are many parts of it that I agree with, 
and trivialize it. Moreover , to stand 
here and once again lambast this House 
of Representatives is disappointing. No 
one said it was perfect. Our Founding 
Fathers did not say they were giving us 
a perfect---
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. DERRICK. I will not. 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I did not 

yield to the gentleman. 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

SWIFT). The gentleman from South 
Carolina has the time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
regular order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from South Carolina has the 
time and is recognized. 

Mr. DERRICK. I go back to what I 
said, that the gentleman who spoke be
fore lambasted this body. 

I think Members of both parties are 
guilty of it. I think the other party 
may be a little more guilty, but not 
enough to argue about, of taking every 
opportunity they get to denigrate the 
institutions of this government, espe
cially the House of Representatives. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERRICK. No; I will not. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from South Carolina has the 
time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, what 
worries me is that if Members continue 
to denigrate our institutions, they 
could weaken them to the point where 
someone could come along who might 
not have the same great appreciation 
for democracy that our Founding Fa
thers had, and we could one day lose 
this great form of government of ours. 

Ours is not a perfect form of govern
ment. Our Founding Fathers never said 
it was. But it works. This House works. 
This Congress works. It is the most 
representative body in the world, It 
serves our Nation and our people well. 
And I believe many who stand up and 
denigrate it believe continuously 
should have more respect for it than 
they have. 

Mr. Speaker, as I pointed out earlier, 
the Federal budget deficit is down, way 
down. For the first time since the Tru
man administration, the United States 
will experience, thanks entirely to the 
President and the Democrats in the 
Congress, 3 years of declining Federal 
budget deficits. 

But we cannot rest. We must con
tinue battling the deficit until victory 
is won. The legislative line item veto is 
not the only solution to our problems, 
but it is part of the solution. We owe it 
to our citizens to send to the Senate a 
message that we must give this line 
item veto a try, for the sake of future 
generations, if not for our own. 

Now Mr. Speaker, what the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is 
proposing, is defeating the previous 
question so he can amend the resolu
tion to make in order an amendment 
consisting of the text of H.R. 3801, the 
Legislation Reorganization Act. 
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This is not permissible under House 

precedents. Such an amendment would 

not be germane to the resolution and 
would surely be ruled out of order. 

The gentleman well knows it is not 
in order to amend an order-of-business 
resolution to accomplish indirectly 
that which he cannot achieve directly. 
So let no Member of this House be 
fooled. Voting against the previous 
question in hopes of adding H.R. 3801 to 
the rescission bill simply will not 
work. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
SWIFT). The question is on ordering the 
previous question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

Pursuant to clause 5(b) of rule XV, 
the Chair announces that he will re
duce to not less than 5 minutes the 
time within which a rollcall vote, if or
dered, may be taken on the adoption of 
the resolution. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 240, nays 
185, not voting 9, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Berman 
Bevlll 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Colllns (IL) 
Colllns (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 

[Roll No. 326) 
YEAS-240 

de la Garza 
DeFazlo 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
GeJdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hllllard 

Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetskl 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolles-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 

McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mlller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
B111rakis 
Bllley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Cllnger 
Coble 
Colllns (GA) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coppersml th 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
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Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowskl 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmelster 
Sarpallus 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Slslsky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 

NAYS-185 

Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
G1llmor 
Gllman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hufflngton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
KanJorski 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 

Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelll 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnls 
McKean 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Mlller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
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Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torklldsen 

Bishop 
Carr 
Gallo 

Upton 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 

NOT VOTING-9 
Mccurdy 
Obey 
Quillen 
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Wolf 
Young (AK> 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Slattery 
Towns 
Zeliff 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Mccurdy for, with Mr. Quillen against. 

Mr. GLICKMAN changed his vote 
from "yea" to "nay." 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

REQUEST TO MODIFY AMENDMENT 
NUMBERED 1 PRINTED IN HOUSE 
REPORT 103-565 TO H.R. 4600, EX
PEDITED RESCISSIONS ACT OF 
1994 
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify the 
amendment numbered 1 and printed in 
House Report 103-565. The modification 
is reduced to writing and available at 
the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modified amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Substitute Offered by Mr. SPRATT of South 

Carolina for Amendment Number 1 Printed 
in House Report 103-565: Page 10, line 17, in
sert ", unless the House has passed the text 
of the President's bill transmitted with that 
special message and the Senate passes an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute re
ported by its Committee on Appropriations" 
before the period. 

Page 11, line 21, insert "and by striking 
'1012 and 1013' and inserting '1012, 1013, and 
1014'" before the semicolon. 

Page 12, line 1, strike "(2)" and insert 
"(1)". 

Page 13, line 7, insert "or One Hundred 
Fourth" before "Congress". 

Page 13, line 9, insert "or One Hundred 
Fifth" after "One Hundred Fourth". 

Page 13, line 15, strike "One Hundred 
Third" and insert "previous". 

Page 14, strike lines 7 through 11 and on 
line 12, strike "5" and insert "4". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from South Carolina? 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I reserve the 
right to object to direct some questions 
to the author of the unanimous-con
sent request, specifically to inquire 
whether the bill pending before the 
committee this afternoon is identical 
to the bill which passed the House. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman will state it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, Mem
bers are confused about what is taking 
place. Is it not true that the rule on 
this bill has just passed and there is no 
vote pending and probably will not be 
for the next hour? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman is correct. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I have 

reserved the right to object to inquire 
of the proponent of the unanimous-con
sent request if the bill, that is, H.R. 
4600 pending before the committee is 
identical to that which already passed 
the House, or which was considered and 
passed by the House last year. I would 
inquire of the proponent if that is cor
rect. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
that is being offered as the base bill is 
the bill that passed the House, I be
lieve, on April 29, 1993. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I would 
like to then ask the gentleman from 
South Carolina if he had an oppor
tunity to have this consent request 
considered when the Committee on 
Government Operations marked up this 
bill or if the Committee on Govern
ment Operations did consider this bill. 

Mr. SPRATT. The committee itself 
did not report this bill. The gentleman 
is correct, it did not. 

Mr. CLINGER. Further reserving the 
right to object, I would inquire if this 
amendment that is proposed now as a 
unanimous consent request was pro
pounded at the time the gentleman ap
peared before the Committee on Rules 
or did he present this before the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. SPRATT. Part of it was, part of 
it was not. The upper part of the 
amendment which would have the bill 
amend page 10, line 17 was propounded 
and is made in order and will be offered 
as an amendment immediately after 
the bill itself is called in the Commit
tee of the Whole. The balance of the 
amendment would in effect change the 
bill in one simple respect. 

This bill in order to conform to the 
bill that the House passed in April 1993 
is identical in all respects, but that 
means that it applies only to the 103d 
Congress. At that time, a lot of the 
103d Congress was yet to be conducted. 
We would like to amend this bill by 
this amendment and by this language 
so that it would apply to the 103d Con
gress and the 104th Congress as well. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, given 
the fact that the committee of jurisdic
tion, that is, the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations waived its jurisdic
tion over this bill, this bill has never 
been considered by the Committee on 
Government Operations, which is the 
committee of jurisdiction, and, there-

fore, this matter was not really given 
an opportunity to be discussed, debated 
or amended through the committee 
process. Because of that fact and the 
fact that the gentleman could have of
fered this request at various stages of 
this proceeding, I must object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

EXPEDITED RESCISSIONS ACT OF 
1994 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 467 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill, H.R. 4600. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4600) to 
amend the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act ·of 1974 to 
provide for the expedited consideration 
of certain proposed rescissions of budg
et authority, with Mr. DE LA GARZA in 
the chair. 

0 1530 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] will be 
recognized for 15 minutes; the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
will be recognized for 15 minutes; the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CON
YERS] will be recognized for 15 minutes; 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CLINGER] will be recognized for 15 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, today, the House con
siders H.R. 4600, legislation to provide 
expedited rescission authority for the 
President, a matter under the jurisdic
tion of the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

The Government Operations Legisla
tion Subcommittee has held numerous 
and wideranging hearings on budget re
form issues. The committee has heard 
the testimony of the administration, 
the leadership and rank and file Mem
bers of both parties in Congress, as well 
as experts at the Congressional Budget 
Office, the General Accounting Office, 
and academia. Earlier, we received the 
testimony of our former colleague, 
Leon Panetta, who repeated President 
Clinton's call for the adoption of expe
dited rescission authority. 

The Committee on Government Oper
ations has worked diligently with the 
administration and committed Mem
bers of Congress to strengthen our 
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budget process. I would particularly 
like to thank Congressman JOHN 
SPRATT, one of the Government Oper
ations Subcommittee chairmen, for his 
work on these issues. Congressman 
SPRATT deserves great credit for his 
strong and continuing contribution in 
helping to forge consensus where, pre
viously, there has been gridlock. 

All of us are committed to eliminat
ing wasteful and unproductive spend
ing. The Committee on Government 
Operations has vigorously exercised its 
oversight function , holding a series of 
hearings to address fraud, waste , and 
other abuses throughout the Federal 
Government. Through these hearings, 
we have identified Government waste, 
ranging from massive contract over
runs on the Seawolf submarine and C- 17 
airlifter contracts, to outright theft of 
Government funds at the United States 
Embassy in Mexico City. 

Historically, one tool to cut wasteful 
Federal spending has been rescission 
authority. Since the adoption of the 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974, Con
gress has rescinded approximately $90 
billion in unnecessary budget author
ity, nearly 25 percent more than pro
posed by the President. 

As attractive and successful as re
scission authority has been, I want to 
clarify its limitations. Rescission au
thority is not a panacea or cure all for 
the Federal deficit. During our Govern
ment Operations hearing, the GAO tes
tified that total enacted rescissions 
since 1974 have never exceeded 23 per
cent of any single year's deficit. How
ever, to reduce the current deficit by 23 
percent would require rescinding more 
than $50 billion, the equivalent of re
scinding the entire 1995 budget for the 
Departments of Education, Energy and 
Commerce. Clearly, rescission author
ity cannot solve the deficit problem on 
its own. 

I am troubled by the potential for 
abuse and many of the concerns you 
have heard or will hear today reflect 
congressional concern fueled by admin
istrative abuses of the 1970's. In fact , 
Congress adopted the Impoundment 
Control Act to address the misuse of an 
administration 's impoundment author
ity to unilaterally and indefinitely 
cancel spending for selected programs. 
Consequently, this expedited rescission 
authority carefully provides for a trial 
run and the authority expires following 
the 103d Congress. 

The legislation before the House is a 
good effort to create an additional defi
cit reduction tool for the President. 
The legislation provides the President 
with a certainty of a vote on the Presi
dent 's rescission proposals, guarantee
ing an accelerated, expedited process 
through Congress. The bill would per
mit the President to submit rescissions 
to Congress within 3 days of signing an 
appropriations bill and Congress must 
vote on these rescissions within 10 leg
islative days. 

If the Appropriations Committee be
lieves they can draft a better rescission 
package , they are free to report an al
ternative rescission proposal as well, 
provided it rescinds an equal or greater 
amount of money. If the President 's re
scissions are defeated, this alternative 
proposal is automatically brought be
fore the House for a vote. This alter
native makes sure Congress is not just 
debating whether to cut spending, but 
also , of equal importance, where to cut 
spending. 

Additionally, nothing prohibits or 
impedes Congress from reporting addi
tional rescissions under our constitu
tional power of the purse. This bill 
won 't impede our authority to recon
sider programs and rescind spending 
that fails to match with Federal prior
ities. 

President Clinton's budget moves the 
country forward , addressing both the 
budget deficit and our national invest
ment deficit, reinvesting in critical 
spending priorities such as education 
and health. Earlier this week, our 
former colleague Leon Panetta an
nounced the budget deficit is lower 
than previously forecast-President 
Clinton has reduced the budget deficit 
he inherited by $85 billion for this year 
and $135 billion for the next fiscal year, 
keeping his promise to cut the budget 
deficit in half when measured as a per
centage of our Nation's economy. 

While this administration has been 
aggressive, the President would benefit 
from additional, stronger deficit reduc
tion tools to rein in unnecessary Fed
eral spending. Consequently, I support 
H.R. 4600 and urge its adoption. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

I am delighted today to bring to the 
floor H.R. 4600, the Expedited Rescis
sions Act of 1994. 

The legislation before us is a key as
pect of the President's program: a 
modified line-item vote. 

As did his predecessors, upon taking 
office President Clinton asked Con
gress to give him the ability to sort 
wasteful items out of appropriations 
bills and send those items back to Con
gress for separate votes. Last year the 
House passed an identical bill , H.R. 
1578, to give him such power. That bill 
went over to the Senate, which has not 
acted as of today. The time has come 
to give this power to the President. 
Frankly, our hope is that if we pass an
other bill the Senators will get the 
message. 

The legislation before the House is 
actually very simple. After the Presi
dent signs an appropriations act he 
may, within 3 days, send the House a 
special message proposing to cancel 
spending items in the bill which he 
might oppose. 

Within 2 days of receipt of the Presi
dent 's message, either the majority or 

minority leader would introduce the 
President's bill. If neither leader intro
duced it , then on the third day any 
Member could do so. 

The bill would be referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, which 
would have 7 legislative days to report 
it out. 

The committee could not propose 
changes to the President 's bill , but it 
could report an alternative bill if it 
chose. An alternative bill would have 
to rescind at least as much as the 
President 's bill , and draw its rescis
sions from the same appropriations act 
as the President. 

The President's package would come 
to a vote in the House within 10 days of 
its introduction , and would not be sub
ject to amendment. The House would 
have to vote, up or down, on the Presi
dent 's package as he submitted it. 

If approved by a majority, the bill 
would go to the Senate which would 
consider it under similar, expedited 
procedures and constraints. If the leg
islation passed the Senate by majority 
vote, it would go to the President, who 
would presumably sign it into law 
since it was his proposal. Appropria
tions would be canceled and the deficit 
would fall. 

If the House rejected the President's 
bill and instead passed the alternative 
bill , that bill would go to the Senate. 
The Senate Appropriations Committee 
could report the alternative bill with 
or without change, but for any alter
native to be in order in the Senate, the 
Senate would first have to reject the 
President's bill. If both Houses ulti
mately passed an alternative to the 
President, then that bill would go to 
the President. If he signed it, those ap
propriations would be canceled and the 
deficit reduced. Either way, American 
taxpayers would be the big winners. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4600 would set up 
an historic experiment with a modified 
line-item veto. After the experiment, 
Congress would review the results and 
decide whether to extend the experi
ment or make it permanent with or 
without change. 

If H.R. 4600 were the law, no longer 
could a President sign an appropria
tions act including wasteful line items, 
like grants to renovate Lawrence 
Welk 's birthplace , or money to build 
schools for North Africans in France , 
and claim he was powerless to block 
them. 

No longer could Congress force upon 
the President the dilemma of vetoing 
an entire appropriations act and shut
ting down the Government, or signing 
the whole thing, pork and all. Account
ability is what we need, and account
ability is what this bill will provide. 
This bill will strengthen accountability 
in the appropriations process without 
transferring vast power from Congress 
to the Presidency, and without 
advantaging the President's fiscal pri
orities over those of Congress. 
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I urge all Members to support the 

bill. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, the Expedited Rescis

sions Act of 1994 is identical to H.R. 
1578, which passed this House last year. 
I opposed it at that time, and I oppose 
it today, because it is not a true line
item veto. 

Mr. Chairman, anyone who thinks 
they can support this and get away 
with claiming they have voted for a 
line-i tern-veto bill had better have an
other thought coming. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Sten
holm], who helped originate this expe
dited-rescission approach, made it 
quite clear again in the Committee on 
Rules this year, just the other day, 
that this bill and his substitute for it 
are not a real line-item veto he said he 
is opposed to the real thing because he 
thinks it give the President too much 
power. 

D 1540 
Now, Mr. Chairman, I respect that 

point of view though I do not agree 
with it. I also respect the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY], 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH], who are up front and honest 
about what this is and what this is 
not-and they have been. So we do not 
have any argument there. 

H.R. 4600 provides that for the re
mainder of the 103d Congress the Presi
dent would have some additional au
thority to cancel spending in appro
priation bills, subject to the approval 
of both houses. It basically differs from 
the current rescission approach by ac
celerating the time frame for consider
ing rescissions and forcing votes in 
both Houses on the President's propos
als. 

Well, what is wrong with this, you 
might ask? The answer is that H.R. 
4600 suffers from many of the same 
problems as the current rescission 
process does, which does not work. 
First, a simple majority of either house 
could block the President's spending 
cuts and force the money to be spent 
simply by voting them down. So we are 
talking about the same majority that 
passed these pork-barrel projects in the 
first place being able to stop the Presi
dent from terminating them. It's just 
the same old log-rolling methods they 
have used all along. Second, the bill, if 
enacted, would be subject to the rule
making authority of the House and the 
Senate. That means that the rules 
could be changed at any time to pro
vide for other procedures. So we really 
are doing nothing. 

The Committee on Rules is going to 
do what it does every week waive the 
rules. 

For instance, nothing in this bill 
would prevent the Committee on Rules 

from suspending the whole expedited 
process on a particular presidential re
scission package, just as they have 
done before, and then schedule the ap
propriations alternative in its place. 

Third, there is no penalty in H.R. 4600 
for not acting. After the 20-legislative
day review period, the money will be 
released and spent if neither house has 
acted. That is the interpretation by 
our parliamentarian on last year's 
identical bill. 

So, nothing has changed. The fact is, 
Mr. Chairman, that while the inten
tions in H.R. 4600 are good to expedite 
things and force votes on the Presi
dent's cuts, there are no guarantees, 
especially for as long as this process is 
subject to the whims of the Democrat 
leadership and the Committee on Rules 
where I serve. 

The Stenholm substitute, on the 
other hand-and I give credit to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] 
because his approach is meaningful
the Stenholm substitute is a stronger 
expedited rescission approach in many 
respects. Instead of applying to this 
103rd Congress only, he does give the 
President permanent rescission author
ity. And that is good. His substitute 
completely replaces the current rescis
sion process. And that is good. He ex
tends the process to targeted tax bene
fits. And that is good. He allows the 
President to designate rescissions for 
deficit reduction. So there are all posi
tive things. 

In short, it does correct-that is, the 
Stenholm substitute does correct
some of the criticisms leveled in last 
year's bill. I commend the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], for mak
ing these improvements, but his ap
proach is still subject to being cir
cumvented by a special rule, which 
means his approach ultimately has no 
teeth. There still is no penalty if the 
Congress does not act. The money will 
be released after the review period. 

So, here again we have no deficit re
duction. Moreover, the Stenholm sub
stitute contains one new provision 
which actually weakens its purpose. It 
allows for separate amendments on in
dividual rescissions or tax break re
peals if supported by 50 House Members 
or 15 Senators. Only 15 Senators. That 
means the package can be picked apart 
in both bodies in different ways, forc
ing a conference that is unlikely to re
solve the differences before the 20 legis
lative days are up. 

What it all boils down to, Mr. Chair
man, is that there is no real substitute 
for a true legislative line-item veto 
that is subject to congressional dis
approval rather than approval. All 
Members know that. We need to make 
it difficult to override the President by 
requiring the ultimate two-thirds' 
super majority to force the money to 
be spent. That is a true line-item veto. 
That is the only way we can begin to 
get a handle on some of this wasteful 

pork-barrel spending that is contribut
ing to the sea of red ink engulfing us. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col
leagues to send the strongest possible 
message today that we want something 
more than just an expedited rescissions 
process. Tell the President, tell the 
Senate, tell the American people that 
we are ready to lay down the line, we 
are ready to do what we go home and 
brag about, vote for a line-item veto. 
Vote for the Solomon amendment when 
it comes up, and then you will be doing 
the right thing for the American peo
ple. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from South Dakota [Mr. JOHN
SON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this leg
islation. There is no doubt about it 
that if we were to eliminate every 
ounce of pork-barrel spending in the 
Federal budget, it would go only a lim
ited way toward eliminating the Fed
eral budget deficit. We all understand 
that. 

I think we all understand that and 
give a lot of credit to the Committee 
on Appropriations, the budget leaders 
in the House, on both sides, for the 
progress we have made in the past year 
in reducing the annual Federal deficit 
by 40 percent in the past 15 months by 
cutting the share of the deficit relative 
to the economy in half to the lowest 
point it has been since 1979. That is all 
to the good. 

Nevertheless, there remain two rea
sons to pursue a line item rescission 
legislation. The rule we have here per
mits debate on the traditional line
item veto on two versions of the line
item rescission. 

That is, one, where we can save a 
dime, obviously we need to save a 
dime. Second, we need to restore great
er public confidence in the budget proc
ess to make sure that we do not in fact 
have items or expenditures that could 
not stand on their own merits. 

And that is the key target for line
i tern rescission. 

I do not support the traditional line
i tem veto, the two-thirds' vote require
ment. Used as it is in the States 
around the country, it is not used to 
save money; more often than not it is 
used simply to enforce the executive's 
legislative agenda. President Bush say
ing, " Support more foreign aid, or I 
will eliminate all the housing in your 
district," President Clinton presum
ably saying, "Support my health care 

_plan, or I will eliminate all the water 
projects or whatever in your district." 
That is extortion, that is coercion, 
that is not the democratic process. 

But everybody who supports a nick
el's worth of expenditure in this body 
ought to be in a position to stand up 
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and say, "Yes, I support that expendi
ture." There ought to be accountabil
ity, there · ought to be a recorded roll
call vote on controversial spending 
items, and that is what the enhanced 
line item rescission legislation does in 
fact. So we restore public confidence to 
the process. In so doing, we also save 
some dollars, which contributes in a 
small way toward further progress on 
the Federal budget deficit reduction. 
That is what the public is demanding. 
They are demanding accountability 
within the context of our democratic
small "d"-process in the capital. This 
finally gives us an opportunity to send 
that kind of legislation to the other 
body and to again make that kind of 
progress. So I think that we need to 
pass in this body today-my preference 
is the Stenholm version-but in any 
event, one of the versions of line-item 
rescission. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ap
pleton, WI [Mr. ROTH] one of the hard
est-working Members of this body, who 
represents the district in which is lo
cated the Green Bay Packers. 

Mr. ROTH. I thank my friend from 
New York for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very much in 
favor of the Michel-Solomon substitute 
amendment for this reason: 75 percent 
of the Americans support of the line
i tem veto in every poll that has been 
taken. In the mid-1980's, the last time 
we did a study on the line-item veto, 
the study showed that we could save as 
much as $12 billion a year if the Presi
dent had the line-item veto. When the 
people in America talk about change, 
this is the type of change they are 
talking about, giving the President the 
line-item veto. 

I do not mean to be polemical in this 
debate on the floor here today, but I 
think it is important we take a look at 
the paper trail of some of the history of 
this legislation. 

On November 19, 1992, long before Bill 
Clinton was sworn in, a number of peo
ple sent a letter to Bill Clinton, and it 
said, basically: 

We members of Congress are writing to 
offer our assistance on a matter on which we 
mutually agree, the need to give the Presi
dent the line-item veto. 

We strongly support giving the President 
the line-item veto power which 43 Governors 
currently h·old. This tool can eliminate bil
lions of dollars of wasteful spending tucked 
away in appropriations bills and can help 
balance the budget. Giving the President the 
line-item veto will help bring fiscal respon
sibility to the federal budget. 

This is an issue of good fiscal policy and 
protecting the taxpayers. We support giving 
the line-item veto to both Republican and 
Democratic presidents, because we put fiscal 
responsibility above partisan politics. 

We urge you to make passage of the line
item veto part of your agenda for the first 
100 days of your administration. We will 
work with you for Congressional passage of 
the line-item veto. Signed by a large number 
of congressmen, mostly from our side of the 
aisle. 
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I think it is important for us, when 

we are having this debate, to go back 
and see that we, whether it is a Demo
crat President or a Republican Presi
dent, want the President to have the 
line-item veto because with the line
item veto the President can do effec
tively what 43 governors are now doing, 
and we have to give the President this 
power so that we can bring about the 
change the American people are de
manding. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO]. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the base bill, and the var
ious substitutes, in my judgment, to 
varying degrees, and, if one should 
pass, and I expect the base will, which 
has passed before, and it will pass 
again. It clearly is preferable to have 
this experiment done on a limited time 
basis. 

But what we have before us today are 
proposals that do not relate to spend
ing. They relate to transfer of powers 
from the legislative branch to the exec
utive, and I would argue, and it cannot 
be argued in a 30-second sound bite, 
that, if anything, that would increase 
spending rather than decrease spending 
because the reality is that, whether the 
President was Ronald Reagan, or 
whether the President was George 
Bush, or whether the President is Bill 
Clinton, in all three cases they wanted 
more discretionary spending than what 
the Congress has approved. In all three 
cases the Congress has modified their 
requests. They have changed them. But 
they have lowered them for all three 
administrations. 

What do these proposals do in vary
ing fashion? They increase the power of 
the Executive to subtly use their power 
to achieve their own agenda. It would 
have meant, I expect under Reagan and 
Bush, more difficult-to-moderate re
quests for such programs as star wars, 
or to modify aid to Nicaragua when 
that was a hot battle, or in the current 
administration I expect they would use 
that additional leverage for the Presi
dent's investment program, much of 
which I agree with but which, I think, 
should be subject to the normal course 
of discussion, and deliberation, and 
compromise within the legislative 
branch. 

The new power might be occasionally 
used, and so someone could say occa
sionally it saved some money, but the 
power would be unused most times. But 
maybe this is a persuasive tool to get 
some Members of this Congress to vote 
with the President, on their agenda, 
which in all three cases has involved 
more discretionary spending than what 
the Congress has approved. 

The other thing which concerns me 
as we deal with this proposal is the de
gree that we seem to have lack of self
respect for ourselves as elected Mem-

bers. We structure programs in a vari
ety of ways. We structure some as for
mula programs where we appropriate 
so much money, and it flows by for
mula to the States or to other units of 
governments. Sometimes those for
mulas are done well, sometimes poorly, 
and impacted by the politics and the 
geography of this institution and the 
President. However I find that adminis
trations, whether they be Republican 
or Democrat, like to have programs 
where the money is spent at the discre
tion of the executive branch, and many 
times that makes sense. Occasionally 
we designate it in Congress. But ad
ministrations like to have programs 
with flexibility so they can announce 
where the money is. flowing. 

Who are those programs run by? Peo
ple appointed by the President, ·con
firmed by the Senate, often our former 
colleagues. We have had three that 
served as Cabinet members in this cur
rent administration. Virtually half of 
the Bush Cabinet was former House 
Members. We somehow have this per
ception that when they were in the 
House, elected by their constituencies, 
they lacked judgment individually and 
collectively. But when they were nomi
nated by the President, confirmed by 
the Senate, suddenly they become 
saintly and wise. 

Well all of these people that have 
been appointed I think have been good 
Members from both parties, but their 
judgment, their wisdom, really did not 
change. They had different and newer 
responsibilities, answerable to the 
President rather than their constitu
ents in dealing with the collective 
judgment of the Congress. But they did 
not become different. We do not make 
perfect judgments here, but neither 
does the Executive. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would ask the 
Members to vote no on these proposals 
for a variety of reasons, but most fun
damentally it will cost money, not 
save money. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO] maybe we need a 
President like GERRY SOLOMON that 
will offer a balanced budget, get a vote 
on it, and then go down in defeat, but 
nevertheless we tried. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Roanoke, VA [Mr. 
GOODLATTE]. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, the 
American people overwhelmingly want 
to give the President of the United 
States a real line-item veto. They have 
good reason to do so. They expect our 
Government to be run in a businesslike 
fashion, but what chief executive of 
any business in this country could op
erate when presented with expendi
tures sometimes in the hundreds of bil
lions of dollars in these appropriations 
packages, and they have to take the 
entire package or leave the entire 
package? 
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I am not going to agree with every 

line-item veto that President Clinton 
will impose, but I· do think that he 
should have the same power that 43 
State Governors have, and I think it is 
important that we have this mecha
nism to break up the way this Congress 
does business. It will be a lot less like
ly that we will have pork-barrel legis
lation, that we will have log rolling, if 
we do not know which Member's pack
age is going to be vetoed by the Presi
dent. I think it is a lot less likely we 
are going to vote for these enormous 
packages if we have a situation where 
the President has an opportunity to 
veto and we do not know whose par
ticular item he is going to pick out to 
veto. 

So, I would urge the Members to vote 
for the Michel-Solomon amendment. It 
is the only amendment that is a real 
line-item veto. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. COPPERSMITH]. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Chairman, 
again this year, I rise in strong support 
of the line-item veto, a tool to dis
cipline the Federal budget. 

Last April, the House also considered 
three different proposals for a line
item veto, adopting one. Unfortu
nately, the other body has failed to 
act. I hope today's vote will help stir 
its members to adopt this powerful 
budget-cutting tool. 

By allowing the President to strike 
individual spending and tax expendi
ture items, the line-item veto can cut 
wasteful pork barrel projects or special 
interest tax breaks. It will illuminate 
our budget priorities, helping us to se
lect from those programs that are 
merely good, those that are good 
enough. 

Today, we will debate the various 
forms of line-item veto, and others will 
speak to their merits and demerits. 
Whichever alternative carries today, 
however, I think a majority will agree 
that we need the line-item veto. 

Even the base bill, which I hope we 
will strengthen and which I will vote to 
strengthen, will shine the spotlight of 
publicity on irresponsible Federal 
spending; as Louis Brandeis once said, 
"Sunlight is the best of disinfectants." 
By helping to expose and eliminate 
wasteful spending or tax benefits, any 
line-item veto represents a great im
provement over what we have now. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN], and, Mr. Chair
man, the previous speaker voted for 
the true line-item veto the last time, 
and we appreciate his support this 
time, but this gentleman came here in 
1989, and he has been a leader on line
i tern veto ever since he succeeded his 
father. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Michel-Solomon 
substitute, and I thank the gentleman 

from New York for yielding and for his 
outstanding leadership on this very im
portant issue. 

The last time we dealt with this 
issue, the Wall Street Journal ran a 
lead editorial entitled "Voodoo Line 
Item Veto,'' describing basically the 
committee bill we have today. 

The American people, Mr. Chairman, 
do not want voodoo; they do not want 
a watered-down version. They want 
real reform, they want a real line item 
veto, and that is what the Michel-Solo
mon substitute is. 

The American people, Mr. Chairman, 
are angry. They are angry because gov
ernment at all levels is taking almost 
half of the average person's income in 
taxes of all types. But they are espe
cially angry because they feel that so 
much of their hard-earned tax money is 
being wasted. They do not feel they are 
getting their money's worth, and, un
fortunately, too ·often they are right. 
They want us to stop the hemorrhag
ing. They wanted us to balance the 
budget and start paying off some of our 
horrendous national debt. They do not 
want us to mortgage the future of our 
children. They want us to do more than 
just pay lip service to bringing spend
ing under control. 

Mr. Chairman, in this week's Chris
tian Science Monitor, former Senator 
Paul Tsongas, and Jonathan Karl, a re
porter for the New York Post, said this. 

If you think sending a chunk of your hard
earned income to the Internal Revenue Serv
ice was tough this year, imagine the re
sponses of future taxpayers who will face av
erage lifetime tax rates of an incredible 82 
percent. 

Confronted with the burdens of a mon
strous national debt, an aging population, 
and runaway Federal entitlement programs, 
tomorrow's Americans will be turned into a 
generation of indentured servants. They 
won't stand for it. Without action today, we 
are likely to see generational political wars 
by the end of the decade. 

Those are the words of a former 
Democratic Senator, Paul Tsongas, and 
this reporter from the New York Post, 
Jonathan Karl. The people of this 
country are demanding action. They 
want real reform. They want what the 
Governors of 43 States have. Every 
poll, every single survey, shows 75 to 80 
percent of the people want us to pass a 
line item veto. 

Mr. Chairman I urge support for the 
Michel-Solomon substitute. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1112 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. DE 
LA GARZA). The gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM] is recognized for 2112 
minutes. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to come to the floor today to 
debate proposals to strengthen the 
ability of Presidents to identify and 

eliminate low-priority budget items. 
The Members of the House will have 
the opportunity to consider three dif
ferent proposals on this issue, includ
ing a substitute which I will be offering 
along with TIM PENNY and JOHN KA
SICH. This substitute strikes a balance 
which grants the President the author
ity to force votes on individual tax and 
spending items without disrupting the 
constitutional balance of power. 

Expedited rescission legislation em
bodies an idea which many Members, 
both Democrats and Republicans, have 
fought hard for. Dan Quayle first intro
duced expedited recession legislation in 
1985. Tom Carper and DICK ARMEY did 
yeomen's work in pushing this legisla
tion. On the Democratic side, TIM 
JOHNSON, DAN GLICKMAN, TIM PENNY, 
and L.F. PAYNE have spent the past 
several years as particularly effective 
advocates of this legislation. Numerous 
Republicans, including Lynn Martin, 
Bill Frenzel, GERALD SOLOMON, HARRIS 
FAWELL, and others have made mean
ingful contributions to expedited re
scission legislation as it has developed. 
Thanks to the efforts of these and 
other members, the House overwhelm
ing passed expedited rescission legisla
tion in the 102d Congress. Last April, 
JOHN SPRATT and BUTLER DERRICK 
worked diligently to help pass legisla
tion virtually identical to the base bill 
before us today. 

We need to bring greater accountabil
ity to the appropriations process so 
that individual appropriations may be 
considered on their individual merits. 
The current rescission process does not 
make the President or Congress ac
countable. Congress can ignore the 
President's rescissions, and the Presi
dent can blame Congress for ignoring 
his rescissions. I believe that it is ap
propriate to strengthen the President's 
ability to force votes on individual 
budgetary i terns. 

The current discharge process for 
forcing a floor vote on the President's 
rescissions is cumbersome and has 
never been used. The President is re
quired to spend the money if Congress 
has not enacted the rescissions within 
45 days. In other words, Congress can 
reject the spending cuts proposed by 
the President through inaction. 

According to data compiled by the 
General Accounting Office, Congress 
has approved barely one-third of the in
dividual rescissions submitted by 
Presidents of both parties since 1974. 
Congress has ignored $48 billion in re
scissions submitted by Presidents 
under the existing process without any 
vote at all on the merits of the rescis
sions. 

My colleagues on the Appropriations 
Committee correctly point out that 
Congress has passed more than $60 bil
lion in rescissions of its own since 1974, 
but I do not believe that the fact that 
Congress has approved more spending 
cuts than the President has submitted 
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is a justification for not voting on the 
President's rescission proposals. The 
public is fed up with the finger-point
ing in which each side argues that the 
problem is really the other side's fault. 
Constituents do not consider doing bet
ter than the other side to be a sub
stitute for actually dealing with a 
problem. When we are faced with defi
cits in the $200 billion range, we cannot 
afford to ignore any proposals to cut 
spending. 

Forcing votes on individual items in 
tax and spending bills will have a very 
real cleansing effect on the legislative 
process and will take a step toward re
ducing the public cynicism about the 
political process. I urge my colleagues 
to strengthen the rescission process by 
voting for the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich 
amendment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from San 
Diego, CA [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], a very 
distinguished member of the Commit
tee on Armed Services, but one who 
contributes on many issues on this 
floor. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
the President and the line-item veto. 
There is not a bill that would go 
through this House that if any of us 
were President, that we would not veto 
some of those i terns in those bills. 
Every single bill. And I have heard col
leagues on both sides of the aisle say, 
"I would really like to support this 
bill, but it has got a bunch of pork in 
it," or it has got this or that. 

I think the President needs that 
same responsibility, and I agree to do 
that. 

I have heard that, yes, we are elected 
as Members of this House, and we work 
either for or with, however you want to 
define it, the President. But the Presi
dent does not al ways agree with the ba
sics of this House or the other body as 
well. 

By having a line-item veto, it would 
be difficult at times for the President 
to make those hard decisions. Why? Be
cause he is responsible to the American 
public for each of those items that he 
vetoes. He may not want that respon
sibility, but the American people want 
it. And I know if it was president, 
which will never come, but I would 
want that power. 

Fact: The majority is not going to do 
anything that takes away power from 
the majority. The line-item veto, the 
discharge petition, a balanced budget 
amendment, are ways to take that 
power away from this House. And that 
is why they are fighting this line-item 
veto, a true line-item veto, so much. 

A good case in point: We thank the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
INHOFE] for filing a discharge petition. 
It is driving the majority nuts. Why? 
Because the Comr:ii ttee on Rules, made 
up of nine Members from the majority 
of four Members from the minority, 
controls every single piece of legisla-

tion that comes to this floor; not only 
controls what legislation, if any, but 
they control the content with restric
tive controls on it to determine its out
come. A discharge petition changes all 
of that, and they do not like that. 

A line-item veto would do the same 
thing. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. BARCA]. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, the President needs desperately 
the authority that is contained in the 
bills that we are taking up today. 
When he is presented with an appro
priation bill with billions of dollars of 
spending and thousands of discrete 
items, a President is left virtually pow
erless and almost without any options 
when it comes time for a veto. Hope
fully we will pass a meaningful and 
strong bill today. We need to send the 
message to the Senate that this is a 
bill that must be taken up this session. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just say to the 
body that I know we are all sincere in 
what we are trying to do here. But the 
truth of the matter is, there is only 
going to be one vote on this floor which 
is going to deal with a true line item 
veto, and that is the Solomon sub
stitute. 

D 1610 
Mr. Chairman, we can talk about 

which President did this and which 
President did not do that. The Amer
ican people do not really care about all 
that. The American people do care 
about this $4.5 trillion debt that is ru
ining our country. It is turning us for 
the first time into a debtor nation. 

We come up with a new budget gim
mick every year. Some Members brag, 
well, the deficit is only $165 billion this 
year, or it was only $190 billion last 
year. We reduced it by this tremendous 
amount, so they say. 

The truth of the matter is, we have 
not done anything. I am not trying to 
be critical of this body or to disparage 
it in any way. The truth of the matter 
is, we just do not deal with the deficit. 
I do not think we are going to until we 
put legislation in place that is going to 
allow us to deal with it. That means 
true line item veto. President Clinton 
has said he wanted it. President Bush 
and President Reagan and President 
Carter all wanted the line item veto 
and they all deserved it, just like the 43 
Governors of this great country of ours 
who have it. They have never abused it, 
not in any case that I have ever heard 
of. Even Governor Cuomo in my State 
has never abused it. 

That is why we ought to pass it at 
the Federal level. We ought to put it on 
the books and then we can hold the 
President or this Congress responsible. 
As it stands now, we just do on and on 
and on. The debt goes up and up and 
up, and nothing is ever done about it. 

Mr. Chairman, when the votes do 
take place, the first vote is going to be 
on the true line i tern veto in the Solo
mon amendment. Please vote "yes" on 
that. If that passes, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] has said he 
would not even pursue his amendment. 
That means that the final bill would 
then have a true line-item veto. 

Vote "yes" on the Solomon amend
ment in about 45 minutes when it 
comes up for a vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The modified line-item veto is a good 
idea. I am going to support it. I sup
ported it last time. 

But, let us not try to fool ourselves 
or the American people. Over the years 
people in public office have sought 
many, many gimmicks to avoid having 
to make the hard decisions themselves. 
I have heard a number of members 
refer to the fact that 43 Governors have 
some form of line-item veto. 

They should go one step further and 
tell Members that very, very seldom, 
-do Governors use it to cut spending. 
They use it more than anything else to 
get their pet projects through and ulti
mately to increase spending. 

I agree, it is unfair to ask a President 
either to veto or sign a multi-billion 
dollar appropriations bill and not have 
an opportunity to line-out some of the 
items in there. I am going to vote for 
a way to let them do this. But let us 
not think that the Presidents, whether 
it be President Reagan, or President 
Solomon, or President Bush, or Presi
dent Clinton, are going to use this to 
cut the deficit. It is just not going to 
happen. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from South Caro
lina [Mr. SPRATT] will be recognized for 
15 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] will be rec
ognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 41/2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
expedited recission bill, H.R. 4600. This 
bill passed the House last year by a 
vote of 258 to 157 and comes to the floor 
today as the first in a series of budget 
process reforms that the House will be 
taking up. 

Let me review briefly the mechanics 
of this bill, because I think it is impor
tant to emphasize them, particularly 
when they are called voodoo by some of 
the opponents. 

After the President signs an appro
priation bill under this particular pro
cedure allowed by R.R. 4600, the Presi
dent would have 3 days to send Con
gress a message proposing to rescind 
any budget authority that is included 
in the bill. Before the close of the sec
ond legislative day, after the Presi
dent 's message has been received, the 
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majority leader and the minority lead
er would have to introduce by request 
this bill. If they fail to do that, any 
Member on the third day could do so. 
Once the President 's recission bill was 
introduced, it would then be automati
cally referred to the Committee on Ap
propriations and they would have 7 
days on which to act upon it and report 
it out without substantive revision. 

The House would then have to vote 
on the President's package within 10 
days of the date it was introduced in 
the House of Representatives. It would 
then be sent to the Senate, and they 
would consider the package under the 
same series of expedited procedures, 
acting within 10 days. 

Pending the resolution of this bill, as 
long as it is still in play, the money 
proposed for recission by the President 
could not be obligated by either House 
or could not be obligated until one of 
the Houses had defeated the bill and 
taken the issue out of play. 

This is a carefully, very, very pre
cisely crafted bill. And yet we hear 
today that it could all be undone, all of 
these procedures where there are guar
antees at every turn could be undone 
and what we could do today could be 
undone tomorrow just by adopting a 
rule. That may be a parliamentary pos
sibility. I do riot even want to debate it 
because it is too farfetched. I do not 
think it would even come to pass as a 
political possibility. 

First of all, the leadership of this 
House would have to go to the Commit
tee on Rules and, having set up this in
stitutional procedure , this structure, 
proffered this series of steps to the 
President for rescinding spending, 
would have to retract it , would have to 
pull the rug out from under the Presi
dent of the United States and say, 
" What we offered you in the form of 
legislation and put in statute last year 
we are undoing by this rule today. " 

I do not think the leadership is likely 
to do that. Even if the leadership tried 
and even if the Committee on Rules 
went along, the Members of this House 
would have to pass such an extraor
dinary rule , and I do not think it would 
be passed here in the House of Rep
resentatives for several reasons. 

One is the very basic nature of this 
bill. The purpose of this bill is to shine 
a spotlight, to concentrate attention, 
to focus upon specific elements of bills 
that sometimes frequently get lost in 
the fray as they are pushed through 
this place, to bring them back here in 
the well of the House with the public 
looking, the media looking, with the 
President concentrating his focus upon 
them to make Members stand up and 
be accounted for on specific items. I do 
not think in that context many Mem
bers would want to vote against a rule 
because everybody would immediately 
translate that to the general public. 

They would know that a rule like 
that that undercut this procedure was 

a rule for pork-barrel spending, for un
warranted, wasteful spending I do not 
think we would be able to muster a ma
jority to do it, even if it were proposed. 

There is another reason on this bill , 
because there is a good reason to be
lieve, good reason to construe this lan
guage to mean that as long as the 
President 's proposal for rescission is 
still pending and has not been acted 
upon, voted upon in this House , as long 
as it is still pending and still in play 
then the rescission is still effective. It 
suspends the obligational authority of 
the executive branch. 

I do not think it is likely to happen 
for all those reasons. I think this is a 
good law and, when it goes on the 
books, it will be an effective procedure 
that will assure accountability and will 
give a way to guarantee the President 
the authority to sort through and cull 
out unwarranted, wasteful, parochial 
spending and send it back to us and 
make us be accountable for it. 

Let me tell Members something that 
is likely to happen if by some unlikely 
means the statutory line-item veto 
were to pass. It will be challenged in 
court because it is of doubtful constitu
tional validity. I guarantee Members, 
it will be suspended and joined until 
the courts have upheld it. We could go 
2 to 3 years and get what I think is an 
inevitable decision of the Supreme 
Court, which is that it is unconstitu
tional. Then what will we have. Two 
years with no line-item rescission au
thority and an opportunity to start all 
over again. That is why the effective, 
efficacious thing to do is to pass this 
bill , if we can pass it again, send it to 
the Senate, tell them we are serious, 
underscore it, emphasize it and adopt 
it as part of this year's budget reform. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the expe
dited rescission bill, H.R. 4600. This bill 
passed the House last year by a vote of 258 
to 157. It comes to the floor today as the first 
in a series of budget process reforms that the 
House will consider. Next week, the House is 
to vote on H.R. 4604, the entitlement review 
bill. And before we adjourn in August, the 
House is to devote another day to consider
ation of other entitlement reforms and budget 
process reforms. 

The President, of course, can propose today 
that any item or part of an appropriation bill be 
rescinded. He has that authority under section 
1012 of the Budget Act of 197 4, but he has no 
assurance that Congress will act on what he 
proposes. H.R. 4600 gives the President that 
assurance. It requires Congress, on an expe
dited basis, to vote on the President's pro
posal. It also gives the Appropriations Commit
tee the right to offer an alternative rescission 
package, which the House can consider if the 
President's package is voted down. 

This bill makes it easier to cull out spending 
projects that are opposed by the President 
and by majorities in the House and Senate. 
Under this bill, the only way budget authority 
can be rescinded is if the President proposed 
the rescission and majorities in both the 
House and Senate approve the President's re-

quest. If the President opposes a particular 
project and majorities in both Houses agree 
with him, the spending should be eliminated. 
Congress has been subject to public ridicule 
when individual Members add projects to 
spending bills which few Members know of 
and few would support. H.R. 4600 gives us 
the chance to kill those programs. 

Before discussing details of the bill, I would 
like to take up two concerns that have been 
raised about this bill. First, some question why 
we need to bring up a bill that the House has 
already passed. There are several good rea
sons: 

First, passage of this bill will be an impetus 
to the other body to do the same. If we pass 
this bill again, we can underscore its impor
tance to us, and send the other body a blunt 
message: the House wants to reform the 
budget process and we want to act this year. 

Second, H.R. 4600 is a baseline bill. By 
bringing it up, we open the opportunity to con
sider alternatives. We will take up, for exam
ple, the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich substitute, 
which was not before the House in the last de
bate. Stenholm-Penny-Kasich would allow the 
President to rescind targeted tax benefits as 
well as appropriated items. This substitute 
would also allow 50 Members the right to 
break out individual items in a rescission pro
posal and have separate votes on separate 
items. In addition, the substitute would make 
expedited rescission permanent law. H.R. 
4600 expires at the end of the 103d Congress, 
because it is offered as a trial procedure. I will 
ask unanimous consent to amend it and ex
tend it to the 104th Congress. 

We will also be giving the House another 
opportunity to consider the Solomon sub
stitute, which grants the President a traditional 
type of veto, but by statute rather than by con
stitutional amendment. It begs, of course, the 
important question of whether we can grant 
such a veto without amending the Constitu
tion. I believe that we cannot. 

Let me review briefly the mechanics of H.R. 
4600. After the President signs an appropria
tions bill into law, under this bill, he will have 
3 days to send Congress a message propos
ing to rescind any budget authority included in 
that bill. Before the close of the second legis
lative day after receiving the President's mes
sage, the majority or minority leader of the 
House shall introduce the draft bill. If neither 
decides to introduce the package, then on the 
third legislative day, any Member may intro
duce it. Once the President's rescission bill is 
introduced in the House, it is sent to the 
House Appropriations Committee which has 7 
days to report the bill without substantive revi
sion. The House must vote on the President's 
package within 1 O days of the date the pro
posal is introduced in the House. The package 
is then sent to the Senate which will consider 
the package under the same expedited proce
dure. The money proposed for rescission can
not be obligated until either the House or Sen
ate defeats the bill. 

To deal with concerns that appropriators 
raised last year, the bill gives the Appropria
tions Committee the power to report an alter
native rescission bill. But any alternative re
scission bill reported by the Appropriations 
Committee could only be considered by the 
House immediately after voting on the Presi
dent's unamended proposal. Basically, what 
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this bill does is to guarantee the President a 
fast track for a clear up-or-down vote on his 
own proposal. 

Because this bill is straightforward, it is 
clearly constitutional, and CRS has written a 
memorandum passing judgment on it, which 
concludes that it complies with the Constitu
tion. Nevertheless, for any who may have 
doubts, we have language in the bill borrowed 
from Gramm-Rudman-Hollings which provides 
for an expedited judicial review of the constitu
tionality of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I make no extravagant claims 
for this bill, but I do believe that it adds an im
portant step to the budget process. I believe 
that it will add also to public accountability. 
And I believe that if it is passed, it will become 
a significant restraint on spending. I urge the 
House to support H.R. 4600. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

D 1620 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 2112 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

H.R. 4600. Let me begin by explaining 
what H.R. 4600 is not. 

H.R. 4600 is not the A-to-Z spending 
cut proposal. It never has been and it 
never will be. Nor is H.R. 4600 adequate 
political cover for Members who vote 
"yea" on this bill to then turn their 
backs on the A-to-Z proposal. The 
American people are not fools and will 
surely recognize this effort as a pale 
imitation of real deficit reduction. 
Members cannot prove their man or 
womanhood on deficit reduction by 
voting in favor of this bill, which is 
going nowhere, and rejecting the A-to
Z spending cut plan, which could result 
in significantly less Federal spending. 

Finally, H.R. 4600 is not a serious ef
fort to reform the Federal budget proc
ess and reduce the deficit. On April 29, 
1993, we all stood on this floor debating 
H.R. 1578, also introduced by my honor
able friend, JOHN SPRATT, and also 
called the Expedited Rescission Act. In 
fact, H.R. 1578 was the same exact bill 
as the one before the House today. It 
was approved by a vote of 258 to 157, 
yet it has gone nowhere for the same 
exact reason that H.R. 4600 will go no
where if it is approved today. Namely, 
it was not meant to go anywhere. Our 
colleagues in the other body have had 
well over a year to act on enhanced re
scission authority. Yet, they have 
turned a deaf ear. 

What H.R. 4600 is, is disappointing. 
The bill is called expedited rescission 
because like many things in Washing
ton, it asks those of us who are con
cerned about reducing the deficit to 
simply hurry up and wait. So, I rise 
today, along with many of my col
leagues, in opposition to the Expedited 
Rescissions Act of 1994 and I do so for 
the same reasons I opposed the Expe
dited Rescissions Act of 1993 and per
haps may be obliged to oppose the Ex
pedited Rescissions Act of 1995 and 
1996. 

I oppose this measure with great re
luctance, however, because in the past, 
and indeed in the present, I have ad
mired and supported budget process 
proposals from the gentleman from 
South Carolina. But in this case, there 
are a lot of very significant things at 
stake here and I am not willing to jeop
ardize those for the sake of political 
cover. We risk, with the vote we cast 
today, losing an opportunity to get a 
real tool to do something about a defi
cit which is still eating us alive. 

As I did last year, I am opposing this 
bill for two major reasons. One is based 
on procedural grounds and the other is 
based on the fundamental weaknesses 
associated with the bill. 

First, I oppose this proposal due to 
the expedited means by which it was 
brought to the floor. Unfortunately, 
the Government Operations Committee 
has all too frequently waived its juris
diction over budget process issues, as 
we did in this instance. Although we 
have held hearings on budget reform 
proposals, the Government Operations 
Committee time and time again refuses 
to mark up budget reform legislation. 
That practice, coupled with efforts to 
restrict the ability of Republican Mem
bers to offer amendments on the House 
floor, is a slap in the face of minority 
rights. 

Because H.R. 1600 is identical to the 
bill we passed through this body a year 
ago, it has identical flaws. I have al
ready mentioned that this bill is sim
ply designed to give Members on the 
other side of the aisle political cover to 
argue that they voted to speed up the 
rescission process and appear through 
smoke and mirrors as though they are 
supporting the line-item veto. That 
contention is simply not true. If this 
bill had been considered in the commit
tee of appropriate jurisdiction, Govern
ment Operations, I am confident that 
it would have been improved to provide 
the President with a true line-item 
veto. 

Mr. Chairman, I am including in the 
record a copy of a letter sent to Chair
man CONYERS, and signed by each Re
publican on the Government Oper
ations Committee, protesting the waiv
er of our committee's jurisdiction on 
this bill. This letter supports my belief 
that had we had the opportunity to 
amend this bill in committee, the 
House would pass today a strong anti
deficit measure. 

Second, I oppose this bill because by 
making the President, the House and 
the Senate all approve rescission legis
lation before any cuts are made, this 
bill gives Congress dictatorial power to 
block attempts to reduce porkbarrel, 
special-interest spending. If my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
trust the President, elected from their 
own political party, they would truly 
trust him with unfettered authority to 
cut wasteful spending. If Congress 
wants some of the useless spending 

items included in nearly every appro
priation bill, let them come here to the 
floor and defend them individually. 

Finally, as compared to a true line
i tem veto, this bill gives the President 
weak authority to make rescissions. 
Under this proposal , the President's re
scissions will not take effect until Con
gress takes affirmative action to ap
prove them. In effect, this allows Con
gress to veto the President's rescis
sions by doing nothing at all. 

It was President Clinton who stated 
during the Presidential campaign that 
he wanted a true line-i tern veto. Let us 
end gridlock and give him what he 
wants! Vote "no" on H.R. 4600. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, DC, June 22, 1994. 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Oper

ations, Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington. DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to ex
press our strong objection to your recent 
waiver of Government Operations Commit
tee jurisdiction over R.R. 4600 and R.R. 4604, 
the expedited rescissions and entitlement 
spending reform proposals now pending in 
the House. Although these matters are 
central to Government Operations' budget 
process authority and could, if responsibly 
crafted, offer much-needed opportunities for 
federal deficit reduction, for the second time 
in two years our Members have been denied 
the opportunity to act on both expedited re
scissions and entitlement review. 

Last April, Government Operations dis
charged without consideration R.R. 1578, 
Congressman Spratt's rescission bill. That 
legislation, which is identical to R.R. 4600, 
has since been languishing before the Senate 
Budget and Governmental Affairs Commit
tees with no action scheduled. Similarly, the 
Spratt entitlement review proposal con
tained in R.R. 4604 is identical to language 
discharged from Government Operations and 
self-executed into the 1993 House Reconcili
ation bill. That language was later dropped 
in conference. Clearly, the Senate has recog
nized the flaws in both proposals, and yet 
this committee continues to deny our Mem
bers the chance to improve them. 

Your latest decision to discharge is par
ticularly disturbing in light of your eaI'.lier 
commitment to ensure Government Oper
ations Committee consideration of R.R. 
3801's budget process reforms, which include 
the very entitlement reforms just waived. 
The members of this committee were prom
ised the chance to work their will in 
strengthening the federal budget process and 
improving federal deficit control. That com
mitment has now gone by the wayside. We 
urge you to restore your promise by re
asserting this committee's jurisdiction and 
protecting our members ' right to consider
ation of true budget process reform. As we 
have repeatedly noted, for Government Oper
ations to maintain its jurisdiction, it must 
exert its jurisdiction. Now is the time to do 
so. 

Sincerely, 
Rob Portman, Stephen Horn, Deborah 

Pryce, Craig Thomas, Steve Schiff, J. 
Dennis Hastert, Jon Kyl, Dick Zimmer, 
William F . Clinger, Al McCandless, 
Christopher Cox, William Zeliff, Frank 
Lucas, John Mica, Christopher Shays, 
John McHugh. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. KLEIN]. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Expedited Re
scissions Act and the Stenholm sub
stitute. 

Mr. Chairman, I voted for H.R. 1578 
last year, but unfortunately the Senate 
has not acted on it. Nevertheless, the 
time has come for Congress to make 
the hard choices needed to substan
tially reduce the deficit. Because the 
deficit problem is so compelling, we 
must give the President additional 
powers to cut spending and we must 
make Congress accountable to these 
cuts. 

For far too long, Congress has been 
able to avoid making the difficult deci
sions regarding spending cuts that the 
President has proposed by hiding be
hind current law which does not re
quire a vote on rescissions. This bill 
will ensure that Congress makes these 
decisions. Most importantly, it will 
also give the President the power to 
cut wasteful and unnecessary items out 
of appropriations bills to cut the pork 
out of the budget. 

Congress should be forced to go on 
the record and register its views on the 
President's proposed cuts. We have al
ready gone a long way toward real defi
cit reduction and fiscal sanity. We have 
made progress, but we can and must do 
more. This bill will provide the tools to 
make a giant leap forward. 

I have urged that we have an early 
vote on the lock box bill so that rescis
sion cuts will go to deficit reduction 
and I understand that we will soon 
have that opportunity. In the mean
time, we can give the President that 
option now by supporting the Sten
holm substitute which includes such a 
provision. These two measures are cri t
ical to achieving further deficit reduc
tion and I will continue to fight hard 
to have them become law. 

My friends , it is time to pay the 
piper. I urge my colleagues to support 
the Expedited Rescissions Act and re
quire real congressional accountabil
ity. Let us show the American people 
that we can and will make the tough 
choices in the deficit reduction proc
ess. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. McCAND
LESS], the ranking member on the Sub
committee on Legislation and National 
Security of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations, and a very active 
member of that committee. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, for the second time 
this Congress, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this bill , and I urge my col
leagues to finally , once and for all, do 

what is right. I urge you to vote 
against both H.R. 4600 and the Sten
holm-Penny-Kasich substitute, and to 
vote instead for a chance at real deficit 
reduction. Join me in support of the 
Michel-Solomon amendment to give 
our President a true line-item veto. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4600, the Spratt 
expedited rescission bill, is fatally 
flawed. 

H.R. 4600, applies only to this year's 
appropriations bills. It has no effect on 
next year 's appropriations or on those 
of any subsequent year. 

The legislation permits any rescis
sion to be unilaterally killed by a sim
ple majority of either House of Con
gress. 

It permits the Rules Committee to 
waive any or every provision in the bill 
and thereby prevent consideration of 
any rescission package at all. 

And finally, as if that were not 
enough, this exact same bill has been 
languishing in the Senate for over a 
year, and has no chance whatsoever of 
ever becoming law. 

Given the enormity of its defects, I 
doubt any Member can be fooled by 
how little cover this transparent fig 
leaf of reform really provides. 

Similar problems exist in the Sten
holm-Penny-Kasich substitute. Al
though their proposal extends beyond 
this Congress and provides the Presi
dent with rescission authority over 
targeted tax preferences, the S tenholm 
substitute still permits either House to 
unilaterally kill any rescission, and it 
still allows the Rules Committee to 
waive any and all provisions of the bill. 
Neither Members nor taxpayers look
ing for true deficit reduction will be 
succored by this weak plan. 

Of the three proposals pending before 
the House, only the Michel-Solomon 
approach ensures real reform and ac
countability by both Congress and the 
President. The Michel-Solomon amend
ment forces Members to vote on rescis
sion proposals and guarantees that re
scissions will take effect unless a ma
jority of both Houses vote to override 
them. In addition, Michel-Solomon will 
permit the President to take aim at 
the special tax benefits afforded a few 
privileged corporations and special 
friends. 

Under Michel-Solomon, the President 
will no longer be able to blame Con
gress for forcing him to choose between 
wasteful spending or shutting down the 
Government. The President will be able 
to make reasonable rescission rec
ommendations which must be voted on 
by both Houses of Congress. Congress, 
in turn, will be required to vote on 
questionable spending items which are 
buried in massive appropriations bills. 
In addition, we will be able to cancel 
unfair tax breaks for targeted special 
interests. 

The Michel/Solomon amendment will 
allow both the President and Congress 
to more effectively do their jobs, and 

the American people will undoubtedly 
benefit. 

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Government 
is currently $4.6 trillion in debt. If left 
unchanged, that debt will mount to 
more than $7 trillion in just another 10 
years , and on it goes. Clearly, we must 
change the way we do business, and 
that change must be real and sub
stantive. The Michel-Solomon amend
ment provides that type of change and 
offers a honest opportunity for deficit 
reduction. I, for one , would hate to go 
home having voted for less. I urge my 
colleagues to do the right thing and 
support the Michel-Solomon plan. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. HARMAN]. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this legislation and the 
Stenholm-Penny-Kasich substitute. I 
do so because I believe the line item 
veto is a proven and effective proce
dure to curtail wasteful spending. It is 
not a gimmick. Rather , it is a serious 
means to restore fiscal responsibility 
to the spending process, and is em
ployed by virtually all States, includ
ing my State of California. 

Currently, Mr. Chairman, House pro
cedures allow two main vehicles for 
pork: Tax bills and appropriations. 
Once inserted into an omnibus tax bill, 
inappropriate tax breaks, and subsidies 
are impossible to remove without de
feating the bill. 

Second, even when the House votes 
to terminate a wasteful project from 
an appropriation bill , the intended sav
ings may be respent by appropriators 
on other pet projects. 
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The Stenholm-Penny-Kasich sub

stitute amendment not only provides 
for a Presidential line-item veto of ap
propriations, it also remedies the pro
cedures that shelter pork-barrel 
projects. This legislation would allow 
the President to single out both special 
tax benefits and wasteful projects in 
appropriations bills. Most importantly, 
it will establish a separate account in 
each rescission bill for deficit reduc
tion. This will enable the President to 
set aside saving from any rescission to 
preserve spending cuts. As an original 
cosponsor of the Deficit Reduction 
Trust Fund and the Deficit Reduction 
Lock Box, I know this concept can 
work. 

This year's deficit is expected to be 
about $220 billion- an improvement 
over prior years with better news to 
come. But to assure the trend continue 
downward we need to give the Presi
dent this effect tool to cut fat from ap
propriations bills and to reduce the na
tional deficit. I urge my colleagues to 
help restore fiscal responsibility to 
Congress by passing this measure and 
the Stenholm substitute. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. Cox] , a very valuable mem
ber of the committee. 
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Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup

port of the line-item veto. The line
item veto unfortunately is not before 
us today. Instead, H.R. 4600 is best de
scribed as pointing a garden hose at a 
forest fire. It is not a bad bill. It moves 
us a tiny step in the right direction. 
But we have a much better opportunity 
in the form of the Michel-Solomon sub
stitute which is closest among our al
ternatives to the real line-item veto. 

Mr. Chairman, there are opponents to 
the line-item veto certainly in the 
House. We have debated before the con
stitutional reasons that people have to 
oppose a line-item veto. These consist 
largely in concerns about shifting 
power from the legislature to the exec
utive. Those arguments have been 
heard by the American people and the 
verdict is in. The American people in 
large numbers want a real line-item 
veto. That is why this President cam
paigned for one. 

Mr. Chairman, certainly no one can 
suspect partisan politics in this since I 
as a Republican want to give Demo
cratic President Bill Clinton a line
item veto. That is why we should vote 
in favor of the Michel-Solomon sub
stitute. 

Mr. Chairman, our deficit spending 
crisis has been building now for over 20 
years. It threatens now to overwhelm 
our entire economy. H.R. 4600, the bill 
before us just now, would ·cause only 
the most marginal change in the budg
et act. It would not in any way enhance 
the President's weak existing power. It 
would only affect the timing of its use. 
A line-item veto should encourage 
budget savings by letting a President 
cut spending unless both Houses of 
Congress vote him down. This bill 
would perpetuate the current bias in 
favor of spending. It would let either 
House kill a spending cut simply by 
failing to vote on it. Worse yet , it is 
temporary. It applies only for this Con
gress. We are about to adjourn in 3 
months. Worst of all, it does not even 
let the President channel any savings 
to deficit reduction, so the Congress is 
free to spend the found money on some
thing else. This bill forces the Presi-

dent to propose rescissions within 3 
days of receiving one of our mammoth 
appropriations bills. That is unwork
able. A real line-item veto, like the 
Michel-Solomon substitute, would let 
the President exercise his rescission 
authority at any time during the fiscal 
year. 

Finally, this bill, H.R. 4600, could be 
waived at any time by this House. Of 
course we have seen how over half of 
the budget measures considered in this 
House during the last Congress came to 
us under a rule that waived the Budget 
Act in its entirety. The Michel-Solo
mon substitute will not permit that. 

Mr. Chairman, it is now too late for 
toothless tinkering. Before sundown 
today, our Government will lose $1 bil
lion. We will lose over $1 billion every 
day that our Government is open for 
business this year. We will spend ac
cording to President Clinton's budget 
$1.5 trillion, that is $1,500 billion in the 
next year. In the next 3 years, we will 
go to $1.6 trillion, $1. 7 trillion, and fi
nally in 1998 $1.8 trillion in spending. 

Mr. Chairman, our children's jobs are 
literally vanishing before our eyes, 
pawned by all of this deficit spending 
so that Congress and the President can 
stave off real reform for a few more 
years. Now we are being offered a bit of 
camouflage, so-called expedited rescis
sion this week, so-called entitlement 
caps next week, a legislative costume 
party where congressional spendthrifts 
can play Scrooge for a day. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an unworthy 
response to a profound crisis. The 
American people have told us in no un
certain terms that they demand real 
change, a real line-item veto, the 
Michel-Solomon substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, I should say a word 
about the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich 
amendment. It, too, is worthy of con
sideration, but the best alternative is 
the Michel-Solomon substitute. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia· [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the debate has left the impression that 
somehow Congress has not fulfilled its 

responsibilities on recission of line 
items appropriations. Historically I 
think we have done far better than 
most people realize. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read 
into the RECORD the summary of mate
rial that I will place in the RECORD 
about just what has happened in the 
last 20 years since the modern Budget 
Act was enacted. 

We have had the Presidents who 
served during that period ask us 1,084 
times to rescind spending. That spend
ing reduction requested of us would 
total just under $73 billion. We have 
agreed to about $23 billion of the Presi
dents ' requests, but more important we 
have gone beyond the Presidents' re
quests and reduced additionally appro
priations by alrriost $70 billion more 
during that 20-year period. 

In other words, Congress has actually 
rescinded almost $20 billion more than 
we have been asked for by the Presi
dents who served between 1974 and the 
present time. In other words, Congress 
has exceeded the requests by $20 billion 
while not agreeing exactly with the 
priorities of the adm;llistrations that 
have served during this period. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it would also 
be important to point out that the 
Congress has in 43 of the last 49 years 
appropriated less money than we were 
requested to by the various Presidents 
who served during that period. In fact, 
we have given the President, in a ge
neric sense, $73 billion less than re
quested in the last decade; $73 billion 
less than we were asked to spend in the 
budgets submitted to us by the two 
Presidents who served during the last 
decade. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are somehow 
derelict in our duty to cut spending in 
the appropriations process in the line 
items that come to us in the Presi
dent 's budget, I am at a loss to know 
what more we could have done. We 
have set an example. 

Mr. Chairman, I include the docu
ment referred to in my remarks, as fol
lows: 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AND ENACTED RESCISSIONS, FISCAL YEARS 1974-94 

Rescissions Dollar amount pro- Proposals ac- Dollar a mount of Rescissions initi- Dollar amount of Total rescissions Total dollar amount 
Fiscal year proposed by posed by President cepted by proposals enacted ated by Congress rescissions initi- enacted of budget authority 

President for rescission Congress by Congress ated by Congress rescinded 

1994 . 65 $3,172,180,000 45 $1 ,293,478,546 81 $2,374,416,284 126 $3,667 ,894,830 
1993 ............................ 7 356,000,000 4 206,250,000 74 2 ,205 ,336,643 78 2,411 ,586,643 
1992 128 7,879,473,690 26 2,067 ,546,000 131 22 ,526,953,054 157 24 ,594,499,054 
1991 . . .. ... ..... .. ....... . .......... 30 4,859,251.000 8 286,419,000 26 1,420,467,000 134 1.706,886,000 
1990 ....... 11 554,258,000 0 0 71 2,304,986,000 71 2,304,986,000 
1989 ........ 6 143,100,000 1 2,053,000 11 325,913,000 12 327 ,966,000 
1988 . 0 0 0 0 61 3,888,663,000 61 3,888,663,000 
1987 ... ···························· 73 5,835,800,000 2 36,000,000 52 12,359,390.675 54 12,395.390,675 
1986 ........ ........................ . . .. .. ..................... ... 83 10,126,900,000 4 143 ,210,000 7 !),409,410,000 11 5,552,620,000 
1985 . ······ ······················ ·· 245 1,856,087 ,000 98 173 ,699,000 12 5,458,621,000 110 5,632,320,000 
1984 .. . ............ .. ........... ... 9 636.400,000 3 55,375,000 7 2,188,689,000 10 2,244,064,000 
1983 .. ......................................... 21 1,569,000,000 0 0 11 310,605,000 11 310,605,000 
1982 .. .. ............... .... . 32 7 ,907 ,400,000 5 4,365,486,000 5 48.432,000 10 4,413,918,000 
1981 .......... ··············· 133 15,361,900,000 2 101 10,880,935,550 43 3,736,490,600 144 14,617,426,150 
1980 .... ................................. ............. 59 1,618,100,000 34 777 ,696,446 33 3,238,206,100 67 4,015,902,546 
1979 ........... ..... .......... 11 908,700,000 9 723 ,609,000 1 47 ,500,000 10 771 ,109,000 
1978 ······················· ········· 12 1,290,100,000 5 518,655,000 4 67 ,164,000 9 585,819,000 
1977 .. . ...................................... 20 1,926,930,000 9 813 ,690,000 3 172 ,722,943 12 986,412,934 
1976 . . ...... .. ..................... 50 3,582,000,000 7 148,331,000 0 0 7 148,331,000 
1975 .. . . ... ........................... 87 2,722,000,000 38 386,295,370 1 4.999,704 39 391,295,074 
1974 ············································ 2 495,635,000 0 0 3 1,400,412,000 3 1.400.412,000 
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AND ENACTED RESCISSIONS, FISCAL YEARS 1974-94-Continued 

Fiscal year 
Rescissions 
proposed by 

President 

Dollar amount pro
posed by President 

for rescission 

Proposals ac
cepted by 
Congress 

Dollar amount of 
proposals enacted 

by Congress 

Rescissions initi
ated by Congress 

Dollar amount of 
rescissions initi
ated by Congress 

Total rescissions 
enacted 

Total dollar amount 
of budget authority 

rescinded 

Total : 1974-1994 ... ... . 1,084 72,801,214,690 399 22,878,728,912 637 69,489,378,003 1,036 392,368.106,915 

1 The Military Construction Appropriations Act of 1991 approved certain rescissions proposed by the President in 1990 41 days alter the funds were released for obligation under the impoundment Control Act Presidential rescission pro-
posals R90-4, R90-5, and R90. . 

2Thirty-three rescissions proposed by President Carter and totalling over $1.1 billion are not included in this table These rescission proposals were converted to deferrals by President Reagan in his Filth Special Message for Fiscal Year 
1981 dated February 13. 

3 The total estimate of budget authority rescinded is understated. This table does not include rescissions which eliminate an indefinite amount of budget authority. 

But the truly troublesome facet of 
the Stenholm proposal is that the 
President does not have to identify ob
jectionable areas of spending or tax
ation in the time frame he signs a bill. 
He can hold those issues back until he 
needs the vote or votes of the members 
in question. Perhaps he expects prob
lems on the passage of next year's 
budget. Perhaps there will be a war 
powers issue. No President with the po
litical sense to hold the office would 
send one of these recisions up until the 
affected member or members crossed 
the line. What we are doing to our fore
fathers carefully crafted notion of 
checks and balances is to hand the 
branch of Government whose authority 
has grown most rapidly in recent 
times, a permanent form of political 
blackmail to insure our submission. 
The difference between having a 3-day 
period in which a recission would re
ceive expedited procedure and an in
definite period might well prove to be 
the difference between having a Presi
dent and a king. George Washington 
helped our Nation avoid a monarchy. 
Let us not impose one over 200 years 
later. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. LUCAS], the newest member 
of the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my ranking Member, Mr. CLINGER, for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I am happy the House 
today will have opportunity to pass a 
true line item veto, a desperately need
ed reform to get our fiscal house in 
order. Republicans in Congress have 
been fighting for the line-item veto for 
over a decade. We agree with candidate 
Bill Clinton who, during the 1992 presi
dential campaign, endorsed the line
item veto to eliminate pork-barrel 
projects and cut Government waste. 

Unfortunately, H.R. 4600 will not give 
the President what he claims he wants. 
H.R. 4600 is but a subterfuge, a sad im
poster of the true line-item veto. A 
genuine item veto allows the President 
to cancel wasteful spending i terns un
less both houses of Congress override 
the veto by a two-thirds vote. This bill, 
however, would allow a bare majority 
of either house of Congress to block 
any rescission. Even worse , this bill 
would only apply to this year's appro
priations bills, all of which the House 
has already passed. In short, Mr. 
Speaker, H.R. 4600 is business as usual, 
and business as usual is what got us 

into this budgetary mess in the first 
place. 

In fact, H.R. 4600 is so weak that we 
must ask why we are even bothering to 
consider it now. On April 29, 1993, the 
House passed another measure iden
tical to this one. Why pass the same 
bill twice? Will that in any way im
prove its chances of becoming law? Of 
course not. It seems the only reason for 
debating this issue again is to give po
litical cover to those Democrats who 
will be forced by their liberal leader
ship into withdrawing support for the 
"A to Z" spending cuts plan, the only 
opportunity for cutting spending we 
will have this year. As a proud new 
member of the Government Operations 
Committee, I note that all these prob
lems with H.R. 4600 could have been 
remedied in committee had our chair
man not inexplicability waived juris
diction over this bill. 

Despite the weaknesses of H.R. 4600, 
we will yet have opportunity to enact a 
true line-item veto. The Michel-Solo
mon substitute amendment will grant 
the President permanent authority to 
veto items in appropriations bills and 
targeted tax benefits in revenue .bills. 
It requires both the President and Con
gress to act within 20 days, and pro
vides for a vote on the entire package 
of rescissions. Most importantly, it re
quires a two-thirds majority of both 
houses to override the veto or rescis
sion. While the Stenholm substitute 
may be an acceptable improvement 
over H.R. 4600, the Michel-Solomon 
substitute is preferable because it will 
genuinely reform the rescission process 
in order to protect the American tax
payer from wasteful spending. 

During my tenure as an Oklahoma 
State legislator, I witnessed firsthand 
how the line-item veto helped to re
strain excessive spending. Here in Con
gress, the line-item veto will be an ef
fective check on Congress's unfettered 
power of the purse, and a good way to 
counter the pressure special interests 
place on Congress to hike spending 
higher and higher. In the name of 
meaningful budget reform to protect 
generations of American taxpayers, I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
Michel-Solomon amendment. 
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Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. FAWELL]. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Solomon-Michel substitute to the expe
dited rescissions act. 

Let there be no mistake about the se
ries of votes we will have today. The 
Solomon-Michel substitute is the only 
true line-item veto proposal before us. 
If you campaigned for the line-item 
veto you vote for the Solomon-Michel 
substitute. Accept no substitutes. The 
Solomon-Michel proposal is the real 
thing, because it gives the President 
the authority to not spend money for a 
project unless Congress passes a bill 
disapproving the rescission, thus re
quiring Congress to act to stop the re
scission. Then the President could veto 
the disapproval, and Congress could 
only force the expenditure of the line 
item by a two-thirds vote overriding 
the veto. 

The other proposal before us, the 
Spratt proposal, is not a line-item veto 
bill. And it is only a temporary provi
sion at best and, of course, it has all of 
those provisions that allows the Com
mittee on Rules to waive and dismiss 
the rules. 

Our Committee on Rules has some
times been described as a committee 
that has a plethora of waivers and then 
once in a while will enforce the rule. 

If we are going to blame the Presi
dent for not controlling spending, and 
we like to do that, but we know Con
gress is in control, then let us at least 
give him coequal power to do some
thing about it. Give him the real line
item veto. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Solomon-Michel substitute, the real 
thing, the real line-item veto. 

Should this substitute fail, I then 
will support the Stenholm-Penny-Ka
sich substitute, because it is a vast im
provement over the enhanced rescis
sion power we presently have. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute, the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I would 
just urge a vote for the Michel-Solo
mon substitute, because as has been in
dicated here, it is the only true line
item veto. 

We are engaged here in, I think, an 
exercise of futility if we were to pass 
4600. It has not been dealt with by the 
other body in an entire year. I think 
we need to go on record here today as 
supporting a true line-item veto. 

We may not achieve the goal in this 
Congress, but we certainly can send a 
signal that this is what this body sup
ports, not smoke and mirrors, but true 
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deficit reduction which would be rep
resented by a plus vote, an aye vote, 
for the Michel-Solomon substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, due to the fu
neral service of a close, personal friend of 
mine, Mike Tinios, I was unable to vote on the 
amendments and final passage of H.R. 4600, 
Expedited Rescissions Act of 1994. Had I 
been present, I would have voted to oppose 
the Spratt-Derrick amendment and supported 
both the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amendment 
and the Michel-Solomon amendment. 

Budget process reform is important. Reduc
ing the deficit is vital. If we are ever going to 
make any progress to cut spending and begin 
to dig ourselves out from under the staggering 
debt that we have accumulated over years
a debt which costs the taxpayer over $212 bil
lion a year in interest alone-we must take 
spending cut action ·now. That is why Ros AN
DREWS and I launched the A-to-Z spending 
cuts plan, to start a process that will result in 
real spending cuts, real deficit reduction. We 
cannot continue spending taxpayer dollars 
with reckless abandon and, in the process, 
saddle our children and grandchildren with 
greater and greater debt. 

Make no mistake, Mr. Chairman, the so
called expedited rescissions bill is a trans
parent political move aimed at derailing the A· 
to-Z train. 204 members have already signed 
our discharge petition. It has been no secret 
that the leadership is terrified at the prospect 
of returning the power of the purse to the rank 
and file members of the House. Rather than 
continuing the status quo, where a few power
ful committee chairman dictate our funding pri
orities, A to Z opens the process to all Mem-
bers of Congress. · 

A to Z provides a 56-hour session devoted 
exclusively to cutting the budget. Everything is 
on the table, entitlements, discretionary pro
grams, everything. Any Member may offer an 
amendment to cut spending-no restrictive 
rules. Programs that stand on their merits will 
be funded; those that don't will be cut. It's just 
that simple. 

The American people mistakenly believe 
that Congress follows this process already. 
We do not, and this must change. The Spratt 
version of the Expedited Rescissions Act does 
not give us the reforms that are so des
perately needed to cut spending and balance 
the budget. We need real spending cuts an 
real deficit reduction now, not the weak proc
ess changes called for in H.R. 4600. 

For the sake of future generations, we must 
do better. I hope the House leadership will lis
ten to the people and let the A-to-Z plan move 
forward. We should support the Stenholm and 
Solomon budget process reforms. They im
prove the process, but they don't provide 
spending cuts now. We need both real budget 
process reform and we need real A-to-Z 
spending cuts now. 

If the Stenholm or Solomon amendments 
pass, I would support final passage of H.R. 
4600. If both of these amendment fail, then I 
would _vote to oppose final passage. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, had I been present, I 
would have voted to oppose the rule of H.R. 
3937, the Export Administration Act. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, 
this exact same rescissions bill was consid-

ered by the House last year. Here it is again 
for our consideration. How many more times 
will the fiscally irresponsible majority in Con
gress pretend to be fiscally responsible before 
the public catches on? 

The bill that the Democrats have brought up 
today is not a real line-item veto. It is decep
tive to say that it is. A Presidential veto re
quires Congress to get a two-thirds majority to 
overrule it. This bill only requires a majority 
vote. In addition, this bill does not even pro
vide an actual veto. A veto majority overrules 
a presidential decision. In this bill a majority 
vote is needed, not to reject the President's 
request to delete spending, but to approve it. 
Anything less keeps that wasteful spending in 
the bill for the rest of the year. 

I will support two amendments to this bill to 
make it more meaningful. The bipartisan Ka
sich substitute would allow the President the 
option to put savings from a rescission into an 
account dedicated for deficit reduction. It 
would also force Congress to defeat a Presi
dential veto in order to keep spending in a bill. 

My first choice for passage would be the 
Michel substitute, which would give the Presi
dent a line-item veto as powerful as the one 
held by Governors of 43 States. For those 
Americans, such as those in Connecticut, who 
are not represented by a Governor with a line
item veto, let me explain this substitute. It 
would allow the President to reject spending 
projects unless Congress overruled the rescis
sion with a two-thirds majority vote. This is a 
true line-item veto. As a sponsor of a constitu
tional amendment giving the President a line
item veto, I would be very pleased to see the 
Michel amendment become law. 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Chairman, like many of us 
who were elected to the 103d Congress, I was 
sent to Washington with a mandate for 
change. For the past 19 months my highest 
priorities have been reducing the Federal debt 
and the deficit. Several times in those 19 
months I have been faced with challenges to 
carry out this mandate. Today is another such 
occasion. 

Today, while I voted for the Expedited Re
scission Act of 1994, I have to say this Con
gress could do better for the American people. 
This bill is a step in the right direction. The ex
isting rescission process is a joke, and makes 
it harder to cut wasteful spending instead of 
easier. We have significantly strengthened the 
process by adopting the Penny-Kasich-Sten
holm amendment, for which I voted. However, 
we could have improved it even more by 
adopting the Michel-Solomon amendment, 
which I also supported. Congress needs to 
deal with the debt and deficit right now. We 
need to go further and adopt a line-item veto. 
I will continue to work for opportunities to 
make the line-item veto a reality. 

The Expedited Rescission Act of 1994 
should not be considered a replacement for 
the line-item veto or the A-to-Z spending cuts 
package. As a cosponsor of the A to Z pro
posal, and a signer of the discharge petition. 
I urge the leadership on the other side of the 
aisle to move A-to-Z to the floor. We must not 
sit back and point to our minor successes, but 
must directly deal with America's problems. 
Our work is just beginning. Let's also enact a 
line-item veto and the A-to-Z proposal. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 4600, the Expedited Rescissions 
Act of 1994. 

At the outset it is significant to note that 
H.R. 4600 is identical to a bill which just last 
year passed the House with strong support, 
yet received no further legislative action. In 
this regard, it is incumbent upon us to pass 
this measure in order to once again drive 
home the importance of achieving real budget 
process reform. 

We are all well aware of the current practice 
in Congress of bundling the thousands of Fed
eral spending programs we oversee into the 
13 appropriations bills. While this process 
helps to assure that Federal funds are distrib
uted equitably, it is clear that this process has 
been abused. By passing H.R. 4600 we have 
the opportunity to prevent further abuse. 

All too often we hear reports of errant 
projects slipped into appropriations bills there
by circumventing the required scrutiny of the 
authorization process. In other instances, our 
fiscal needs simply change over the course of 
the year and we find there is room to reduce 
substantially, or totally eliminate funding which 
has been included in appropriations bills. 

H.R. 4600 recognizes these possibilities and 
provides a mechanism to effectuate such 
spending reductions while still maintaining the 
constitutionally mandated balance of power 
between the Congress and the President with 
respect to the appropriation of funds. 

Pursuant to H.R. 4600, the Congressional 
Budget and lmpoundment Control Act of 1974 
would be amended to provide for a fast-track 
process for considering and voting on Presi
dential proposals embodied in a bill to rescind 
budget authority provided for in an appropria
tions measure. The bill also provides for a pro
cedure for the Congress to consider an alter
native rescissions package drafted by the 
House or Senate Appropriations Committees. 

Specifically the bill will give the President 
the authority to pick out of appropriations bills 
which he signs those items which he feels are 
wasteful or which should not have been in
cluded in the bill in the first place. If the Presi
dent submits his rescission proposal within 3 
days after signing an appropriations bill, a leg
islative process is automatically triggered 
whereby a House floor vote on the President's 
rescissions package must take place within 1 O 
legislative days of introduction. 

If the President's rescissions proposal is re
jected by the House, a vote on an alternative 
rescissions bill reported by the House Appro
priations Committee must be taken by the 
close of business on the 11th day following in
troduction of the President's rescission pack
age. If the House does not pass either the 
President's rescissions package or the Appro
priation Committee's alternative measure, the 
Senate would not act. 

However, if the House passes either the 
President's rescission proposal or the Appro
priations Committee's alternative bill, the Sen
ate would have the opportunity to vote on the 
President's package. As in the House, if the 
Senate rejects the President's proposal, the 
Senate may consider an alternative rescis
sions package reported by the Senate Appro
priations Committee. The Senate would only 
have 1 O legislative days within which to con
sider the President's proposal and the Appro
priations Committee's alternative. 
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In this regard, H.R. 4600 is similar to the 

line-item veto authority which many of my col
leagues have advocated. However the major 
difference is that this measure will maintain 
Congress' constitutional prerogative to appro
priate funds without unduly shifting power to 
the executive branch. 

I strongly support the expedited rescissions 
process. However, it would be a myopic view 
of the deficit problem we currently face to as
sume that merely passing H.R. 4600 will re
solve this comprehensive fiscal dilemma. 

Rather, the expedited rescissions process is 
a good step in the right direction toward re
storing real discipline to the Budget Process. 
In addition to this initiative, we must continue 
to carefully scrutinize appropriations bills in 
order to identify spending programs which we 
don't need or can't afford. Moreover, we must 
follow up on that scrutiny by continuing to 
make the tough choices to cut programs, re
gardless of their popularity or political appeal. 

H.R. 4600 will not only help us tighten the 
reins on Government spending, but also it will 
restore a sense of accountability to the appro
priations process, and I would urge my col
leagues to join me in support of this legisla
tion. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Michel-Solomon substitute, which comes 
closest to a true line-item veto for the Presi
dent. I will also support the Stenholm-Penny
Kasich substitute as the next best alternative 
to the base bill, H.R. 4600. 

If the House is serious about a line-item 
veto bill, it will approve one of the. two alter
natives, preferably Michel-Solomon, because 
H.R. 4600 will just not do the job. H.R. 4600 
is identical to the weak substitute for a line
item veto that the House passed early last 
year, and which is still pending in the Senate 
without action. 

If H.R. 4600 passes in its current form, it's 
nothing more than cover for those Members of 
the House who won't cosign the discharge pe
tition to ensure action on the A-to-Z spending 
cut proposal. The National Taxpayers Union
the respected, nonpartisan organization dedi
cated to protecting taxpayers' interests, first 
and foremost-has even urged a no vote on 
the base bill, recognizing it's a fraud. 

It won't give the President real line-item veto 
authority. It won't even ensure that Congress 
will actually vote on the budget rescissions 
that the President might propose. The pro
posed new rescissions process in H.R. 4600 
can be set aside, waived or suspended by a 
special rule of the House. It won't even apply 
beyond the 3112 months left in the 103d Con
gress. 

Michel-Solomon, by contrast, would provide 
permanent authority for the President to pro
pose rescissions in spending bills and targeted 
tax benefits in revenue bills. And unlike the 
current process whereby Congress can kill the 
President's proposed spending cuts by doing 
nothing at all, Michel-Solomon would ensure 
that the cuts proposed by the President would 
become effective unless Congress actually 
votes to reject them. 

Mr. Chairman, a vote for H.R. 4600 in its 
current form is a vote for the status quo, 
something to make the people back home 
think the House is supporting budget reform 
when it's really not. Well I have news for those 

of our colleagues looking for cover: The Amer
ican people aren't going to be fooled. They 
know the real thing when they see it. 

I urge a "yes" vote on Stenholm-Penny-Ka
sich amendment, and another "yes" on the 
Michel-Solomon substitute. Anything less is 
nothing at all. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, the national 
debt and the yearly deficits which enlarge it 
are our Nation's most serious problems. They 
are nothing less than cancers devouring the 
economic core of this Nation. Every dollar 
added to the debt makes us that much more 
dependent on foreign lenders and condemns 
another one of our children to a life of dimin
ished economic opportunity. The American 
people deserve better than what this Congress 
and the Clinton administration have given 
them in terms of deficit reduction. 

Mr. Chairman, with the economy in recov
ery, we have a unique opportunity to make 
further spending cuts to better address our fis
cal problems. Unfortunately, the President and 
the Democratic leadership of this House don't 
want to do that. They don't want to reduce this 
bloated Federal Government further and stem 
the tide of red ink flowing from Washington. 
Last year, they pulled out all the stops to de
feat the Penny-Kasich amendment which 
would have cut Federal spending by just 1 
percent over 5 years and lowered the deficit 
by $90 billion. Earlier this year, they fought a 
proposed balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution. Today, they have brought this 
modest rescission improvement proposal to 
the floor not because they care about eliminat
ing wasteful Federal spending, but instead as 
part of an effort to undermine support for the 
A-to-Z spending cuts plan, a plan which I sup
port. Had the leadership run this House with a 
modicum of openness and fairness, A to Z 
would never have come to life. 

Mr. Chairman, the House last year debated 
and passed legislation identical to H.R. 4600. 
I supported passage of that legislation which 
today finds itself languishing in the Senate as 
the clock ticks down the final weeks of this 
103d Congress. H.R. 4600 is an improvement 
over the current rescission process, but debat
ing and passing it when we have effectively al
ready done so is a questionable exercise. If 
the leadership really cared about eliminating 
waste in Government, if it was truly concerned 
about reducing the deficit, if it really wanted to 
strengthen America's economy, it wouldn't 
have fought Penny-Kasich, wouldn't have op
posed the balanced budget amendment, and 
wouldn't try to undercut the A-to-Z plan by 
bringing up the same modest rescission bill 
twice. We can do better, Mr. Chairman. We 
have to if this Nation wants any kind of pros
perity in its future. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, the news on 
the economy is good. Job creation, economic 
growth, consumer confidence are all up. Infla
tion is holding steady. The deficit is going 
down, and in fact, more so than originally pre
dicted with passage of last year's reconcili
ation act. All of these are indeed excellent 
signs, but Congress should not be content to 
rest on our laurels. If we want to continue 
these positive trends, we must find ways to 
cut spending and reduce the deficit even fur
ther. 

Toward that end, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 4600, major budget reform legislation 

that will increase congressional accountability 
in the spending process. 

While much of the country's attention has 
been focused on the health care debate, the 
calls and letters continue to flow into my office 
regarding the need to cut spending and re
duce the deficit. I could not agree with them 
more. But we must not only cut spending, we 
need to institute reforms in the budget process 
itself. 

H.R. 4600, the expedited rescission bill is 
exemplary of the budget process reforms re
quired for responsible spending. Forcing Con
gress to vote on rescissions submitted by the 
President puts every Member on record in 
support of or opposed to spending on a vari
ety of programs. And the new process de
mands timely action-the rescission bill must 
be voted on within 10 days of its receipt in 
Congress. 

I believe H.R. 4600 could be made even 
stronger if we adopt the Stenholm substitute. 
Expedited rescission procedures should be 
made a permanent part of the budget process. 
I also believe the President should have the 
authority to reject targeted tax benefits. And 
Congress should have the right to vote on an 
individual rescission contained within the pack
age. All of the improvements are contained in 
the Stenholm substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, passage of H.R. 4600 is one 
step in many that we must take to increase 
our accountability and credibility with the vot
ers. I urge its unanimous adoption. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con
sidered as read for amendment under 
the 5-minute rule. 

The text of H.R. 4600 is as follows: 
R.R. 4600 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of Americq, in 
Congress assembled , 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Expedited 
Rescissions Act of 1994" . 
SEC. 2. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 

PROPOSED RESCISSIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Part B of title x of the 

Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 681 et seq.) is 
amended by redesignating sections 1013 
through 1017 as sections 1014 through 1018, re
spectively, and inserting after section 1012 
the following new section: 

" EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

" SEC. 1013. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY.-ln addition to the 
method of rescinding budget authority speci
fied in section 1012, the President may pro
pose, at the time and in the manner provided 
in subsection (b), the rescission of any budg
et authority provided in an appropriation 
Act. Funds made available for obligation 
under this procedure may not be proposed for 
rescission again under this section or section 
1012. 

"(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
"(l ) Not later than 3 calendar days after 

the date of enactment of an appropriation 
Act, the President may transmit to Congress 
one special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority provided in 
that Act and include with that special mes
sage a draft bill that , if enacted, would only 
rescind that budget authority. That bill 
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shall clearly identify the amount of budget 
authority that is proposed to be rescinded 
for each program, project, or activity to 
which that budget authority relates. 

"(2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

"(3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the matters referred 
to in paragraphs (1) through (5) of section 
1012(a). 

"(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

"(l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representaitves shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B)(i) The bill shall be referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives. The committee shall re
port the bill without substantive revision, 
and with or without recommendation. The 
bill shall be reported not later than the sev
enth legislative day of that House after the 
date of receipt of that special message. If the 
Committee on Appropriations fails to report 
the bill within that period, that committee 
shall be automatically discharged from con
sideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed on the appropriate calendar. 

"(ii) The Committee on Appropriations 
may report to the House, within the 7-legis
lative day period described in clause (i), an 
alternative bill which-

"(!) contains only rescissions to the same 
appropriation Act as the bill for which it is 
an alternative; and 

"(II) which rescinds an aggregate amount 
of budget authority equal to or greater than 
the aggregate amount of budget authority 
rescinded in the bill for which it is an alter
native. 

"(C) A vote on final passage of the bill re
ferred to in subparagraph (B)(i) shall be 
taken in the House of Representatives on or 
before the close of the 10th legislative day of 
that House after the date of the introduction 
of the bill in that House. If the bill is passed, 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives 
shall cause the bill to be engrossed, certified, 
and transmitted to the Senate within one 
calendar day of the day on which the bill is 
passed. 

"(D) Upon rejection of the bill described in 
subparagraph (B)(i) on final passage, a mo
tion ln the House to proceed to consideration 
of the alternative bill reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations under subpara
graph (B)(ii) shall be highly privileged and 
not debatable. 

"(E) A vote on final passage of the bill re
ferred to in subparagraph (B)(ii) shall be 
taken in the House of Representatives on or 
before the close of the 11th legislative day of 
that House after the date of the introduction 
of the bill in that House for which it is an al
ternative. If the bill is passed, the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives shall cause the 

. . . 

bill to be engrossed, certified, and transmit
ted to the Senate within one calendar day of 
the day on which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (1) (C) or (E) shall be 
referred to its Committee on Appropriations. 
The committee shall report the bill either 
without substantive revision or with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute, 
and with or without recommendation. The 
bill shall be reported not later than the sev
enth legislative day of the Senate after it re
ceives the bill. A committee failing to report 
the bill within such period shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed upon the 
appropriate calendar. 

"(B) A vote on final passage of a bill trans
mitted to the Senate shall be taken on or be
fore the close of the 10th legislative day of 
the Senate after the date on which the bill is 
transmitted. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all amendments thereto and 
all debatable motions and appeals in connec
tion therewith, shall not exceed 10 hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minority leader or their designees. 

"(C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS GEN
ERALLY PROHIBITED.-(1) Except as provided 
by paragraph (2), no amendment to a bill 
considered under this section or to a sub
stitute amendment referred to in paragraph 
(2) shall be in order in either the House of 
Representatives or the Senate. It shall not 

be in order to demand a division of the ques
tion in the House of Representatives (or in a 
Committee of the Whole) or in the Senate. 
No motion to suspend the application of this 
subsection shall be in order in either House, 
nor shall it be in order in either House to 
suspend the application of this subsection by 
unanimous consent. 

"(2)(A) It shall be in order in the Senate to 
consider an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute reported by the Committee on Ap
propriations under subsection (c)(3)(A) that 
complies with subparagraph (B). 

"(B) It shall only be in order in the Senate 
to consider any amendment described in sub
paragraph (A) if-

"(i) the amendment contains only rescis
sions to the same appropriation Act as the 
bill that it is amending contained; and 

"(ii) the aggregate amount of budget au
thority rescinded equals or exceeds the ag
gregate amount of budget authority re
scinded in the bill that it is amending; 
unless that amendment consists solely of the 
text of the bill as introduced in the House of 
Representatives that makes rescissions to 
carry out the applicable special message of 
the President. 

"(C) It shall not be in order in the Senate 
to consider a bill or an amendment in the na
ture of a substitute reported by the Commit
tee on Appropriations under subsection 
(c)(3)(A) unless the Senate has voted upon 
and rejected an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute consisting solely of the text of 
the bill as introduced in the House of Rep
resentatives that makes rescissions to carry 
out the applicable special message of the 
President. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT To MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-Any amount of budget author
ity proposed to be rescinded in a special mes
sage transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the earlier of-

"(1) the day after the date upon which the 
House of Representatives defeats the text of 
the bill transmitted with that special mes
sage rescinding the amount proposed to be 
rescinded and (if reported by the Committee 
on Appropriations) the alternative bill; or 

"(2) the day after the date upon which the 
Senate rejects a bill or amendment in the 
nature of a substitute consisting solely of 
the text of the bill as introduced in the 
House of Representatives that makes rescis
sions to carry out the applicable special mes
sage of the President. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; and 

"(2) the term 'legislative day' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any cal
endar day during which that House is in ses
sion.". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "and 1017" in subsection (a) 
and inserting "1013, and 1018"; and 

(2) by striking "section 1017" in subsection 
(d) and inserting "sections 1013 and 1018"; 
and 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1011 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) 

is amended-
(A) in paragraph (4), by striking "1013" and 

inserting "1014"; and 
(B) in paragraph (5)-
(i) by striking "1016" and inserting "1017"; 

and 
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(ii) by striking " 1017(b)(l)" and inserting 

"1018(b)(l)". 
(2) Section 1015 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) 

(as redesignated by section 2(a)) is amend
ed-

(A) by striking "1012 or 1013" each place it 
appears and inserting " 1012, 1013, or 1014"; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking " 1012" 
and inserting " 1012 or 1013"; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking " 1013" 
and inserting "1014"; and 

(D) in subsection (e)(2)-
(i) by striking "and" at the end of subpara

graph (A); 
(11) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 

subparagraph (C); 
(iii) by striking " 1013" in subparagraph (C) 

(as so redesignated) and inserting " 1014"; and 
(iv) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 

following new subparagraph: 
"(B) he has transmitted a special message 

under section 1013 with respect to a proposed 
rescission; and". 

(3) Section 1016 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
(as redesignated by section 2(a)) is amended 
by striking "1012 or 1013" each place it ap
pears and inserting " 1012, 1013, or 1014". 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The table of 
sections for subpart B of title X of such Act 
is amended-

(1) by redesignating the items relating to 
sections 1013 through 1017 as i terns rel a ting 
to sections 1014 through 1018; and 

(2) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 1012 the following new item: 
"Sec. 1013. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions.''. 
SEC. 3. APPLICATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1013 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (as added by section 2) shall apply 
to amounts of budget authority provided by 
appropriation Acts (as defined in subsection 
(f) of such section) that are enacted during 
the One Hundred Third Congress. 

(b) SPECIAL TRANSITION RULE.-Within 3 
calendar days after the beginning of the One 
Hundred Fourth Congress, the President may 
retransmit a special message, in the manner 
provided in section 1013(b) of the Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974 (as added by section 2), proposing to 
rescind only those amounts of budget au
thority that were contained in any special 
message to the One Hundred Third Congress 
which that Congress failed to consider be
cause of its sine die adjournment before the 
close of the time period set forth in such sec
tion 1013 for consideration of those proposed 
rescissions. A draft bill shall accompany 
that special message that, if enacted, would 
only rescind that budget authority. Before 
the close of the second legislative day of the 
House of Representatives after the date of 
receipt of that special message, the majority 
leader or minority leader of the House of 
Representatives shall introduce (by request) 
the draft bill accompanying that special 
message. If the bill is not introduced as pro
vided in the preceding sentence, then, on the 
third legislative day of the House of Rep
resentatives after the date of receipt of that 
special message, any Member of that House 
may introduce the bill. The House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate shall proceed to 
consider that bill in the manner provided in 
such section 1013. 
SEC. 4. TERMINATION. 

The · authority provided by section 1013 of 
the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 (as added by section 2) 
shall terminate 2 years after the date of en
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 5. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.-

(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an 
action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that any provision of section 1013 (as added 
by section 2) violates the Constitution. 

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives, and each House of Congress shall have 
the right to intervene in such action. 

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1) 
shall be heard and determined by a three
j udge court in accordance with section 2284 
of title 28, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section or in any other law 
shall infringe upon the right of the House of 
Representatives to intervene in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize 
such intervention. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia which is issued pur
suant to an action brought under paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Any such appeal shall be 
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10 
days after such order is entered; and the ju
risdictional statement shall be filed within 
30 days after such order is entered. No stay 
of an order issued pursuant to an action 
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su
preme Court. 

(C) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.-lt shall be 
the duty of the District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment 
shall be in order except the amend
ments printed in House Report 103-565, 
which may be offered only in the order 
printed and by the Member designated 
in the report, shall be considered as 
read, shall not be subject to amend
ment except as specified in the report, 
and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question. 

Debate on each amendment will be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent of the 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.. DERRICK 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DERRICK: Page 

10, line 17, insert " , unless the House has 
passed the text of the President's bill trans
mitted with that special message and the 
Senate passes an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute reported by its Committee on 
Appropriations" before the period. 

Page 11, line 21, insert "and by striking 
'1012 and 1013' and inserting '1012, 1013, and 
1014' " before the semicolon. 

Page 12, line 1, strike "(2)" and insert 
"(1)". 

Page 14, strike lines 7 through 11 and on 
line 12, strike " 5" and insert "4". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from South Caro-

lina will be recognized for 5 minutes, 
and a Member opposed will be recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK]. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 90 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, this techn~cal amend
ment would make three clarifications 
and corrections to the bill. First, the 
amendment would clarify that the 
funds proposed to be rescinded remain 
unavailable for obligation so long as 
approval legislation remains viable. 
Under the bill as reported, funds would 
be released after Senate rejection of 
the President 's rescission bill even if 
the Senate instead passed an alter
native measure. 

Second, the amendment corrects two 
simple drafting errors in the conform
ing amendments subsection. 

Finally, the amendment deletes sec
tion 4 of the bill, which conflicts with 
subsection 3(a), to clarify that the new 
procedure applies only to. budget au
thority enacted during the 103d Con
gress. 

Mr. Chairman, I know of no objection 
to this amendment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would not seek time in opposition, but 
I would ask if the gentleman will yield 
to me for a question. 

Mr. DERRICK. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, the 
technical amendment we are about to 
vote on is the amendment that is print
ed in the RECORD and has not been 
changed in any way? Is that correct? 

Mr. DERRICK. That is correct. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, we 

certainly have no objection. We would 
support that amendment. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
31/2 minutes, the balance of my time, to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR
BIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, we will 
hear many speeches during the course 
of this afternoon about the determina
tion of Members of Congress to cut 
spending and to reduce the budget defi
cit. In order that this be kept in per
spective, I think we should recall that 
many of the Democrats who spoke, and 
all of the Republicans who will speak, 
voted against President Clinton's effort 
to reduce the deficit with his budget 
deficit reduction plan of last year. 
That plan has resulted in the greatest 
reduction in the Federal deficit that we 
have seen at any time since the tenure 
of President Truman. It is anticipated 
that we will cut almost $700 billion 
from that deficit. 

It must strike many people listening 
as curious that we find ourselves 
wrapped in this conversation and dia
log about budget deficit reduction, and 
yet when it came down to an actual 
vote to reduce the deficit, so many of 
the Members who stand here proclaim
ing their personal allegiance to deficit 
reduction were nowhere to be found. 
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But let me give you another example 

closer to home. June 17, almost a 
month ago, I brought to this floor an 
appropriation bill, the gentleman can 
probably recall, for the agencies of the 
Department of Agriculture, Food and 
Drug Administration, and several re
lated agencies. This bill reflected what 
we will see for years to come, because 
of the Clinton deficit reduction plan, a 
dramatic cut in spending. 

Let me tell you specifically what I 
am saying: Of the $13 billion in discre
tionary spending in that bill in last 
year's appropriation, our subcommit
tee was forced to cut 10 percent, $1.3 
billion. Anyone running a business or 
managing an agency of Government 
can tell you that a cut in an appropria
tion of 10 percent in 1 year is a tough 
cut. It goes way beyond any cosmetic 
cut. It is a cut that is part of real defi
cit reduction. 

What I found curious, as a Democrat, 
when I brought this bill to the floor, 
was a Member of the Republican side 
circulated a letter saying these cuts 
were too deep, that Members on his 
side of the aisle should vote against my 
appropriation because we cut too much 
from programs that he favored, in fact, 
programs I favored too. 

But it is part of the harsh reality of 
real deficit reduction that we have to 
face these things. If we are going to re
duce the deficit, we must reduce spend
ing. 

When that bill was called for final 
passage, 127 Members of this House of 
Representatives voted against my bill 
which cut 10 percent in discretionary 
spending, cut $1.3 billion from last 
year's bill, and if you take a look at 
the 127 Members of the House who 
voted against my bill, a real budget, 
guess what, 120 of these are people who 
have walked up here and ceremo
niously signed the A to Z petition say
ing they want to really cut spending. 
They would not cut it when I called my 
bill. 

One hundred twenty-two of them are 
balanced-budget amendment sponsors, 
people who wear the bumper stickers 
and make the speeches at home about 
balancing budgets and come here to the 
floor and refuse to vote for a appropria
tion bill that really cuts spending. 

One hundred fifteen of them voted for 
the Kasich budget plan which would 
have cut even more for agriculture, and 
yet the Kasich plan was a theory. 

D 1650 
The bill I called up was a fact. But 

what I am saying to the Members of 
the House and all those who are listen
ing is that the real test of cutting a 
budget is whether you will vote for an 
appropriation bill that cuts spending. 
When it came to the time for that test, 
a lot of the people making the greatest 
speeches today failed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. DE 
LA GARZA). Does any Member rise in 
opposition to the amendment? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would rise in opposition, reserving the 
right to change my mind. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to a member of 
the Committee on Agriculture, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUN
DERSON]. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important 
that everyone understand exactly the 
misrepresentation which just occurred 
about the vote on the agriculture ap
propriation bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot help it if the 
602(b) allocation that Mr. DURBIN was 
able to get for his agriculture appro
priation was less than he wanted. Ev
erybody knows it was not reflective of 
the budget agreement per se, No. 1. No. 
2, the reason we all voted and led the 
fight against the agriculture appropria
tion, as he well knows, is because it cut 
funding for production agriculture at 
the very same time it increased fund
ing for the social programs. That was 
the fight. There was no money in there 
for crop insurance, he knows that; 
there was an 18-percent drop in the 
Commodity Credit Corporation farm 
support program. 

Now, what the fight about the agri
culture appropriation bill was the allo
cation of the money as it occurred. 
Many of us are happy to take the bot
tom-line cuts, but if we are going to 
take the bottom-line cuts, we are not 
going to increase food stamps, WIC, all 
those programs, while we cut agri
culture, which is the whole purpose of 
the agriculture appropriation bill. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I will take some ex
ception to what the gentleman has 
said. He has been critical of Members 
who have taken to the well and sup
ported either the Stenholm approach 
or the Solomon approach. All of those 
Members have the highest ratings by 
the National Taxpayers Union year in 
and year out. That is how people tell 
whether we are a big spender or not. 

When it comes to deficit reduction 
and the President's plan, yes, those of 
us who voted against it did so because 
it was the biggest tax increase in the 
history of this entire Congress. It took 
$120 million out of the pockets of the 
Social Security recipients in my dis
trict alone. So, yes, I offered a bal
anced budget amendment; Mr. PENNY 
and a lot of others voted for that bal
anced budget. It was not an amend
ment, it was a true balanced budget 
scored by the Congressional Budget Of
fice. That is what we ought to be sup
porting on this floor. That is real defi
cit reduction. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my friend on 
the Committee on Appropriations, the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I concur with the gen
tleman's remarks and rise in support of 

the Solomon amendment, which will be 
considered shortly. 

Mr. Chairman, for weeks we have been an
ticipating this day, a day which the Democratic 
leadership would have preferred to avoid. 
Why? Because their hand has been forced to 
respond to the drive to 218-the all important 
milestone in the discharge petition process. 

We have watched the Democratic leader
ship pursue a torturous path in an attempt to 
derail the A-to-Z spending cut plan because
simply put-it knocks holes in their ability to 
control the agenda and the purse strings of 
the Federal Government. And just look at 
where it has gotten us today. 

Even more astounding is what the Demo
cratic leadership has proposed as a substitute 
to A to Z to provide cover for those who have 
not signed the discharge petition. H.R. 4600, 
offered up as the tough budget lion, is nothing 
but a sacrificial lamb. H.R. 4600 is nothing 
more than recycled budget process reform. It 
is a sham and the American public has seen 
through this ploy. 

Instead of a bill that would allow for 56 
hours of debate on specific spending cuts that 
would be directed toward deficit reduction, we 
have H.R. 4600. Recall that H.R. 4600 came 
before the House a year ago. It was touted to 
be a tough new approach to the budget proc
ess. It would enhance the current rescission 
authority. Yet even then it did not enhance. 
And its toughness could not measure up 
against a true-line item veto. It is recycled. It 
is a sham. 

Unlike a real line-item veto, which will be of
fered as a substitute amendment later in the 
debate, and allows the president to cancel 
wasteful spending items, subject to override 
by two-thirds of both Houses, H.R. 4600 re
quires that a majority of both Houses approve 
any veto of appropriations items. In other 
words, a majority of either House can block 
the President's proposed spending cuts by 
doing nothing. And there are no penalties or 
disincentives for inaction. The only change to 
last year's bill is a stepped-up timetable for 
consideration. There is no question, the Solo
mon substitute is the real line-item veto which 
I will throw my support behind today. 

Fortunately, there is still another option 
available to us today to show the America 
people we won't be fooled by the H.R. 4600 
tactic. The Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amend
ment has been crafted to strengthen the recy
cled H.R. 4600. 

The objectives of this amendment are the 
same as the A-to-Z spending cut plan-to pro
vide opportunities for Congress to vote on 
spending cuts. 

The Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amendment 
provides the President the authority to des
ignate some portion of the savings from a re
scission or repealing targeted tax benefits to a 
deficit reduction account. It would expand re
scission authority to targeted tax benefits as 
well as appropriations. The President could 
use expedited rescission authority any time
not just during a narrow window of oppor
tunity. And the amendment makes it perma
nent not just during the 103d Congress. 

Let us not let the opportunity to support 
tough budget reform slip away again. Support 
the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amendment to 
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H.R. 4600. And support the Solomon sub
stitute which would provide real line-item veto 
authority. 

It will not solve all our fiscal problems, but 
it will help-if the improvements are real-and 
these are. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I re
spectfully yield back the balance of my 
time and indicate that I have changed 
my mind. I am going to support the 
technical amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. DERRICK]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 

now in order to consider amendment 
No. 2, printed in House Report 103-565. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, pur
suant to the rule, I offer an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. STENHOLM: Strike all after the 
enacting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER· 

TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

"SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro
vided in any revenue Act. Funds made avail
able for obligation under this procedure may 
not be proposed for rescission again under 
this section. 

"(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.
" (!) The President may transmit to Con

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en
acted, would only rescind that budget au
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit. 
That bill shall clearly identify the amount of 
budget authority that is proposed to be re
scinded for each program, project, or activ
ity to which that budget authority relates or 
the targeted tax benefit proposed to be re
pealed, as the case may be. It shall include a 
Deficit Reduction Account. The President 
may place in the Deficit Reduction Account 
an amount not to exceed the total rescis
sions in that bill. A targeted tax benefit may 
only be proposed to be repealed under this 
section during the 20-calendar-day period 
(excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal 
holidays) commencing on the day after the 
date of enactment of the provision proposed 
to be repealed. 

"(2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 

in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

" (3) Each special message shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro
posed to be rescinded, the following-

"(A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

"(B) any account, department, or estab
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

" (C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

" (D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro
posed rescission; and 

"(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 
Each special message shall specify, with re
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal. 

"(C) PROCEDURES FOR. EXPEDITED CONSIDER
ATION.-

"(l)(A) Before the close of the second legis
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

" (C)(i) During consideration under this 
paragraph, any Member of the House of Rep
resentatives may move to strike any pro
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

"(ii) It shall not be in order for a Member 
of the House of Representatives to move to 
strike any proposed rescission under clause 
(i) unless the amendment reduces the appro
priate Deficit Reduction Account if the pro
gram, project, or account to which the pro
posed rescission applies was identified in the 
Deficit Reduction Account in the special 
message under subsection (b). 

"(D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis
lative day of that House after the date of the 

introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 
Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
which the bill is passed. 

" (2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis
agreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the House of Representa
tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

" (D) Except to the extent specifically pro
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub
stantive revision and with or without rec
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit
tee failing to report the bill within such pe
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

"(B)(i) During consideration under this 
paragraph, any Member of the Senate may 
move to strike any proposed rescission or re
scissions of budget authority or any pro
posed repeal of a targeted tax benefit, as ap
plicable, if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(ii) It shall not be in order for a Member 
of the House or Senate to move to strike any 
proposed rescission under clause (i) unless 
the amendment reduces the appropriate Def
icit Reduction Account (pursuant to section 
314) if the program, project, or account to 
which the proposed rescission applies was 
identified in the Deficit Reduction Account 
in the special message under subsection (b). 

" (4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

" (B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 

" (C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
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manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control on the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 
the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT To MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub
section (b) shall be made available for obli
gation on the day after the date on which ei
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted to Congress 
under subsection (b) shall be deemed re
pealed unless, during the period described in 
that subsection, either House rejects the bill 
transmitted with that special message. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(l) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; and 

"(3) The term "targeted tax benefit" 
means any provision which has the practical 
effect of providing a benefit in the form of a 
differential treatment to a particular tax
payer or a limited class of taxpayers, wheth
er or not such provision is limited by its 
terms to a particular taxpayer or a class of 
taxpayers. Such term does not include any 
benefit provided to a class of taxpayers dis
tinguished on the basis of general demo
graphic conditions such as income, number 
of dependents, or marl tal status.". 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re-

serve or", by striking "the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or" each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "rescis
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or"; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or", by striking "bill or" the second 
place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be,"; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "bill 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
"bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis
sion bill or" and by striking ", and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis
sion bill)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2)-
(i) by striking the first sentence; 
(ii) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: "Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi
nority leader or his designee. "; 

(iii) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re

scission bill or" and by striking "amend
ment, debatable motion," and by inserting 
"debatable motion"; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits.". 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] will be recog
nized for 15 minutes, and a Member op
posed will be recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
DERRICK] will be recognized for 15 min
utes in opposition. 

The Chair recognizes the gentlern,an 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased to 
come to the floor with TIM PENNY and 
JOHN KASICH to offer this substitute 
amendment to H.R. 4600, the Expedited 
Rescissions Act of 1994. 

Our amendment would allow the 
President to propose to cut or elimi
nate individual spending items in ap
propriations bills throughout the year. 
The President could place some or all 
of the savings from proposed rescis
sions in a deficit reduction account. In 

addition, the President would be able 
to propose to repeal targeted tax 
breaks which benefit a particular tax
payer or class of taxpayers within 10 
days of signing a tax bill. 

Within 10 legislative days after the 
President sends a rescission package to 
Congress, a vote shall be taken on the 
rescission bill. The bill may not be 
amended on the floor, except that 50 
House Members can request a vote on a 
motion to strike an individual rescis
sion from the package. If a majority of 
Members voted in favor of the individ
ual item, it would be struck from the 
bill. If approved by a simple majority 
of the House, the bill would be sent to 
the Senate for consideration under the 
same expedited procedure. 

Any appropriations or tax item that 
was submitted by the President would 
be in effect suspended until Congress 
acts on the President's package. If Con
gress avoids a vote, the funds would 
continue to be withheld from obliga
tion or the tax provision would con
tinue to be deemed to be repealed. Un
like current law, Congress could not 
force the President to spend the money 
by ignoring the rescissions. If a simple 
majority in either the House or Senate 
defeats a rescission proposal, the funds 
for programs covered by the proposal 
would be released for obligation in ac
cordance with the previously enacted 
appropriation, or the tax provision 
would take effect. If a bill rescinding 
spending or repealing tax benefits is 
approved by the House and Senate, it 
would be sent to the President for his 
signature. 

While I believe that the base bill in
troduced by JOHN SPRATT is a clear im
provement over current law, and I com
mend my friend from Sou th Carolina 
for the leadership he has shown on this 
issue, I believe there are several areas 
in which this legislation can be im
proved. It is in this spirit the three of 
us are offering our substitute. Our 
amendment would improve the base 
text in several ways: 

First, the President would have the 
option of earmarking savings from pro
posed rescissions to deficit reduction in 
anticipation of lockbox legislation 
which this body will consider later this 
year. Under the base bill, the savings 
from rescissions automatically would 
be available to be spent on other pro
grams; 

Second, the President would be able 
to single out narrowly drawn provi
sions in tax bills which are added to 
tax bills at the behest of large corpora
tions or weal thy taxpayers. Congress 
would have to vote on these rifle shot 
tax provisions on their merits. 

Third, the President would be able to 
submit a rescission package for expe
dited consideration at any point in the 
year. The base bill would restrict the 
President to submitting rescissions 
during a limited window after signing 
an appropriations bill. 
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Fourth, the new expedited rescission 

authority would be established perma
nently instead of being limited to the 
few remaining months of the 103d Con
gress as the base bill would do. 

Fifth, if 50 members of the House or 
15 members of the Senate request a 
separate vote on an individual item, 
they would have the opportunity to 
convince a majority of the House to 
strike that item project from the pack
age before the vote on the overall 
package. Under the base bill, Members 
could be placed in a position of being 
compelled to oppose the entire package 
because of one item included in the 
package even though they supported 
virtually all rescissions in the package. 

Sixth, our substitute would not lay 
out a cumbersome new procedure for 
consideration of an Appropriations 
Committee alternative as the base bill 
does. Contrary to some suggestions, 
our substitute does not prevent Con
gress from considering an alternative 
rescission package. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will 
give Congress and the President an ad
ditional tool for fiscal responsibility 
and improve accountability in taxing 
and spending legislation without dis
rupting the constitutional balance of 
power. I urge the House to vote for the 
Stenholm-Penny-Kasich expedited re
scission substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer a series of ques
tions and answers with respect to our 
amendment: 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS STENHOLM-PENNY
KASICH SUBSTITUTE TO H.R. 4600 

How does the substitute differ from legisla
tion which was passed by the House last 
year? 

The Stenholm-Penny-Kasich substitute 
makes several changes to the legislation 
passed by the House last year to respond to 
concerns raised by many members and sig
nificantly strengthen the legislation. The 
President would be able to single out newly 
enacted targeted tax benefits as well as ap
propriated items for individual votes. Unlike 
the legislation passed last year, which re
quired the President to submit rescissions 
within a three-day window after signing an 
appropriations blll, the President would be 
able to submit a rescission package for expe
dited consideration at any point in the year. 
The President would have the option of ear
marking savings from proposed rescissions 
to deficit reduction in anticipation of 
lockbox legislation, which no other e~pe
dited rescission or line-item veto proposal 
would permit. The new expedited rescission 
authority would be established permanently 
instead of being sunsetted after two years. 
Members would have the ability to obtain 
separate votes on individual items in a re
scission package that have significant sup
port. The substitute explicitly prevents the 
President 's rescissions from being considered 
under a special rule which would waive the 
requirements of the section. Finally, the pre
rogative of the Appropriations Committee to 
move their own rescission bill would be pre
served without creating a cumbersome new 
procedure. 

How ls the procedure under the Stenholm
Penny-Kaslch expedited rescission legisla
tion different from the existing procedure for 

considering Presidential rescissions under 
Title X of the Budget Control and Impound
ment Act? 

Under Title X of the Budget Control and 
Impoundment Act, the President may pro
pose to rescind all or part of any item at any 
time during the fiscal year. If Congress does 
not take action on the proposed rescission 
within 45 days of continuous session, the 
funds must be released for obligation. Con
gress routinely ignores Presidential rescis
sions. The discharge procedure for forcing a 
floor vote on Presidential rescissions is cum
bersome and has never been used. Most Pres
idential rescission messages have died with
out a floor vote. 

Congress has approved just 34.5% of the in
dividual rescissions proposed by the Presi
dent since 1974 (350 of 1012 rescissions sub
mitted), representing slightly more than 30% 
of the dollar volume of proposed rescissions. 
Nearly a third of the Presidential rescissions 
approved came in 1981. Excluding 1981, Con
gress has approved less than 20% of the dol
lar volume in Presidential rescissions. Al
though Congress has initiated $65 billion in 
rescissions on its own, it has ignored nearly 
$48 billion in Presidential rescissions submit
ted under Title X of the Budget Control and 
Impoundment Act without any vote at all on 
the merits of the rescissions. 

In 1992, the threat that there would be an 
.attempt to utilize the Title X discharge pro
cedure to force votes on 128 rescissions sub
mitted by President Bush provided the impe
tus for the Appropriations Committee to re
port a bill rescinding more than $8 billion. 
However, this was an exception. Most rescis
sion messages are ignored. The Stenholm
Penny-Kaslch substitute would change that 
and force Congress to react to Presidential 
messages and vote on them, increasing the 
likelihood that unnecessary spending would 
be eliminated. 

Could Congress thwart the provisions of 
the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich expedited re
scission legislation by reporting a rule that 
waives the requirements of this proposal? 

No. The substitute specifically states that 
" It shall not be in order in the House of Rep
resentatives to consider any rescission bill 
introduced pursuant to the provisions of this 
section ... under a special rule." Further
more, OMB could continue to withhold the 
funds from obligation until the President's 
plan was voted on as required by this legisla
tion regardless of any attempts by Congress 
to waive its internal rules. If Congress used 
its Constitutional authority to set its own 
rules to avoid a vote on the President's re
scissions, it would give the President the 
ability to indefinitely impound the funds. 

How does expedited rescission legislation 
ensure that a Presidential rescission is voted 
on by Congress? 

Expedited rescission legislation establishes 
several procedural requirements ensuring 
that Congress cannot simply ignore a rescis
sion message. A rescission bill would be in
troduced by request by either the Majority 
or Minority Leader. If the Appropriations 
Committee does not report out the rescission 
bill as required within ten days, the bill is 
automatically discharged from the commit
tee and placed on the appropriate calendar. 
Once the bill is either reported by or dis
charged from the Appropriations Committee, 
any indiyldual member may make a highly 
privileged motion to proceed to consider
ation of the bill. Although a motion to ad
journ would take precedence, the House 
could not prevent a vote on a rescission mes
sage by adjourning because only legislative 
days are counted toward the ten day clock. 

By providing for a highly privileged motion 
to proceed to consideration and limiting de
bate and preventing amendments to a rescis
sion bill. This proposal ensures that there 
will be a vote on a rescission bill so long as 
one member is willing to stand up on the 
House floor and make a motion to proceed. 

The substitute includes language to dis
courage the House from avoiding a vote on 
the President's package, by making the re
lease of funds by OMB contingent on Con
gress voting on and defeating the President 's 
package. 

Under current law, OMB withholds funds 
from apportionment until Congress acts on a 
rescission message. Funds included in a re
scission message would be frozen in the pipe
line until Congress either votes to rescind 
them or to release them for obligation. The 
substitute provides that the funds must be 
released for obligation upon defeat of the 
President 's rescission bill in either House. 
This is different from the requirement in 
Section 1012 of the Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974, which states "Any motion of 
budget authority proposed to be rescinded 
.. . shall be made available for obligation, 
unless, within the prescribed 45 day period, 
the Congress has completed action on a re
scission bill rescinding all or part of the 
amount proposed to be rescinded. " By spe
cifically providing that the funds would be 
released upon defeat of the President 's pack
age and not providing for any other cir
cumstances in which OMB must release the 
funds, the language of the Stenholm-Penny
Kaslch substitute clearly provides that OMB 
will be required to release the funds only 
when Congress votes on and rejects the re
scission bill. 

Similarly, the amendment provides that 
any tax benefits proposed to be repealed be 
" deemed to have been repealed unless ... ei
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

How would the motion to strike individual 
items from a package of rescissions work? 

A member would be able to make a motion 
to strike an individual item in the rescission 
bill if 49 members support the motion. This 
procedure would be similar to existing proce
dures to call for recorded votes or the proce
dure for discharging rescission bills under 
Title X of the Impoundment Control Act in 
which the members supporting the motion 
would stand and be counted. If the requisite 
number of members supported a motion to 
strike, the motion would be debated under 
the five minute rule and the House would 
vote on the motion. If the motion was sup
ported by a majority of members, the item 
would be struck from the bill. The House 
would vote on final passage of the rescission 
bill after disposing of any motion to strike. 

If 50 members feel strongly about an indi
vidual item to coordinate the actions nec
essary to obtain a motion to strike, they de
serve to have the opportunity to make their 
case to the full House. They would still have 
to convince a majority of the House that 
their project was justified. 

Wouldn 't the motion to strike deprive the 
President of a vote on his rescissions? 

No. Congress would vote on the merits of 
each rescission either as part of the overall 
package or on a motion to strike. While 
there might not be one vote on the entire 
package if a motion to strike succeeded, 
Congress would have voted on the merits of 
individual rescissions when it voted on the 
motions to strike items from the package. 

The motion to strike increases the chance 
of passing rescissions submitted by the 
President by providing a safety valve to take 



16570 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 14, 1994 
"killer" items out of a rescission package to 
avoid the entire package from being defeated 
because of one i tern with strong support. If 
there is a strong core of support within Con
gress for an individual item, there would be 
a high likelihood that the supporters of that 
item could form an alliance to defeat the en
tire bill. Although the President would pre
sumably make political judgements to avoid 
including items that would sink the entire 
package, the administration will not always 
be aware of all traps that may lie with an in
dividual spending program or tax provision. 
This safety valve would prevent a political 
miscalculation from sinking the entire bill. 

What types of tax provisions would be sub
ject to the new rescission process? 

The provision for expedited consideration 
of proposal to repeal tax i terns would be re
stricted to targeted tax benefits. "Targeted 
tax benefits" are defined as provisions in a 
tax bill which provide benefits to a particu
lar taxpayer or limited class of taxpayer. 
The rescission authority would apply to nar
rowly drawn tax items, the so-called "tax 
pork" , which are slipped into tax bills to 
benefit special interests. It will not apply to 
tax provisions based on general demographic 
conditions or marital status, such as the 
earned income tax credit or the personal ex
emption. 

Wouldn 't the ability to repeal tax items 
create uncertainty in the tax code? 

No. The substitute provides for swift con
sideration of proposals to repeal tax provi
sions so that taxpayers would know the final 
disposition of any tax provision within area
sonable period of time following the passage 
of a tax bill. The President must submit a 
proposal to repeal a tax provision within ten 
business days after signing a tax bill. Both 
Houses of Congress would be required to act 
within twenty legislative days. 

Could the President propose to rewrite tax 
provisions? 

No. The President would only be able to 
propose legislative language necessary to re
peal individual tax provisions for expedited 
consideration. Legislation submitted by the 
President to rewrite a tax provision would 
not be subject to the expedited procedures of 
this amendment. 

Doesn't this legislation constitute an un
constitutional legislative veto? 

No. This legislation was carefully crafted 
to comply with the Constitutional require
ments established by the courts by I.N.S. v. 
Chada 462, U.S. 919 (1983), the case that de
clared legislative veto provisions unconstitu
tional. Legislative vetoes allow one or both 
Houses of Congress (or a Congressional com
mittee) to stop executive actions by passing 
a resolution that is not presented to the 
President. The Chada court held that legisla
tive vetoes are unconstitutional because 
they allow Congress to exercise legislative 
power without complying with Constitu
tional requirements for bicameral passage of 
legislation and presentment of legislation to 
the President for signature or veto. For ex
ample, allowing the House (or Congress as a 
whole) to block a Presidential rescission by 
passing a motion of disapproval without 
sending the bill to the President for signa
ture or veto would violate the Chada test. 
This substitute meets the Chada tests of bi
cameralism and presentment by requiring 
that both chambers of Congress pass a mo
tion enacting the rescission and send it to 
the President for signature or veto, before 
the funds are rescinded. The substitute does 
not provide for legislative review of a preced
ing executive action, but expedited consider
ation of an executive proposal. Thus, it rep-

resents a so-called " report and wait" provi
sion that the court approved in Sibbach v. 
Wilson and Co., 312 U.S. 1 (1941) and re
affirmed in Chada. 

If a majority of Congress has voted for 
items as part of an appropriations or tax bill, 
wouldn't the same majority vote to preserve 
the items when they were rescinded? 

Just as President's often sign appropria
tions bill (or other bills for that matter) that 
includes individual items that he does not 
support, Congress often passes appropria
tions bills without passing judgement on in
dividual items. Expedited rescission legisla
tion would force the President and Congress 
to examine spending items on their individ
ual merit and not as part of an overall pack
age. Many items included in omnibus appro
priations bill would not be able to receive 
majority support in Congress if they were 
forced to stand on their own individual mer
its. Members who voted for an appropria
tions or tax bill may be willing to vote to 
eliminate individual items that had been in 
the omnibus bill. 

Isn't requiring an additional vote on items 
that have already been approved by Congress 
a waste of time? 

As was stated above, the fact that an item 
was included in an omnibus appropriations 
or tax bill does not necessary imply that a 
majority of Congress supported that individ
ual item. For example, when Congress passed 
the Agricultural Appropriations Bill in 1990, 
the majority of the members did not endorse 
spending on Lawrence Welk's home. Requir
ing a second vote on individual items in
cluded in an omnibus appropriation bill is 
not an unreasonable response to realities of 
the legislative process. 

Doesn't providing the President expedited 
rescission authority alter the balance of 
power between Congress and the President? 

No. The approach of expedited rescission 
legislation strikes a balance between pro
tecting Congress' control of the purse and 
providing the accountability in the appro
priations process. Unlike line-item veto leg
islation, this substitute would preserve the 
Constitutional power of Congressional ma
jorities to control spending decisions. Expe
dited rescission authority increases the ac
countability of both sides, but does not give 
the President undue leverage in the appro
priations process because funding for a pro
gram will continue if a majority of either 
House disagree with him. 

Since the rescission process would only 
apply to the relatively small amount of 
spending in discretionary programs and a 
limited number of small tax breaks, isn't 
this just a political gimmick that won't have 
a significant impact on the deficit? 

The authors of this proposal have never 
claimed that this proposal would balance the 
budget or even make a substantial dent in 
the budget deficit. However, it will be a use
ful tool in helping the President and Con
gress identify and eliminate as much as $10 
billion in wasteful or low-priority spending 
each year. Many of the special interest tax 
provisions that would be subject to expedited 
rescission have a considerable cost. It will 
help ensure that the federal government 
spends its scarce resources in the most effec
tive way possible and does not divert re
sources to low-priority programs. Perhaps 
most importantly, by increasing the ac
countability of the budget process, it will 
help restore some credibility to the federal 
government's handling of taxpayer money 
with the public. This credibility is necessary 
if Congress and the President are to gain 
public support for the tough choices of cut-

ting benefits or raising taxes necessary to 
balance the budget. 

Would this proposal apply to entitlement 
programs funded through the appropriations 
process such as unemployment insurance and 
food stamps? 

No. Although other versions of expedited 
rescission legislation would have allowed a 
President to propose to rescind spending for 
entitlement programs funded through the 
regular appropriations bills (as is the case 
with unemployment insurance and other in
come support programs), this was changed to 
clarify that the expedited rescission process 
does not apply to any entitlement programs. 

Doesn' t expedited rescission violate the 
legislative prerogative by requiring action 
under a specific timetable and preventing 
amendments to a rescission bill? 

The expedited procedure for consideration 
of rescission messages in this substitute is 
similar to fast track procedures for trade 
agreements or for base closure reports, 
which have worked relatively well. In fact, 
the scope of the legislation that would be 
subject to expedited consideration is much 
more confined under this procedure than in 
either trade agreements or base closings. 

Wouldn't allowing the President to submit 
rescissions throughout the year give the 
President undue ability to dictate the legis
lative calendar? 

The substitute preserves the flexibility of 
Congressional leaders to develop the legisla
tive schedule while ensuring that the Presi
dent's package is voted on in a timely fash
ion. It provides that the time allowed for 
consideration of the bill before a vote is re
quired be counted in legislative days instead 
of calendar days, ensuring that the House 
will be in session for ten days after receiving 
the message before a vote is required. The 
House could vote on the package at any 
point within the ten legislative days for con
sideration. 

Could the President propose to lower the 
spending level of an item, or would he have 
to eliminate the entire item? 

The President could propose to rescind the 
budget authority for all or part of any pro
gram in an appropriations bill. Consequently 
the President could, if he so chose, submit a 
rescission that simply lowered the budget 
authority for a certain program without 
eliminating it entirely. In comparison, most 
line-item veto proposals require the Presi
dent to propose to eliminate an entire line 
item in an appropriations bill. 

Would this proposal allow the President to 
strike legislative language from appropria
tions bills? 

No. It specifically allows a President to re
scind only budget authority provided in an 
appropriations act and requires that the 
draft bill submitted by the President have 
only the effect of canceling budget author
ity. Legislative language, including limita
tion riders, would not be subject to this pro
cedure. 

Could the President propose to increase 
budget authority for a program? 

No. The substitute specifically provides 
that the President may propose to eliminate 
or reduce budget authority provided in an 
appropriations bill. It does not allow the 
President to propose an increase in budget 
authority. 

What happens if the President submits a 
rescission message after Congress recesses 
for the year? 

The House has ten legislative days to con
sider the rescission message. Since the time 
allowed for consideration of the rescission 
message only counts days that Congress is in 
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session, Congress would not be required to 
vote on a rescission message until after it re
turns from recess. However, the funds would 
not be released for apportionment for pro
posed rescissions until Congress votes on and 
defeats a Presidential rescission bill. Con
gressional leaders would have to decide 
whether to reconvene Congress to consider 
the rescission message or to leave the mes
sage pending while Congress is in recess. 
Congress could delay adjourning sine die 
until the time period in which the President 
could submit a rescission has expired so that 
it can reconvene to consider a rescission 
message if it is submitted after Congress 
completes all other business. If the funds in
cluded in a rescission message are considered 
by Congress to be important, Congress would 
have to return to session to vote on the mes
sage. If a rescission message is submitted 
after the first session of the 103rd Congress 
has adjourned for the year, or if Congress ad
journs before the period for consideration of 
a rescission message expires, the rescission 
message would remain pending at the begin
ning of the second session of the 103rd Con
gress. The House would still be required to 
vote on the rescission message by the tenth 
legislative day after the rescission package 
was submitted. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON AS A 

SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT IN THE NA
TURE OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. 
STENHOLM 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, pursu

ant to the rule, I offer an amendment 
as a substitute for the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
Mr. STENHOLM. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment of
fered as a substitute. 

The text of the amendment offered 
by Mr. SOLOMON to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
Mr. STENHOLM is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SOLOMON as a 
substitute for the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute offered by Mr. STENHOLM: In 
lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by 
the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
by Mr. STENHOLM, insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "The En
hanced Rescission/Receipts Act of 1994". 
SEC. 2. LEGISLATIVE LINE·ITEM VETO RESCIS· 

SION AUTHORITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwlthstanding the pro

visions of part B of title X of the Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the President may rescind all or 
part of any discretionary budget authority 
or veto any targeted tax benefit within any 
revenue bill which is subject to the terms of 
this Act if the Presldent-

(1) determines that-
(A) such recession or veto would help re

duce the Federal budget deficit; 
(B) such rescission or veto will not impair 

any essential Government functions; and 
(C) such rescission or veto will not harm 

the national interest; and 
(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission 

or veto by a special message not later than 
twenty calendar days (not including Satur
days, Sundays, or holidays) after the date of 
enactment of a regular or supplemental ap
propriation act or a joint resolution making 
continuing appropriations providing such 
budget authority or a revenue bill contain
ing a targeted tax benefit. 

The President shall submit a separate rescis
sion message for each appropriation bill and 
for each revenue bill under this paragraph. · 
SEC. 3. RESCISSION EFFECTIVE UNLESS DIS· 

APPROVED. 
(a)(l) Any amount of budget authority re

scinded under this Act as set forth in a spe
cial message by the President shall be 
deemed canceled unless, during the period 
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill making available all 
of the amount rescinded ls enacted into law. 

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under this 
Act as set forth in a special message by the 
President shall be deemed repealed unless, 
during the period described in subsection (b), 
a rescission/receipts disapproval bill restor
ing that provision is enacted into law. 

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a) 
is-

(1) a congressional review period of twenty 
calendar days of session during which Con
gress must complete action on the rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and present such 
bill to the President for approval or dis
approval; 

(2) after the period provided in paragraph 
(1), an additional ten days (not including 
Sundays) during which the President may 
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and 

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal
endar days of session after the date of the 
veto. 

(c) If a special message is transmitted by 
the President under this Act and the last ses
sion of the Congress adjourns sine die before 
the expiration of the period described in sub
section (b), the rescission or veto, as the case 
may be, shall not take effect. The message 
shall be deemed to have been retransmitted 
on the first day of the succeeding Congress 
and the review period referred to in sub
section (b) (with respect to such message) 
shall run beginning after such first day. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) The term "rescission/receipts dis

approval bill" means a bill or joint resolu
tion which-

(A) only disapproves a rescission of budget 
authority, in whole, rescinded, or 

(B) only disapproves a veto of any provi
sion of law that would decrease receipts, 
in a special message transmitted by the 
President under this Act. 

(2) The term "calendar days of session" 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session. 

(3) The term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision which has the practical effect 
of providing a benefit in the form of a dif
feren tlal treatment to a particular taxpayer 
or a limited class of taxpayers, whether or 
not such provision is limited by its terms to 
a particular taxpayer or a class of taxpayers. 
Such term does not include any benefit pro
vided to a class of taxpayers distinguished on 
the basis of general demographic conditions 
such as income, number of dependents, or 
marital status. 
SEC. 5. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 

LEGISLATIVE LINE ITEM VETO RE· 
SCISSIONS. 

(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.
Whenever the President rescinds any budget 
authority as provided in this Act or vetoes 
any provision of law as provided in this Act, 
the President shall transmit to both Houses 
of Congress a special message specifying-

(!) the amount of budget authority re
scinded or the provision vetoed; 

(2) any account, department, or establish
ment of the Government to which such budg
et authority is available for obligation, and 
the specific project or governmental func
tions involved; 

(3) the reasons and justifications for the 
determination to rescind budget authority or 
veto any provision pursuant to this Act; 

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the 
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary 
effect of the rescission or veto; and 

(5) all factions, circumstances, and consid
erations relating to or bearing upon the re
scission or veto and the decision to effect the 
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the 
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and 
programs for which the budget authority is 
provided. 

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE 
AND SENATE.-

(1) Each special message transmitted under 
this Act shall be transmitted to the House of 
Representatives and the Senate on the same 
day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives if the House is 
not in session, and to the Secretary of the 
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each 
special message so transmitted shall be re
ferred to the appropriate committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Each such message shall be printed as a doc
ument of each House. 

(2) Any special message transmitted under 
this Act shall be printed in the first issue of 
the Federal Register published after such 
transmittal. 

(C) REFERRAL OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS DIS
APPROVAL BILLS.-Any rescission/receipts 
disapproval bill introduced with respect to a 
special message shall be referred to the ap
propriate committees of the House of Rep
resentatives or the Senate, as the case may 
be. 

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.-
(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill 

received in the Senate from the House shall 
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the 
provisions of this Act. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo
tions and appeals in connection therewith, 
shall be limited to not more than ten hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minor! ty leader or their designees. 

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motions or appeal in connection with such 
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal
ly divided between, and controlled by the 
mover and the manager of the bill, except 
that in the event the manager of the bill ls 
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the 
time in opposition thereto shall be con
trolled by the minority leader or his des
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the pas
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any de
batable motion or appeal. 

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not 
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a 
motion to recommit with instructions to re
port back within a specified number of days 
not to exceed one, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session) is not in 
order. 

(e) POINTS OF ORDER.-
(1) It shall not be in order in the Senate or 

the House of Representatives to consider any 
rescission/receipts disapproval bill that re
lates to any matter other than the rescission 
of budget authority or veto of the provision 
of law transmitted by the President under 
this Act. 
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(2) it shall not be in order in the Senate or 

the House of Representatives to consider any 
amendment to a rescission/receipts dis
approval bill. 

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of 
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and 
sworn. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from New York will be rec
ognized for 15 minutes, and a Member 
opposed will be recognized for 15 min
utes. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I un
derstand the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK], was recognized 
in opposition to the Stenholm amend
ment. Who is recognized in . opposition 
to my amendment offered as a sub
stitute for the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair is about to inquire. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Solomon amendment 
and Mr. DERRICK is willing to rise in 
opposition to the Solomon amendment. 
We will di vi de the time or we will 
share it. 

0 1700 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] has 
time in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM]. He may also be as
signed the time in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Solomon amend
ment as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from South Carolina rises in opposition 
to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Everybody is so hesi
tant to rise in opposition to my amend
ment. That is nice. 

The CHAIRMAN. Therefore, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
has 15 minutes in support of his amend
ment. The gentleman from South Caro
lina [Mr. DERRICK] has 15 minutes in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON]. In addition, the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] 
still has the time in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]' and Mr. 
STENHOLM has 11 minutes remaining to 
him in support of his amendment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Would the gentleman 
from South Carolina reserve his time 
and allow me to make an opening 
statement in the time that he has re
maining in opposition to both of our 
amendments? 

Mr. DERRICK. Yes, Mr. Chairman, 
that is fine. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Sou th Carolina yield time to the 
gentleman from New York? 

Mr. SOLOMON. No, Mr. Chairman. 
He reserves his time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve my time. Let the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON] proceed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] re
serves his time. Therefore, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
on his own time will be recognized for 
whatever time he designates within 15 
minutes. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I appreciate having 
this all straightened out, Mr. Chair
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the Solomon 
substitute for the Stenholm amend
ment made in order pursuant to the 
rule. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I have 
offered is quite simple and yet fun
damentally different from either R.R. 
4600 or the Stenholm substitute. This is 
the real line-item veto. What it says is 
that a President's cancellation of a 
spending item or a special interest tax 
break will take effect unless it is dis
approved by a majority of both Houses 
of Congress within 20 days. 

Since the President would likely veto 
a disapproval bill, it would then re
quire two-thirds of both Houses, under 
the Constitution, to override the Presi
dent's veto and force the money to be 
spent or the tax break to take effect. 

Mr. Chairman, that's the kind of 
line-item veto most Governors have. It 
is what President Clinton said he want
ed during the 1992 campaign, though he 
has since bought off on these watered
down expedited rescission bills. 

We all know that it is not enough to 
require that both Houses of Congress 
approve the President's proposed cuts 
in wasteful spending, since it is the 
same majority that log-rolled those 
pork-barrel projects down to the White 
House in the first place. 

If the President's proposals are meri
torious, we should be willing to say 
that they will stick unless a super
majori ty of Congress is willing to over
ride him. 

Mr. Chairman, public support for the 
real line-item veto has always been 
over 60 percent. The people understand 
this issue. They've seen it work in 
their own States. They've seen how we 
sometimes lard these spending bills 
with special projects that don't have 
merit but are purely political pork. 

Mr. Chairman, I don' t think anyone 
has suggested that the line-item veto is 
the total answer to our deficit problem. 
But it would certainly contribute to re
ducing that deficit. 

In the first place, we would be more 
careful about putting things in appro
priations bills that we know don't be
long there. We wouldn't want to be em
barrassed by having the President sin
gle them out for a line-item veto. 

In the second place, even when we do 
slip them in, we know that the chances 

are very slim they will survive this 
tough process that will require that 
they repass by a two-thirds vote of 
both Houses. 

As Members have testified of their 
own State experiences, this is not a 
power the Executive abuses. It is used 
frugally and wisely and selectively. 
But it is a useful fiscal tool in discour
aging and restraining wasteful spend
ing to begin with, and in extracting it 
if need be. 

Mr. Chairman, before I close, I want 
to pay tribute to our Republican lead
er, BOB MICHEL, whose bill, R.R. 493, 
this substitute is based on. It was he 
who extended this veto concept and ex
pedited process into the area of special 
interest tax breaks, and I think that is 
a very valuable contribution. 

And let me hasten to add this is a bi
partisan substitute. It got the votes of 
33 Democrats last year and I hope it 
will get even more today. 

I am especially grateful to the lead
ership of JIM COOPER, JIMMY HAYES, 
GARY CONDIT, and BILLY TAUZIN for 
sponsoring this amendment. 

On our side we again have the strong 
leadership on the line-item veto from 
three outstanding freshmen: MIKE CAS
TLE, PETER BLUTE, and JACK QUINN. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
for this only true line-item veto we 
will have before us this year. Let's 
start to do things right around here 
and give the President special author
ity in partnership with the Congress to 
curb wasteful spending. Vote "yes" on 
the Solomon line-item veto substitute. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Chairman, as the 
gentleman knows, he and I often vote 
together, and we believe in doing some
thing about the deficit. But I am on 
the other side of this issue. I am sur
prised that the gentleman feels that we 
can turn the Government over to the 
bureaucracy of the OMB instead of let
ting the Congress do this. And, as the 
gentleman knows, we have had, 
through the years we have had, rescis
sions, but the Committee on Appro
priations has not seen fit to bring it. 
What we are trying to do with the en
hanced rescission is to make sure it 
comes. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, let me 
reclaim my time because I have deep 
respect for my great friend who is re
tiring. I am going t,o miss him dearly. 
He is wrong on this issue, I say respect
fully. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. DERRICK] be good enough to yield 
a little time to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. HUTTO]? 
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. HU'ITO]. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Chairman, getting 
back to what I was saying a while ago , 
I believe that, if we had the line item 
veto that is being talked about, we 
would have constant conflict between 
the executive and legislative branches. 
I think that we ought to rule in this 
House and this Congress, and, if we 
have enhanced rescission where the 
Committee on Appropriations has to 
bring these rescissions here, we can 
vote on it, simple majority, and take 
care of it. 

So, I just want to say to the gen
tleman that I hope we do not turn our 
government over to the bureaucracy. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, the 
Solomon amendment does not improve 
the bill, and Members ought to reject it 
for one simple reason: the amendment 
would enable a one-third-plus-one mi
nority in either House to join with a 
President to dictate the fiscal prior
ities of this country. 

Under this amendment, a President 
could within 20 days of signing a reve
nue or tax bill, propose rescissions of 
budget authority or the repeal of tar
geted tax benefits, and they would take 
effect permanently unless Congress 
voted to disapprove them within a 
specified time. Since a President would 
veto any bill to disapprove his propos
als, for Congress ' priorities to prevail 
would require a two-thirds vote in both 
Houses. Conversely, for the President 
to prevail, he need convince only one
third pl us one of either House to sus
tain his veto. 

Mr. Chairman, the principle which 
underlies our democratic system of 
government is majority rule. I do not 
believe it wise for Congress to create a 
rescission process in which a President, 
with the support of only 34 Senators or 
146 Representatives, could dictate fis
cal or tax policy, on a line-by-line 
basis, to majorities in both the House 
and Senate. We should not tilt the bal
ance of the power of the purse so dra
matically in the President's favor, no 
matter who he is or what political 
party he belongs to. 

What reason have we to believe the 
President's fiscal priorities are inher
ently better than ours? What reason 
have we to believe the Executive 
branch institutionally favors less 
spending than Congress? None. In fact, 
there is considerable evidence to the 
contrary. 

Since 1945 Congress has appropriated 
billions less than the various Presi
dents have requested. Moreover, since 
1974 Congress has actually rescinded 
more spending than the Presidents 
have proposed to rescind. 

According to the General Accounting 
Office, from 1974 through last Septem
ber 20, Presidents have proposed to re
scind $69.6 billion in spending, an im
pressive sum. But during that time 
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Congress has actually rescinded $88. 7 
billion in spending. In other words, Mr. 
Chairman, Congress has since 1974 re
scinded 27 percent more spending than 
Presidents have proposed to rescind. 
That is not widely understood, or 
something for which Congress receives 
the credit it deserves. 

Mr. Chairman, the g-oal of the under
lying bill, and indeed this whole exer
cise, is to add accountability for spend
ing decisions to the appropriations 
process. The goal is not merely to ad
vance and promote the President's 
brand of spending over Congress' brand 
of spending, which is what the Solomon 
amendment would do. 

We are dealing with the fundamental 
relationship between the two political 
branches. We must not give any Presi
dent even more power than he already 
has to shove his priorities down Con
gress' throat. We have no idea what his 
priorities might be; we know only they 
will probably be different. If the Presi
dent can convince a majority of each 
House to reject the items he has identi
fied as wasteful and proposed to repeal, 
then he ought to prevail. But he ought 
not prevail with only minority support. 
If he lacks majority support for his po
sition, then he can still use his regular 
veto; nothing in the bill affects that. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill is designed to 
give the President the responsibility to 
ferret out arguably wasteful items in 
appropriations acts and force Congress 
to approve them again if it wishes. I 
believe the bill will achieve the desired 
effect without disrupting the balance 
of power so carefully created by our 
Founding Fathers. 

The Solomon amendment, on the 
other hand, would enable the President 
and a minority in one House to dictate 
his priorities to majorities in both 
Houses. In my opinion, the Solomon 
amendment would also make getting 
the bill through the Senate tougher, if 
not impossible. I urge all Members to 
reject the Solomon amendment, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. DEAL]. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, last year I 
joined the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. MINGE] and 11 other freshmen 
Democrats in introducing an enhanced 
revision provision which is very similar 
to the amendment being offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] 
this year. I am pleased that he has im
proved on the base text of the amend
ment to the bill that is being offered 
today by incorporating many of those 
suggestions that we had last year. 

Now, I have listened with interest to 
the argument that we should not pass 
either of these provisions because we 
must guard the prerogative of the leg-

islative branch of government over the 
budgetary process. And I understand 
that. For after all, we have done a 
great job, right by ourselves. Our debt 
is only $4.6 trillion. Maybe we just need 
a little more time. For after all, it has 
only been 25 years since we were able 
to balance the budget. And maybe we 
should not put anymore power into the 
hands of someone who would use that 
power to leverage votes on other legis
lative issues, for such a concept is obvi
ously an abuse that is foreign to this 
body. 

Well, I am willing to take the chance. 
I think our debt is too big. I think 25 
years of trying is too long. I am willing 
to put the President, any President, in 
the caldron with us, to try to make it 
better. 

Now, if the real concern about this 
proposal is the loss of legislative pre
rogative , then I, and I am sure many 
others, would suggest that let us limit 
it to only those occasions when the 
budget is out of balance. That might 
put some incentive on us to do a better 
job as well. 

In conclusion, I am one of those 
freshmen Democrats who last year sup
ported the Solomon proposal, and in
tend to do so today. And, if it fails, I 
intend to vote for the Stenholm 
amendment. I would urge others to do 
the same. 
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
Washington, DC, March 30, 1993. 

To: Hon. Charles Stenholm. Attention: Ed 
Lorenzen. 

From: American Law Division. 
Subject: Application of rescission authority 

to tax expenditures. 
This memorandum provides, at your re

quest, quick analysis of whether the same 
constitutional principles that govern appli
cation of rescission authority to appro
priated funds apply as well to rescission of 
"tax expenditures." We understand as well 
that the requested context for analysis is 
H.R. 1013, a bill entitled " Expedited Consid
eration of Proposed Rescissions Act of 1993." 
It is proposed that language be added to that 
bill adding " tax expenditures" as a category 
within which the President may trigger ex
pedited congressional consideration of pro
posed rescission legislation. 

Some background may be helpful. The 
same constitutional principles govern appli
cation of rescission authority to " appropria
tions" and to " tax expenditures. " These gov
erning principles are set out in previously 
prepared memoranda enclosed for your re
view: " Constitutionality of Granting Presi
dent Enhanced Budget Rescission Author
ity," June 27, 1989; and "Adequacy of Stand
ards in Bill Granting President Enhanced 
Budget Rescission Authority, " July 21, 1989, 
both by Johnny H. Killian, Senior Specialist 
in American Constitutional Law, CRS. The 
basic issue raised by actual conferral of re
scission authority on the President involves 
delegation of legislative authority, and 
whether there are adequate standards set 
forth in the law so that it can be determined 
whether the executive has complied with the 
legislative will. In 1989 the Supreme Court 
held in Skinner v. Mid-America Pipeline Co., 
490 U.S. 212, 223, that the same principles 
govern delegation of taxing authority that 
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govern delegation of Congress' other author
ity. 

[T]he delegation of discretionary authority 
under Congress' taxing power is subject to no 
constitutional scrutiny greater than that we 
have applied to other nondelegation chal
lenges. Congress may wisely choose to be 
more circumspect in delegating authority 
under the Taxing Clause than under other of 
its enumerated powers, but this is not a 
heightened degree of prudence required by 
the Constitution. 

We note, however, that no constitutional 
delegation issues are posed by H.R. 1013 or 
the proposed ame.ndment. Instead, the bill 
merely provides for expedited congressional 
consideration of presidential proposals that 
Congress enact legislation authorizing re
scission of "any budget authority provided 
in an appropriations Act." No authority to 
effectuate a rescission, to exercise a line
item veto, or otherwise to nullify statutory 
enactments would be conferred on the Presi
dent by the bill. Inclusion of "tax expendi
tures" along with budget authority as a cat
egory about which the President may pro
pose legislation that will receive expedited 
consideration does nothing to change this 
basic fact that the bill contains no delega
tion of rescission or taxing authority. 

With or without a delegation of authority, 
the principal constitutional distinction be
tween the categories of budget authority and 
tax expenditures is the requirement of Art. I, 
§7, cl. 1 that all bills for raising revenue 
shall originate in the House of Representa
tives. A bill providing for "tax expenditures" 
(currently defined in 2 U.S.C. §622(3) as "rev
enue losses attributable to provisions of the 
Federal tax laws which allow a special exclu
sion, exemption, or deduction ... or which 
provide a special credit, a preferential rate 
of tax, or a deferral of tax liability") might 
also include measures for raising revenues, 
and a bill providing for repeal of tax expendi
tures could be considered to be a bill for rais
ing revenues. 

A further point. The President has the 
power conferred by Art. II, § 3 of the Con
stitution to "recommend to [Congress'] con
sideration such measures as he shall judge 
necessary and expedient," and Congress of 
course cannot prevent the President from 
proposing consideration of legislation, in
cluding legislation that would rescind budget 
authority or repeal tax expenditures. In con
ferring authority to propose rescissions that 
will be subject to expedited consideration by 
the Congress, the bill also restricts the 
President's authority to make a second such 
request and does not explicitly tie that re
striction to operation of the expedited proce
dures. The bill would add a new section 1013 
to the Congressional Budget and Impound
ment Control Act of 1974, and subsection (a) 
would provide in part that "[f]unds made 
available for obligation under this procedure 
may not be proposed for rescission again 
under this section or section 1012." A reason
able implication of "proposed ... under this 
section or section 1012" is that a proposal 
may be submitted independently of the cited 
authority, and that the only restriction is 
that the expedited procedures authorized by 
the new section or in connection with exist
ing section 1012 would not be operative. 
Thus, while the language can and should be 
interpreted to avoid any constitutional issue 
that would be created by interference with 
the President's authority under the Con
stitution to make recommendations to Con
gress, a more direct statement tying the re
striction to operation of the expedited proce
dures could eliminate any basis for question. 

GEORGE COSTELLO, 
Legislative Attorney, American Law Division. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from York, SC [Mr. SPRATT]. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Edgefield for yield
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, for those who support 
a statutory line item veto, Judge Rob
ert Bork, who is an imminent conserv
ative and a Republican, I believe, has 
written a recent Law Journal article, 
and it bears citation. He says: 

In particular, the solution of the line-item 
veto appears dubious, at best. A solution no
body thought of for 200 years has the burden 
of persuasion in constitutional matters. And 
the case for the line-item veto seems less 
than completely persuasive. That is not to 
say the idea of line-item vetoes should be 
dismissed out of hand. It is only to say that 
it is highly unlikely that the courts would be 
inclined to find such a power in the Constitu
tion as written and ratified. It would prob
ably require a constitutional amendment. 

So the first argument you meet, if 
you want to propose a statutory line
item veto, is that why has no Congress, 
why has no President, for over 200 
years, noticed that the Constitution 
claimed this? Those who claim that 
they can find the authority in the Con
stitution have to answer this question. 
They have to answer the question why 
George Washington, who presided over 
the Constitutional Convention, did not 
notice it himself, did not know it him
self. He said about the Constitution, 

From the nature of the Constitution, I 
must approve all parts of a bill, or reject it 
in toto. 

William Howard Taft, another rep
utable President, Republican, he was 
both President and Chief Justice, said: 

The President has no power to veto parts 
of the bill and to allow the rest to become 
law. He must accept it or reject it. 

But where Judge Bork and General 
Washington, President Washington, 
and Chief Justice Taft have refused to 
tread, those who want a line-item veto 
have rushed in. Essentially what they 
say is maybe the Constitution does not 
give this power to the President, but 
maybe we can confer upon him even 
this broad power. Maybe we can give it 
to him even though it is not in the 
Constitution. Maybe we can amend the 
Constitution by statute. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] does not use the term, but as 
I read his bill, it appears to me the de
vice he is using is delegation. He is sug
gesting that we can delegate to the 
President the power to veto i terns in 
the bill in lieu of vetoing the entire bill 
itself. 

That is a giant step. We are changing 
the Constitution by statute, and ·we are 
giving the President some broad pow
ers, as everybody here would acknowl
edge. Powers as broad as the budget we 
pass every year. Thirteen appropria
tions bills, with billions of dollars of 
appropriated money in it, year in and 
year out, a power so broad, so unique, 
so unusual, that it has to beg the ques-

tion, is it constitutional to delegate 
power so broadly. 

Fifty years ago the Supreme Court 
said sweeping delegations of legislative 
power are unconstitutional. For a long 
time that was bedrock constitutional 
law. It has been eroded by lots of dele
gations we have given to the executive 
branch, but it is still on the book. 

A lot of water has flowed over the 
dam at the Supreme Court since that 
was said, but 7 years ago, in a case 
dealing with the budget authority of 
the Congress, the Synar case, challeng
ing the authority of Gramm-Rudman
Hollings, Judge Scalia said the ulti
mate judgment regarding the Constitu
tionality of a delegation must not be 
made on the basis of the scope of the 
power alone, but on the basis of its 
scope, plus the specificity of the stand
ards that govern its exercise. 

So the broader the scope, the more 
specific the standards must be, the 
more precise and rational they may be. 

There is no question here that the 
scope of delegation is immense. It is 
huge. So the guidelines have to be fair
ly precise. So let us ask ourselves then 
what guidelines, what conditions, do 
we impose, would the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], impose upon 
the President when he chooses to use 
this power that he would give the 
President. 

First of all, his bill says that the re
scission must reduce the deficit or 
must reduce the debt or limit discre
tionary spending. That is tautological. 
Any sort of cut is going to reduce the 
deficit or reduce spending. So this is 
not a standard at all. 
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That is not a standard because any 

kind of cut will result in a deficit re
duction or a reduction in discretionary 
spending. Then he says, the rescission 
must not impair essential govern
mental functions or harm the national 
interest. We all know those standards 
are so broad that they are literally 
empty, totally subjective. And the 
President can fill them out any way he 
chooses to. So this is not, con
sequently, a delegation. It is an abdica
tion. It is an abdication of power to the 
President and an abdication, in my 
opinion, of our duty to uphold and de
fend the Constitution. 

If we want to add a line-item veto to 
the President's powers, this broad, 
enormous grant of authority, then 
there is a way to do it, a right way to 
do it: Amend the Constitution. Let us 
not pass a bill that will not pass con
stitutional muster. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
I had time to tell the gentleman why 
the American law division does not 
agree with him. Ours is constitutional. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL], who Members on both sides of 
the aisle agree is one of the most re
spected Members ever to serve in this 
body. We are going to miss you, BOB. 
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Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

today in strong support of the amend
ment before us to H.R. 4600, cospon
sored by the gentleman from New York 
and myself, the only legislative line 
item veto proposal that will be voted 
on today. 

Masters of redundancy that we are , 
we are being asked to vote on the base 
proposal which is identical to legisla
tion that was debated on April 28 and 
29 last year and has received no action 
in the other body. This exercise in con
gressional deja vu comes down to one 
question: Do we really want a true leg
islative line-item veto. If we do, we 
must support the proposal offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] and myself. 

Our substitute calls for two-thirds of 
those Houses to override the Presi
dent 's decision to rescind wasteful and 
unnecessary spending. H.R. 4600, on the 
other hand, only speeds up the process 
that is already in current law. Further
more, it limits this additional rescis
sion procedure to the 103d Congress. 
What a farce. 

Supporters of H.R. 4600 argue that 
their approach provides an ironclad up 
or down vote on the Presidential re
scissions sent to Congress under this 
procedure. That sounds very inspiring. 
I am really deeply moved, but let us 
face it , folks. We all know that a spe
cial rule can be adopted by the House 
to preempt that rescission procedure. 
And if such a rule can be adopted, it 
will be adopted. 

Let me also mention that H.R. 4600 
does not contain my proposal that al
lows the President to veto special in
terest tax breaks in large revenue 
measures. But remember, the House 
overwhelmingly approved my provision 
to deal with that problem by a vote of 
257 to 157 during our fir"t debate on the 
issue, by 100 votes. At that time, due to 
procedural maneuvering, I was allowed 
to offer my tax amendment only to the 
Republican substitute line-item veto 
and not to the base bill. 

This year both the Solomon-Michel 
and Stenholm amendments have incor
porated this tax proposal. 

In conclusion, let me just remind 
Members that Mark Twain once said, 
" Always do right. This will gratify 
some people and astonish the rest. " 

So let us gratify the people and as
tonish ourselves by doing the right 
thing by voting for the Solomon
Michel substitute. It allows the Presi
dent to rescind unnecessary and waste
ful spending and to veto targeted tax 
benefits that benefit only a particular 
taxpayer or limited class of taxpayers. 
The rescissions and vetoes stand unless 
overridden by two-thirds majority in 
each House. 

This is a substantial and useful tool 
to control spending. Many Governors 
have it in one form or another today. 

Let us give this same tool to the 
President. It will be a step in restoring 

the confidence of the people in this in
stitution. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

The committee ought to reject the 
Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amendment, 
for several reasons. First, it is simply 
too broad in terms of timing. The 
amendment would allow a President 
potentially to set our agenda by letting 
him propose rescissions subject to ex
pedited consideration at any time, not 
just within 3 days after signing an ap
propriations act. 

Mr. Chairman, do we really want to 
give a President the power to force us 
to set aside other legislation to con
sider and vote on his rescission propos
als, on a timetable selected by him? 
Under the Stenholm amendment it 
would be possible for a President to in
undate us with rescissions so as to 
force us to vote on rescissions, day 
after day. As long as he did not re-use 
a rescission, he could literally submit 
one a day all year long. 

By comparison, the committee bill 
requires a President to decide, within 3 
days of signing an appropriations bill, 
what items in each bill he wanted to 
rescind, and submit those items to 
Congress as a package for an up-or
down vote. 

This is certainly more akin to a true 
line-item veto than the Stenholm 
amendment, under which a President 
could tie up the appropriations com
mittees and the House and Senate to 
his heart 's content. 

Second, and just as disturbing, by al
lowing the President to propose rescis
sions for expedited consideration at 
any time, Congress would give the 
President a very powerful weapon to 
use against individual Members to ex
tort votes for more spending, or other 
concessions, that might not well serve 
the public interest. 

For example, the President could 
threaten to rescind key spending 
projects in a Member's district, meri
torious or not, unless the member 
voted for the President's favorite 
project or program. 

A President could say to a Member 
" I'll send up a bill to rescind your new 
$20 million courthouse unless you vote 
for my $20 billion space station. " 

We heard testimony in my sub
committee in the last Congress that 
Governors can use a line-item veto 
power not only to reduce spending, but 
also to increase spending when it suits 
them. Clearly the Stenholm amend
ment offers that potential much more 
so than the committee bill. 

Third, unlike the committee bill, the 
Stenholin amendment contains no ex
pedited procedures for the consider
ation of a congressional alternative to 
the President's rescissions. These pro
cedures were devised last year to en
sure that giving a President a modified 
line-item veto will not just give him 
another tool with which to promote his 
brand of spending over ours. 

Of course, the Rules Committee could 
al ways report a rule to provide for the 
separate consideration of an alter
native rescission bill. But under the 
committee bill the alternative could be 
considered along with the President 's 
bill in an efficient, orderly process. 
Under the Stenholm amendment, it 
could not. 

Finally, the Stenholm amendment 
· would make the new procedure perma
nent. Even if the Stenholm amendment 
did not have these other flaws , it ought 
to be temporary rather than perma
nent. The committee bill is temporary 
to force Congress to review the experi
ment and decide , consciously, if it 
wants it to endure. The same principles 
that make a sunset provision on a new 
or existing Federal program attractive 
and desirable certainly apply here, and 
for the same reasons. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all Members to 
oppose the Stenholm amendment and 
support the committee bill. The com
mittee bill will give the President the 
tools he needs to sift out low-priority 
spending without giving him the power 
to dictate our agenda or to pressure 
Members to vote for other initiatives. 
It does the greatest amount of good for 
the least amount of harm, and it de
serves our support. 

0 1730 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Wil
mington, DE [Mr. CASTLE] , an out
standing example of a Governor who 
did not abuse the line-item veto. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] for yielding time to me, and 
for his balanced energy on this issue, 
and on the issue in the Committee on 
Rules as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I have never been in
volved in anything quite like this in 
my history of involvement in govern
ment. I do not know if it is unique 
here. It is pretty rare, at least, that we 
are considering the same legislation 
that we have passed which has not been 
considered by the Senate. 

If I have to pick one thing we have 
done in this body in the last 2 years 
that I would say we should do again, it 
is this particular bill with these par
ticular amendments , because I do not 
think there is anything that could help 
balance our budget faster, and I do not 
think there is anything on which I 
would like to see more votes than on 
this. I basically, as a matter of fact, 
am going to be able to vote yes on 
budget items right down the line here, 
probably, maybe for the first time I 
have been here. 

The original H.R. 4600 of the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT] is watered down, but I think, 
nonetheless, can be supported. The doc
ument of the gentleman from Texas 
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[Mr. STENHOLM] is remarkably im
proved in the enhanced expedited re
scissions, but it is true that the Solo
mon-Michel amendment is the one that 
I think we should support, the true 
line-item veto. 

Mr. Chairman, budgeting at the Fed
eral Government level is extraor
dinarily complex. We authorize, we ap
propriate, we use base lines, we use 
budget caps. We have an entitlement 
commission. it is very hard to figure 
out everything that we are doing. It is 
as complex as anybody has ever dealt 
with. 

The simplicity of the line-item veto I 
think is clear to every American who 
has ever paid any attention to budgets. 
It is so simple that the President will 
take a pen and draw a line through it 
and initial it and return it to this 
body. When this body has to override 
it, then it goes back to the President 
again for a vote, and then it would 
take a two-thirds vote , so essentially 
the burden would be upon this body to 
do this. 

This has worked. It has worked 
throughout the United States of Amer
ica, and I think that it can work here. 
Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the 
Stenholm amendment and the Spratt 
resolution, the original bills, would 
allow the House to operate and the 
Senate to operate with doing very lit
tle. The line-item veto would force us 
to step forward. 

Forty-three Governors have a line
item veto. I have never heard a com
plaint from any State about that line
item veto. In fact , more and more 
States keep adopting it. I would en
courage all of us to adopt the line-item 
veto, to vote for that if we vote for 
nothing else today. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, there 
are six cosponsors of this amendment, 
and we have heard from one, the 
former Governor of Delaware. 

I yield 2 minutes to another, the gen
tleman from Hamburg, NY, [Mr. JACK 
QUINN] who is very out front with his 
support of this amendment. 

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New York for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port today for the Michel-Solomon sub
stitute amendment-the real line-item 
veto. 

One year ago, this House considered 
H.R. 1578 the same expedited rescission 
bill. One year ago, I joined with my 
colleagues, Mr. BLUTE and Mr. CASTLE, 
to try and give President Clinton what 
he asked for in his campaign: the real 
line-item veto. On April 29, 1992, Bill 
Clinton said "I strongly support the 
line-item veto because I believe we 
need to get Federal spending under 
control. " 

What he got last year, Mr. Chairman, 
was a watered down substitute. Today 
the Michel-Solomon amendment is 
very similar to the amendment we of-

fered a ye~,r ago-but with improve
ments. It is the real thing, Mr. Chair
man. 

Eighty percent of the people in this 
country want a line item veto. Forty 
three of our Nation's Governors have 
it-and the President should have it 
too. This is not a political issue-it is 
a budget issue, and, it is and, should 
be, a bipartisan issue. 

I stand here today with my col
leagues as a freshman from the minor
ity party. We joined together to give 
the President, who is from the major
ity party, this much needed fiscal re
form. It does not matter if you have a 
" D, " " R, " or an " I" next to your name. 
If you support fiscal responsibility and 
real reform of Congress you should 
vote for the line item veto. 

I understand that the House is trying 
to send a message to the Senate on the 
importance of this legislation. I would 
like to remind all the members of the 
message the American people sent to 
both bodies of Congress in the Fall of 
1992. 

The message was change. We may 
have heard the cries for reform-but 
have we listened? 

The choice we have before us today is 
clear. A line-item veto that represents 
real reform. Or, this Congress can once 
again pass a toothless reform bill that 
cheats the American people who des
perately want reform. 

I urge my colleagues to choose the 
real thing. Choose the line-item veto 
and support the Michel-Solomon 
amendment. Let us get wasteful Fed
eral spending under control, let us help 
the President, and let us make Con
gress balance its checkbook. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Shrewsbury, MA [Mr. BLUTE], one of 
the six cosponsors of this amendment. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend and colleague, the gen
tleman from New York, for yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, today we revisit an 
issue that should have been decided 
long ago, giving the President of the 
United States a true line-item veto au
thority. 

Mr. Chairman, as I stand here today 
it seems like deja vu, in that we had al
most the exact same debate last year. 
But I welcome this opportunity to 
again debate-and hopefully this time, 
pass-the true line-item veto. 

The Solomon/Michel substitute is the 
proposal that we will vote on here 
today which will have the most impact 
on out-of-control Federal spending-be
cause, unlike the other amendments, it 
gives the President the ability to main
tain cuts without the approval of Con
gress. This is the key element to the 
success of the line-item veto, because 
it is unlikely that Congress will vote to 
override unless the President proposes 
a truly egregious cut. Mr. Chairman, 
this may put some Members of Con-

gress in an uncomfortable position, but 
frankly, Congress deserves to be in 
that position, because it has put Amer
ica under a mountain of debt and 
shown no significant signs of dealing 
with the huge yearly deficits that are 
slowly but surely weakening our econ
omy. 

We all know that the need for perma
nent reform is clear. In 1960 our total 
Federal budget comprised 18 percent of 
our gross national product. By 1990 
that percentage had risen to 23 percent. 
This trend is truly ominous, especially 
in light of our $4.6 trillion debt, and 
the true line-item veto is one way to 
help reverse this trend. 

If anyone has doubts about the effi
cacy of a line-item veto let me just cite 
a few facts. In the 10 States that have 
an item-reduction veto, which allows 
the reduction of a line item and not 
strictly the elimination, Governors 
were able to cut the rate of spending by 
2.7 percent every 2 years. Also , spend
ing in those 10 States was found to be 
14 percent lower than in the States 
that do not have any line item author
ity. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Solomon-Michel amend
ment, the true line-item veto. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON]. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amend
ment to the Expedited Rescissions Act of 
1994. 

First, I would like to commend the House 
leadership for bringing this important legisla
tion to the floor of the House. I have sup
ported expedited rescission since coming to 
Congress. In fact, a very similar proposal is in
cluded in title V of my "Comprehensive Budg
et Process Reform Act," which I introduced in 
the 102d Congress and at the beginning of the 
103d Congress. 

There has been a great deal of publicity re
cently about the A-to-Z proposal. The goal of 
A-to-Z is to open up the budget process, to 
allow unlimited opportunities to offer spending 
cut amendments. With respect to discretionary 
spending, I would like to commend the House 
leadership for recently allowing an open rule 
on spending cut amendments for the last 11 
appropriations bills. This far exceeded the 
thrust of the A-to-Z petition, which was limited 
to cutting fiscal 1994 spending. 

I believe that not only should each Member 
of Congress have and opportunity to propose 
spending cuts, but the President should also 
have such an opportunity to propose reduc
tions in spending. The Expedited Rescissions 
Act which we are voting on today would be a 
significant step forward in this regard. Quite 
simply, it would force the House and Senate 
to vote on Presidential requests to rescind 
specific items of spending. 

I also commend my colleagues, Represent
atives STENHOLM, PENNY, and KASICH, for of
fering their amendment. This is a bipartisan ef
fort to improve and perfect the bill before us. 
Let me explain these improvements. 

First, this amendment would make the expe
dited rescission procedure permanent. Expe
dited rescission is a much needed change, 
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and should not be limited to the current Con
gress, as H.R. 4600 does. 

Second, the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich 
amendment allows Presidential rescission 
messages to be sent at any time during the 
year, rather than only allowing them imme
diately after the signing of appropriations bills. 
This ensures that the administration will be 
able to make a more careful evaluation of 
spending that has been approved by Con
gress, prior to any proposals to rescind. 

Third, the amendment makes a number of 
more technical changes. For example, the 
amendment allows 50 House Members or 15 
Senators to request a vote to strike an individ
ual rescission from the President's proposed 
rescission package. 

Finally, the amendment extends the special 
rescission procedures to allow Presidential 
proposals to repeal targeted tax benefits in 
revenue bills. This is a very important change, 
allowing consideration of special interest provi
sions inserted in large revenue bills. I would 
even suggest that we also include contracting 
authority within the enhanced rescission au
thority to be given the President under this bill. 
If the President had authority to request re
scission of appropriations, tax expenditures, 
and contracting authority, he would have the 
mechanism to request reduction of all types of 
Government spending. 

In conclusion, I believe these changes are 
important modifications to the bill on the floor. 
I urge this body to approve the Stenholm/ 
Penny/Kasich amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
guess we are being charged for a 
minute of time that my good friend, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
HUTTO] had used. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be delighted to yield an addi
tional minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman is 
so good as to do that, I yield the re
mainder of our time , my 2 minutes plus 
the 1 minute given by the gentleman 
from Sou th Carolina [Mr. DERRICK], to 
one of the most distinguished Members 
of the House, the gentleman from Shel
byville, TN [Mr. COOPER], who is a 
strong supporter and cosponsor of the 
true line-item veto, to sum up for our 
side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. COOPER] is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

D 1740 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, today the House of 
Representatives has for the second 
time in this Congress the opportunity 
to consider fundamental and far-reach
ing budget reform, the real line-item 
veto. The Michel-Solomon amendment 
should be passed by this House. This is 
not and should not be a partisan issue. 
It is ironic that many of my colleagues 

on the Republican side of the aisle who 
often criticize our President today 
want to give him more power. It is also 
ironic that many of my friends on the 
Democratic side who praise our Presi
dent are keeping his hands tied. As has 
been noted, 43 Governors have this 
power. It works. It works well. Our 
President needs this power. 

When Governor Clinton campaigned 
for office, he asked for this power. One 
quotation has already been read from 
his remarks, but in his book " Putting 
People First, " on page 25, which is 
widely circulated around the Nation, it 
said, "Line-item veto. To eliminate 
pork-barrel projects and to cut Govern
ment waste , we will ask Congress to 
give the President the line-item veto. " 

Mr. Chairman, that book did not say 
expedited rescission, it did not say 
modified line-item veto. It said line
item veto. Candidate Clinton was right. 
Presidents do need this power. Presi
dents get the blame. Presidents need 
the power to do something about it. 

Mr. Chairman, having served under 
three Presidents, Presidents Reagan, 
Bush, and Clinton, I have felt that all 
three Presidents needed and deserved 
this power. I am for the real line-i tern 
veto because the President with the aid 
of only one-third plus one in the House 
can uphold the cut. That is maximum 
cutting power. That is a very sharp 
blade when it comes to cutting. 

Under the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich 
expedited-rescission approach, the 
President would need a simple major
ity, a half plus one of either House , to 
uphold a cut. That is still new cutting 
power, but it is a much duller blade. 
We have had decades of bias in this 
country in favor of pork-barrel spend
ing. I think it is high time that the 
bias should be against pork-barrel 
spending. The sad fact is that it is so 
easy to load up a bill with pork. It is 
relatively easy to get majority sup
port, but it is hard to load it up so high 
that it can get supermajori ty support. 
Our President needs the power to root 
out pork, he needs the power to stop 
logrolling. Forty-three Governors 
know that it works, including former 
Governor Clinton. 

The mere threat of a line-item veto 
can keep pork out of a bill. The GAO 
has estimated that as much as $12 bil
lion could be saved annually using this 
device. There is no estimate so far as I 
know as to what the expedited rescis
sion would do. My guess is it would be 
less, far less in cutting power. 

The House should pass the real line
i tem veto tonight and force the Senate 
to act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
as a substitute for the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice , and there were-ayes 205, noes 218, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA J 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
B111rakis 
Bl1ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon1lla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Barlow 
Becerra 
Beilenson 

[Roll No. 327] 

AYES-205 
G1llmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodl!ng 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hufflngton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
J ohnson <CT) 
J ohnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manzullo 
Mazzo I! 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mc Dade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meehan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
M1ller (FL) 
Minge 

NOES-218 
Bevlll 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 

Mollnarl 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nuss le 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (MN ) 
Petri 
Pombo 

'Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OHJ 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santo rum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shust er 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cardin 
Chapman 
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Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Co111ns (IL ) 
Colllns (MI) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeFazlo 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Engl!sh 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Fla ke 
Foglletta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
GeJdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamllton 
Harman 
Hastings 
H1111ard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
J efferson 
Johnson (GA) 
J ohnson (SD) 
J ohnson, E. B. 

Berman 
Bishop 
Carr 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Fields (TX) 

J ohnston Reed 
Kanjorski Reynolds 
Kaptur Richardson 
Kennedy Roemer 
Kennelly Romero-Barcelo 
Klldee (PR) 
Kleczka Rose 
Klein Rostenkowskl 
Kl!nk Rowland 
Kopetski Roybal-Allard 
Kreidler Rush 
LaFalce Sabo 
Lambert Sanders 
Lancaster Sangmelst er 
Lantos Sarpal!us 
LaRocco Sawyer 
Laughlln Schroeder 
Lehman Schumer 
Levin Scott 
Lewis {GA) Serrano 
Lipinsk i Sharp 
Lloyd Shepherd 
Long Sislsky 
Lewey Skaggs 
Maloney Skelton 
Manton Slaughter 
Margolies- Smith (IA) 

Mezvinsky Spratt 
Markey Sta rk 
Mart inez Stenholm 
Mat sui Stokes 
Mccloskey Strickland 
McDermott Studds 
McKinney Stupak 
McN ulty Swift 
Meek Synar 
Menendez Tanner 
Mfume Taylor (MS ) 
M1ller (CA) Tejeda 
Mlneta Thompson 
Mink Thornton 
Moakley Thurman 
Mollohan Torres 
Montgomery Torrice111 
Moran Towns 
Murphy Traflcant 
Murtha Tucker 
Nadler Unsoeld 
Neal (MA) Valent ine 
Neal (NC ) Velazquez 
Norton (DC) Vento 
Oberstar Vlsclosky 
Olver Volkmer 
Ortiz Wat ers 
Owens Watt 
Pas tor Waxman 
Payne (NJ ) Wheat 
Pay ne (VA) Whitten 
Pelosi W11liams 
Peterson (FL) Wise 
Pickett Woolsey 
Pickle Wyden 
Pomeroy Wynn 
Price (NC) Yates 
Rahall 
Rangel 

NOT VOTING-16 
Ford (MI) 
Gallo 
Hefner 
Mccurdy 
Obey 
Qu11len 

D 1803 

Slattery 
Thomas (WY) 
Underwood {GU) 
Washington 
Zeliff 

Mrs. ROUKEMA changed her vote 
from " no" to " aye." 

So the amendment offered as a sub
stitute for the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. DE 
LA GARZA). The Chair would like to ad
vise Members of the further proceed
ings. 

The pending business is the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM] . The gentleman from 
Texas has 9 minutes remaining, and 

the opposition, controlled by the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. DER
RICK], has 14 minutes remaining. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. FA WELL]. 

Mr. FAWELL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Stenholm-Penny-Kasich substitute to 
the expedited Rescission Act. While I 
prefer the Solomon-Michel substitute , 
the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich proposal is 
an improvement over current law and 
is a better proposal than the Spratt 
bill, in my view. 

The sponsors of this amendment have 
been leaders in this House on the im
portant issue of budget reform. 

Mr. Chairman, the Stenholm pro
posal contains a number of improve
ments over the Spratt bill. First, the 
Stenholm proposal grants permanent 
authority for the President to submit 
rescissions to Congress. The authority 
under the Spratt bill would vanish in 
just a few months. 

Second, the Stenholm bill allows the 
President to devote the savings to defi
cit reduction and prevents Congress 
from reallocating the funding. 

Third, the Stenholm bill allows for 
votes on individual rescissions rather 
than bundling all of the rescissions 
into one all-or-nothing vote on the en
tire package of rescissions. 

Fourth, the Stenholm bill allows the 
President to submit rescissions any 
tjme after an appropriation bill is en
acted rather than limiting the Presi
dent 's timeframe to 3 days. 

I hope the people will join with me 
and vote for the Stenholm amendment. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 
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Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in very strong opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] , the Sten
holm substitute. The notion of expend
ing rescission authority on targeted 
tax benefits is misguided, to say the 
least, in my opinion. While the oppo
nents of this amendment talk about 
giving the President the ability to 
strike favors for individual taxpayers, 
the impact of this amendment-the op
ponents of this bill talk about this sub
stitute as having the ability to give the 
President the power to strike individ
ual tax favors to people across these 
United States. As a member, a 10-year 
member, of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, I have not seen too many of 
those individual amendments in the 
last 2 to 3 years , and I have to tell the 
Members and be very clear with the 
Members that this amendment is actu
ally far broader than is being proposed. 

What is a targeted tax benefit? I say 
to my colleagues, " Well , when you 
think about it, a targeted tax benefit is 

virtually every provision in the code 
with the exception of tax rates. Every 
other provision in the Internal Reve
nue Code which does not apply to all 
taxpayers across the board is a tar
geted tax benefit. Therefore, any 
change to the tax code can be con
strued as being a targeted tax credit 
and would be subject to rescission 
under the substitute. " 

For example, Mr. Chairman, would 
my colleagues say that in the home 
mortgage interest deduction, a deduc
tion very important to the people of 
these United States and, in fact , very 
important to the homeowners of the 
people of the United States, is a tar
geted tax benefit because it does not 
benefit all Americans? Let us remem
ber many people are renters, and they 
would not be eligible. 

Would my colleagues say that the 
earned income tax credit that some of 
us are very proud of that passed in the 
last budget resolution is a targeted tax 
benefit? After all, only the working 
poor, those of moderate income, qual
ify. 

Are these provisions abusive? I cer
tainly do not think so, and I do not 
think many of the Members of this 
body think so . This provision is noth
ing more than flatly an abrogation of 
congressional authority to the execu
tive branch. 

As I serve here in this body and am 
so proud to serve here, we hav~ some 
very difficult days, but what I always 
hand on to , what I always can believe 
in, is that we are the body of the peo
ple, and the Constitution made us the 
body of the people. Our forefathers said 
we are the ones who will represent the 
people of these United States. And this 
substitute takes away power from the 
body of the people and gives it to the 
executive branch. 

I know this provision only applies to 
tax bills sent to the President, but that 
does not mitigate the delegation of au
thority to the executive branch. I be
lieve the only thing that will be 
achieved by the passage of this amend
ment is increased taxpayers' cynicism, 
and that is something we certainly do 
not need any more of. 

When we make a mistake, and there 
has been occasion when the Committee 
on Ways and Means has made a mis
take in drafting a provision, people ex
pect us to fix it , and when we find a 
program that is not working or a pro
gram that encourages fraud , people ex
pect us .to fix it , and we have an obliga
tion to correct the code under the Con
stitution of the United States. This 
provision will make these kinds of 
changes much more difficult. 

When the Committee on Ways and 
Means contemplates tax policy 
changes, we establish an effective date. 
That is so all taxpayers will notice and 
will not be caught in the middle of a 
transaction. We still are a capitalist 
government that does rely on business 
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transactions. To the extent these dates 
can be deleted or rescinded as a result 
of this provision, we are going to see an 
amazing increase in litigation as tax
payers argue about whether trans
actions are governed by old and new 
law. 

Mr. Chairman, I can understand that 
because of the lateness of the day 
Members do not understand the impor
tance of this. I only hope they look at 
it and vote " no" on this substitute. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], a most able 
and capable advocate of the last 
amendment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM]. And I want to thank the 205 
Members of the House, including 32 
good Democrats, who supported the 
Solomon amendment a few minutes 
ago. I want to thank the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] because he 
promised a fair fight. It was a fair 
fight. My side lost by a swing vote of 
only 6 votes. Next year we are going to 
win it. But this year the only major 
differences between us is this: 

I require a two-thirds vote in Con
gress. That is true line-item veto. The 
Stenholm substitute requires a major
ity vote to override the President. 
That is the real difference. Either way 
it is going to result in some deficit re
duction because the savings, if any, 
will go to deficit reduction, not new 
spending. 

Mr. Chairman, that is why I am 
going to support the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM], and I hope everybody 
else here does. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY], an original co
sponsor and author of this amendment. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I strong
ly urge support for the Stenholm
Penny-Kasich substitute. This sub
stitute represents several improve
ments over the Spratt bill. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, our pro
posal applies to both appropriations 
and targeted tax benefits while the 
Spratt bill is restricted only to appro
priations. In addition, the President 
and Congress under our approach would 
be able to designate the savings from 
the rescinded funds to deficit reduc
tion. Third, our proposal allows expe
dited rescission to occur at any time 
instead of just the 3-day window after 
an appropriations bill is passed. Fi
nally, our proposal permanently 
strengthens the rescission process in
stead of extending it only through the 
end of this legislative session, as is the 
case with the Spratt proposal. It is also 
important to stress that, unlike the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 

from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] which 
was just rejected by the Congress, we 
do not require a situation in which the 
President would be successful unless 
there is a two-thirds override within 
the Congress. We allow the President 's 
proposed rescissions to be accepted or 
rejected by a majority vote. 

The bottom line, however, is that we 
require a vote within a relatively lim
ited timeframe. We require that the 
President's rescission package, having 
been sent to committee, would be then 
brought back to the House floor and 
voted up or down in a limited time
frame. 

There are reasons for strengthening 
the rescission process. Expedited re
scission authority would certainly pro
vide the President and the Congress 
with a stronger tool to reduce the 
budget deficit. According to a 1992 GAO 
report, Mr. Chairman, another $70 bil
lion could have been rescinded between 
1984 and 1989 if Congress had approved 
all of the rescissions submitted by the 
President. Under current law Congress 
can kill a rescission by simply refusing 
to bring it to a vote. The magnitude of 
the deficit crisis should compel us to at 
least consider every option for cuts 
that is presented to us by the Presi
dent. 

Under the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich 
plan, Mr. Chairman, we guarantee that 
that vote will occur. In addition, expe
dited rescission authority has greater 
potential for significant deficit reduc
tion if it is expanded to also include 
targeted benefits. One of the biggest 
criticisms of the current expedited re
scission process is that it does not in
clude these tax expenditures. Under the 
Stenholm-Penny-Kasich plan tax items 
would be included. 

Fundamentally we need · common 
sense budget reform at the national 
level. It is absurd to the American pub
lic that in Congress baselines do not 
represent a freeze on spending. Base
lines allow for continuing increases in 
spending levels. It is nonsense to the 
American public that in Congress cuts 
are not cuts. We kill a program, but 
the money stays in the budget to be 
spent somewhere else. 
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It is nonsense to the American public 

that in Congress cuts are not cuts. We 
kill a program, but the money stays in 
the program to be spent somewhere 
else. It is nonsense to the American 
public that emergencies are not emer
gencies. Every time we pass a bill to 
deal with a natural disaster for one 
portion or another, we lard it up with 
pork-barrel spending, and that does not 
make sense to the American public. 

We want to take the budgeting non
sense out of the way we do work in 
Washington. We want cuts to be cuts. 
We want the process to make sense. We 
want to give the President the author
ity to succeed when he suggests rescis-

sions to the Congress. We want to end 
the spending bias and put the bias in 
favor of reducing the deficit. 

Under current law, dating from the creation 
of the Budget Act in 197 4, Presidential rescis
sions automatically expire unless approved by 
Congress. Like the Spratt bill, our amendment 
establishes an expedited rescission process 
whereby the Congress must vote on rescis
sions submitted by the President. However, 
we propose a number of changes to the Spratt 
bill to strengthen this new enhanced rescission 
process. 

First, our amendment grants the President 
the option of earmarking savings from pro
posed rescissions to deficit reduction rather 
than new spending. Second, the President 
would be able to single out newly enacted tar
geted tax benefits as well as appropriated 
items. Third, the amendment allows the Presi
dent to submit a rescission package for expe
dited consideration at any point in the year. 
Fourth, unlike the Spratt bill which establishes 
enhanced rescission authority for just the re
mainder of the 103d Congress, the Stenholm
Penny-Kasich amendment permanently ex
tends this new rescission authority. Finally, our 
amendment provides for separate votes on in
dividual items in a rescission package. 

In part, what we attempt to accomplish with 
this amendment is to alter the prospending 
bias that exists today in the Congress. Accord
ing to the General Accounting Office [GAO], 
just one in three individual rescissions, rep
resenting only 30 percent of the total dollar 
volume of all rescissions, submitted by Presi
dents since the creation of the Budget Act in 
197 4 has been enacted. If Presidential rescis
sion messages must be voted on rather than 
ignored, more wasteful spending will be identi
fied and ultimately extracted 1rom the Federal 
budget. 

The amendment we off er today is a well 
crafted and modest attempt to inject account
ability into the budget process while making 
the current Presidential rescission authority 
meaningful. The changes our amendment 
makes to the underlying bill strengthen and 
enhance the objective of the author, Mr. 
SPRATT, and I urge a strong and overwhelm
ingly vote in support of the amendment. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ha
waii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to follow up on what the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs. 
KENNELLY] had to say. Just to give you 
an example, it is very, very difficult for 
me to believe how the people 's House, a 
body of legislators constitued against 
the king, this is the commons against 
the king, and you want to side with the 
royalists. We have fought since the 
Magna Carta, from the time of the 
Magna Carta, to increase the power of 
the people, and we sit here in 1994 and 
say we are going to give it back to the 
royalists? We are going to give it back 
to the king? 

In the last Congress we balanced the 
request by the executive branch to ex
tend the research development tax 
credit for major corporations with the 
provision for low-income-housing tax 
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credit. If you pass this, you allow the 
royalists to take care of the corpora
tions and take the benefit away from 
the poor. This is a matter of the com
mons versus the king. It is a matter of 
the people of the United States, the 
people we represent, against the new 
royalists. Defeat this amendment. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the balance of our time, 4 min
utes, to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH], another original cosponsor 
and hard worker on this approach. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding, and say that this, we think is 
the start of good things to come with 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM] and the. gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. PENNY] in a true bipartisan 
effort, to bring some dramatic change 
to the way things are done in this 
country. 

Initially, I want to direct my com
ments to my Republican colleagues 
who have been very frustrated with the 
fact that for the past 2 years we have 
been voting on enhanced rescission 
bills that we have felt have been tooth
less. 

In fact, last year we made a number 
of arguments that we said represented 
a toothless bill on this House floor. 
They were essentially four in nature. 

One was we said that the expedited 
rescission authority, in other words, 
the nearly line-item veto, will only 
last for 6 months. We permanently ex
tend the authority in this provision. 

We said it only applies to appropria
tion bills, unlike the Solomon-Michel 
bill. We have now included the tax ben
efits that we read about the next day 
after the Committee on Ways and 
Means brings a foot high bill to this 
floor that has a lot of sweeteners for 
people to vote for. 

We said there was no guarantee that 
the savings would go to deficit reduc
tion. Under this bill, the President can 
designate the savings for deficit reduc
tion. 

Finally, it has such a limited window 
for cuts. Under this bill, the expedited 
rescission, or the essential line-i tern 
veto, can be used at any time. 

This, ladies and gentleman of the 
House, represents the most significant 
movement on trying to control the def
icit through the use of the line-item 
veto that we have voted on and have a 
chance to pass in this House since I 
have been a Member of this House. This 
is precisely what the American people 
have been calling for, and under this 
provision, If the President wants to 
slice the pork out of a bill, he sends 
that bill up here to the House of Rep
resentatives and we must vote. And if 
at least 50 plus 1 Member say we agree 
with you, it is pork, we zero out that 
program. And if in fact these provi
sions had been made into law starting 
all the way back in 1984, between 1984 
and 1989, we could have cut $70 billion 

worth of programs that the Presidents 
of both parties have felt do not make 
sense. 

I would suggest to those people who 
have fought long and hard for the line
item veto, a constitutional line-item 
veto, we should still push for it. We 
should still work for it. But this comes 
as close as any bill that has been voted 
on this floor that has an excellent 
chance of passing, that gives us some
thing right along the lines of the line
item veto, that will permit the Presi
dent to make cuts in programs, within 
categories of programs, to send those 
targeted cuts to this House floor, and 
we then must vote. And if 50 plus 1 
Member agrees, we get rid of the pork. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY] referred to the pork that is put 
in these emergency appropriation bills. 
If we can find that pork, if the Presi
dent agrees, if he sends it up here, we 
will vote on it. Under current law, we 
do not vote. The way in which they let 
the pork flow through is we just never 
have a vote. This will force a vote. It 
will bring real change. 

Finally, as you can see, in absence of 
this kind of legislation, only 31 percent 
of the rescission requests, only 31 per
cent of the cuts that the Executive has 
made since 1984, have been enacted. 
Sixty-nine percent of them have never 
been acted upon. And if this House of 
Representatives was forced to vote on 
the President's reductions in spending, 
if in fact we only needed 50 percent 
plus 1 Member, we would be in a posi
tion of having the opportunity to pass 
69 percent more in cuts. 

I urge the Members to send the mes
sage across this country that we want 
a line-item veto, that we want to con
trol spending, and that STENHOLM, 
PENNY, and KASICH are on the right 
track. Let us give a giant vote and 
send a message to the other body that 
we want some fiscal responsibility in 
this country. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. The gentleman's com
ments would lead you to believe that 
we were derelict in our responsibilities. 
.In fact, we did not rescind every dime 
requested of us by the President, but 
we actually rescinded more than we 
were asked to, by $20 billion, since the 
Budget Act of 1974 was enacted. 

The gentleman would have us believe 
that the only way we could accommo
date the need to rescind spending or 
use the euphemism we use for line-item 
veto, is to accommodate the executive 
branch. The point is, we went beyond 
the executive branch. We rescinded 
more money by some $20 billion during 
that time frame. 

This is not a question of whether we 
save money. It is a question of whether 
the Congress reasserts its pr:iorities 
under the Constitution. 

The bottom line is the public has 
been served. We have rescinded some 

$92 billion. We were asked to rescind 
$72 billion. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT]. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Let me follow up on what the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] just 
said by saying first of all, there are 
parts of this amendment that I sup
port, I like, and I think they are im
provements upon the base bill that I 
sponsored. But there is one particular 
part that I particularly disagree with, 
and it cuts against the grain of the 
gentleman's argument. 

The gentleman says with this bill, 
with this amendment, we are going to 
be able to do a great deal more on the 
rescission requests sent up here by the 
President. 

One of the things this bill opens up is 
the opportunity for us to unpack the 
package that the President sends down 
here. Because whereas in our bill, the 
base bill, you would have to vote on 
the President's request as he sends it, 
in your bill, on the petition of 15 Mem
bers, you can break out individual 
items. That means Members from large 
States and powerful members of power
ful committees will be able to pick 
pieces out of this and ensure the Presi
dent does not get a full all-up vote on 
the proposal or package he sends up 
here, and I think that is a weakness in 
this proposal. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a great deal of 
respect for the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM]. 

We all want to cut the budget, at 
least we think we do, and the American 
people certainly want it cut. 
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I have heard mentioned all afternoon 
that 43 Governors have some form of 
line-item veto. My Governor of South 
Carolina is one of them. Very seldom 
does a Governor of one of these States 
use a line-item veto to reduce spend
ing. Most of the time they use it for 
their own pet projects. 

When Presidents complain that their 
vetoes are not strong enough, they for
get that 93 percent of all Presidential 
vetoes in history have been sustained. 
So neither one of these arguments 
holds water; we are not going to see 
some miraculous cutting of the deficit 
if we pass the Stenholm amendment or 
the bill. 

There is only one way we are going 
to do what the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM] ultimately wants to do 
and what we all want to do. We either 
spend less or take in more. That is how 
to balance a budget. There are no quick 
fixes. This will not be a quick fix. 

Mr. Chairman, the Stenholm amend
ment has serious flaws. The committee 
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bill is a better product, for the reasons 
I stated earlier. I ask the Members to 
vote against the Stenholm amendment 
and support the committee bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. The question is on the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice and there were-ayes 298, noes 121, 
not voting 20, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (ME> 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker <CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bllbray 
B!l!rak!s 
Bishop 
Bllley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Browder 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Cl!nger 
Coble 
Coleman 
Coll!ns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFaz!o 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dooley 

[Roll No. 328] 
AYES-298 

Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engl!sh 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fingerhut 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gllchrest 
G!llmor 
G!lman 
Gingrich 
Gl!ckman 
Goodlatte 
Goodl!ng 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(TX) 
Ham!lton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hufflngton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ingl!s 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 

Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kas!ch 
Kennedy 
Klldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manzullo 
Margol!es-

Mezvinsky 
Martinez 
Mazzol1 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKean 
McMlllan 
Meehan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
M!ller (FL) 
Minge 
Mollnar! 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Orton 

Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Applegate 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Be viii 
Blackwell 
Bon!or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Collins <IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Flake 
Fogl!etta 
Frank (MA) 
GeJdenson 

Berman 
Burton 
Calvert 
Carr 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Fields (TX) 

Rowland 
Royce 
Sangme!ster 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
S!slsky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 

NOES-121 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hastings 
Hlll!ard 
Hinchey 
Hoyer 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
KanJorsk! 
Kennelly 
Klink 
Kopetsk! 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 

· Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miiier (CA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 

Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torklldsen 
Torricelli 
Upton 
Valentine 
V!sclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wllllams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young <FL) 
Zimmer 

Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Pl ck le 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sarpallus 
Sawyer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Smith (IA) 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Torres 
Towns 
Traflcant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Whitten 
Woolsey 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-20 

Fish 
Ford (Ml) 
Gallo 
Hefner 
McCurdy 
Murtha 
Obey 

D 1851 

Qulllen 
Slattery 
Thomas (WY) 
Underwood (GU) 
Washington 
Wheat 
Zeliff 

Messrs. BREWSTER, RANGEL, and 
HINCHEY, and Mrs. LOWEY changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Ms. SLAUGHTER and Messrs. 
DICKS, PETERSON of Florida, RICH
ARDSON, and COX changed their vote 
from "no" to "aye." 
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So the amendment in the nature of a 

substitute was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
SWIFT) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
DE LA GARZA, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration 
the bill (R.R. 4600) to amend the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 to provide for the 
expedited consideration of certain pro
posed rescissions of budget authority, 
pursuant to House Resolution 467, he 
reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 342, noes 69, 
not voting 23, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
Bll1rak!s 
Bishop 
Bllley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 

[Roll No. 329] 
AYES-342 

Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Colllns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 

De Fazio 
De Lauro 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Fogl1etta 
Frank <MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
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Furse 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
G!lchrest 
G1llmor 
G!lman 
Gingrich 
Gltckman 
Good latte 
Goodltng 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutterrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglts 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA> 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kast ch 
Kennedy 
K!ldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 

Abercrombie 
Applegate 
Becerra 
Be!lenson 
Bevill 
Borski 
Brown (FL) 
Clay 
Clayton 
Collins (IL) 
Coll1ns (MI) 
Conyers 

Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolles-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mazzoll 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McM1llan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
M1ller (CAl 
M1ller (FL) 
Mine ta 
Minge 
Moakley 
Mollnarl 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 

NOE8-69 
Dellums 
Dixon 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Evans 
F!lner 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Hamburg 
Hastings 
H1111ard 

Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpaltus 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Slslsky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (0Rl 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS> 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torklldsen 
Torricell1 
Tucker 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Whitten 
W!l1iams 
W!lson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Jefferson 
KanJorskl 
Kennelly 
Kllnk 
Kopetski 
Lewis (GA) 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
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Mink 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Nadler 
Oberstar 
Owens 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 

Berman 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Burton 
Calvert 
Cardin 
Carr 
Fields (TX) 

Rostenkowskl 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Scott 
Serrano 
Smith (IA) 
Stark 
Swift 
Synar 

Torres 
Towns 
Traf!cant 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Woolsey 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-23 
Fish 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Gallo 
Hefner 
Mccurdy 
Murtha 

D 1911 

Obey 
Qu1llen 
Slattery 
Thomas (WY) 
Washington 
Wheat 
Zell ff 

Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. RUSH, and Mr. 
DIXON changed their vote from "aye" 
to "no." 

Mr. OLVER changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

329, I was unable to vote due to family obliga
tions back home. Had I been present, I would 
have voted "yes" on final passage on H.R. 
4Q00. 

PERSON AL EXPLANATION 
Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I was 

unavoidably detained during votes on H.R. 
4600 on July 14, 1994. Had I been here, I 
would have voted in favor of the Solomon 
amendment (Roll No. 327); in favor of the 
Stenholm amendment (Roll No. 328); and in 
favor of final passage of H.R. 4600 (Roll No. 
329). 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Speaker, on 

Thursday, July 14, I was en route to Wyoming 
to attend a hearing on the administration's 
rangeland reform initiative and I was unable to 
make several votes that afternoon. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "aye" on rollcall 
No. 327, the only true line-item veto-the Sol
omon substitute. After that failed, I would have 
voted "aye" on rollcall No. 328, the Stenholm 
substitute. Upon the passage of Stenholm, I 
would have voted "aye" on rollcall No. 329, 
final passage. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on House Resolu
tion 467 and R.R. 4600, the bill just con
sidered and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
SWIFT). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS TO HA VE UNTIL MID
NIGHT FRIDAY, JULY 15, 1994, TO 
FILE REPORT TO ACCO MP ANY 
R.R. 3838, THE HOUSING AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT 
OF 1994 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs have until midnight on Friday, 
July 15, 1994, to file a report to accom
pany R.R. 3838, the Housing and Com
munity Development Act of 1994. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF R.R. 3937, EXPORT ADMINIS
TRATION ACT OF 1994 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 474 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 474 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3937) entitled 
the "Export Administration Act of 1994". 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis
pensed with. General debate shall be con
fined to the bill and the amendments made 
in order by this resolution and shall not ex
ceed ninety minutes, with fifteen minutes 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking member of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, fifteen minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Armed Services, fifteen minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, fifteen minutes equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation, fifteen 
minutes equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on on Ways and Means, 
and fifteen minutes equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Permanent Select Com
mittee on Intelligence. After general debate 
the bill shall be considered for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. In lieu of the 
committee amendments now printed in the 
bill, it shall be in order to consider as an 
original bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the five-minute rule an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute consisting of the 
text of R.R. 4663. That amendment in the na
ture of a substitute shall be considered by 
title rather than by section, and each title 
shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against that amendment in the nature 
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of a substitute are waived. No amendment 
directly or indirectly changing section 
lll(c)(2)(B)(iii), lll (d)(4)(F), lll(e)(3), or 
226(b)(8) of the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute made in order as original text 
shall be in order. No amendment affecting 
the subject of timber shall be in order. It 
shall be in order to consider the amendments 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution only in 
the order printed. Each amendment printed 
in the report may be offered only by a Mem
ber designated in the report, shall be consid
ered as read, shall be debatable for the time 
specified in the report equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an oppo
nent, shall not be subject to amendment, and 
shall not be subject to a demand for division 
of the question in the House or in the Com
mittee of the Whole. All points of order 
against the amendments printed in the re
port are waived. If more than one of the 
amendments printed in the report is adopted, 
only the last to be adopted shall be consid
ered as finally adopted and reported to the 
House. Except as provided in section 2 of this 
resolution, no other amendment (other than 
a further amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute) may directly or indirectly change a 
portion of the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute made in order as original text ad
dressed by an amendment printed in the re
port. Except as provided in section 3, no 
other amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute made in order as origi
nal text shall be in order unless printed in 
the portion of the Congressional Record des
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule 
XXIII before the commencement of consider
ation of the bill. At the conclusion of consid
eration of the bill for amendment the Com
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been finally adopted. Any Member may de
mand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment finally adopted in the Commit
tee of the Whole to the bill or to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute made in 
order as original text. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage with
out intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. 

SEC. 2. It shall be in order immediately 
after the disposition of the amendments 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution to con
sider additional amendments directly or in
directly changing a portion of the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute made in 
order as original text addressed by an 
amendment printed in the report of the Com
mittee on Rules, if offered by a Member des
ignated jointly by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on For
eign Affairs and the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Armed Services. All points of order against 
such additional amendments are waived. 

SEC. 3. It shall be in order at any time for 
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs or a designee to offer amendments en 
bloc consisting of amendments otherwise in 
order to the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute made in order as original text or 
germane modifications of any such amend
ment. Amendments en bloc offered pursuant 
to this section shall be considered as read 
(except that modifications shall be reported) , 
shall be debatable for ten minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, shall not be subject to 
amendment, and shall not be subject to a de-

mand for division of the question in the 
House or in the committee of the Whole. For 
the purpose of inclusion in such amendments 
en bloc, an amendment printed in the form 
of a motion to strike may be modified to the 
form of a germane perfecting amendment to 
the text originally proposed to be stricken. 
All points of order against such amendments 
en bloc are waived. The original proponent of 
an amendment included in such amendments 
en bloc may insert a statement in the Con
gressional Record immediately before the 
disposition of the amendment en bloc. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

During consideration of this resolu
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, export control laws are 
designed to keep potentially dangerous 
technologies out of the hands of na
tions that threaten the entire inter
national community. 

H.R. 3937 takes a major step forward 
in export control policy by shifting our 
focus from an outdated cold war frame
work to the new threat posed by the 
proliferation of weapons of mass de
struction. 

This is an important issue and an im
portant bill and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 474 is 
a modified open rule for consideration 
of H.R. 3937, the Export Administration 
Act of 1994. 

The rule provides a total of 90 min
utes of general debate to be divided be
tween the six committees with juris
diction over the bill. 

The rule makes in order the text of 
H.R. 4663 as an original bill for the pur
pose of amendment. This compromise 
text represents an agreement between 
the various committees of jurisdiction. 

Under the rule, this compromise bill 
would be open to amendment at any 
point, with two exceptions: 

First, the rule does not allow amend
ments on the sections of the bill re
ported by the Ways and Means Com
mittee-these provisions deal with 
sanctions. 

Second, the rule prohibits amend
ments affecting the subject of timber. 

The Rules Committee felt it best to 
leave undisturbed the timber provi
sions reported by the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, and consequently, con
sciously chose the very broad language 
of this prohibition. 

The use of the word affecting reflects 
a judgment that the rule should fore
close not only amendments making ex
plicit references to timber per se, but 
also amendments that have effects on 
timber different from those proposed in 
the original-text substitute that was 
derived from the product of committee 
deliberations. 

The rule also requires that all 
amendments be printed in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD prior to consider
ation of the bill. 

The rule establishes an orderly proce
dure for consideration of the matters 
in dispute between the Foreign Affairs 
Committee and the Armed Services 
Committee. The rule provides for the 
consideration of the Dellums and Ham
ilton amendments under a king-of-the
hill procedure. 

If the matters in disagreement are 
resolved, the rule allows the bipartisan 
leadership of the two committees to 
offer an en bloc amendment consisting 
of the compromise text. 

Finally, the rule provides one motion 
to recommit, with or without instruc
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair rule, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

D 1920 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Bellevue, WA [Ms. 
DUNN]. 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the bill for the Export Adminis
tration Act and ask my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to support this 
rule. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, may I say that the gen
tleman from Tennessee has done a good 
job in explaining one of the most com
plicated rules to come before the House 
in a long time. 

I hope that Members will not oppose 
this rule, because it represents the best 
that could be done under the difficult 
circumstances that surround the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the Export Administra
tion Act has always presented difficul
ties on the floor of the House because 
it is an extraordinarily important stat
ute which happens also to be highly 
technical in nature and something that 
does not lend itself to superficial anal
ysis or debate. 

The Export Administration Act sets 
forth the policies, procedures, and in
stitutional oversight concerning the 
export of so-called dual-use items-ci
vilian products, commodities, or tech
nologies that have potential for mili
tary applications. 

In controlling the export of such 
dual-use items, an appropriate balance 
must be struck between the absolute 
imperative of protecting the security 
of the country and the legitimate needs 
of the U.S. community to remain com
petitive in international markets. 

It might be said that this rule has to 
strike a balance, too. 

And without repeating everything 
that was said by the gentleman from 
Tennessee, I would like to comment on 
at least one of its most important as
pects. 

Members are aware that the Commit
tees on Foreign Affairs and Armed 
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Services have taken sharply divergent 
positions on the question of which Fed
eral department should have primary 
responsibility for handling the export 
licensing review process-indeed, this 
is one of the most important issues af
fecting the entire bill. 

The rule now before us seeks to settle 
this controversy by means of a king-of
the-hill procedure. 

First, the House will have a 60-
minute debate and a vote on a package 
of en bloc amendments to be presented 
by the Committee on Armed Services. 

Then, the House will have a 60-
minute debate and a vote on a package 
of amendments to be presented by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. Speaker, the important thing is 
this: Every Member will have the 
chance to cast a clean-cut vote-up or 
down- on the Armed Services proposals 
that make the Defense Department a 
co-equal partner with the Commerce 
Department in handling the export li
censing review process. 

If the Armed Services amendment 
passes and the Foreign Affairs amend
ment does not, the bill will be substan
tially improved. 

Indeed, I believe that the uncertain
ties of the times and the complexity of 
modern technology argue for greater 
participation by the Defense Depart
ment, not less. 

But if the House chooses to pass both 
the Armed Services and the Foreign 
Affairs amendments , the net effect will 
be to move the bill at least some dis
tance away from its present position 
that favors the Commerce Department 
so decisively. 

In any event, the rule provides us 
with a means of sorting out these ques
tions-and for that reason I can forgo 
my usual opposition to king-of-the-hill 
procedures. 

Mr. Speaker, it must also be pointed 
out that the rule provides the Commit
tees on Armed Services and Foreign Af
fairs with the right to offer a com
promise amendment on export licens
ing if they can somehow work out their 
differences. 

In addition, I believe it is worth not
ing that the rule does not-repeat, does 
not-impose any time limit on the con
sideration of amendments under the 5-
minute rule. 

So long as amendments are germane 
and have been printed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD prior to consideration 
of the bill, there is no time limit 
placed on their consideration under the 
regular 5-minute rule. 

Rule number date reported Rule type 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to spend 
the rest of my time addressing the spe
cific concerns I have concerning the 
bill this rule makes in order. 

H.R. 3937, as reported by the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs, represents a 
fundamental shift in the way America 
will seek to control the export of dual
use items. 

The single most important element 
in this bill is the establishment of a 
statutory relationship or integration 
between U.S. policies on the export of 
dual-use items and the policies main
tained by the multilateral export con
trol regimes of which the United States 
is a member. 

In other words, from here on out, our 
Government will be relying almost ex
clusively on a multilateral approach 
for the establishment and enforcement 
of export control policies. 

This causes me great concern, Mr. 
Speaker, especially when I observe the 
performance of an administration that 
seems to view multilateral organiza
tions as a substitute for U.S. leader
ship-instead of places where America 
must lead. 

Many of the provisions in this bill 
will have to be subject to further mul
tilateral negotiations before they can 
be implemented, and they will have to 
be reinforced constantly and consist
ently in order to be effective there
after. 

Is the Clinton administration up to 
this kind of challenge? Frankly, I 
doubt it. 

One need only look at the flounder
ing attempts to establish a new con
sultative organization among the 
major Western industrial democracies 
to see that a multilateral approach to 
export controls, as envisioned in this 
bill, is the equivalent of hanging out a 
fire sale sign. 

Then there is the whole issue I men
tioned earlier: The question of which 
Federal department should be the lead 
agency in this new process. 

This bill would give the Commerce 
Department almost exclusive control, 
and that really alarms me. 

During the 1980's, I found the Export 
Licensing Office at Commerce to be a 
shoestring operation more suited for a 
Charles Dickens story than for keeping 
up with the analytical demands im
posed by modern technology and the 
multitude of dangerous places to which 
such technology can be diverted. 

Does the Commerce Department have 
the qualified personnel, the data base , 
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· the technical infrastructure and, most 
importantly, the commitment to un
dertake these new responsibilities? 
Frankly, I doubt that too. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, I seriously 
question whether our Government 
presently has either the political will 
or the administrative know-how to 
make good on the multilateral ap
proach to export controls that this bill 
sets up. 

Our country has already fought one 
war against a dictatorship that man
aged to arm itself with military aid 
and dual-use technology from Western 
sources. 

And unless Members think the Unit
ed States can afford to conduct another 
operation Desert Storm any time soon, 
they had better take another look at 
this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I have grave reserva
tions about much that is contained in 
this bill. 

But debate in the House must go for
ward. I hope Members will not oppose 
this rule, which was put together in a 
very painstaking process in order to be 
fair to all committees involved. 
ROLLCALL VOTES IN THE RULES COMMITTEE ON 

MOTIONS TO R .R. 3937, EXPORT ADMINISTRA
TION ACT OF 1994-JULY 12, 1994 

1. Highest vote wins on King-Of-The-Hill
(Vote: Defeated 4-5). Yeas-Solomon, Quil
len, Dreier, Goss. Nays-Moakley, Derrick, 
Beilenson, Bonior, Gordon. Not voting: 
Frost, Hall , Wheat, Slaughter. 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH-103D CONG. 

Open rules Restrictive 

Total rules rules 
Congress (years) granted 1 Num- Per- Num- Per-ber cent2 ber cent3 

95th (1977- 78) 211 179 85 32 15 
96th (1979--80) 214 161 75 53 25 
97th (1981-82) . . 120 90 75 30 25 
98th (1983-84) . 155 105 68 50 32 
99th (1985-86) 115 65 57 50 43 
lOOth (1987-88) . 123 66 54 57 46 
101 st (1989- 90) 104 47 45 57 55 
102d (1991- 92) 109 37 34 72 66 
103d (1993- 94) 75 17 23 58 77 

1 Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from 
the Rules Committee which provide for the initial consideration of legisla
tion, except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order. 
Original jurisdiction measures reported as privileged are also not counted . 

2 Open rules are those which permit any Member to offer any germane 
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with the 
rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages are open rules as a per
cent of total rules granted. 

3 Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which 
can be offered , and include so-called modified open and modified closed 
rules , as well as completely closed rule, and rules providing for consider
ation in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. The par
enthetical percentages are restrictive rules as a percent of total rules grant
ed . 

Sources: "Rules Committee Calendars & Surveys of Activities," 95th- 102d 
Cong .; "Notices of Action Taken," Committee on Rules, 103d Cong ., through 
July 12, 1994. 

Amendments allowed Disposition of rule and date 

H. Res. 58, Feb. 2, 1993 ......... .. .............. MC H.R. I: Family and medical leave ... .. . 30 (D-5; R- 25) ......... 3 (0-0; R-3) ......................... . PO: 246-176. A: 259-164. (Feb. 3, 1993). 
PO: 248-171. A: 249-170. (Feb. 4, 1993). 
PO: 243-172. A: 237- 178. (Feb. 24, 1993). 
PO: 248- 166. A: 249--163. (Mar. 3, 1993). 
PO: 247- 170. A: 248-170. (Mar. 10, 1993). 
A: 240- 185. (Mar. 18, 1993). 

H. Res. 59, Feb. 3. 1993 .... MC H.R. 2: National Voter Reg istration Act ........... . 
H. Res. 103, Feb. 23 , 1993 C H.R. 920: Unemployment compensation .... . . 
H. Res. 106, Mar. 2, 1993 ......... MC H.R. 20: Hatch Act amendments .... 
H. Res. 119, Mar. 9, 1993 ... MC H.R. 4: NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 .............. . 
H. Res. 132, Mar. 17, 1993 .... MC H.R. 1335: Emergency supplemental Appropriations . 
H. Res. 133, Mar. 17, 1993 ....... MC H. Con. Res. 64: Budget resolution ... . ................ . 
H. Res. 138, Mar. 23, 1993 ...... MC H.R. 670: Family planning amendments ............ . 
H. Res. 147, Mar. 31. 1993 .. .. C H.R. 1430: Increase Public debt limit ............ .. ... . 
H. Res. 149, Apr. l , 1993 ....... MC H.R. 1578: Expedited Rescission Act of 1993 .. .......... . 

19 (0- 1; R-18) ...... .. 1 (D-0: R- 1) 
7 (D- 2; R- 5) .......... 0 (D-0; R- 0) .. 
9 (0- 1; R- 8) 3 (D-0; R- 3) 
13 (d- 4; R-9) .. .. 8 (0- 3; R- 5) .......................... . 
37 (D-8; R- 29) .. !(not submitted) (D- 1: R-0) . 
14 (D- 2; R- 12) 4 (1-D not submitted) (0-2; R- 2) . 
20 (D-8; R- 12) .. .. ...... 9 (0-4; R-5) 
6 (0- 1; R- 5) ...... .. ...... 0 (0-0; R-0) 
8 !D- 1; R- 7) 3 (D-1: R-2) 

PO: 250-172. A: 251- 172. (Mar. 18, 1993). 
PO: 252- 164. A: 247- 169. (Mar. 24. 1993). 
PO: 244-168. A: 242- 170. (Apr. I. 1993). 
A: 212-208. (Apr. 28, 1993). 
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Rule number date reported Rule type 

H. Res. 164., May 4, 1993 .. 0 
H. Res. 171 , May 18, 1993 ........ 0 
H. Res. 172, May 18, 1993 0 
H. Res. 173, May 18, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 183, May 25, 1993 0 
H. Res. 186, May 27, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 192, June 9, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 193, June 10, 1993 . . 0 
H. Res. 195, June 14, 1993 ...... MC 
H. Res. 197, June 15, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 199, June 16, 1993 C 
H. Res. 200, June 16, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 201 , June 17, 1993 . 0 
H. Res. 203, June 22, 1993 . .. MO 
H. Res. 206, June 23, 1993 .. .. 0 
H. Res. 217, July 14, 1993 . MO 
H. Res. 220, July 21, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 226, July 23, 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 229, July 28, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 230, July 28, 1993 0 
H. Res. 246. Aug. 6, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 248, Sept. 9, 1993 . MO 
H. Res. 250, Sept. 13, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 254, Sept. 22. 1993 MO 
H. Res. 262, Sept. 28, 1993 . 0 
H. Res. 264, Sept. 28. 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 265, Sept. 29, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 269, Oct. 6, 1993 . . MO 
H. Res. 273, Oct. 12, 1993 . . MC 
H. Res. 274, Oct. 12, 1993 ......... MC 
H. Res. 282, Oct. 20, 1993 . . C 
H. Res. 286, Oct. 27, 1993 ......... 0 
H. Res. 287 , Oct. 27, 1993 . . C 
H. Res. 289, Oct. 28, 1993 0 
H. Res. 293, Nov. 4, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 299, Nov. 8, 1993 . MO 
H. Res. 302, Nov. 9, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 303, Nov. 9, 1993 ......... 0 
H. Res. 304, Nov. 9, 1993 C 
H. Res. 312, Nov. 17, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 313, Nov. 17, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 314, Nov. 17, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 316, Nov. 19, 1993 C 
H. Res. 319, Nov. 20, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 320, Nov. 20, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 336, Feb. 2, 1994 MC 
H. Res. 352, Feb. 8, 1994 MC 
H. Res. 357, Feb. 9, 1994 MC 
H. Res. 366, Feb. 23 , 1994 . MO 
H. Res. 384, Mar. 9, 1994 MC 
H. Res. 401 , Apr. 12, 1994 .... ..... MO 
H. Res. 410, Apr. 21 , 1994 . MO 
H. Res. 414, Apr. 28, 1994 0 
H. Res. 416, May 4, 1994 C 
H. Res. 420, May 5, 1994 0 
H. Res. 422, May 11 , 1994 MO 
H. Res. 423, May 11, 1994 0 
H. Res. 428, May 17, 1994 MO 
H. Res. 429, May 17, 1994 MO 
H. Res. 431 , May 20, 1994 MO 
H. Res. 440, May 24, 1994 MC 
H. Res. 443, May 25, 1994 MC 
H. Res. 444, May 25, 1994 . MC 
H. Res. 447, June 8, 1994 . 0 
H. Res. 467, June 28, 1994 MC 
H. Res. 468, June 28, 1994 . MO 
H. Res. 474, July 12, 1994 . MO 
H. Res. 475, July 12, 1994 ...................... 0 
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H.R. 820: Nate Competitiveness Act ............ .. 
H.R. 873: Gallatin Range Act of 1993 ...................... .. 
H.R. 1159: Passenger Vessel Safety Act .... ............... . 
S.J. Res. 45: United States forces in Somalia .... .. 
H.R. 2244: 2d supplemental appropriations . 
H.R. 2264: Omnibus budget reconciliation .................... . 

Amendments submit
ted 

NA 
NA 
NA ............ .. 
6 (D- 1; R- 5) . 
NA .. .. .......... .... .. . 
51 (D-19; R- 32) 

H.R. 2348: Legislative branch appropriations .. ........ 50 (D-6; R- 44) ... 
H.R. 2200: NASA authorization NA . 
H.R. 5: Striker replacement .......... .. .. .. .... ...... ........... ....... . 7 (D-4; R- 3) .. ........ . 
H.R. 2333: State Department. H.R. 2404: Foreign aid .. . 53 {D- 20; R- 33) ...... . 
H.R. 1876: Ext. of "Fast Track" ...................... . NA ........... . ...... .. .. 
H.R. 2295: Foreign operations appropriations . 
H.R. 2403: Treasury-postal appropriations 

.......... 33 {D-11 ; R- 22) .... . 

H.R. 2445: Energy and Water appropriations 
H.R. 2150: Coast Guard authorization .. .. . 
H.R. 2010: National Service Trust Act .. ......... .. 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental . 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental .................... .. 
H.R. 2330: Intelligence Authority Act, fiscal year 1994 . 
H.R. 1964: Maritime Administration authority 
H.R. 2401 : National Defense authority ...................... . 
H.R. 2401: National defense authorization ....... .. 
H.R. 1340: RTC Completion Act .. 
H.R. 2401: National Defense authorization . 
H.R. 1845: National Bi0logical Survey Act ................. ................... .. 
H.R. 2351 : Arts , humanities, museums ...................... .. 
H.R. 3167: Unemployment compensation amendments 
H.R. 2739: Aviation infrastructure investment ...... 
H.R. 3167: Unemployment compensation amendments . . 
H.R. 1804: Goals 2000 Educate America Act . 
H.J. Res . 281: Continuing appropriations through Oct. 28, 1993 ..... 
H.R. 334: Lumbee Recognition Act ..................... . 
H.J. Res. 283: Continuing appropriations resolution 
H.R. 2151: Maritime Security Act of 1993 . 
H. Con. Res. 170: Troop withdrawal Somalia . 
H.R. 1036: Employee Retirement Act- 1993 . 
H.R. 1025: Brady handgun bill 
H.R. 322: Mineral exploration 
H.J. Res. 288: Further CR, FY 1994 
H.R. 3425: EPA Cabinet Status 
H.R. 796: Freedom Access to Clinics .. ... 

NA .. 
NA .. . 
NA .......... .. 
NA .......... . 
14 (D- 8; R-6) . 
15 (D- 8: R-7) . 
NA . 
NA . 
149 (D- 109; R- 40) 

12 (0-3; R- 9) 

NA ............ .. 
7 (D-0; R-7) 
3 {D- 1; R-2) . . 
NIA .. ............... .. 
3 (D- 1: R- 2) .......... . 
15 (D- 7; R- 7; 1- ll . 
NIA .. 
NIA .................. . 
1 (D-0: R-0) .. .. 
NIA . 
NIA ................ ....... .. 
2 (D-l; R- 1) .. .. 
17 (D-6: R- 11) .. 
NIA ....... .. 
NIA ................... .. 
27 (D- 8; R- 19) .... .. 
15 (D- 9; R-6) .. . 
21 (D- 7; R-14) H.R. 3351 : Alt Methods Young Offenders 

H.R. 51: D.C. statehood bill . .................. ......... 1 (D- 1; R-0) 
H.R. 3: Campaign Finance Reform 35 (D- 6; R-29) 
H.R. 3400: Reinventing Government .................... .. 34 (D- 15; R-19) 
H.R. 3759: Emergency Supplemental Appropriations . .. 14 {D- 8; R-5: 1-1) . 

27 (D- 8; R-19) . H.R. 811 : Independent Counsel Act .............. .. ......... . 
H.R. 3345: Federal Workforce Restructuring ...... . 3 (D- 2; R-1) 
H.R. 6: Improving America 's Schools ............................................. . NA . 
H. Con . Res. 218: Budget Resolution FY 1995-99 ........................ .. . 14 (D- 5; R-9) . 

180 (D- 98; R-82) . H.R. 4092: Violent Crime Control . 
H.R. 3221: Iraqi Claims Act .. NIA 
H.R. 3254: NSF Auth. Act . . ....................... . NIA ................ .. .... . 
H.R. 4296: Assault Weapons Ban Act ................. 7 {D- 5; R-2) ... 
H.R. 2442: EDA Reauthorization ........ 
H.R. 518: California Desert Protection ...................... .... . 

NIA 
NIA. 

H.R. 2473: Montana Wilderness Act 
H.R. 2108: Black Lung Benefits Act 
H.R. 4301 : Defense Auth ., FY 1995 
H.R. 4301 : Defense Auth ., FY 1995 ......... 
H.R. 4385: Natl Hiway System Designation . 
H.R. 4426: For. Ops. Approps, FY 1995 
H.R. 4454: Leg Branch Approp, FY 1995 
H.R. 4539: Treasury/Postal Approps 1995 
H.R. 4600: Expedited Rescissions Act 
H.R. 4299: Intelligence Auth ., FY 1995 . 
H.R. 3937: Export Admin. Act of 1994 ... .......... .. 
H.R. 1188: Anti-Redlining in Ins ......... 

NIA ................. . 
4 {D- 1; R- 3) .......... .. .. 
173 (D- 115; R- 58) . 

i'6('0.::1o;··R.::6i··::. 
.. .. .. .......... .. .. ....... 39 {D- 11; R- 28) .... 

43 {D- 10; R- 33) . 
NIA .. 

. .... ................ ..... NIA . 
NIA . 

... ...... .. ..... ... NIA . 
........ .. ...... NIA .. 

NA 
NA . 
NA 

Amendments allowed 

6 (0- 1; R- 5) . 
NA ......... .... . 
8 (0- 7; R- 1) .. 
6 (D- 3; R- 3) 
NA . .. .......... ............. . 
2 (D- 1; R- 1) .. ...... .. .. 
27 (D- 12: R- 15) .... .. 
NA .... .. ................ .. .... ........ .. 
5(D- l ; R-4) .......................... .. 
NA 
NA ..... .. . 
NA ..... . ............................. .. 
NA ................ .. .. 
2 {D- 2; R-0) . 
2 (0- 2; R-0) 
NA 
NA ........................ . 

1 {D- 1; R-0) ................ .. .......... . 
91 (0-67; R-24) . 
NA ............ . 
3 (D-0: R- 3) 
2 (0-1 : R-1) .. .. 
NIA .... .............. . 
2 (D- 1; R-1) ............. ... .... .............. . 
10 (D- 7: R-3) 
NIA 
NIA 
0 ... 
NIA . 
NIA 
NIA .......... .. 
4 (D- 1; R- 3) ......................... . 
NIA .. . 
NIA .. .. .. .. ...................... .. 

Disposition of rule and date 

A: Voice Vote. (May 5, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (May 20. 1993). 
A: 308- 0 (May 24, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote (May 20, 1993) 
A: 251 - 174. (May 26, 1993). 
Pa: 252- 178. A: 23&--194 (May 27, 1993). 
PQ: 240- 177. A: 22&--185. (June 10, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (June 14, 1993). 
A: 244-176 .. (June 15, 1993). 
A: 294-129. (June 16, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (June 22, 1993). 
A: 263- 160. (June 17, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (June 17, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (June 23, 1993). 
A: 401-0. (July 30, 1993). 
A: 261-164. (July 21 , 1993). 
Pa: 245- 178. F: 205-216. (July 22, 1993). 
A: 224- 205. (July 27, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (Aug. 3, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (July 29, 1993). 
A: 246- 172. (Sept. 8, 1993). 
Pa: 237-169. A: 234-169. (Sept. 13, 1993). 
A: 213- 191-1. (Sept. 14, 1993). 
A: 241- 182. (Sept. 28, 1993). 
A: 238- 188 (10/06/93). 
Pa: 240- 185. A: 225-195. (Oct. 14, 1993). 
A: 239- 150. (Oct. 15, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (Oct. 7, 1993). 
Pa: 235- 187. F: 149-254. (Oct. 14, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (Oct. 13, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (Oct. 21 , 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (Oct. 28, 1993). 
A: 252- 170. (Oct. 28, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (Nov. 3, 1993). 
A: 390- 8. (Nov. 8, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (Nov. 9, 1993). 
A: 238- 182. (Nov. 10, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (Nov. 16, 1993). 

9 (D- 1; R- 8) ............... .............. F: 191- 227 . (Feb. 2, 1994). 
4 (D- 1; R- 3) ... ............. A: 233- 192. (Nov. 18, 1993). 
6 (D-3: R- 3) A: 238- 179. (Nov. 19, 1993). 
NIA . .............................. ... ... ......... A: 252- 172. (Nov. 20. 1993). 
1 (D-0: R- 1) A: 220- 207. (Nov. 21 , 1993). 
3 (D- 3: R-0) A: 247- 183. (Nov. 22, 1993). 
5 (D- 3: R- 2) . PO: 244- 168. A: 342-65. (Feb 3, 1994). 
10 (D- 4: R-6) PO: 249- 174. A: 242-174. (Feb. 9, 1994). 
2 (D- 2: R-0) .... A: W (Feb. 10, 1994). 
NA ............... A: W (Feb. 24, 1994). 
5 {D-3; R- 2) A: 245- 171 (Mar. 10, 1994). 
68 (D-47; R- 21) A: 244- 176 (Apr. 13, 1994). 
NIA . A: Voice Vote (Apr. 28, 1994). 
NIA ............. A: Voice Vote (May 3, 1994). 
0 (D-0; R-0) A: 220- 209 (May 5, 1994). 
NIA . A: Voice Vote (May l 0, 1994). 
NIA . ... ............................. PO: 245- 172 A: 248- 165 (May 17, 1994). 
NIA . A: Voice Vote (May 12, 1994). 
NIA . A: W (May 19, 1994). 

A: 369-49 (May 18, 1994). 
100 (0- 80; R- 20) .... .. ..................... A: Voice Vote (May 23, 1994). 
5 (D-5: R-0) A: Voice Vote (May 25, 1994). 
8 (D-3; R- 5) .......... .......................... PO: 233-191 A: 244- 181 (May 25, 1994). 
12 (D-8: R- 4) . A: 249-177 (May 26, 1994). 
NIA . A: 236-177 (June 9, 1994). 
NIA . 
NIA . 

Note.-Code: C-Closed; MC-Modified closed; MO-Modified open; 0-0pen; D-Democrat; R-Republican; PO: Previous question; A-Adopted; F-Fa iled. 

Mr_ GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 5 minutes 
to the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. DEFAZIO Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
GORDON] for yielding a generous 
amount of time. 

This is an extraordinarily important 
issue which I will bring before the 
House to the people of the Pacific 
Northwest and indeed to the people of 
America, goes to the future of our for
est resources and the future of the lum
ber and sawmill industry in the North
west. I had intended to offer a totally 
germane amendment to the Export Ad
ministration Act pertaining to the ex
port of raw logs, finding there was a 
critical short supply of raw logs in the 
Pacific Northwest and at that point di
recting the Secretary of Commerce, as 

the law provides, to restrict such ex
port. 

This, as the gentleman said, is a very 
complicated rule. It is the most un
usual and discriminatory rule I have 
seen in my years in the House. It is, as 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM
ILTON] requested, nearly an open rule 
with the exception of the complicated 
amendments for DOD. It is an open 
rule with one exception. This rule says 
that no amendment relating to the 
subject of timber shall be in order. 
That is quite unusual , to say the best. 
The intent of that rule and the intent 
of that gag order is to keep me and 
some other interested Members from 
offering an amendment to stop export
ing our logs overseas while we close 
mills in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, in the Pacific North
west we have 434 sawmills, and we are 
the timber breadbasket of the world. 

We are the timber breadbasket of the 
world. Strangely enough, in Japan, 
where they do not harvest a single 
tree, 16,000 sawmills are operating, and 
they are operating principally with 
logs exported from the Pacific North
west. The price of lumber, as we heard 
earlier, has gone up dramatically. We 
need to deal with the situation. 

The Japanese allow our logs in with
out restriction, without barrier, with
out tariff, but our more efficient saw
mills are not allowed by tariff and non
tariff barriers to bring their lumber 
and sawmill products , their processed 
products, their manufactured products, 
products that are employing working 
Americans into their country. My col
leagues will hear later how there is a 
great effort to get our lumber products 
into Japan. We are sending less lumber 
products into Japan today than we did 
in 1989. 
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Are we going to keep acting like a 

colony? Are we going to keep giving 
them the logs, or are we going to stand 
up for the industrial interests and 
working people of this country? 

This is a rare moment. This is a mo
ment where labor and environmental 
groups stand together. They both wish 
to see this amendment voted upon. 

I do not know what the concern is, 
why after I submitted testimony to the 
Committee on Rules, no one testified 
against the open rule, no one testified 
against my proposed amendment, but 
strangely enough these words appear in 
this rule: No amendment regarding 
timber. Why is it that some powerful 
interests in this House are afraid of 
having a vote on this issue. I ask, 

Don't they think they can win this issue? 
Don't they think they can make the argu
ment that timber isn 't in short supply in the 
Pacific Northwest? Don' t they think they 
can make the argument that the Japanese 
are great trading partners and we should 
keep giving them our logs and keep letting 
them discriminate against our finished prod
ucts? 

Of course not. It is absurd. They 
would be laughed out of here. People 
would want to stand up, for once, for 
America and for our resources. 

I would like to insert into the 
RECORD a letter from a mill owner in 
my district who previously opposed re
strictions on these log exports and now 
exports them and is operating only 
today with logs purchased off export 
docks in Washington State because the 
Japanese are in a recession, and their 
market is down, and, as soon as their 
market goes back up, his mill will 
close along with dozens of other mills 
in the Pacific Northwest. 

I would urge my colleagues to oppose 
this rule . I particularly urge my Re
publican colleagues who normally op
pose restrictive rules to be consistent 
and oppose this rule. This is a gag 
order. One subject and one subject only 
will not come before this House, an im
portant subject, whether or not the 
United States will be an industrial na
tion and will stand up to the unfair 
trade practices of Japan and whether 
or not we will husband these resources 
and put Americans to work. 

This is not an issue of small wood lot 
owners. It is an interest of the largest 
log exporting corporation in America. 
Those small wood lot owners would 
come out whole if we kept these logs, 
and the price of stumpage will never 
come down again. We are headed to
ward an indefinite shortage of logs. 
There will be no harvest on Federal 
lands for the indefinite future . They 
will make money beyond their wildest 
dreams of a few years ago. So , this is 
not going to disadvantage small wood 
lot owners, but it will disadvantage 
some very powerful log exporting inter
ests, and it will disadvantage the Japa
nese and their restrictive barriers 
against our finished wood products. 

MAY 9, 1994. 
Congressman PETER DEFAZIO, 
Longworth House Office Building , 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PETER: As I have told you several 
times in the past, I am philosophically op
posed to the limitation of log exports. I also 
felt that the type of logs being exported were 
not the kind we could use and I also thought 
that the exporting companies would not sell 
their logs to us but would withhold them 
from the market. 

I was wrong on all counts. We have been 
existing almost entirely on export quality 
logs purchased from the exporters since last 
July when the export market crashed. We 
would have been all through by now if this 
hadn't happened. The size and quality of logs 
has been similar to what we had been buying 
on Government sales and the price we paid 
has allowed us to operate at a profit. 

We realize that this is a short term phe
nomena and when ever the Japanese decide 
to return to the market it will be all over. 

I have read your proposed legislation and I 
agree it is something that is sorely needed to 
tide us over until some sense can be returned 
to the Federal timber sale program. I still 
think that the ultimate solution lies in a 
sensible sale of Public timber on a sustained 
yield basis. 

In the interim, you have my full support 
on your proposed bill. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the distin
guished gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH], our minority whip. 

D 1930 
Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

my friend for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I just want to report to 

the House it is my understanding, 
checking with our wise colleagues on 
our side on the Committee on Rules, 
that on all of the basic, substantive 
matters in which, for example, the 
Committee on Armed Services asked 
for a very broad range of amendments 
to be made in order, they were made in 
order. 

I just wanted to say to my colleague 
from Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI], that if at 
any time we had ever had his help in 
voting against any of the gag rules and 
restrictive rules which we had opposed, 
I would be sympathetic. In this case I 
suggest to you this is a good edu
cational experience for you. You might 
in the future join us in voting for open 
rules, but I would urge all of my col
leagues to vote " yes" tonight. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield 5 min
utes to the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to commend the gentleman from Geor
gia for his very artful statement. 

I just want to stand up here and tell 
you a little bit about log exports in the 
Pacific Northwest. I want to make sure 
that all my colleagues know a couple 
major facts: 

This Congress has passed restrictions 
so that all Federal logs off of our Fed
eral lands stay at home. And a few 
years ago, under the leadership of the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 

SWIFT] and the members of the Wash
ington-Oregon delegation, we passed a 
second law that said all of our State 
logs stay at home. 

We basically said that all public logs 
off of public lands will stay home and 
be available to the industries of the 
Northwest. We drew the line there be
cause we felt that the private property 
owners, the small wood lot owners of 
the Northwest who own this property 
and have one chance every 50 years or 
so to harvest it, had a right to sell it 
where they could make the_ most 
money. I mean, this is a basic private 
property right. 

I think we as a Congress should not 
get into the middle of this. We have got 
a whole short supply legislation. It is 
already on the books. It is very care
fully drawn, so that when the Sec
retary of Commerce gets a petition, he 
holds a hearing, he hears all the evi
dence. 

What the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. DEFAZIO] is doing is prejudging 
the entire matter. He is saying that 
there is not to be any weighing of the 
evidence, there is not to be any hear
ings, there is not to be any administra
tive hearing, to determine whether in 
fact there is a requirement for this to 
be imposed. He just imposes it. 

That is why the entire Northwest del
egation, I believe, opposes what the 
gentleman is attempting to do here 
today. 

I think the rule is a good rule. I 
think the rule should be supported by 
the House. The gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON] was the one 
who felt very strongly that he did not 
want this issue to entangle his bill. We 
have got to get this Export Adminis
tration Act legislation through the 
Congress. There are some very impor
tant legislative provisions in the bill. 

So I want to say again to my col
leagues, we have restricted all public 
logs. We have kept those at home. We 
have made a judgment that private 
logs, the private landowner, ought to 
be able to export those logs, if that is 
where the best market is. 

I think, frankly , what the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] does almost 
violates GATT, because in a sense, 
what it does is subsidize some of the 
mills in his area. What he wants to do, 
frankly , to get it right down on the 
table, is take logs from Washington 
State and move them down to Oregon. 
If I were in his shoes, I would probably 
be doing the same thing. But we would 
just like to keep our logs where they 
are and let our little wood lot owners 
and some of our major companies ex
port them, if that is what they want. I 
hope that they keep a lot of those logs 
at home. 

In fact , when you look at the facts, 
when they cut down an area, about 50 
percent of it is exported, and 50 percent 
of it goes to these little mills that the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] 
says he wants to help. 
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So they are benefited by the fact that 

a Weyerhauser is exporting. Because 
when they export, they also provide 
logs to the local mills, because only 50 
percent of it is exported. The other 50 
percent stays at home. 

So I would urge the House to stay 
with the Northwest delegation and sup
port the Cammi ttee on Rules, and pro
tect private property rights again. This 
will be the test vote on whether you 
are for private property or not in this 
session of Congress. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 

time as he may consume to the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN] the ranking member of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in 
support of R.R. 3937, the rule, and I 
want to join my colleague and friend 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] in sup
porting H. Res. 474, providing 90 min
utes of debate and a preprinting re
quirement of R.R. 3937, the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1994. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides time for a 
discussion of EAA issues by all committees 
with a jurisdictional interest in this legislation 
including Foreign Affairs, Armed Services, Ju
diciary, Public Works and Transportation, 
Ways and Means, and Intelligence. 

It also makes in order two omnibus amend
ments from the Armed Services Committee 
and the Foreign Affairs Committee on the 
interagency process in controlling exports. As 
such, it provides both our committees with 
ample time to present their alternative ap
proaches to reforming the present antiquated 
export control system. . 

The bill we bring before you today enjoys bi~ 
partisan support and represents a good faith 
effort on the part of the many members of our 
committee to compromise their differences be
tween proponents of license liberalization and 
advocates of greater national security controls. 

Some of the provisions in the bill reported 
out of the Foreign Affairs Committee have 
prompted our colleagues on the Armed Serv
ices Committee to propose an omnibus 
amendment that would greatly expand the role 
of the Secretary of Defense in the licensing 
and listmaking process, in some instances at 
the expense of State Department and other 
agencies. 

In an effort to bridge our differences with 
this committee over the role of the Depart
ments of Defense and Energy in the export li
censing process, I have actively participated in 
a process leading to a Foreign Affairs Commit
tee substitute which narrows the key dif
ferences between our two committees. 

I stand ready to continue these efforts with 
my colleagues on both committees with the 
goal of ensuring a compromise effort that 
overhauls and streamlines our licensing sys
tem without compromising our national secu
rity or foreign policy interests. 

I urge my colleagues to support the rule for 
this important legislation. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield 3 min-

utes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
WILSON). 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, this is, as 
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
DEFAZIO] says, this is an issue that 
really should be roundly debated and 
should be voted on by this House. 

Now, we allow the Japanese to buy 
our raw products, to buy our logs, to 
buy our wood chips, when the Japanese 
totally deny us access to their mar
kets. It is absolutely crazy for us to 
continue to do this. 

It is environmentally unsound for us 
to continue to do this. In my district, 
the Japanese are buying an immense 
amount of hardwood chips, which 
brings immense pressure on the forests. 
And, unlike what the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS] said, the for
ests in Texas, the public lands, are not 
protected from exports. Hardwood off 
the public lands, off the four National 
Forests in my district, are currently 
being exported to Japan, and Japan 
does not allow us to bid on one ton of 
paper, one package of plywood, or one 
board foot to lumber. That is ex
tremely important. 

I would further like to say, and I 
think it is the real crux of the matter, 
the major timber companies of the 
Northwest closed their mills, they 
blamed the spotted owl, and then they 
sent their logs to Japan. It is an un
speakably stupid situation that Ameri
cans have placed themselves in. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. WILSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I would just 
correct the record. I mean, most of our 
major companies have not shut down. 
There have been some small independ
ent companies that have shut down, 
and that is a big pain and very difficult 
thing for me to accept. That is why we 
have kept the public logs at home off of 
our State lands to try and help them 
out. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, that is only in the west. 
That is not in Texas. I have been un
able to get that provision added. But 
my district is full of small independent 
mills that have come there because of 
shortage of timber from your district, 
or from the Northwest. 

I would also like to say that the gen
tleman from Washington has rep
resented this as being an issue on 
which the Northwest delegation is to
tally united. I would point out that 
certainly the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. DEFAZIO] and the gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] would rep
resent the Northwest as well, and cer
tainly they are not together on this. 

But the important thing is that we 
blame the spotted owl, we blame envi
ronmental concerns, for the shortage of 
timber, for the shortage of jobs. And at 
the same time we do that, we are ex
porting an enormous amount of raw 

timber to Japan, who will not give us 
access to their markets. Therefore, I 
oppose this rule. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentleman from Montana 
[Mr. WILLIAMS). 

0 1940 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
As the gentleman from Texas just 

said, there is far from unanimity 
among northwestern Members of Con
gress. I am in opposition to this rule 
and its exclusion of a discussion re
garding logging exports. Quite frankly, 
I was surprised to see that out of all 
the commodities that are affected by 
this legislation, only timber was se
lected out for the gag order. I certainly 
have to ask why that gag was put for
ward and I hope my inquiry will 
produce a plausible explanation. 

Could it be that the managers of the 
ultimate legislation are not aware of 
the constant controversy that sur
rounds timber harvest in the Pacific 
Northwest? Could it be that there is 
someone out there or even more impor
tantly in here that does not know that 
large timber corporations are squeez
ing out independent mill operators and 
doing it through exports and underbid
ding for sales of Federal timber? Have 
some folks not heard that the Japanese 
are hoarding our raw logs in their har
bors at the same time that they are 
trying to reform America's timber 
management policies? 

Could it be that some of our col
leagues do not know that more than 
twice as many jobs are created in the 
manufacturing and processing of wood 
products compared to the number of 
jobs associated with the export of 
American logs? 

Perhaps some Members of the House 
do not understand that the injustice 
and the tragedy of the northwest tim
ber crisis does not fall just on the land 
and the despoiling of the land, but in 
the small towns and small mills that 
suffer now as a result of earlier admin
istration policies which ratcheted up 
timber harvesting at levels which sim
ply cannot be sustained and which were 
in violation of United States law. 

It seems to me that the only winner 
on the silencing of the very real inter
ests facing my State and the West is 
the large timber corporate interests 
that want us to set conservation policy 
on the needs of their bottom line. 

And so I call, as does the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO], for at least 
the opportunity to present the case 
that the majority of our constituents 
urge us to make. 

If my colleagues are unaware of the 
timber problems out West, the floor of 
the House is an excellent place to get 
that information. I urge my colleagues 
to reject this rule and remove the gag 
on our concerns about the continued 
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exporting of American raw logs to the 
countries of the eastern rim. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Vermont [Mr. 
SANDERS]. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this unfair rule 
and urge my colleagues to vote it 
down. This rule makes every amend
ment in order except the one offered by 
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
DEFAZIO], dealing with timber exports. 
We can and should defeat it and tell 
the Committee on Rules to come back 
with a truly open rule. It seems to me 
that if we want to do an open rule, let 
us do an open rule. If we want to do a 
closed rule, let us do a closed rule. But 
let us not do a rule which is wide open 
with the exception of one issue which 
is of great importance to one section of 
our country and to millions of our citi-

. zens. 
Mr. DEFAZIO's amendment is an emi

nently sensible one. It will allow us to 
deal with the antieconomic and 
antienvironmental practice of export
ing our timber as raw logs, rather than 
creating jobs by processing them here 
at home. This amendment protects 
both workers and the environment. 
And I should tell my New England col
leagues that the problem it deals with 
is not just in the Pacific Northwest-it 
is a growing problem for us in the 
northeast as well. 

More and more logs, especially of 
valuable hardwoods, are being exported 
from New England to Europe, Japan, 
and to Third World countries. Timber 
industry workers in Vermont have told 
us how logs are being shipped across 
the border to Canada, and then return
ing to us as processed wood products
undercutting their .jobs. It is time to 
stop this. It is time for us to stand up 
to the big timber companies and tell 
them to stop exporting American for
ests and American jobs. 

I urge the Members of this body to 
support fair trade, to support environ
mental protection, and to support 
American workers. Vote "no" on this 
rule. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for .pur
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I, too, am very disturbed that 
the DeFazio amendment was not al
lowed to be made in order under this 
rule. We had an opportunity to address 
the concerns of the economy in Califor
nia and elsewhere in the country by re
ducing the price of timber or lumber to 
the home building industry and to oth
ers and to address the question of 
workers in the northwest and to realize 
what this country has done in trying to 
settle the northwest dispute and bring
ing the settlement of that onto Federal 
lands which would reduce the cut and, 
therefore, we were hoping that some of 

the private companies would assist us 
in _putting that timber onto the market 
so that those mills could stay open in 
Oregon and Washington. And we could 
realize the benefits elsewhere in the 
country in lower lumber prices. 

This is good for the home builders. It 
is good for the real estate industry . . It 
is good for the carpenters. It is good for 
the laborers and people who work in 
that field. It is good for the people who 
are trying to find jobs in small mills, 
and it is very good for the American 
economy. 

But unfortunately, it was not al
lowed in. We should vote against this 
rule for that reason. As has already 
been pointed out here, this is the only 
commodity, the only subject matter of 
this entire bill where we can offer no 
amendment, no discussion of this, be
cause of the nature of this closed rule. 
It ought to be voted against. The mi
nority leader ought to vote with me be
cause I have supported open rules all 
the time. I have been on the floor 
under an open rule longer than any 
member in history. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

We have had a very interesting dis
cussion here about open rules. It 
sounds like we will have more support 
for open rules from the other side, 
which is terrific. The subject of this, 
however, really goes beyond just the 
timber discussion. 

I think to get back to what this rule 
is about and the complexity of the sub
ject here, we have got a major con
frontation between national security 
and free enterprise. They came into 
conflict. We have six committees of ju
risdiction and we have three executive 
agencies out there. We have the De
partment of Defense squaring off 
against Commerce and the State De
partment refereeing. This is a very 
complicated subject. This debate has 
gone on a long time. It is going to go 
on a lot longer. 

I think that the Committee on Rules 
has crafted as good a rule as was pos
sible. I am not sure of all of the ins and 
outs of the timber problem. I am sorry 
for the concern. Now Members know 
how we feel quite often over here. 

I do urge my colleagues on our side of 
the aisle, because of the overriding 
concerns on national security and the 
need to get rid of unnecessary entan
glements to profitable enterprise, to 
support this rule so we can get on with 
general debate and the amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, in con
clusion, let me just say this is a bipar
tisan modified open rule with broad 
support. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER (Mr. HASTINGS). The 

question is on the resolution. 

July 14, 1994 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice , and there were-yeas 188, nays 
157, not voting 89, as follows: 

[Roll No. 330] 

YEAS-188 
Abercrombie Grams Pallone 
Ackerman Hamilton Pastor 
Andrews (NJ) Harman Paxon 
Armey Hastert Pet erson (FL) 
Bacchus (FL) Hefley Pickett 
Bachus (AL) Hoagland Pickle 
Baesler Hobson Portman 
Barrett (NE) Hochbrueckner Price (NC) 
Bartlett Hoyer Pryce (OH) 
Bateman Hunter Quinn 
Becerra Hutto Reed 
Be!lenson Inglis Regula 
Bereut er Ins lee Reynolds 
Bev!ll Is took Roberts 
B1l!rakls Jacobs Rogers 
Bishop Johnson (CT) Rohrabacher 
Bon!or Johnson, E. B. Rose 
Boucher Johnston Roth 
Brewster Kas!ch Rowland 
Brooks K!ldee Roybal-Allard 
Browder Kingston Royce 
Brown (CA) Klein Sarpallus 
Brown (FL) Kolbe Sawyer 
Canady Kopetski Saxton 
Cantwell LaFalce Schaefer 
Chapman Lambert Schroeder 
Clement Lantos Schumer 
Coll!ns (GA) LaRocco Sensenbrenner 
Combest Laughlin Serrano 
Cooper Leach Shaw 
Coppersmith Lehman Shuster 
Cramer Linder S!s!sky 
Crapo Livingston Skaggs 
Darden Long Skeen 
de la Garza Lowey Skelton 
De Lay Lucas Slaughter 
Dellums Machtley Smith (IA) 
Derrick Mann Smith (NJ) 
Dicks Manton Smith (TX) 
Dixon Manzullo Spence 
Dunn Markey Spratt 
Edwards (CA) Matsu! Stearns 
Engel Mazzoli Stokes 
Eshoo Mc Dade Sundquist 
Fawell McDermott Swift 
Fazio McHugh Talent 
Fields (LA) McNulty Tanner 
Fingerhut Meehan Tejeda 
Flake Mfurne Thornton 
Ford (TN) Michel Towns 
Frank (MA) M!ller (FL) Traficant 
Franks (CT) Mineta Unsoeld 
Frost Moakley Velazquez 
GeJdenson Molinar! Visclosky 
Gephardt Mollohan Watt 
Gibbons Montgomery Weldon 
G!llmor Morella Whitten 
G!lman Myers Wolf 
Gingrich Neal (MA) Wyden 
Glickman Neal (NC) Wynn 
Goodlatte Nussle Young (AK) 
Gordon Ortiz Zimmer 
Goss Packard 

NAY&-157 
Allard Barrett (WI) Brown (OH) 
Andrews (ME) B!lbray Bryant 
Archer Blackwell Bunning 
Baker (CA) Bl!ley Buyer 
Ballenger Blute Byrne 
Barca Boehner Callahan 
Barcia Bon ma Camp 
Barlow Borski Castle 
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Clayton Horn Peterson (MN) 
Coble Huff1ngton Pombo 
Coleman Hughes Pomeroy 
Coll!ns (IL) Hyde Por ter 
Condit J ohnson (SD) Po shard 
Cox J ohnson, Sam Rahall 
Coyne Kanj orskl Ramstad 
Crane Kaptur Rangel 
Deal Kennedy Ravenel 
De Fazio Kennelly Richardson 
De Lauro Kim Roemer 
Deutsch King Ros-Lehtinen 
Dlaz-Balart Klink Roukema 
Dingell Knollenberg Rush 
Doolittle Kreidler Sanders 
Dornan Lazio Santo rum 
Dreier Levin Schenk 
Duncan Levy Scott 
Durbin Lewis (CA) Shays 
Ehlers Lewis (GA) Shepherd 
Emerson Lewis (KY) Snowe 
Engl!sh Lightfoot Strickland 
Evans Maloney Stump 
Ewing Margolies- Stupak 
Farr Mezvlnsky Swett 
Fllner McCandless Tauzin 
Franks (NJ) Mccloskey Taylor (MS) 
Furse McHale Taylor (NC) 
Gekas Mclnnls Thomas (CA) 
Gilchrest McKeon Thurman 
Gonzalez McKinney Torkildsen 
Goodling Meek Torres 
Grandy Menendez Torrlcelll 
Gunderson M1ller (CA) Tucker 
Hall (TX) Minge Upton 
Hamburg Mink Vento 
Hancock Moorhead Vucanovich 
Hansen Nadler Walker 
Hastings Oberstar Waters 
Hayes Olver Wheat 
Herger Orton Wllliams 
Hinchey Payne (NJ) Wise 
Hoekstra Payne (VA) Woolsey 
Hoke Pelosi Yates 
Holden Penny 

NOT VOTING-89 
Andrews (TX) Geren Owens 
Applegate Green Oxley 
Baker (LA) Greenwood Parker 
Barton Gutierrez Petr! 
Bentley Hall (OH) Qu!llen 
Berman Hefner Ridge 
Boehlert H1lliard Rostenkowski 
Burton Houghton Sabo 
Calvert Hutchinson Sangmeister 
Cardin Inhofe Schiff 
Carr J efferson Sharp 
Clay Johnson (GA) Slattery 
Clinger Kleczka Smith (Ml) 
Clyburn Klug Smith <OR) 
Coll!ns (MI) Kyl Solomon 
Conyers Lancaster Stark 
Costello Lewis (FL) Stenholm 
Cunningham Lipinski Studds 
Danner Lloyd Synar 
Dickey Martinez Thomas (WY) 
Dooley McColl um Thompson 
Edwards (TX) McCrery Valent ine 
Everett Mccurdy Volkmer 
Fields (TX) McM!llan Walsh 
Fish Meyers Washington 
Fogl!etta Mica Waxman 
Ford (Ml) Moran Wllson 
Fowler Murphy Young (FL) 
Gallegly Murtha Zeliff 
Gallo Obey 

D 2008 
The Clerk announced the following 

pair: 
On this vote. 
Mr. Houghton for , with Mr. Calvert 

against. 
Messrs. RICHARDSON, ORTON, 

MCHALE, and HUGHES, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. 
POMEROY changed their vote from 
" yea" to " nay. " 

Mr. ISTOOK changed his vote from 
" nay" to " yea. " 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall vote 

No. 330, I was unable to vote due to family 
obligations back home. Had I been present, I 
would have voted "no" on the Rule for H.R. 
3937. 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBERS TO 
SUBMIT ADDITIONAL AMEND
MENTS TO R.R. 3937 , EXPORT AD
MINISTRATION ACT OF 1994 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that, notwithstand
ing any commencement of the consid
eration of R.R. 3937, Members may be 
permitted through the close of legisla
tive business today to submit amend
ments for printing in the portion of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD designated for 
that purpose in clause 6 of rule XXIII, 
and that each amendment so printed be 
considered to meet the preprinting re
quirement of House Resolution 474. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
HASTINGS). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked to proceed for 1 minute that I 
might inquire of the distinguished ma
jority leader the program for the bal
ance of this week and for next week. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker,· will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to 
my friend, the gentleman from Mis
souri. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, there will be no addi
tional votes today. There will be no 
votes tomorrow. 

On Monday, the House will meet at 
noon. There will not be business. 

D 2010 
On Tuesday and the balance of the 

week, the House will meet at 10:30 a.m. 
on Tuesday for morning hour. We will 
meet on five suspension bills which I 
believe the gentleman has in front of 
him; also, a motion to go to conference 
on the National Competitiveness Act; 
and the Intelligence Authorization for 
Fiscal Year 1995. 

On Wednesday , July 20, and the bal
ance of the week, the House will meet 
at 10 a.m. We4nesday, Thursday and 
Friday. We will be taking up the Ex
port Administration Act, Anti-Redlin
ing in Insurance Disclosure Act, Budg
et Control Act of 1994, California 

Desert Protection Act, Housing and 
Community Development Act , and the 
Environmental Technologies Act of 
1994. 

Members should expect votes on 
Tuesday at about 1 or 2 o'clock and on 
Friday up until 3 o'clock. 

Mr. MICHEL. There is nothing in the 
program relative to the Oxford Debate. 
Is that still going forward on Wednes
day? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. It is my under
standing that we will be finishing in 
time for the Oxford Debate on Wednes
day night. 

Mr. MICHEL. And would the gen
tleman volunteer any information on 
when we might be sending the Cam
paign Reform bill to conference? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. We are hoping that 
that will happen imminently, maybe 
even next week. 

Mr. MICHEL. Let me also inquire, 
there have been these stories that, 
well, if we slipped in our schedule, et 
cetera, et cetera, the August recess 
would be delayed. I think the gen
tleman and I have over a period of time 
talked about how pretty sacrosanct 
that is, particularly with families and 
their schedules and for vacations with 
their family. 

I would just want to make the obser
vation that if we have got a big work
load to fulfill, I have no objection to 
our meeting late at night and, yes , 
meeting on, you know, Mondays or Fri
days, if that is required in order to 
honor that commitment that we , I 
think, have made pretty much to all of 
our Members that on such and such a 
date we would be out of here for the 
regular summer recess that most mem
bers like to hold with their families. 

Would the gentleman want to re
spond or make a comment on that at 
all? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Obviously everyone 
wants to make plans for that break, 
and we will do everything in our power 
to get that to happen. As the gen
tleman knows, we have major legisla
tion coming before us in these 4 or 5 
weeks, the health bill, the crime con
ference, the campaign reform con
ference, the lobby reform conference, 
and we hope to finish all of that busi
ness. 

We are working very hard. I know 
Members on the other side of the aisle 
are working very hard on committees 
and in conferences to get these done. 
We are going to do everything we can 
to get them done before that break oc
curs. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank the distin
guished minority leader for yielding. 

I simply would like to ask what we 
can expect on R.R. 3801, the congres
sional reform package which was de
bated here earlier today which we have 
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been told would be considered on the 
House floor before adjournment of the 
first session of the 103d Congress, then 
in early spring, early summer, and here 
we are into July. There are many Mem
bers who have been asking me to pur
sue this issue of congressional reform. 

I know the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HAMILTON] joins me in expressing 
concern about some of the reports we 
have gotten about the prospective 
breaking up of the package into bits 
rather than having an overall reform 
package. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman 
will yield further, we are very con
cerned and interested in that set of leg
islation. 

I cannot tell the gentleman exactly 
when it will come, but it will come 
hopefully in this period. Exactly how it 
will come up has not been fully dis
cussed, considered and decided. But I 
understand the gentleman's view. I 
have heard him in other forums, and I 
know that he feels strongly, and others 
feel strongly. We are going to do our 
best to get that legislation out. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the distin
guished whip on our side, the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the leader for yielding to me. 

I want to ask my good friend , the 
gentleman from Missouri, clearly in 
about 3 or 4 weeks we are going to take 
up one of the most important, if not 
the most important, domestic legisla
tion of this decade. I would hope you 
could reassure the House on two i terns. 
One is we would expect to have a rea
sonable length of time, and as you 
know a letter has been sent to you and 
the Speaker, asking for 10 legislative 
days to look at any health bill, but cer
tainly some significant length of time 
for outside experts, for Members, for 
the country to know what is in the bill; 
and, secondly, we could agree well in 
advance on a rule which would ensure 
that if there was a bipartisan alter
native that had broad-based support 
and that offered a different approach to 
solving the health problem, that would 
clearly be made in order in a fair way, 
and that we would have some sequence 
of votes that would allow Members to 
work their will on the floor. 

I wonder if you could comment both 
on the notion of a long enough period 
of printing a fixed bill , again on both 
sides, and we recognize that everyone 
should have their plans on the table for 
a length of time to be reviewed, and 
then, second, some assurance on a rule 
which would genuinely place in order 
both a bipartisan alternative as well as 
the Clinton administration's bill. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. I understand the 
comment. 

We have received the letter, and my 
thought is that we will try to have an 
early meeting with the leadership on 

the other side to discuss a reasonable 
procedure. 

Obviously some things cannot be fi
nally decided now because we do not 
know which bills will be coming up. 
But we can begin to discuss that. I 
think it is an important moment for 
the House and an important moment 
for the country to have this considered 
in a way that people feel it is fair and 
all of the issues can be clearly debated 
and discussed in an informative way. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the leader. 
Mr. MICHEL. I have two time ques

tions. 
On the Oxford Debate, what would be 

the time for that next Wednesday? 
Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman 

will yield, we obviously try to do this 
at a reasonable time. We will consult 
with the minority on what that time 
would be. 

Mr. MICHEL. And the gentleman, in 
response to an earlier question, said he 
thought the campaign reform bill going 
to conference would be imminent. 
Would the gentleman define imminent? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman 
will yield further, it could be sometime 
next week or the week after that. That 
is what we are aiming for. 

Mr. MICHEL. We will use that defini
tion for imminent in all things from 
here on. 

I thank the distinguished gentleman. 

!IOUR OF MEETING ON MONDAY, 
JULY 18, 1994 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourns to 
meet at noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
HASTINGS). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WED NE SD A Y BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 
1994 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 474 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill, R.R. 3937. 

D 2018 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 

House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (R.R. 3937) en
titled the "Export Administration Act 
of 1994," with Mr. SERRANO in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HAMILTON] and the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. GILMAN] will each be 
recognized for 71/2 minutes; the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS] 
and the gentleman from South Caro
lina [Mr. SPENCE] will each be recog
nized for 71/2 minutes; the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. FISH] will 
each be recognized for 71/2 minutes; the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MI
NETA] and the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] will each be 
recognized for 71/2 minutes; the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
HOUGHTON] will each be recognized for 
71/2 minutes; and the gentleman form 
Oklahoma [Mr. MCCURDY] and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] will 
each be recognized for 7112 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in 
support of R.R. 3937, the Omnibus Ex
port Administration Act of 1994, a bill 
that lays a new statutory foundation 
for our dual-use export control system. 
I request unanimous consent to revise 
and extend my remarks. 

At the outset, I would like to com
pliment my colleague, Mr. ROTH, the 
ranking member of the Economic Pol
icy, Trade and Environment Sub
committee, one of the leading archi
tects of this bill, and the author of the 
first comprehensive export control re
form bill introduced last year, the 
Commercial Export Administration 
Act of 1993. 

The bill before us today is largely a 
reflection of his leadership in the com
plex area of export control policy. 

The chairman of the subcommittee, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, and the distinguished 
chairman of the full Foreign Affairs 
Committee, Mr. HAMILTON, deserve no 
less credit for their key roles in shap
ing this legislation, moving it . to the 
floor today and working with this 
Member in incorporating amendments 
to strengthen this bill. 

At each successive stage of the legis
lative process, this bill has undergone 
extensive revisions and improvements 
to ensure that the bill 's overhaul of the 
licensing process does not inadvert
ently jeopardize our national security. 

As reported out of Foreign Affairs 
Committee on May 18 and as modified 
by the House Ways and Means and In
telligence Committees, the bill strikes 
a balance between our national secu
rity interests and our competitiveness 
objectives. 
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As technological advances have made 

existing unilateral controls and poli
cies less effective, this bill enc0urages 
the upgrading and strengthening of ex
isting multilateral control regimes to 
control the proliferation threats of the 
1990's. 

With the end of the cold war, it is 
time to reform our export control sys
tem to ensure that it not only meets 
the needs of our exporters, but also 
provides our policymakers with a 
sound framework on which to base an 
antiproliferation policy. 

We also need to readjust our controls 
in light of the diminishing threats 
from the former Soviet bloc militaries 
and the emerging proliferation and ter
rorist threats in other areas of the 
world. 

H.R. 3937 has two critical objectives. 
First, it shifts the focus of U.S. dual 
use export controls from cold war mili
tary threats to proliferation threats. It 
would strengthen the major non
proliferation export control regimes 
which play a critical role in containing 
the spread of the weapons of mass de
struction. 

Second, it adapts the export control 
system to today 's more competitive 
international economy by ensuring 
that the system can expeditiously 
process export license applications. 

In effect, we are putting up very high 
fences for any dual use commodities 
and technologies going to rogue re
gimes, such as Libya, North Korea, 
Iran, and Iraq. For other countries of 
concern, including China and Russia, 

·there are safeguards against the export 
of goods or items that could be used in 
the production of weapons of mass de
struction. 

However, according to a recently re
leased report of the General Account
ing Office, the United States does not 
have an effective postshipment ver
ification program in place to verify the 
proper use of nuclear-related items. 

A Foreign Affairs Committee staff 
investigation has revealed similar 
problems for the monitoring of exports 
of missile-related goods to China. 

I intend to offer an amendment to 
this bill that would further tighten our 
ability to monitor the use of these 
goods and items , especially in coun
tries that are unable or unwilling to 
control the proliferation of these weap
ons. 

The adoption of an effective end use 
reporting and monitoring system is a 
key element in the battle against pro
liferation. 

Under the provisions of this bill , the 
President will be able to impose unilat
eral export controls that he determines 
are essential to U.S. national security 
and foreign policy interests. 

It toughens U.S. antiterrorism policy 
by prohibiting any dual-use technology 
exports to terrorist countries; it pro
hibits the export of any item that an 
exporter knows would materially con-

tribute to the development of a weapon 
of mass destruction in a country out
side the nonproliferation regimes; it 
toughens our nonproliferation sanc
tions against countries that use chemi
cal or biological weapons or missiles 
and against persons that export items 
in support of a weapon of mass destruc
tion or missile program. 

In its consideration of this legisla
tion on May 18, the committee agreed 
to accept a package of amendments, 
which I offered, that protect our secu
rity interests in our unilateral control 
policies and strengthen the multilat
eral control regimes. 

The amendments specifically: First , 
broadened the focus of controls to in
clude terrorist threats to the United 
States or its allies; second, directed the 
United States to pursue efforts with its 
economic partners to establish a policy 
denying licenses for exports of goods 
that would directly contribute to acts 
of terrorism against them; third, re
quired the Secretary of Commerce to 
evaluate the extent to which regime 
members have adopted uniform license 
and no-undercut policies; and fourth, 
mandated the assignment of an export 
control officer in key countries, such 
as China, to monitor the end use of all 
dual-use items. 

Other amendments to the bill clari
fied the conditions under which a li
cense free export regime could be cre
ated, established a workable procedure 
for Congress to review the proposed 
termination of unilateral export con
trols, and provided a set of benchmarks 
for the administration 's policy of en
couraging the Arab League to end the 
secondary Arab boycott. 

Since the markup of this legislation, 
the House Intelligence Committee has 
unanimously voted to delete language 
requiring the decontrol of .software 
with encryption capabilities and to 
substitute language in its place requir
ing a study of the impact of U.S. 
encryption export controls and the 
competitiveness of the U.S. computer 
software industry. 

The incorporation of this study pro
vision in the bill, in my view, satisfac
torily resolves this issue by ensuring 
that the administration will maintain 
its ability to combat international ter
rorism, drug trafficking and other 
threats to our foreign policy interests. 

A key r ·)maining issue on this bill is 
the proper role of the Secretary of De
fense in the licensing and the list-mak
ing process. In this regard, I would 
urge my colleagues to support the For
eign Affairs Committee 's amendment, 
which takes into account the provi
sions in the proposed amendment of 
the Armed Services Committee . 

It gives a key role to the President in 
drawing up a list of unilateral export 
controls and establishing a shared con
sultative role for five agencies, includ
ing the Defense Department, in the 
overall licensing process. 

I would also draw the attention of 
my colleagues to an urgent multilat
eral export control problem that has 
not received sufficient attention inside 
this administration. 

Deposit months of on-again and off
again negotiation, the administration 
appears no closer to reaching a clearly 
defined and enforceable agreement set
ting up a successor regime to CoCom. 
This multilateral Coordinating Com
mittee controlled strategic exports to 
the former Soviet Union and other 
Communist States until March of this 
year. 
· Thus far , the administration appears 
to have made little headway in obtain
ing multiple, and often conflicting, 
goals in including conventional arms 
transfers in the new regime as well as 
the full participation of Russia and 
other former Communist countries. 

While I do not intend to offer any 
amendments related to CoCom, I do 
want to stress the urgent need to recre
ate a successor regime where all mem
bers will have the same obligations 
concerning the export of weapons and 
major weapons systems to rogue re
gimes targeted in the bill , including 
Libya, Iran, Iraq, and North Korea. 

Promises and half-hearted commit
ments will not take the place of sus
tained high-level diplomatic efforts 
needed to re-create a proliferation-ori
ented successor to CoCom. 

The administration's failure to build 
on the CoCom Cooperation Forum, es
tablished under President Bush, to
gether with its overly ambitious plans 
of including conventional arms trans
fers in the new CoCom, have prolonged 
the negotiations and led to confusion 
among our allies about our strategic 
objectives. 

Notwithstanding my concerns about 
the administration's handling of nego
tiations with our allies regarding ex
port controls, I believe this bill takes 
an important step in the right direc
tion. Accordingly I urge its adoption. 

D 2020 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal

ance of my time. 
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the House today be
gins consideration of H.R. 3937, the Om
nibus Export Administration Act of 
1994. This legislation fundamentally re
forms the Export Administration Act, 
the statutory basis for export controls 
on commercial goods and technology 
that also have potential military appli
cation. 

The last time Congress looked at ex
port controls in any serious way was in 
1985. The world has changed dramati
cally since then, and this bill reforms 
our export controls to meet those 
changing conditions. 

Let me make it clear that this bill 
covers the export of technology, not 
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the export of weapons. Arms exports 
are con trolled under the Arms Export 
Control Act. 

R.R. 3937 is important legislation. 
The present export control system was 
built to fight the cold war. The system 
of export licenses now in place was 
meant to keep sensitive technology 
from falling into the hands of our en
emies, primarily the Soviet Union. 

But the cold war is over and the So
viet Union is no more. Those to whom 
we denied exports of sensitive tech
nology are no longer our enemies. They 
are now our markets. 

The world, of course , is still a dan
gerous place. But new threats and new 
dangers have replaced the evil empire. 
Our concerns are no longer the mili
tary prowess of the Soviet. Our fear 
now is that weapons of mass destruc
tion-or the means to produce or de
liver them-will fall into the wrong 
hands in many corners of the globe. 

R.R. 3937 addresses these new threats. 
This bill also takes into account an

other major change from the cold war 
era. If you are an exporter, it 's a com
petitive world out there. In the cold 
war, the United States and its allies 
dominated world markets and con
trolled key technologies. If we decided 
not to sell sensitive technology to cer
tain countries, those countries didn ' t 
get the technology. 

If we decide not to sell technology 
today, or if we are too slow processing 
the export license, we lose the sale
and the jobs. 

This bill has one very important 
goal: to ensure that the United States 
doesn' t pursue a go-it-alone export con
trol strategy that hurts American ex
ports and American workers without 
any benefit to our national security. 

Let me outline briefly the key provi
sions of R.R. 3937. 

First, it strengthens the multilateral 
export control regimes so that the 
United States doesn' t go it alone in 
controlling the spread of weapons of 
mass destruction. 

It creates incentives for countries to 
join the multilateral export control re
gimes and comply with their rules. 

It links our own nonproliferation ef
forts more closely with the multilat
eral regimes, and requires the presi
dent to negotiate with our allies to im
prove the multilateral regimes and the 
export control systems of member 
countries. 

Second, this bill shifts the focus of 
export controls to the new threats to 
our national security: proliferation. 

It strengthens our ability to keep 
sensitive technology out of the wrong 
hands. It prohibits the export of any 
dual-use technology to terrorist coun
tries. No item on international export 
control lists may be exported to Iran, 
Iraq, Syria, or North Korea. It also pro
hibits the export of any item if the ex
porter knows it could be used to de
velop weapons of mass destruction, and 

. if it is going to a country that has not 
signed on to one of the control regimes. 
Those are tough provisions. 

R.R. 3937 also toughens sanctions 
against countries that use chemical or 
biological weapons or missiles, and 
against anyone that exports items that 
will be used in nuclear , chemical, or bi
ological weapons or missile programs. 

In addition, it gives the President the 
authority to impose unilateral controls 
when they are needed to protect U.S. 
national security and foreign policy. 

Third, while this bill is tough on pro
liferation, it also meets the concerns of 
U.S. exporters. Poorly conceived export 
controls often hit the wrong target. 
This bill streamlines the cumbersome 
export licensing bureaucracy and sets 
tight licensing deadlines. It scales back 
unilateral export controls that don't 
benefit U.S. national security. 

Opponents of this legislation will tell 
you this bill goes too far in loosening 
our export controls. The only thing I 
can say is , they haven' t read our bill. 
When it comes to the real security 
threats we face-the spread of weapons 
of mass destruction- this bill is tough
er than existing law. 

R.R. 3937 effectively balances U.S. se
curity and economic interests. It gives 
the United States a badly needed new 
export control system, one that re
sponds to new security threats while 
allowing U.S. exporters to respond to 
new economic opportunities. 

R.R. 3937 protects U.S. national secu
rity. It improves our ability to control 
the spread of weapons of mass destruc
tion. 

It is not in our interest-and it does 
not serve U.S. national security-to 
keep in place an outdated, cumbersome 
export control system. Outdated export 
controls hurt U.S. exports and U.S. 
workers while doing nothing to benefit 
our security. 

I urge my colleagues to support R.R. 
3937. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 3937, the Export 
Administration Act of 1994. This measure af
fords us a historic opportunity to adjust the 
U.S. export control regime to reflect the new 
geopolitical realities of the post-cold-war era. 

I applaud the combined efforts of the admin
istration and the Committees on Foreign Af
fairs, Armed Services, and others to craft a bill 
that tailors export controls on U.S.-made pro
ductions to address legitimate threats to our 
national security. Rather than clinging to the 
lingering mindset of the cold war, we should 
recognize the dramatically different world in 
which we will live in the coming century and 
how our national policies must be adjusted to 
keep us strong. 

Exports of the products of American ingenu
ity have become increasingly critical to our 
Nation's economic well-being, and therefore to 
our national security. In this new era, whose 
outlines we can only dimly perceive today, 
military power will not be enough to guarantee 

our security. We must also free our economic 
capacities from the hindrances that were once 
necessary to protect our freedom but have be
come relics of a bygone era. 

While elements of our Government attempt 
to hang onto their former roles in the cold war, 
the economic pace necessary to compete in 
the world market has quickened. Especially in 
high technology industries like electronics, 
computers, and telecommunications, product 
cycles have moved from decades to years and 
even months. International and interdependent 
webs of designers, strategists, and manufac
turers have made delays at the border unten
able. Today, our standard of living depends on 
developing, attracting, and keeping industries 
in the United States that can shift gears rap
idly and deploy their resources freely. In short, 
the economic world in which the Nation must 
now operate no longer allows for an export 
control regime left over from the cold war. 

Our commercial sector, and its foreign cus
tomers, must be able to rely on export controls 
that are streamlined, can be applied consist
ently and predictably, and limit access to 
American products only to the extent nec
essary to actually accomplish legitimate na
tional security objectives. Countries formerly 
closed to American industry now represent 
some of the most promising markets for our 
products, particularly those high technology in
dustries like telecommunications that can help 
build sorely needed economic infrastructure. 

While the bill makes great strides toward 
much-needed reforms, I am disappointed that 
some proposed changes were not accom
plished. For example, language included in the 
bill reported by the Foreign Affairs Committee 
to put some commercial communications sat
ellites under the Export Administration Act was 
dropped because of objections from another 
committee. Communications satellites rep
resent a classic example of how export con
trols are sometimes used in a way that sac
rifices significant U.S. economic interests with
out any improvement in our national security. 

U.S. companies lead the world in the highly 
competitive communications satellite market. 
But we are slowly giving away this industry, 
which we created, to our foreign competitors 
by hamstringing our companies with export 
controls. Foreign buyers of United States sat
ellites sometimes want to launch them into 
orbit on foreign launch vehicles, such as the 
Chinese Long March. When U.S. satellites 
contain certain electronic components or pro
pulsion devices, they fall under munitions con
trols administered by the State Department. 
Even though such satellites have already been 
exported and launched under United States 
Government-approved technology transfer 
safeguards without any possibility of these 
components being removed or examined by 
the Chinese, the cold war bureaucracy refuses 
to allow these satellites to be treated as dual
use civilian products, rather than as munitions. 

Despite the best efforts of the Foreign Af
fairs Committee and Congresswoman HAR
MAN, this unfortunate state of affairs will per
sist. Such satellites can still be exported once 
a State Department license is issued. How
ever, foreign satellite builders use this situa
tion as a means of convincing potential cus
tomers of U.S. satellite makers that they 
shouldn't buy U.S. satellites by arguing that 
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they could become hostage to a protracted, 
national security-oriented State Department 
regulatory process. I hope that Congress and 
the administration will work together to find a 
solution that ensures a quick, routine, and pre
dictable approval process for the export of all 
U.S.-made satellites, with the application of al
ready-proven technology transfer safeguards 
where necessary. 

On an important related issue, I also want to 
recognize the legitimate concern of our emerg
ing commercial launch industry and the ad
verse impact that. nonmarket launch providers 
could have in the absence of launch trade 
agreements with quantity restraints and pricing 
standards. I would strongly oppose any statu
tory linkage between exports of U.S.-made 
satellites and these agreements. However, it 
may be prudent to address the need for strict 
enforcement of commercial launch trade 
agreements as part of any overall reform of 
our export control regime. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of the bill. 
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose, 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
FROST) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
SERRANO, chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 3937) entitled the Export Admin
istration Act of 1994, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE-RE
TURNING TO THE SENATE, SEN
ATE AMENDMENTS TO THE BILL, 
H.R. 4539, TREASURY, POSTAL 
SERVICE AND GENERAL GOV
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1995 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 

a question of the privileges of the 
House, and I offer a privileged resolu
tion (H. Res. 479) and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 479 
Resolved, That Senate amendment No. 104 

to the bill H.R. 4539 making appropriations 
for the Treasury Department, the United 
States Postal Service, the Executive Office 
of the President, and certain Independent 
Agencies, for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1995, and for other purposes, in the 
opinion of this House, contravenes the first 
clause of the seventh section of the first arti
cle of the Constitution of the United States 
and is an infringement of the privileges of 
this House and that such bill with the Senate 
amendments thereto be respectfully re
turned to the Senate with a message commu
nicating this resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
FROST). In the opinion of the Chair, the 
resolution constitutes a question of 
privileges of the House. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RANGEL] is recog
nized for 1 hour. 

Without objection, the Chair will not 
divide the time. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 479 is 

a simple resolution returning to the 
Senate the bill H.R. 4539, because it 
contravenes the constitutional require
ment that revenue measures originate 
in the House of Representatives. H.R. 
4539 contains a provision, added on the 
Senate floor, that would prohibit the 
Treasury from using appropriations to 
enforce the Internal Revenue Code re
quirement for the use of undyed diesel 
fuel in recreational motorboats. 

This provision clearly constitutes a 
revenue measure in the constitutional 
sense, because it would have an imme
diate effect on revenues. Prohibiting 
the Treasury from enforcing the Inter
nal Revenue Code 's diesel fuel require
ments would directly affect the 
amount of tax collected. In fact, the 
Joint Committee on Taxation has esti
mated that the provision would result 
in a loss of $41 million in Federal re
ceipts over the fiscal year period of 1994 
through 1999. 

Therefore, I am asking that the 
House insist on its constitutional pre
rogatives. While the House, by adopt
ing this resolution, will preserve its 
prerogative to originate revenue mat
ters, I want to make it clear to all 
Members that our action does not con
stitute a rejection of the Senate bill on 
its merits. Our action today is merely 
procedural in nature. It makes it clear 
to the Senate that the appropriate pro
cedure for dealing with revenue meas
ures is for the House to act first on a 
revenue bill and the Senate to add its 
amendments and seek a conference. 

There are numerous precedents for 
taking the action I am requesting. For 
example, on October 21, 1988, the House 
passed House Resolution 604, returning 
to the Senate H.R. 1315, which would 
have imposed mandatory fees to fi
nance a Federal uranium reclamation 
fund. On that same date, the House 
passed House Resolution 603, returning 
to the Senate S. 2097, which contained 
similar mandatory fees for a uranium 
reclamation fund. On June 15, 1989, the 
House passed House Resolution 177 re
turning to the Senate S. 774, which 
would have conferred tax-exempt sta
tus to .two newly created corporations 
that otherwise would have been taxable 
entities. On October 22, 1991, the House 
passed House Resolution 251, returning 
to the Senate S. 1241, which would have 
made various changes to tax laws and 
would have had an immediate impact 
on revenues anticipated by the Internal 
Revenue Service. 

D 2030 
Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 

may consume to my friend, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. HANCOCK]. 

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the privileged resolution of
fered by my colleague on the Ways and 
Means Committee, Mr. RANGEL. 

As the ranking Republican member 
on the Select Revenue Subcommittee 
which he chairs, I want to underscore 
the gentleman's comment that the pro
cedure we are fallowing does not con
stitute a rejection of the amendment 
on its merits. 

The resolution does not address the 
substance of the Senate amendment at 
all. It simply tells the other body that 
we must insist on respecting the con
stitutional requirement that this and 
all other revenue measures originate in 
the House of Representatives. 

The resolution is truly procedural in 
nature-but it is an important proce
dure that protects the rights and re
sponsibilities of the House of Rep
resentatives. 

There are several House-generated 
revenue measures currently pending in 
the Senate which may provide more ap
propriate vehicles for consideration of 
the substance of this amendment. 

Adoption of this privileged resolution 
to return the amendment to the Senate 
should in no way prejudice its consider
ation in a constitutionally acceptable 
manner. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Treasury-Postal Service-General Gov
ernment that provided us with this fine 
piece of legislation that has been 
worked on by both Republicans and 
Democrats and that makes it abun
dantly clear that the objection to the 
provisions added by the Senate in no 
way depreciates the value and the mer
its of the good legislation that the sub
committee and the full committee re
ported. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New York for 
yielding this time to me, and I want to 
thank him for his comments as it re
lates to the substance of the legislation 
to which this procedure refers. I want 
to also say that we agree in our sub
committee on the issue raised by the 
representatives of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. We concur with their 
opinion that the provision added in the 
other body was inappropriately added 
and should not have been added. In 
fact, of course, as the gentleman 
knows, the chairman of the sub
committee in the other body objected 
to the addition of this legislation. I 
made it clear to the members of the 
committee that the Subcommittee on 
Treasury-Postal Service-General Gov
ernment would not have accepted this 
in conference, but I certainly under
stand that the privileges of the House 
have been raised under the Constitu
tion of the United States and certainly 
have no objection to the actions being 
taken at this time. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from 
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Maryland [Mr. HOYER] and I would 
want to point out that the gentlemen 
has been very cooperative, as have all 
the members of the committee on this 
issue, and the only thing that we want 
to do is to protect the constitution of 
the House by sending a message to the 
Senate that they accept the constitu
tional methods of having their will, as 
it relates to legislation, and not to con
tinue to attempt to legislate in viola
tion of the House prerogatives. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was l~id on 

the table. 

CYNICISM DEPENDS ON WHOSE OX 
IS GORED 

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
material.) 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, Vice 
President AL GORE complains of cyni
cism. 

Why should we not be cynical? 
We have a President-elected on a 

moral platform, decrying the decade of 
greed; · 

His first acts are to promote open 
abortion and homosexuality in Amer
ica; 

He is mired in a morass of ethical 
litigation known as Whitewater; 

He is pursued by numerous com
plain ts about his personal conduct
many related directly to his perform
ance as a public official; 

He and his wife make the centerpiece 
of his presidency the health care issue, 
driving down the prices of securities in 
pharmaceutical and heal th insurance 
companies; and simultaneously engage 
in the selling short of many of those 
same securities; 

As Governor of Arkansas, he provided 
favorable treatment to such firms as 
Tysons Foods, while officials closely 
connected with that company are ena
bling his wife to strike it rich in an im
possible shot with cattle futures; 

While extolling his virtuous perform
ance as Governor on a meager $35,000 
salary, his friends and assistants are 
systematically hustling companies who 
do business with Arkansas-including 
Tyson Foods-to help pay off some 
$400,000 in loans he wangled from a 
small bank under his indirect control; 

Korea looms as a world-class threat 
with potential for nuclear holocaust, 
he wants to invade Haiti. 

And AL GORE complains about cyni
cism? 

[From the Washington Post, July 14, 1994] 
GORE SEES CYNICISM ENDANGERING REFORM 

(By Stephen Barr) . 
Vice President Gore appealed to federal 

employees yesterday to overcome " a deep 
and pervasive cynicism" that he portrayed 

as a barrier to his efforts to reshape the gov
ernment. 

In a speech at the Federal Quality Insti
tute awards luncheon, Gore said that cyni
cism-"the public 's willingness to believe 
the worst"-has increased because of the na
tion 's speedy and unsettling transformation 
from an industrial-based economy to an In
formation Age economy, because the news 
media feed " voraciously on the failures of 
government" and because politicians often 
fail to deliver on their promises. 

The public 's cynicism, the vice president 
said, "has fallen heavily on the largest insti
tution in America-the federal government-
and it has worn heavily on federal employees 
for much of the past two decades." 

But Gore told the Washington Hilton ball
room audience that the winners of the presi
dent's quality awards this year showed that 
" no leader can lead as a cynic. " The award 
winners, he said, "are not in some ivory 
tower. They are in the real world, making a 
difference in the lives of hundreds of thou
sands of people. " 

Saying he wanted " our government to ad
dress head-on the public 's distrust of us, " 
Gore reminded federal employees that the 
administration was challenging " agencies to 
provide services to their customers equal to 
the best in business, " to cut red tape, toler
ate risk and encourage innovation. 

"As you can imagine, cynics need not 
apply. Leaders must move from control to 
trust if they want organizations that are the 
best in business," Gore said. 

The vice president then handed out awards 
to four organizations-all from the Defense 
Department-that he said had created 
"learning organizations." Gore paid a special 
tribute to the Naval Air Systems Command 
in Arlington, which improved internal oper
ations significantly while in the midst of a 
downsizing that cut 9,000 people in four 
years. 

Later in the day, Gore went to the Office of 
Personnel Management, where he praised Di
rector James B. King and his staff for a se
ries of " reinventing government" accom
plishments, including the elimination of the 
10,000-page Federal Personnel Manual. 

" What is the principal enemy of change?" 
Gore asked the OPM employees. "Very sim
ple. Cynicism-a belief on the part of those 
who deep down would like to see change that 
we who are in the federal government are ba
sically not serious about it and not good 
enough or well-motivated enough to really 
bring it about, " Gore said. 

The cynics think the administration's ini
tiative " will sputter out and there will be 
some sound and fury signifying nothing, " 
Gore added. 

He urged the employees to " find your own 
personal strategy for resisting and defeating 
the temptation to surrender to that kind of 
cynicism. ' ' 

[From the Washington Post, July 14, 1994] 
CLINTON PERSONAL LOANS PARTLY REPAID BY 

DONORS 

(By Susan Schmidt and Charles R. Babcock) 
President Clinton took out about $400,000 

in personal loans from one small Arkansas 
bank when he was governor of Arkansas, the 
banker, a former Clinton aide, said yester
day. The money was used for his political 
campaigns and to promote a state education 
initiative, and at least part of the debt was 
repaid with donations from corporations. 

W. Maurice Smith, Clinton's top guber
natorial aide until 1985, said in an interview 
yesterday that Clinton took out between a 
half-dozen and a dozen unsecured loans be-

tween 1983 and 1988 from his Bank of Cherry 
Valley. 

He estimated that about $300,000 of the 
money lent to Clinton went to campaigns, 
though Clinton 's gubernatorial campaign 
records show only one $50,000 personal loan 
to the candidate during those years. 

It was previously known that Clinton had 
raised private money to fund advertising for 
several legislative programs, but not all the 
donors were identified publicly. It was not 
known that some of the money was used to 
repay Clinton's personal loans. 

The White House was unable yesterday to 
fully explain the loans, first reported by the 
Associated Press. 

Betsey Wright, a former Clinton aide who 
oversaw the raising and spending of the 
funds, said in an interview last night from 
the White House that she turned over her 
records to Robert B. Fiske, the special coun
sel investigating Clinton's finances in . the 
Whitewater land deal. 

Fiske is investigating whether taxpayer
insured funds from Madison Guaranty Sav
ings & Loan were diverted to pay off the 
$50,000 campaign loan from Cherry Valley in 
1984. Madison was owned by James B. 
McDougal, the Clintons' business partner in 
the Whitewater land venture, which itself 
had borrowed from Smith's bank. 

Wright said her records were incomplete so 
she couldn't elaborate on how much of the 
Cherry Valley loans were used to promote 
legislative initiatives and how much were 
used for the governor's reelection campaigns. 
Though Clinton borrowed the money from 
the bank in his name personally, she said, he 
never saw the money and " not one penny 
ever went for the Clintons' personal use. " 

Wright, who is a Washington lobbyist, said 
she will not release copies of the documents 
showing the identity of the donors who paid 
off the loans or how the money was spent. 
"They are in my custody and I will not re
lease them until Mr. Fiske has completed his 
task, " she said. 

" Clinton went out and raised money from 
the business community to put ads on the 
media. It was a well-known part of his ef
forts to move the state forward, " said White 
House aide John Podesta. Two lists of con
tributors who donated a total of $120,000 to 
Clinton legislative initiatives in 1988 and 1989 
were released publicly at the time. 

Smith said he knew of only one legislative 
initiative funded by his bank. It lent Clinton 
$100,000 in 1983 to push for educ~tion reform 
in a special session of the legislature. Arkan
sas corporations, including Tyson Foods, 
Worthen Bank, Wal-Mart Stores Inc. and 
TCBY made contributions to an education 
reform fund that paid off Clinton's loan, 
Smith said. 

"It was my idea," Smith said of the first 
loan. "We needed the money right quick to 
promote this education program. I knew I 
could get my board to okay it. " 

Smith said the money was in no way a per
sonal or political slush fund for Clinton. " I 
guarantee if he 'd had one I'd have known 
about it." 

Smith said his bank also made a series of 
loans for Clinton campaigns, none for more 
than $100,000. He said all were repaid. 

Smith-, who also served as Clinton's finance 
chairman, said he does not believe any of the 
donations that went toward repaying the 
campaign loans exceeded the $1,500 campaign 
limit. Some of the donations to promote 
Clinton 's legislative agenda were higher, in
cluding one for $25,000 from a TCBY execu
tive. 

Smith remains close to the Clintons. He 
said he traveled to Washington in March and 
spent the night at the White House. 
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The Cherry Valley bank charged market 

interest rates on Clinton's loans, Smith said. 
The Clintons didn't take any deductions for 
interest payments on loans at Smith's bank 
during that period, their tax records show. 

Borrowing the money personally and hav
ing someone else repay the loans ''raises se
rious questions of taxable income for the 
Clintons unless they have proof that all the 
money was for the good of the state and none 
for themselves personally," said a former 
high-ranking IRS official. Wright said state 
law covering political loans, including those 
for promoting legislation, permitted Clinton 
to use donations to pay them off. 

Scott Trotter, executive director of Com
mon Cause of Arkansas, said Wright's 
records should be made public. 

William Bowen, former head of First Com
mercial Bank and a former Clinton chief of 
staff, said he remembers contributing to 
Clinton's efforts to improve public education 
in Arkansas but was unaware the money was 
paying off a loan. 

He said the "mechanics" of the fund did 
not concern him. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog
nized for 5 minutes each. 

IDAHO'S FORESTS: ACT NOW OR 
RISK CONFLAGRATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Idaho [Mr. LARocco] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, having 
just returned from Idaho following the 
July 4 break, I rise to convey to my 
colleagues a sense of urgency about the 
declining health of national forests in 
my State and throughout the West. 

An aerial inspection of the Boise, 
Payette and Clearwater National For
ests revealed a disaster waiting to hap
pen. I personally viewed overly-dense 
stands of trees, well outside their his
torical range of variability, extremely 
high fuel loads where mortality has 
outstripped decomposition, and forests 
riddled with dead and dying trees. 

The statistics are startling and tell
ing. On the Fayette's timber land, av
erage mortality is 407 board feet per 
acre, while growth is only 248 board 
feet. Mortality figures on the Boise are 
even worse. Between 1988 and 1993, the 
forest lost more than 400,000 trees on 
more than 1 million acres of affected 
forest. 

The Intermountain Research Station 
has found that from the late 1500's to 
the late 1800's, stand densities in the 
Boise basin ranged from 6 to 28 
drought- and fire-resistant Ponderosa 
pine per acre. In 1993, stand densities 
have reached 533 trees per acre, most of 
which are drought-intolerant Douglas
firs and 60 percent of which are dead. 

If these forests begin burning, they 
risk making the 1992 "Foothills Fire" 

which burned 260,000 acres on the Boise 
National Forest, look like a bonfire. 
The only thing between Idaho's forests 
and disaster is a lightening strike. 

With the build up of fuel loads, the 
size of fires has greatly increased in re
cent years. For example, between the 
years 1955 and 1985 the average number 
of acres burned by forest fires on the 
2.5 million acre Boise National Forest 
was 3,000 acres per year. In the 5 years 
from 1986 to 1992, the annual average 
has shot up to 56,000 acres, due to the 
overly dense stands, and drought condi
tions. 

In light of this critical situation, and 
the recent devastating wildfire in Colo
rado, I am here to encourage the ad
ministration and Congress in the 
strongest possible terms to address Ida
ho's serious forest health problems im
mediately. 

Mr. Speaker, the tragic fire in Colo
rado, where 14 brave souls sacrificed 
their lives to protect our natural re
sources, is a warning to us all this 
year. The warning in 1992 was the Foot
hills Fire on the Boise National Forest. 
To ignore the condition of our Nation's 
forests amounts to silvicultural mal
practice. 

Last June, at my request, the Assist
ant Secretary of Natural Resources and 
Environment for the Department of 
Agriculture, Jim Lyons, toured Idaho's 
Federal forests and found them to be a 
"tinderbox waiting to explode." And 
following the disastrous fire in Colo
rado, the New York Times quoted As
sistant Secretary Lyons as stating, 
"We need to do prescribed burning, 
more salvage, more harvesting of dead 
and dying timber, which is brought 
about by disease and insects." 

In a recent letter to Assistant Sec
retary Lyons, I recommended forest 
health pilot projects for Idaho's failing 
forests. Overstocked stands could be 
thinned using methods which would be 
light on the land and which would 
bring stand densities to within their 
historical range of variability. In doing 
so, stands could be created which are 
more resistant to fires, similar to those 
which developed naturally before years 
of fire suppression and outmoded log
ging practices led to large-scale forest 
type conversions. 

Mr. Speaker, I am satisfied the sci
entific evidence justifies such a 
project. In addition to the science, the 
Forest Service is developing a solid 
portfolio of forest health projects 
where stands have been thinned by re
moving smaller diameter and diseased 
trees. The accumulation of dead mate
rial has been reduced, producing a 
heal thy overstory and a more fireproof 
stand. 

For example, in a place called Tiger 
Creek, shortly before the 1992 Foothills 
Fire, the woods were first thinned of 
underbrush and then lightly burned by 
the Forest Service. At the height of its 
intensity, the Foothills Fire raced 

through the treetops until it reached 
the Tiger Creek site, where it sub
sided-and the thinned woods survived 
intact. 

The administration has indicated it 
possesses much of the authority needed 
to implement measures included in my 
bill, H.R. 229, the National Forest 
Health Act of 1993, and I have strongly 
urged them to do so without delay. 

My bill would authorize the Secretar
ies of Agriculture and the Interior to 
carry out forest heal th improvement 
programs, in consultation with State 
and Federal fish, wildlife, and coopera
tive forestry experts, to reduce further 
damaged to forest resources and pro
mote management of sustained, di
verse, and healthy forest ecosystems. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this is clearly 
an issue of pay now or pay later. As my 
colleagues know, each year a great 
amount of Federal funding is needed to 
combat wildfires, and most of the time 
this type of default management is ac
complished under dangerous situations 
where firefighters lives are put at risk 
and resource values are lost or greatly 
reduced. 

In the 1992 Foothills Fire, suppres
sion costs and emergency rehabilita
tion for the 140,000 acres of Boise Na
tional Forest land burned was $24 mil
lion, or roughly $170 per acre. The cost 
of precommercial thinning of the Tiger 
Creek area, which the fire skirted, was 
only $125 per acre. And the commercial 
thinning in the area returned $30 to 
$1,500 per acre to the Forest Service, 
dependent on the timber market. 

I would much rather have the Forest 
Service use Federal dollars for sound 
pro-active management of our national 
forests, like in the Tiger Creek area, to 
reduce the risk of catastrophic 
wildfires. 

At last November's workshop on As
sessing Forest Ecosystem Heal th in the 
Inland West, the scientists concluded, 
"the costs and risks of inaction are 
greater than the costs and risk of re
medial action." Mr. Speaker, I could 
not agree more. 

I believe the forest health situation 
in the West warrants the immediate at
tention of both Congress and the ad
ministration, and I urge my colleagues 
to join me in the coming months to as
sure that happens. 

D 2040 
COST OF CLINTON HAITI POLICY 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

FROST). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, today I re
ceived, with many other Members, a 
very good briefing by the U.S. Coast 
Guard. The new commandant, Admiral 
Kramek, came up and explained to 
Members of Congress just what a good 
job our U.S. Coast Guard is doing with 
the Haiti situation. 
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I have great admiration for the Coast 

Guard. They are working extremely 
hard. They are putting in 80- to 100-
hour weeks under very difficult situa
tions. They work on overloaded cut
ters , picking people out of the water, 
shuttling them back and forth , and 
really carrying out a very difficult 
mission. My hat is off to the U.S. Coast 
Guard for the excellent work they are 
doing and to the commandant for the 
fine briefing he gave us. 

Unfortunately, there is a cost to the 
Clinton administration's policy in 
Haiti. While the Coast Guard is con
centrating its assets to deal with the 
refugee problem and the security prob
lems in the area of the Windward Pas
sage off Haiti, they have had to pull re
sources from other areas. There are 
only so many cutters. There are only 
so many resources. 

It turns out, of course, that we are 
therefore letting some of the Coast 
Guard missions go unattended, pri
marily in the areas of drug interdiction 
and fisheries enforcement. Those are 
matters of great concern, of course, to 
our commercial fishermen. I think the 
need for drug interdiction and beating 
the drug problem in our country is a 
matter for every American. We are all 
concerned about it. 

I was very concerned myself to learn 
that the Coast Guard has virtually 
stripped its drug interdiction capabili
ties in the Gulf of Mexico in order to 
take care of the Haitian refugee prob
l em. That is not welcome news , and I 
am sure as soon as the drug lords and 
traffickers find out, they will consider 
that sort of a welcome mat. I presume 
they know that by now. 

The other part of the bad news in the 
briefing, of course , is the cost , climb
ing past the tens of millions of dollars 
already. I don't know what the drain is 
on our other services from the other 
aspects of our Haiti policy, but when 
costs for one service alone is into the 
tens of millions of dollars, we know the 
extra costs for this ill-advised policy 
are going to be gigantic. 

We also learned one of the cruise 
ships we are renting down in Jamaica, 
at a great rate for the taxpayers, is not 
being utilized, because an appropriate 
agreement hasn ' t been worked out with 
the Jamaican Government on how to 
screen people through the process 
there. We apparently are not using the 
cruise ship, but, of course , we are pay
ing for it. 

My suggestion to the administration 
this evening might be why not move 
the cruise ship to Port-au-Prince and 
let the people seeking to escape from 
Haiti just go by land to board the 
cruise ship. That way we get some re
turn for our money anyway. 

We also are told the hospital ship 
down in Kingston, Jamaica, providing 
a processing center for Haitians who 
are plucked out of the water, will be 
moved to Guantanamo, because the 

overcrowding situation is now so bad 
there. They are involved, I understand, 
in double bunking, and they have got 
sanitation and water problems that are 
very severe. 

The good news was maybe the flow of 
refugees is slowing a little bit. Maybe 
there are not quite so many refugees. 
And the interesting news is, when 
many of the refugees who turn out not 
to be political refugees, but to be eco
nomic refugees, are given the choice of 
going to a safe haven somewhere in the 
Caribbean or going back to Haiti, in
terestingly enough, thousands are opt
ing to go back to Hai ti. 

Now, does that belie a little bit some 
of the statements that we are being 
given by the administration about the 
repression by the Cedras military junta 
in Haiti? 

It seems to me people would not be 
willingly going back into harm's way if 
there are choices of safe haven else
where in the Caribbean. 

I wonder if perhaps we have not fi
nally gotten some belated recognition 
that this repression, much which has 
been caused by our policy, is a quality 
of life matter; it is an economic mat
ter, perhaps some of the human rights 
violations have been somewhat exag
gerated. That is not to say there have 
not been some horrible brutalities cre
ated by both sides in Haiti. 

The administration in fact has been a 
lot less than candid about what is 
going on in Haiti, and that is under
standable, because it is very hard to 
explain what is going on there. It is 
very hard to explain their policy. It is 
harder to def end their policy, espe
cially when we see the pictures, the 
pictures of misery caused by our em
bargo there: the pictures of people 
drowned and in overturned boats; of 
people trying to flee the economic 
mess with the incentive to come out 
and maybe get some kind of passage to 
the United States, if they can just get 
that leaky boat out to a Coast Guard 
cutter. 

The Clinton administration is over
looking the very good possibility of 
dealing with Haiti 's moderates who 
don' t want us to invade, and don ' t want 
the embargo. These are elected mem
bers of the Haitian parliament. They 
are members of the Chamber of Depu
ties. They want our help at rapproche
ment. They want help building peace 
among the warring factions in Haiti. 
And they want our help to bring relief 
to the dismal quality of life that we 
have helped make in Haiti. 

I think that that is a very productive 
course we ought to pursue. It sure 
beats sending the Marines to Haiti. We 
have had a proposal by Senator DOLE 
for fact finding. We have resolution by 
our colleague , CHRIS SMITH, that we 
should swap interparliamentary visits 
and reopen negotiations. We have the 
safe haven proposals in Haiti, using the 
Ile de la Gonave or some other Haitian 

island for the type of relief people are 
asking for and trying to find. 

How much better are those proposals 
than sending the Marines, to do what? 
Defeat the Haitian army? Remove 
Cedras? If you remove Cedras, then 
what? I think the message is clear. We 
gain nothing but trouble by invasion; 
we gain a lot if we pursue a course of 
negotiation. I urge the President not to 
invade Haiti. 

D 2050 

BOSNIAN UPDATE 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

FROST). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. MCCLOSKEY] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
have just returned from Bosnia where I 
traveled with the United States Am
bassador and the Bosnian Vice Presi
dent to some of the towns that have 
suffered most in this war. Right now is 
a critical time as to hopes for peace in 
the Bosnian conflict. 

The beleaguered Bosnian Govern
ment has just announced its approval 
of the 51-to-49 percent partition plan to 
carve up this sovereign country be
tween the Bosnian-Croatian alliance 
and Serb irredentist thugs. 

President Izetbegovic said that he did 
not want to sign the document, but 
that other alternatives were worse. 
These worse alternatives include ongo
ing war, with the British and French 
pulling ou.t of the U .N. peacekeeping 
operation. This would be without West
ern military support for Bosnia or a 
lifting of the arms embargo. 

President Izetbegovic and Prime 
Minister Haris Silajdzic are insistent 
that the borders of a sovereign Bosnia 
remain intact. 

To this end, and for the peace and se
curity of the Bosnian people, it is obvi
ous that peacekeeping troops will need 
to be placed not only where popu
lations intersect, but also on the bor
ders between Bosnia and Serbia and 
Montenegro. 

Most Bosnian Serb statements indi
cate opposition to returning ill-gotten 
lands. And the irredentist Bosnian 
Serbs seem adamantly opposed to a 
sovereign Bosnia. 

Despite the urging of President 
Slobodan Milosevic-a war criminal 
posturing as a peacemaker- the 
Bosnian Serb parliament may very well 
refuse the plan this Monday. 

If and when they do refuse the plan, 
should there be any question but that 
the arms embargo crippling Bosnia's 
self-defense be lifted with significant 
aerial support committed from the 
West to avert an ongoing, one-sided 
bloodbath? 

Think of the splendid basic logic of 
the British mandate to the warring 
parties. Britain tells all parties to 
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agree to the plan, or it will pull out 
with no lifting of the arms embargo or 
other increased support for the 
Bosnians. Why should the Bosnian 
Serbs disagree with a British green 
light to gear up their killing machine? 

If the Serbs do not sign on, the feck
less West would only become more cra
ven by doing a Pontius Pilate hand 
wash and then getting out. 

It continues to startle me that the 
West has approached blithe acceptance 
of the right of the Bosnian Serbs to 
rain down shells on an innocent popu
lation-as the Serbs rape, maim and 
loot as well. For the United Nations to 
tell the people of Goradze that the 
siege was not all that bad is an abomi
nation. 

And while brutal ethnic cleansing
and we may say the word genocide
con tinues in the Serb-held areas such 
as Banja Luka and Prijedor-we blithe
ly expedite the parties to the signing 
table. Let us hope for peace but this 
particular peace will be with Serb 
gains and even rewards from the West. 

What can we expect from the tender 
mercies of the Serbs in Kosovo where 
daily life for millions of Albanians is a 
dismal existence in prison-like condi
tions? What can we expect in the 
Sandjak region in Serbia and 
Montenegro where all the democratic 
Muslim leadership has been jailed? 
What can we predict for little isolated 
Macedonia? When will exiled Croatians 
be permitted to return to their 
UNPROFOR Serb controlled commu
nities in the Krajina? 

Having just returned from Mostar, 
Vitez, and Sarajevo, I reluctantly re
port the Bosinan-Croatian alliance, a 
singular achievement of the Clinton 
administration, is in peril. 

When I was Mostar several months 
ago immediately after the Horrible 
Croatian siege of Muslim east Mostar, 
its people had just emerged stunned, 
ravaged and maimed after months of 
shelling and various atrocities. 

That breakdown of the previous 
Bosnian-Croatian alliance can be sig
nificantly attributed to the West 's dis
mal stupidity in allowing Serb invasion 
and land grabs in no way detracts from 
the guilt of various Croats in and out 
of Bosnia for perpetrating that siege, 
the concentration camps, the atroc
ities, and ethnic cleansing. 

But in April , the poor people of east 
Mostar were drinking untreated, 
chemically contaminated water from 
the Neretva River. They in essence has 
no electricity, and their medical treat
ment-what little they had, despite the 
efforts of a few valiant doctors-bor
dered on medieval. 

This last week when I visited Mostar 
again , things had not gotten much bet
ter. In those 3 months since April , the 
E.C. Administrator Hans Koschnik still 
had not arrived. He did show up last 
Sunday to meet with leaders in both 
communities. 

Other than the regular U.N. food aid 
and a few basic humanitarian supplies, 
progress in Mostar has been at a near 
standstill. 

Given the fact that forced expulsions 
of Muslims by gangsters in west 
Mostar still are going on with little or 
no law enforcement followup from west 
Mostar Croatian authorities makes 
this all the more tragic. 

Five Moslem families in east Mostar 
told me they were forcibly expelled 
from their homes in the last month. 
Some were beaten. Some were witness 
to murder. 

But still it goes on with no investiga
tory followup to speak of. The victims 
and the east Mostar authorities told 
me that they have abounding evidence 
against these particular criminals. 
This cannot go on. 

President Zubak of the Bosnian-Cro
atian alliance and General Roso , 
Bosnian Croatian Defense Organization 
Commander, and perhaps most impor
tantly, Croatian Defense Minister 
Susak told me that these crimes in 
Mostar would stop. If they do not, the 
Bosnian-Croatian alliance will be 
short-lived indeed. 

Another internal threat to the 
Bosnian-Croatian alliance and all our 
hopes for peace emerged last weekend 
when elections of the Bosnian branch 
of the Croatian Democratic Union 
Party resulted in the elevation of two 
Croatian leaders quite unacceptable to 
Muslims in the region. 

One of the men is said by the Mus
lims and others quite knowledgeable to 
be a war criminal , the other is reputed 
to be a radical Croatian ultra-national
ist. 

Without more enlightened leadership 
from Zagreb and a firmer grasp of the 
situation on the ground by the United 
States, our hopes for peace will be 
dashed with ongoing war beyond belief 
and reason. 

E.U. Administrator Koschnik said he 
will be operating by July 24 in Mostar. 
Some 80 million deutsche marks are 
said to be headed to Mostar and the im
mediate area. Every bit of that will be 
needed, and more. 

Similarly, the people of Vitez
Croats and Muslims-and Bosnians in 
other areas need help now. The United 
States must be more active and visible 
around Mostar and elsewhere imme
diately if it is to save the alliance that 
we fostered between Croatians and 
Muslims. 

Many Americans, including some of 
our highest officials, do not realize the 
almost transcendent effect of Amer
ican participation and visibility in the 
midst of this continuing tragedy. 

EMPLOYER MANDATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House , the gen
tleman from California [Mr. KIM] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, this morning, 
the Small Business Committee spoke 
for the first time on the issue of em
ployer mandates. 

At the markup of the Small Business 
Administration reauthorization bill , I 
offered an amendment expressing the 
sense of Congress that employer man
dates would be destructive to small 
business and that employer mandates 
should not be included in any health 
care reform legislation. 

Unfortunately, this amendment was 
narrowly defeated by a vote of 21 to 24, 
with all Republicans and only 3 Demo
crats voting to eliminate these job
killing employer mandates in national 
health care reform. 

I am deeply disturbed that the Small 
Business Committee voted to support 
employer mandates, especially when 
all of the evidence demonstrates that 
mandates will be extremely destructive 
to small businesses. 

A recent study by the CONSAD cor
poration, for example, predicted that 
nearly a million jobs could be lost due 
to employer mandates, with almost 
half-470,000 to be exact-coming from 
small businesses. Even more disturb
ingly, most of those losses will come at 
the expense of lower income women, 
minorities and families. Another study 
predicts that employer mandates would 
cost small businesses an extra $29 bil
lion a year. 

But we don ' t have to rely on aca
demic studies to understand the eco
nomic carnage that would be caused by 
employer mandates-all we have to do 
is listen to the small business owners 
we are supposed to be representing. 

Several months ago I held a health 
care town hall meeting for small busi
ness owners and employees in my dis
trict. At that meeting, which was at
tended by about 100 business people, 
small business owner after small busi
ness owner told me that employer man
dates , as proposed by the President, 
would pose a serious threat to the sur
vival of their businesses. 

One owner, who runs several res
taurants in my district, testified that 
" If the Clinton plan were enacted as it 
stands now, my problems as a small 
business owner would go away because 
we simply would not survive. We would 
have to close * * * " If that small res
taurant chain closes, hundreds of em
ployees will lose their jobs. Most small 
businesses across this country are op
era ting on razor thin margins as it is 
and they simply can not afford the ad
ditional burden of health insurance , 
not at a time when they are finding it 
difficult just to keep their doors open . 
To put it simply, too many of these 
small companies would be forced to 
close their doors. That is the tragic end 
result of employer mandates- the loss 
of precious American jobs. 

But it is not just small business own
ers in my district who are worried 
about employer mandates. Over the 
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last 2 months, the White House has 
sponsored seven different small busi
ness conferences, attended by the own
ers and employees of small businesses, 
in seven different States. In 6 out of 7 
of those State conferences, held in 
Delaware, New Hampshire, Wyoming, 
Wisconsin, Montana, and Idaho, small 
business owners voted unanimously to 
reject employer mandates. 

The overwhelming opposition of the 
small business community to employer 
mandates is easy to understand: Most 
small businesses simply cannot afford 
to pay for their employees' health in
surance and still stay in business. The 
fact is that you cannot increase the 
payroll costs of small businesses by 3.5 
to 7.9 percent and expect to continue to 
provide jobs and fuel economic growth. 

My point is simple: Employer man
dates are a bad idea and millions of the 
owners and employees of small busi
nesses are frightened. 

However, thz Small Business Com
mittee, by voting to support employer 
mandates, chose to ignore the views of 
the small businesses it is supposed to 
represent. It seems that many mem
bers on the Committee are more inter
ested in "toeing the party line" than in 
doing what is right for America's small 
businesses. 

I want to assure the small business 
owners of this country, that I will not 
be discouraged by this temporary de
feat and will continue to fight to defeat 
this job-killing proposal. 

I am submitting the record from to
day's Small Business Committee vote 
into the RECORD. 

Small Business Committee voted 1~24 on 
Kim amendment to Title I of the Small Busi
ness Administration Reauthorization which 
would prohibit the use of funds by the Small 
Business Administration to promote em
ployer mandates in health care reform legis
lation: 

Ayes: Meyers, Combest, Baker, Hefley, 
Machtley, Ramstad, Sam Johnson, Zeliff, 
Collins (GA), Mcinnis, Huffington, Talent, 
Knollenberg, Dickey, Kim, Manzullo, 
Torkildsen, Portman, and Sarpalius 

Noes: LaFalce, Smith CIA), Skelton, Maz
zoli, Wyden, Sisisky, Bilbray, Mfume, Flake, 
Poshard, Clayton, Meehan, Danner, 
Strickland, Velazquez, Fields, Margolies
Mezvinsky, Tucker, Klink, Roybal-Allard, 
Hilliard, Lancaster, and Andrews 

Not voting: Conyers, Waters, Thompson 
Small Business Committee voted 21-24 on 

Kim amendment to Title VII of the Small 
Business Administration Reauthorization 
which would express the Sense of Congress 
that employer mandates would be destruc
tive to small businesses and that employer 
mandates should not be included in any 
health care reform legislation: 

Ayes: Meyers, Combest, Baker, Hefley, 
Machtley, Ramstad, Sam Johnson, Zeliff, 
Collins (GA), Mcinnis, Huffington, Talent, 
Knollenberg, Dickey, Kim, Manzullo, 
Torkildsen, Portman, Skelton, Sarpalius, 
and Lancaster 

Noes: LaFalce, Smith (IA), Mazzoli, 
Wyden, Sisisky, Bilbray, Mfume, Flake, 
Poshard, Clayton, Conyers, Meehan, Danner, 
Strickland, Velazquez, Fields, Margolies
Mezvinsky, Tucker, Klink, Roybal-Allard, 
Hilliard, Andrews, Waters, and Thompson 

/ 
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REASONS FOR POOR MORALE IN 

THE U.S. MILITARY 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

FROST). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, last June 
30 I sent a letter to the Secretary of 
Defense asking him to please, as the 
senior administration official, convey 
to Mr. Clinton some thoughts on why 
the morale is so bad in the U.S. mili
tary. This morning during a 1-minute I 
said that I would list 11 or 12 things, 
and when my staff reminded me of this 
letter, and it is now only 14-days-old, I 
decided I would simply read the letter, 
let it speak for itself, and hope that 
this Nation will understand why this is 
not a President that can put men, and 
now women, into combat in Haiti when 
there are no vital U.S. interests at 
stake. 

I wrote, and I will choose to make 
my own letter public, which it has not 
been for 2 weeks, to the Honorable Wil
liam J. Perry, Secretary of Defense: 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 
As an elected Representative who has the 

utmost admiration for the uniformed men 
and women of our great Nation, I am person
ally outraged at the continued demeaning 
treatment of members of the military by the 
President and his administration. 

The latest incident involved the use of 
'cream of the crop' military officers as serv
ants and tray carriers at a partisan White 
House poll ti cal function. 

It was for the DNC, Mr. Speaker, 
Unfortunately, such insults by the Com

mander in Chief or his White House staff are 
not isolated incidents. Recall these others: 

Mr. Speaker, I spoke to one of the 
four officers who were used in this in
tolerable manner at the White House 
last month, and he confirmed every
thing that has been in the press, Mr. 
Speaker, including that he felt humili
ated, and some of the fine Democrats 
at that event said that they felt embar
rassed and humiliated for the officers. 

Here in my letter to Perry are some 
other events that I recalled: 

"The verbal abuse of a general offi
cer," a three-star officer, now four
star, and commander of one of our 
combat commands, "and combat vet
eran of Vietnam," where he was badly 
wounded, "and Desert Storm," where 
he led the key division, the Point of 
the Spear, the 24th Infantry Mech, the 
insult to this officer "by a junior White 
House staffer with no public apology or 
disciplinary action." 

Two, "ordering, for the first time in 
memory, military personnel to show up 
at the White House in work clothing," 
and in this case it was desert camou
flage fatigues , " for a phony press event 
and a ludicrous short march down the 
White House south lawn to announce 
the completion of George Bush's Soma
lia humanitarian effort. " 

That was May 5 of 1993. Of course, we 
stayed through the killing of 19 Rang
ers and Special Forces men on October 
3rd and 4th and the 6th. 

Three, " using members of the ultra
sharp, ceremonial U.S. Army 'Old 
Guard'," as they are called, at Fort 
Myers "as delivery boys to carry de
fense conversion documents to Mem
bers of Congress," including to this 
Member's office. 

Four, "the use of D-day 50th Anniver
sary ceremonies as a political platform 
to" attempt to raise the President's 
low poll ratings, and it failed, he 
dropped three points, "including 
'staged' photo opportunities at the 
Anzio/Sicily" Nattuno Cemetery "and 
on the hallowed sand of the Normandy 
Beaches, when these ceremonies should 
have focused totally on the senior vet
erans who died or survived" in that in
credible day in history. 

The thing that I found most offensive 
was the pulling at the sleeves of three 
incredible Army heroes, now with 50 
years added to their young years when 
they performed heroic deeds on the 
beach, including Colonel, then young 
Captain, Joe Dawson, who was asked to 
introduce the President. He was pulled 
by some of these little pre-pubescent 
workers of Mr. Clinton's away from the 
President so he could pretend to reflect 
in prayer, and there on the horizon was 
the U.S. San Jacinto, an Aegis cruiser, 
ironically named after the carrier, San 
Jacinto, that George Bush was flying 
combat missions off 50 years ago as we 
speak, building up to his almost loss of 
life and loss of both of his crewmen on 
September 2nd of this year, the 50th 
anniversary of young Lieutenant JG 
George Bush's incident. 

"Young White House staffers with 
zero military experience pilfering tow
els," 68 of them, "bathrobes," 16 of 
them, "from the aircraft carrier USS 
George Washington," at the beginning of 
that D-day morning's ceremonies, "and 
then attempting to blame the press." 

"The use of presidential military hel
icopters," the white-top H-3s, "which 
included members of the White House 
Marine honor guard, by the White 
House staff for a golf trip." 

Mr. Speaker, I will submit for the 
RECORD the two pages that follow in 
my letter, and do a 1-hour special order 
on this next week, for which I will be 
asking unanimous consent. 

The portion of the letter referred to 
is as follows: 

The use of senior uniformed military offi
cials as background props at a staged event 
at Ft. McNair to announce a new version of 
a Clinton policy aimed at lifting the 50 year 
ban against homosexuals in the military. (If 
the President had prevailed in his early 1993 
attempts, our services would be riddled with 
practicing homosexuals and bisexuals and 
proliferation of mill tary chapters of 
G.L.0.B.E. Check with HUD, the Department 
of Agriculture, DOT/FAA, et al.) 

What makes this pattern of behavior espe
cially contemptible is the continued hard
ship placed on those in the military as a re
sult of official White House policy. Increased 
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defense reductions including personnel cuts, 
increased tempo of operations including the 
constant discussion of using our troops in 
Haiti and Bosnia, and the cancellation of 
well deserved but modest benefits, including 
scheduled pay raises , are all illustrative of 
this administration's official policy toward 
the military . 

Sort of makes you wonder if the President 
still " loathes" the military as he wrote on 
December 3, 1969, to a heroic Bataan Death 
March survivor. 

Dr. Perry, as the Secretary of Defense and 
senior civilian military official within the 
current administration, I believe it is your 
duty, on behalf of all the men and women 
around the world serving under you , to con
vince the president to immediately take 
steps to improve relations with members of 
our armed forces . Besides common courtesy 
and respect for uniformed members of the 
military by all White House officials, I also 
suggest the following action to improve the 
already badly damaged morale of members of 
the armed forces and their families: 

Immediately restore and increase annual 
pay raises for all members of the U.S. armed 
forces. (A New York Times front page article 
last week documented again that military 
pay has fallen way behind the private sec
tor.) 

Immediately announce full and complete 
implementation of Congressional language 
upholding the ban against homosexuals and 
bisexuals in military service. 

Immediately and fully restore the cost of 
living adjustments (COLAs) for all military 
retirees. 

Immediately declare that U.S. personnel 
will not serve under foreign or U.N. com
mand unless a ratified treaty exists, as with 
NATO. 

Immediately begin full development of 
friendly fire systems designed to prevent 
fratricide in future combat operations. 

Such modest initiatives on the part of the 
president would provide tremendous divi
dends in terms of improved moral and com
bat readiness within the ranks of our uni
formed personnel. At the very least, our 
brave men and women deserve the common 
respect due to any soldier, sailor, airman, or 
marine who volunteers to sacrifice his or her 
life in defense of our nation. That means, 
quite simply, that they would die for you 
and me, Mr. Secretary. 

Best regards, 
ROBERT K. DORNAN. 

P.S. In case you 're wondering, Bill, wheth
er the father of one of our sacrificed in So
malia heroic medal of honor winners refused 
to shake the Commander in Chief' s hand, 
I 've confirmed first hand-it is true. 

Mr. Speaker, this December 3, 1969, 
letter by the then 23-year-old Clinton 
explains much about his attitude to
ward our military forces. 

TEXT OF BILL CLINTON'S LETTER TO ROTC 
COLONEL 

I am sorry to be so long in writing. I know 
I promised to let you hear from me at least 
once a month, and from now on you will, but 
I have had to have some time to think about 
this first letter. Almost daily since my re
turn to England I have thought about writ
ing, about what I want to and ought to say. 

First, I want to thank you, not just for 
saving me from the draft, but for being so 
kind and decent to me last summer, when I 
was as low as I have ever been. One thing 
which made the bond we struck in good faith 
somewhat palatable to me was my high re-

gard for you personally. In retrospect, it 
seems that the admiration might not have 
been mutual had you known a little more 
about me, about my political beliefs and ac
tivities. At least you might have thought me 
more fit for the draft than for ROTC. 

Let me try to explain. As you know, I 
worked for two years in a very minor posi
tion on the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee. I did it for the experience and the 
salary but also for the opportunity, however 
small, of working every day against a war I 
opposed and despised with a depth of feeling 
I had reserved solely for racism in America 
before Vietnam. I did not take the matter 
lightly but studied it carefully, and there 
was a time when not many people had more 
information about Vietnam at hand than I 
did. 

I have written and spoken and marched 
against the war. One of the national organiz
ers of the Vietnam Moratorium is a close 
friend of mine. After I left Arkansas last 
summer, I went to Washington to work in 
the national headquarters of the Morato
rium, then to England to organize the Amer
icans here for demonstrations Oct. 15 and 
Nov. 16. 

Interlocked with the war is the draft issue, 
which I did not begin to consider separately 
until 1968. For a law seminar at Georgetown 
I wrote a paper on the legal arguments for 
and against allowing, within the Selective 
Service System, the classification of selec
tive conscientious objection for those op
posed to participation in a particular war 
not simply to " participation in war in any 
form.'' 

From my work I came to believe that the 
draft system itself is illegitimate. No gov
ernment really rooted in limited, parliamen
tary democracy should have the power to 
make its citizens fight and kill and die in a 
war they may oppose, a war which even pos
sibly may be wrong, a war which, in any 
case, does not involve immediately the peace 
and freedom of the nation. 

The draft was justified in World War II be
cause the life of the people collectively was 
at stake. Individuals had to fight, if the na
tion was to survive, for the lives of their 
countrymen and their way of life. Vietnam is 
no such case. Nor was Korea an example 
where, in my opinion, certain military ac
tion was justified but the draft was not, for 
the reasons stated above. 

Because of my opposition to the draft and 
the war, I am in great sympathy with those 
who are not willing to fight, kill and maybe 
die for their country (i.e. the particular pol
icy of a particular government) right or 
wrong. Two of my friends at Oxford are con
scientious objectors. I wrote a letter of rec
ommendation for one of them to his Mis
sissippi draft board, a letter which I am more 
proud of than anything else I wrote at Oxford 
last year. One of my roommates is a draft re
sister who is possibly under indictment and 
may never be able to go home again. He is 
one of the bravest, best men I know. His 
country needs men like him more than they 
know. That he is considered a criminal is an 
obscenity. 

The decision not to be a resister and the 
related subsequent decisions were the most 
difficult of my life. I decided to accept the 
draft in spite of my beliefs for one reason: to 
maintain my political viability within the 
system. For years I have worked to prepare 
myself for a political life characterized by 
both practical political ability and concern 
for rapid social progress. It is a life I still 
feel compelled to try to lead. I do not think 
our system of government is by definition 

corrupt, however dangerous and inadequate 
it has been in recent years. (The society may 
be corrupt, but that is not the same thing, 
and if that is true we are all finished any
way. ) 

When the draft came, despite political con
victions, I was having a hard time facing the 
prospect of fighting a war I had been fighting 
against , and that is why I contacted you. 
ROTC was the one way left in which I could 
possibly, but not positively, avoid both Viet
nam and resistance. Going on with my edu
cation, even coming back to England, played 
no part in my decision to join ROTC. I am 
back here, and would have been at Arkansas 
Law School because there is nothing else I 
can do. In fact, I would like to have been 
able to take a year out perhaps to teach in 
a small college or work on some community 
action project and in the process to decide 
whether to attend law school or graduate 
school and how to begin putting what I have 
learned to use. 

But the particulars of my personal life are 
not nearly as important to me as the prin
ciples involved. After I signed the ROTC let
ter of intent, I began to wonder whether the 
compromise I had made with myself was not 
more objectionable than the draft would 
have been, because I had no interest in the 
ROTC program in itself and all I seemed to 
have done was to protect myself from phys
ical harm. Also, I began to think I had de
ceived you, not by lies-there were none
but by failing to tell you all the things I'm 
writing now. I doubt that I had the mental 
coherence to articulate them then. 

At that time, after we had made our agree
ment and you had sent my 1-D deferment to 
my draft board, the anguish and loss of my 
self-regard and self-confidence really set in. I 
hardly slept for weeks and kept going by eat
ing compulsively and reading until exhaus
tion brought sleep. Finally, on Sept. 12 I 
stayed up all night writing a letter to the 
chairman of my draft board, saying basically 
what is in the preceding paragraph, thanking 
him for trying to help in a case where he 
really couldn't, and stating that I couldn't 
do the ROTC after all and would he please 
draft me a soon as possible. 

I never mailed the letter, but I did carry it 
on me every day until I got on the plane to 
return to England. I didn ' t mail the letter 
because I didn't see, in the end, how my 
going in the Army and maybe going to Viet
nam would achieve anything except a feeling 
that I had punished myself and gotten what 
I deserved. So I came back to England to try 
to make something of this second year of my 
Rhodes scholarship. 

And that is where I am now, writing to you 
because you have been good to me and have 
a right to know what I think and feel. I am 
writing too in the hope that my telling this 
one story will help you to understand more 
clearly how so many fine people have come 
to find themselves still loving their country 
but loathing the military, to which you and 
other good men have devoted years, life
times, of the best service you could give. To 
many of us, it is no longer clear what is serv
ice and what is disservice, or if it is clear, 
the conclusion is likely to be illegal. 

Forgive the length of this letter: There was 
much to say. There is still a lot to be said, 
but it can wait. Please say hello to Col. 
Jones for me. 

Merry Christmas. 
Sincerely, 

BILL CLINTON. 
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THE IMPORTANCE OF MEDICARE C 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11 , 1994 and June 10, 1994, the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
McDERMOTT] is recognized for 60 min
utes as the majority leader 's designee. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, as 
part of my effort to talk to my col
leagues each week about how health 
care reform issues affect the American 
people personally, I would like to talk 
tonight about a part of the new pro
posal in the health care reform debate. 

It is found in the Ways and Means 
Committee bill for health care reform. 
that proposal is to create Medicare 
part C to provide insurance to the non
senior population the way Medicare 
provides insurance for senior citizens. 

Medicare C is a voluntary program. 
It will provide insurance to people who 
cannot afford to purchase their own 
and it would enable individuals and 
small business to buy insurance at a 
price they can afford. 

It is simple , it is affordable and it is 
easy to access. Heal th insurance 
through Medicare C is purchased 
through a payroll deduction. Anyone 
who does not have insurance is auto
matically enrolled. 

If you prefer to have private insur
ance, you don 't have to be enrolled in 
Medicare C. It is purely voluntary. But 
more importantly, enrolling in Medi
care C guarantees you free choice of 
provider. It enables Americans to have 
a nonprofit, national nonmanaged care 
health insurance option. 

But there is a problem with the way 
Medicare C is structured in the Ways 
and Means bill. It is not open to every
one. Only people who are unemployed 
or employees of small businesses can 
enroll in Medicare C. 

Everyone else is required to enroll in 
insurance company plans. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I don't think we 
should lock people into insurance com
pany health plans which increasingly 
means insurance company interference 
in patient treatment decisions, even in 
fee for service plans. 

I want to talk to my colleagues to
night about the American people 's re
lationships with their doctors, and 
about who should make medical treat
ment decisions. 

Because a Medicare C open to anyone 
who wants to join may be more impor
tant to you and your heal th care and 
your relationship with your doctor 
than you would ever imagine. 

What Americans are experiencing 
now in the health care marketplace is 
a new trend called " managed care. " 

This change is happening today as 
the "market" is left to its own devices 
to solve the health care cost crisis. 

And that means that insurance com
panies interfere more and more aggres
sively in the treatment decisions of 
doctors. And they do this not to pro
tect the patients quality of care, but to 

protect the profit margins for their 
stockholders. This is happening not 
only in HMO 's. All patients are experi
encing the reality that it is their insur
ance company, not their doctor, who 
determines whether or not they get ad
mitted to a hospital. It is their insur
ance company who decides if a child 
can stay in the hospital overnight after 
a bad reaction to surgery. It is their in
surance company who is deciding that 
women should be discharged from the 
hospital on the same day as childbirth 
or that newborns should be sent home 
before their first feeding. 

These decisions are not being made 
by the physicians or nurses or other 
practitioners who actually care for the 
patient and bear the responsibility for 
their well-being. 

They are being made by company em
ployees who have never seen the pa
tient and are sitting at a 1- 800 number 
just to approve or disapprove care. The 
American people know in their hearts, 
in their guts, and in their minds that 
something is terribly wrong with this 
arrangement. They know that this 
cost-control approach by the insurance 
companies ultimately will ruin the 
quality of American health care. And I 
want to be clear. It is not the Govern
ment that is doing this. It is the free 
market approach to health care that is 
giving the insurance companies un
precedented control over the doctor-pa
tient relationship. 

If heal th care reform fails, this trend 
is simply going to get worse. There will 
simply be no restraint on insurance 
companies ' ability to control the medi
cal care you receive. 

Without health care reform, insur
ance companies will completely con
solidate their control over the delivery 
system. Mr. Speaker, I oppose that 
trend. 

One of the most ominous recent de
velopments was the recent announce
ment that Travelers Insurance Co. and 
Metropolitan Life agreed to merge 
their health care operations to create a 
more efficient managed care entity. 

Where are the patients and providers 
in this merger? 

Insurance companies have discovered 
that the real money in insurance is not 
processing claims but in denying 
claims and controlling access to care. 
They have created a private health in
surance trap. 

But Medicare C is your escape from 
that trap. Medicare C is your protec
tion against managed care. 

I am a physician as well as a Con
gressman. I practiced medicine for 25 
years. To me, just as the family is the 
building block of civilization, so is the 
physician-patient relationship the 
building block of good medical care. 

When the American College of Sur
geons endorsed a single-payer approach 
to health care reform-a system where 
Americans pay a public premium in the 
form of a payroll tax and the Govern-

ment provides heal th insurance to all 
Americans the way it does in Medicare 
for senior citizens-the College of Sur
geons stated that physicians could not 
continue to tolerate the amount of in
terference by insurance companies in 
treatment decisions. 

Dr. Murray, the chairman of the 
board of the college , specifically noted 
that free choice of provider was pre
served in Medicare and that clinical in
terference was not a problem in Medi
care. 

Patients and physicians in Medicare 
are much more in control of treatment 
decisions. 

Americans are entitled to have a 
choice about how they receive their 
medical care. A nonprofit, nonmanaged 
care option for insurance that is guar
anteed by the Government protects 
that choice as nothing else will. 

But there is another reason to open 
Medicare C to anyone who wants to 
join. It will work to keep the insurance 
companies honest. 

Medicare currently administers its 
entire program for 2.1 percent of its 
budget. U.S. Health, one of the Na
tion 's largest managed care companies, 
administers its plan with 28 percent of 
its budget. 

In other words, Medicare pays 98 
cents on the premium dollar for actual 
health care delivered to people, while 
U.S. Health spends only 72 cents on the 
premium dollar on actual health care. 

Now which system is going to give 
you more care? The one that pays 98 
cents on the dollar or the one that pays 
72 cents on the dollar? We all know the 
answer, and the answer is that Medi
care is giving Americans more bang for 
their buck. 

If the insurance companies have to 
compete with Medicare-if Americans 
can vote with their feet-then insur
ance companies might have to bring 
down their administrative expenses 
and provide more medical care instead. 

So why isn't Medicare open to every
one? Why are most Americans being 
denied that choice? 

Because insurance companies do not 
want to compete with the advantages 
of medicare. Insurance companies are 
working nonstop on Capitol Hill to 
keep Americans from having that 
choice. Insurance companies are afraid 
that people will like Medicare more. 

Well, the purpose of health reform is 
not to protect the insurance compa
nies. The purpose of heal th reform is to 
make heal th care and heal th insurance 
better for ordinary people. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
should demand that Medicare C be open 
to everyone who wants to join, that 
they have the right to choose what's 
best for them, 

That their health insurance choices 
and health care choices not be dictated 
by special interests in Washington. 

Americans need Medicare C to be 
open to those who choose it. Medicare 
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C will help protect their health care fu
tures. Mr. Speaker, I hope they get it. 

0 2120 
THIRD ANNUAL REGULATORY 

RELAY-THE BURDEN OF REGU
LATION ON THE RESTAURANT 
INDUSTRY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker 's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11, 1994 and June 10, 1994, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] is 
recognized for 30 minutes as the des
ignee of the minority leader. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
come to the well of the House as chair
man of the Republican Task Force on 
Competitiveness to run the second lap 
of the Third Annual Regulatory Relay, 
whose focus for several weeks has been 
the burden of regulation on the res
taurant industry. 

Working with the National Res
taurant Association, this morning I 
held a press conference on this topic. 
Several of my colleagues joined me to 
tell of regulatory horror stories in 
their districts, and restaurateurs, in
cluding a constituent of mine, told 
their tales of dealing with the mon
strous Federal regulatory bureaucracy. 
I was very pleased to see that so many 
are brave enough to join the task force 
in this race against the perpetual win
ner of the regulatory marathon-the 
Federal Government. 

Many people do not realize that eat
ing and drinking places are the Na
ti on 's largest retail employer, account
ing for 3 out of every 10 retail workers. 
Most of these are small businesses. And 
while small businesses are the job-cre
ating engine of our economy, they are 
also extremely vulnerable to the costs 
of regulation. As a result, almost any 
increase in Federal regulation has a se
vere impact on the ability of a res
taurateur to succeed. 

It is particularly timely to discuss 
this topic because we recently reached 
a very important date on the calendar. 
Sunday, July 10, marked the second an
nual Cost of Government Day, the day 
when Americans earned enough income 
to pay off their share of the combined 
costs of taxes, Government spending, 
and regulation. As chairman of COGD 
on behalf of Americans for Tax Reform, 
I recently introduced a resolution es
tablishing July 10 as Cost of Govern
ment Day. 

Federal regulatory costs are esti
mated_:_conservatively-to be about 
$600 billion annually. This translates 
into $2,500 for every man, woman, and 
child in America. Much of this cost is 
so hidden that it doesn't show up on 
any sales or paycheck receipts. How
ever, the Federal Register tells the 
story clearly, as President Clinton's 
first year saw the most regulatory ac
tivity since President Carter's last. 
The page total for 1993 was 69,688 pages, 
the third highest total of all time. 

A not-surprising increase in the num
ber of regulatory bureaucrats cor
responds with this proliferation of reg
ulations. While from 1985 to 1992, regu
latory staffing increased by over 20 per
cent, to almost 125,000 employees, 
under President Clinton, the largest 
number of Federal bureaucrats ever-
128,615 people-was called for to run his 
Federal regulatory apparatus. It is 
truly outrageous that while July 4th 
was Independence Day-the day we 
celebrated our liberation from Great 
Britain-it was not until July 10 that 
Americans were liberated from their 
own Government. 

Our economy cannot bear the burden 
indefinitely. This is especially true for 
industries like the restaurant industry, 
as nearly three-fourths of eating and 
drinking establishments have annual 
sales of less than $500,000, and average 
profit margins run between 3 and 4 per
cent of gross sales. This thin operating 
margin makes restaurants highly sen
sitive to regulations which increase the 
cost of doing business. And according 
to this list compiled by the National 
Restaurant Association, restaurants 
are by no means suffering from a dirth 
of Federal regulations. Entitled "Regu
lations and Restaurants from A to Z," 
this sample list includes nearly 60 rules 
and regulations imposed upon the in
dustry by the Federal Government. Of 
course, this does not include the mul
titude of State, local, and county regu
lations that restaurateurs must com
ply with. 

While many of these are well-in
tended, a lack of cost/benefit analysis
and sometimes simply common sense
in their application often results in ri
diculous and even tragic situations. 
For example: 

In Houston, Texas, air quality con
trol authorities ordered that "large" 
employers (more than 100 employees) 
must take active steps to encourage 
carpooling and use of mass transit. 
They initially ruled that restaurants, 
open 7 days a week with more than 100 
part-time employees, must also comply 
regardless of the fact that their operat
ing time (and thus employee commute 
times) did not match the rush hour pe
riods which were slated for control. 

A multiunit restaurant operation 
based in the Washington, DC. area re
ceived an OSHA fine of $1,500 because 
an employee did not use the available 
cut-resistant gloves while chopping 
fresh vegetables. In a separate action, 
the new FDA Model Food Sanitation 
Code prohibits the use of such gloves 
when in contact with cooked or ready
to-eat foods. The National Restaurant 
Association has formally asked OSHA 
and FDA to clarify which rule take 
precedence. 

Under the OSHA Hazard Communica
tion Standard, employers are obligated 
to make available safety information 
about hazardous chemicals using mate
rial safety data sheets [MSDSJ supplied 

by chemical manufacturers. MSDS' 
cover diet soda (because it contains 
saccharin, a possible animal carcino
gen); liquid hand soap (it's an eye irri
tant, so the MSDS advises one to wear 
safety goggles when using the product 
and, if spilled, to remove contaminated 
clothing and flush skin with running 
water for 15 minutes); and liquid dish 
soap like Joy dishwashing liquid (an
other irritant, but it is also listed as a 
potential fire hazard because it con
tains alcohol as an emulsifier). 

A small New England bar and grill 
was cited by OSHA for $3,000 in fines 
due to a violation of the Hazard Com
munication Standard. The principal 
violation was the transference of win
dow cleaner from its original gallon 
jug to a 10-ounce spray bottle which 
was not labeled as to content and 
warning despite the fact that employ
ees stated they were familiar with the 
contents of the bottle and the cautions 
for its use. 

A restaurant in Pittsburgh was the 
subject of an OSHA investigation after 
an employee assisted a patron with a 
nosebleed. A disgruntled employee 
lodged a complaint, and OSHA inves
tigated possible violations of the 
bloodborne pathogens standard. No fine 
was levied, but OSHA advised the oper
ators to establish a written plan for fu
ture compliance. The operators did so, 
including a contract with a waste-haul
ing company to provide special "red 
bags" for medical waste for future inci
dents. 

In Sedona, AZ, a restaurant operator 
made a technical paperwork error when 
changing the corporate ownership of 
his restaurant. In retaliation, the local 
health department demanded that he 
close his doors while the new permit 
was being processed. When he refused, 
they conducted harassment inspec
tions, citing trivial temperature viola
tions of one or two degrees, including 
at least one case in which a scoop of 
potato salad on a plate waiting for the 
entree to be plated was cited in viola
tion. The case was resolved through an 
arrangement whereby the operator was 
ordered to teach local classes in food 
sanitation to other operators. 

As you can see, the regulatory appa
ratus has reached the level of the ab
surd going on all over the country. I 
would now like to take a walk through 
a little bit of history to demonstrate 
the incredible growth in the number of 
rules and regulations the restaurant 
industry has had to deal with in just 
the last 10 years. 

In 1970, other than local fire, health, 
and building codes, a typical res
taurateur had to deal with about 20 
pages worth of Federal law contained 
in the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938. 

1994 presents a very different picture. 
Just over the last 10 years a large num
ber of laws have been passed affecting 
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the restaurant industry. In 1985 an ex
tension of health benefits was man
dated by the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act. In 1987, the Immigra
tion Reform and Control Act required 
employers to fill out I-9 forms for all 
new employees, and the Budget Rec
onciliation Act required restaurateurs 
to pay FICA taxes on all employee tips. 
Employers of 100 or more were man
dated in 1988 to give 60 days' advance 
notice of closings, and in 1989 the Fair 
Labor Standards Act Amendments 
raised the minimum wage. In 1990, the 
Americans with Disabilities Act was 
passed, and restaurants were forced to 
meet new Federal criteria on menu la
beling in 1991 with the Nutrition Label
ing and Education Act. In 1993 the 
Family and Medical Leave Act was 
passed, requiring employees of 50 or 
more to provide 12 weeks of unpaid job
protected family or medical leave to 
employees. 

The National Restaurant Associa
tion, along with the Texas Restaurant 
Association, is kind enough to have 
compiled a book entitled "The Legal 
Problem Solver for Foodservice Opera
tors" to help anyone who might be con
templating opening a restaurant. Un
fortunately, a typical restaurateur in 
Texas has to pore through 27 chapters 
of Federal and State rules, regulations, 
and paperwork that must be complied 
with to open and run a restaurant. The 
topics of these chapters range from 
how to report tips to the IRS, to how 
to value meals when it comes to over
time work; from Department of Labor 
rules on uniforms, to drug policy re
quirements; from OSHA's bloodborne 
pathogen standards, to Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission guide
lines on height and weight. With such a 
regulatory maze to have to wind 
through, it is a wonder that anyone is 
able to open a restaurant at all, much 
less stay in business. 

Perhaps even scarier are the pieces of 
proposed legislation affecting res
taurants which the Clinton administra
tion and/or this Democrat Congress 
want signed into law. They include a 
ban on smoking in public, a prohibition 
on replacing a striking worker, a mas
sively expensive OSHA reform bill, and 
of course the infamous Clinton health 
care plan. This plan would push Cost of 
Government Day back 31 days-the sin
gle greatest jump in the cost of Gov
ernment in our Nation's history. 

CONCLUSION 

The message of the Regulatory Relay 
is this: The system for drafting, evalu
ating, approving, and promulgating 
rules must be overhauled. The lack of 
an effective regulatory review process 
to weigh costs and benefits is wreaking 
ha voe on our economy, resulting in 
lost jobs, lost productivity, lost com
petitiveness, and lower standard of liv
ing. We must establish a system of 
cost/benefit analysis, pass the Paper
work Reduction Act, strengthen the 

Regulatory Flexibility Act, and pro
vide protections for whistleblowers 
whose firms are being abused by over
zealous regulators. 

If Americans are to succeed in to
day's highly competitive economy, we 
must break the chokehold of regula
tions around the neck of every budding 
entrepreneur and allow them to com
pete freely. I look forward to continu
ing the fight to bring some sense back 
into the regulatory process. 

Mr. Speaker, I am including at this 
point in the RECORD the document I re
ferred to earlier, "Regulations and Res
taurants From A to Z," as follows: 
REGULATIONS AND RESTAURANTS FROM A TO Z 
MATTERS RELATED TO RUNNING A RESTAURANT 

INVOLVING SOME ASPECT OF FEDERAL REGU
LATION 

Accessibility to disabled customers (DOJ). 
Advance payment of Earned Income Credit 

(IRS). 
Age discrimination (EEOC). 
Alcohol excise taxes (IRS). 
Annual occupation tax for alcohol-sellers 

(BATF). 
Bloodborne pathogen program for employ

ees who give first-aid (OSHA). 
Citizenship-status discrimination (DOJ). 
Commuting plans for employers in high

pollution areas (EPA, beginning late 1994). 
Continued health benefits for former em-

ployees (IRS). 
Copyright law and restaurant music (DOJ). 
EE0-1 Form (EEOC). 
Egg-refrigeration standards (USDA, pro-

posed for 1994). 
Exempt managers (DOL). 
Federal income taxes (IRS). 
Feden' income-tax withholding for em-

ployees (IRS). 
FICA payroll taxes (IRS). 
FICA payroll taxes on tips (IRS). 
FUTA payroll taxes (IRS). 
Grease-trap waste disposal (EPA). 
Hazard Communication Standard (OHSA). 
Health claims and restaurant foods (FDA). 
Health benefit plans and the Americans 

with Disabilities Act (EEOC). 
I-9 form (Employment Eligibility Verifica

tion Forms (INS). 
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 

1986 (INS). 
Independent contractors, reporting of pay

ments to IRS). 
Job application forms, permissible ques

tions (EEOC). 
Magnetic media reporting of Forms W-2, 

8027 (IRS. SSA). 
Material Safety Data Sheets (OSHA). 
Meal credit (DOL). 
Minimum wage (DOL). 
National origin discrimination (EEOC). 
Notice to employees of eligibility for 

Earned Income Credit (IRS). 
Nutrient-content claims and restaurant 

foods (FDA). 
Overtime pay rules (DOL). 
Payroll tax deposits (IRS). 
Polygraph ban (DOL). 
Poster: Equal employment opportunity 

(EEOC). 
Poster: Polygraph (DOL). 
Poster: Minimum wage (DOL). 
Poster: Family and medical leave (DOL). 
Poster: OSHA (OSHA). 
Race discrimination (EEOC). 
Reasonable accommodation for workers 

with disabilities (EEOC). 
Refrigeration equipment and CFC phrase

out (EPA. phaseout by 1996). 

Religious discrimination (EEOC). 
Restaurant closing, 60 days advance notice 

(DOL). 
Sex discrimination (EEOC). 
Teen labor: Hours restrictions for workers 

under 16 (DOL). 
Teen labor: Occupational restrictions for 

workers under 18 (DOL). 
Tip credit (DOL). 
Tip reporting and IRS Form 8027 (!RS). 
Tip allocation (IRS). 
Tip-income audits (IRS). 
Tip pools (DOL). 
Uniforms: Deposits, costs, maintenance 

(DOL). 
Veterans' employment rights (DOL). 
W-2 Forms (Wage and Tax Statement (IRS, 

SSA). 
W-4 Forms (Employee's Withholding Al

lowance Certificate) (IRS). 
Workplace phones, hearing-aid compatibil

ity (FCC). 

D 2130 
Mr. Speaker, I would be happy to 

yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from Michigan, who has worked so long 
and hard on regulatory reform in this 
House, as well as many other reforms 
that ought to be brought to this House. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to talk 
specifically about restaurants, but the 
gentleman mentioned the Clean Air 
Act and also some of the things he 
thought needed to be overhauled. I also 
want to reference a story today in the 
Washington Post, the national weekly 
edition, "Why American Hate Con
gress." I found perhaps one of the most 
interesting quotes in there: "A survey 
found large gaps in public knowledge of 
what this Congress has done, but dis
covered that those who know more," 
and that is the American people who 
know more about what we have done, 
"actually think less of the legislators' 
performance." I think I have a wonder
ful example here. I have good news and 
bad news on paperwork reduction and 
on Government regulation. Which 
would the gentleman like first? 

Mr. DELAY. Give me the bad news 
first. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The bad news is 
that under the Clean Air Act and the 
rules and regulations that are being 
promulgated, we will have to meet 
those rules and regulations. 

Mr. DELAY. Then what is the good 
news? 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The good news is 
that the EPA is going to save hundreds 
of thousands of dollars because they 
are not going to publish them in the 
Federal Register. 

Mr. DE:GAY Wait a minute, I do not 
understand. We are going to have just 
hundreds of regulations, as I under
stand, coming out to implement the 
Clean Air Act? 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Correct. 
Mr. DELAY. They are not going to 

publish them so Americans will not be 
able to read them? 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. This is correct. The 
Washington Times, Tuesday, July 12, 
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Let me tell you why this is so impor
tant to my district. Part of my dis
trict-we are on the Lake Michigan 
shoreline, Chicago is about 100 miles to 
the southwest and Milwaukee is 90 
miles directly west of my district. A 
lot of pollution, it is amazing the EPA 
has not recognized this fact yet, but air 
moves. I do not know if the gentleman 
knows that. 

Mr. DELAY. Well, you need about a 
$10-million study to study how air 
moves. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. That is right We 
have commissioned a number of stud
ies. What those studies have shown, the 
first study we did is we found out that 
the air above part of my district, what 
it is doing, it is moving. So, obviously, 
we now have to meet the Clean Air Act 
requirements, some of the things the 
gentleman was talking about. We are 
not to the carpooling state yet, but we 
might be. 

We thought we were fairly environ
mentally conscious in west Michigan. 
We have large rural areas. We won
dered why is it that we do not meet the 
clean air standards. We found out that 
surprisingly enough air moves and 
somewhere between 70 and 90 percent of 
our pollution come from areas to our 
west. So we are getting windborne pol
lution. 

So , beginning January 1, 1995, the 
citizens in my district are going to 
have to start paying $24 every other 
year for auto emissions testing. 

D 2140 
And for us, full well knowing, that 

even if all of the constituents in these 
three counties locked their cars in 
their garage, and did, and put them 
away, and started riding their bicycles, 
like I like to do, we would not be able 
to meet the clean air standards; so, I 
found it amazing when I went to the 
Washington Times this week and start
ed reading "Clean Air Rules Published 
Only in Summary by EPA." 

The 1990 Clean Air Act has spawned 
so many proposed regulations that the 
Environmental Protection Agency has 
decided to publish only summaries in 
an effort to save money. 

I ask, "Isn't it amazing that we think 
that the American people and Amer
ican businesses, they have all of the 
money to implement regulations when 
we here in Washington do not have 
enough money to publish them?" 

It goes on. "There's just an enormous 
number of new rules that would have 
cost the agency hundreds of thousands 
of dollars to publish in the Federal 
Register," EPA spokesman Lou Kester 
said. 

Later on it goes on: 
At least one reader of the Federal Register 

has written EPA Administrator Carol M. 
Browner to protest the omission. 

"This situation sets a dangerous precedent 
to which I object, " wrote John D'Aloia Jr., a 
consultant to Prindle-Hinds Environmental 
Inc. of Albuquerque, N.M., which advises 

banks, insurance companies and other busi
nesses of pending federal rules. 

''The purpose of the Federal Register is to 
provide citizens with a single source of gov
ernment action. By forcing interested par
ties to take additional action to obtain cop
ies of proposed rules, EPA is making it more 
difficult, and costly, for citizens to partici
pate in the regulatory process. " 

So, first, we start off with bad legis
lation. Second, we now make it more 
difficult for those people that are af
fected by bad legislation to try and im
plement bad legislation. 

Just think, Mr. Speaker, I came from 
the private sector, and just think of 
what, and I am just trying to imagine, 
what my customers would be telling 
me if we introduced a new product that 
was fairly complex, and we said, " By 
the way, if you would like to under
stand how to use this product, or what 
types of problems it might solve, or 
what the technical specifications are, 
you know you have to pay extra for 
that. It's going to cost you an extra
if the product costs $10,000, if you real
ly want to find out how the product 
works, send us another check, and we 'll 
send you one for a thousand dollars, 
then we will send you, the technical 
specifications and the operating in
structions." I think that company 
would be out of business very, very 
quickly. 

I find this an interesting thing. It 
just builds off of what the gentleman is 
saying about the cost of regulation. 
The cost of regulation is immense even 
when we are passing well-intentioned, 
well-founded legislation that would 
have a very good impact. What we are 
finding is too many bills that are based 
on faulty premises. We are requiring 
the American people, the American 
public, to then implement bad legisla
tion, and now we are making it more 
difficult for them to find out what they 
are actually supposed to do. 

Why do people hate congress? They 
see what we are doing. 

Just one more comment: 
I went to the chairman of the Com

mittee on Energy and Commerce when 
I came here, and I said, "This doesn ' t 
make sense. " 

The comment was, "I understand. I 
understand that there are problems 
with the legislation. I can't open up 
the legislation because what we may 
end up with will be worse than what we 
have. " 

That may work great for the 49 other 
States. It may work great for the other 
84 counties in the State of Michigan 
that are not impacted by this. 

Try explaining that to the three 
counties and the people in those coun
ties that have to pay. Explain that to 
the businesses that now have to com
pete under those regulations. It does 
not wash. 

When we have bad regulations and 
laws, it is our responsibility to fix 
them. We are not willing to recognize 
the pro bl em. 

I thank the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY] for having yielded to me. 

Mr. DELAY. I think the gentleman 
from Michigan has just exhibited his 
talent in this regard and his diligence 
in finding that in the case of the first 
article, a very obscure article, under
standing the impact that that article 
was trying to portray, and then the 
second article as an example of this 
outrageous, out of control Federal Gov
ernment that now, as the gentleman so 
rightly puts it, that now has gone even 
a step further, that has given coverup a 
bad name. 

Now for the first time , and I have 
been here 10 years, and this is the first 
time that I know of that I have ever 
even heard of it, that an agency refuses 
to publish the regulation that it is 
going to impose upon every American 
in this country so that, and I do not 
know the reason; it obviously is not to 
save money. 

This present administration and its 
agencies are running amok, actually 
promulgating rules and regulations 
that they have no authority legally to 
promulgate, and this may be a way 
that they are trying to cover up what 
they are doing, particularly in a piece 
of legislation as complicated as the 
Clean Air Act. Of any piece of legisla
tion, that one and its regulations 
should be published. 

I yield to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. ISTOOK], my co chairman of 
the Task Force on Competitiveness. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, as the 
gentleman knows, it seems to me like 
a lot of people have got to be very con
fused listening to this explanation be
cause it is normal for a Member of Con
gress, at least if they are back in their 
districts, to talk to people and say, 
" Well, we in Congress have done great 
things, but then there are these bu
reaucrats over here that have done the 
bad things," and maybe it is kind of 
scapegoatism, but we have people that 
are supposed to be carrying out the in
structions they were given from Con
gress, and the Members of Congress, 
when something goes bad, they say, 
"Well, it's the bureaucrats ' fault be
cause of the regulations that came 
through.'' 

But I think what the gentleman is 
trying to say is that really it traces 
back to the Members of Congress that 
gave the instructions in the first place, 
that, even if one paid extra money, and 
they got the instruction manual that 
Congress sent to these people, they 
would find that it still does not make 
sense, and why is it that the public is 
hit with this constantly? One would 
think that these Members that say it is 
the bureaucrats ' fault voted against 
the bills that gave away all this au
thority and gave this power to the bu
reaucrats to do these silly things like 
tell all the people, " You have got an 
air pollution problem. It 's your fault 
even though you had nothing to do 
with it. " 
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Why is it that these Members, if we 

look at the Members' record, we find 
they did not vote against them, they 
voted for those bills, and nobody ever 
seems to look back at that record? 
Why is that? I am a freshman; what 
would I know? 

Mr. DELAY. The gentleman, I think, 
knows the answer, but I would like to 
attempt to answer it in that it has 
been my experience in the 10 years that 
I have been here that this House, con
trolled by the Democrat leadership, 
passes bills with no intention of being 
specific, as specific, as to enumerate 
the kinds of regulations and rules that 
the bill is intended to promulgate on 
the American people. The bills are al
ways general in nature so that Mem
bers of Congress can vote for the Clean 
Air Act, go home and say, "I'm for 
clean air," and not be-first of all 
make sure it is not implemented for 2, 
3 or 4 years down the road so they can 
get two or three elections in their 
pockets, and then, when it starts hit
ting, and the bureaucrats and the agen
cies start writing the rules and regula
tions for these poorly written bills that 
are general in nature, are not specific 
enough so that people, the American 
people, can understand what the Mem
bers are doing to them, then they start 
blaming the bureaucrats when in fact 
this House ought to be the oversight 
agency, the oversight body, for these 
rules and regulations. 

In fact, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] has an excellent 
bill that cannot seem to find its way to 
the floor because it is being stifled by 
the chairman of the committee it was 
referred to that says that when agen
cies promulgate these rules, before 
they go into effect they have to be sent 
back to the Congress for approval, for a 
vote, so that Members of the House 
have to approve these rules and regula
tions promulgated by the agencies. I 
think that would slow down a lot of 
this mess. 

D 2150 
Mr. ISTOOK. If the gentleman would 

yield further. It reminds me of some
thing that was said by a favorite son of 
Oklahoma, Will Rogers. Because you 
are saying that Congress puts out 
something, they say, "Oh, this sounds 
like a great idea, but don't bother us 
with the details, we 'll let somebody 
else work out the details." Of course, 
they get it all wrong. 

Will Rogers, back when the German 
U-boats were threatening all the ship
ping around the time of World War I, 
and so forth, and they were sinking 
merchant vessels right and left, Will 
Rogers said, " Well, I've got a great 
idea. All we have to do is boil the 
oceans. And when the oceans start boil
ing, the U-boats will have to come up 
and they'll pop up to the top, and then 
we can see if we can shoot them and 
sink them. " 

THE HOLLOWING OUT OF 
AMERICA'S ARMED SERVICES 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
FROST). Under the Speaker's an
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, 
and June 10, 1994, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. TALENT] is recognized for 
30 minutes as the designee of the mi
nority leader. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma to finish his story. 
THIRD ANNUAL REGULATORY DELAY-THE BUR

DEN OF REGULATION ON THE RESTAURANT IN
DUSTRY 

Mr. ISTOOK. We were caught in the 
middle of the Will Rogers' story. 

"If we could stop the German U
boats, boil the oceans, the U-boats will 
pop to the top and you can shoot 
them." People said, "I guess that 
sounds like an okay idea but how do 
you boil the oceans?" 

Will Rogers said, "I'm just an idea 
man. I'm not a detail man." 

I think that is what we see so often 
in Congress. We are supposed to be per
mitted to be idea people and not detail 
people and no matter how impractical 
things may be, we are not supposed to 
be judged on the basis of that. We have 
sure seen examples from you gen
tleman of improper regulations and it 
traces right back here to the halls of 
Congress. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today on the House floor to address 
again a subject I have addressed on no 
fewer than 3 occasions, that is, the 
hollowing out of America's armed serv
ices. In fact, in the middle of last year 
I formed an ad hoc committee on the 
hollowing out of the armed forces with 
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KYL], 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WELDON] and the gentleman from New 
York, [Mr. MCHUGH]. Since then we 
have done special orders on the general 
issue of the hollowing out of the forces , 
on the collapse of modernization pro
grams in the United States Army, and 
on the terrible situation we have with 
the shortage of ammunition all 
throughout the services. My remarks 
tonight are on the subject of military 
pay and specifically on what happens 
when military pay lags behind civilian 
pay and also behind inflation. 

Mr. Speaker, what would you expect 
to happen under those kinds of cir
cumstances? Well, you would expect 
that it would become more difficult to 
recruit high quality people to serve in 
the armed services and more difficult 
to retain the high quality people who 
are already serving there. My points 
tonight are threefold. First, history 
shows that in fact that does happen, in 
fact it did happen in the 1970's, when 
military pay lagged way behind infla
tion and when in fact we had great dif
ficulty retaining the high quality peo
ple we had in the services and recruit
ing others. 

The second point is that military pay 
is again falling behind inflation, to ap-

proximately the same degree it did in 
the 1970's. 

The third point I want to make to
night is that the force is again 
hollowing out in the sense that we are 
losing quality people from the services 
and are finding it more and more dif
ficult to recruit the kind of people we 
need to staff a high tech and modern 
American military. 

I begin, Mr. Speaker, with a history 
lesson and I go back to the years 1973 
through 1979. These were the years in 
which the United States was governed 
by the Ford and then the Carter admin
istrations. The chart to my left, Mr. 
Speaker, shows the gap between mili
tary pay and inflation that occurred 
during those years. Specifically the 
point of the chart is to show whether 
and to what extent increases in mili
tary pay kept up with inflation during 
those years. Taking 1975 as a base year, 
you can see very easily that between 
that year, 1975 and approximately 1980, 
at the end of the Carter administra
tion, military pay lagged 15 percent be
hind inflation. In other words, if you 
had served in the American armed 
services in 1975 and had stayed in the 
services through the end of that dec
ade, you would have suffered in real 
terms a 15 percent cut in the com
pensation that you received. 

Did this hurt the quality of the per
sonnel and the quality of the force dur
ing that period of time? There is no 
question, Mr. Speaker, that it did. This 
is documented, it is accepted by every
body. I will use 3 indices tonight to 
measure the quality of the personnel 
during that time and then compare it 
to what happened in the 1980's and 
what is happening now. The first index 
I will use is the percentage of recruits 
during those years who had high school 
diplomas. I will also use the tests that 
the military gives to new recruits 
which are designed to show what is 
colloquially called the trainability of 
those recruits. In other words, how 
easy is it to train recruits to perform 
in military occupations? And I will 
also use reenlistment rates. What hap
pened to those 3 indices of the quality 
of the forces from 1975 through approxi
mately 1980? 

Let us look first at the percentage of 
recruits who had high school diplomas. 
In 1976, 91 percent of the recruits in the 
American military had a high school 
diploma. That number is too low. It 
would be considered a serious problem 
if it existed today. That is where we 
were at in 1976. 

By 1980 the percentage of recruits 
who had a high school diploma had fall
en to 82 percent. This means that 1 out 
of 5 of the new recruits in the Amer
ican military, a high-tech, modern 
military on which the stability of the 
international order depends, 1 out of 5 
of our recruits did not have a high 
school diploma. How trainable were 
those troops? The military gives tests 
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to new recruits to determine how dif
ficult it is to train them for military 
occupations. After they give those 
tests, they place the recruits into four 
different categories. Category 4 is very 
low trainability. People in category 4 
are very difficult to train for any kind 
of a sophisticated occupation. In 1976, 
none of the recruits were placed in cat
egory 4. So zero percent of the recruits 
were considered to be very low 
trainabili ty recruits . By 1980, 10 per
cent of the recruits were in category 4. 
One out of every 10 recruits in the 
American military in 1980 was consid
ered very low trainabili ty 

What about reenlistment rates? 
First-term reenlistment rates during 
this period of time held pretty steady 
but at a very low rate , about 40 per
cent. As for second term reenlistments, 
in 1976 70 percent of the personnel who 
had an opportunity to sign up for a sec
ond term did. By 1980 that figure had 
fallen to 61 percent. 

The quality of the force in those days 
got so bad, Mr. Speaker, that by 1981, 
early 1981, the U.S.S. Canisteo went to 
the Brooklyn Naval Yard to be over
hauled, was refitted and was then sup
posed to set sail again. The captain of 
that vessel refused to take it to the 
high seas, because he refused to certify 
that there were an adequate number of 
skilled sailors so that that ship could 
go on its mission. His decision was re
viewed by higher level authorities in 
the Navy and was upheld. He acted 
rightly in that decision. It was the 
only time in the history of the U.S. 
Navy when a naval vessel has been un
able to take to the high seas because it 
did not have an adequate number of 
skilled sailors on board. That was the 
result of the 15 percent real cut in mili
tary pay that had occurred to the U.S. 
Navy and the other services from the 
years 1975 to roughly the year 1980. 

What happened after that? When 
President Reagan took office, his first 
step was a very large pay increase, ap
proximately 14.3 percent. That was not 
an accident. That was what was nec
essary to move the services back to 
where they were in terms of purchasing 
power in 1975. In other words , he made 
up this gap which had existed in the 
military services from 1975 through 
1980 and brought them back to where 
they would have been had their pay 
raises in the meantime kept up with 
inflation. It was not just the Reagan 
administration that did this. That pay 
raise was approved by an enormous bi
partisan majority, 417 to 1 in this 
House alone , and that pay level was 
pretty much maintained through the 
end of the Reagan years to approxi
mately 1988 and 1989. There were other 
measures as well taken during this pe
riod of time to maintain morale and 
maintain the quality of the troops. 

Did those measures have an effect? 
The answer is that unquestionably, in
disputably they did. 
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Let us return again to the 3 indices 
that we used before. The first is the 
percentage of recruits having high 
school diplomas. The House will recall, 
Mr. Speaker, I said a moment ago that 
in 1980 only 82 percent of the new re
cruits had a high school diploma. By 
1983, virtually 100 percent of the new 
recruits had a high school diploma. 

The next index. The trainability of 
the new recruits , what did their test 
scores show? 
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In 1980, you will recall , Mr. Speaker, 

10 percent of the recruits were in cat
egory 4. They were considered of very 
low trainability. By 1986, that 10 per
cent had been reduced to zero. There 
were no new recruits that were consid
ered to be of very low trainability. In 
fact , 51 percent of the recruits by 1986 
were classified in the top two cat
egories. They were classified as highly 
trainable. 

Let us examine reenlistment rates. I 
spoke before about second term reen
listment rates. In 1980, they were 61 
percent. In 1989, they were 79 percent. 
Moreover, first term reenlistments had 
gone substantially up during the 
eighties from 40 to 60 percent. 

It was that force, Mr. Speaker, that 
fought Desert Storm in 1991-the force 
that was rebuilt in the 1980's by a joint 
effort from the Reagan administration 
and Congress. The foundation of that 
rebuilding, the first step that was 
taken, was making up for the pay gap 
that had been created in the late 1970's 
and that had resulted in the decline in 
the quality of the American military. 
People are the foundation of any mod
ern force. 

What has happened since President 
Reagan left office? It is the same tale 
that we saw in the Ford-Carter years. 
First, some initial slippage under 
President Bush. There was a pay gap of 
about 3 to 4 percent during the Bush 
years. 

Now we see in the Clinton era, in the 
budgets that have been passed and the 
budgets projected under the President 's 
5-year plan, a decline similar to that 
which occurred in the Carter years. 

Mr. Speaker, unless this Congress 
acts or the administration changes its 
budget projections, military pay will 
be cut in real terms by 10 to 12 percent 
by the end of this decade, from where it 
was at the beginning of the decade. The 
impact of these pay cuts is already evi
dent. 

Let us go back to those three indices. 
In 1989, 100 percent of the recruits in 
the American military had high school 
diplomas. In the first 6 months of 1994, 
only 94 percent of the recruits had high 
school diplomas. We are already mov
ing down in terms of the quality of the 
new recruits . 

What about trainability of those re
cruits? You will recall, Mr. Speaker, in 
1989 zero percent of the new recruits in 

the American military were in cat
egory 4 regarding trainability. That is 
to say, none of the new recruits were 
rated very low in terms of their ability 
!;o be trained. By 1993, 4 percent of the 
recruits were in category 4. That 
means 1 out of 25 of the new people cur
rently recruited in the military are 
very difficult to train for military oc
cupations. This at a time when the 
technologies that the military must 
use are growing ever more sophisti
cated. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, in 1989, 51 
percent of the new recruits were in the 
top two levels of trainability, were con
sidered to be highly trainable. That 
number slipped by 1993 to 38 percent. 

As far as reenlistment rates are con
cerned, the evidence is more mixed. 
The first term reenlistments are down. 
Second term reenlistments are holding. 
It is probably unfair to use this index 
now, because we have been experienc
ing such a substantial downsizing. It is 
very difficult to tell whether those who 
are failing to reenlist are doing so be
cause they don ' t want to reenlist, or 
because they want to reenlist but there 
is no more space for them because of 
this very substantial downsizing. 

What can we say in summing up this 
chart, Mr. Speaker? In the late 1970's, 
military pay was reduced in real terms 
by 15 percent. As a result of that, the 
quality of recruits and the retention 
rates dropped and seriously affected 
the quality of our armed forces. 

If the Clinton budgets go as pro
jected, military pay will drop 10 to 12 
percent by 1998. In other words, we 
have begun a trend which is very sub
stantially the same as what occurred 
in the Carter years. The trend is al
ready having a negative impact on the 
quality of personnel. That impact is as 
certain as the turning of the Earth to 
continue arid to deepen, unless the Con
gress does something to increase mili
tary pay so that it keeps pace with in
flation in the coming years. 

The trend is made worse by another 
factor which is causing the quality of 
the force to hollow out, and I want to 
discuss that very briefly, and that is 
the increasing length of deployments 
abroad in the American military. 

This is substantially the result of the 
downsizing at the same time as we 
have increased what is called 
OPTEMPO. The American military is 
obviously undergoing a vei'Y substan
tial downsizing. It has ever since 1986. 
The trend has accelerated ever since 
1989. Yet our commitments abroad 
have not reduced. 

The number of our soldiers and sail
ors has gone down, but their commit
ments and the need to commit them 
abroad has not gone down. When you 
have fewer people and have more for 
them to do abroad, it means those left 
must be away from their home base or 
their home port longer, and that is 
what is happening, especially in the 
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Navy and in the Air Force. Those are 
the two services I am going to discuss 
briefly tonight. 

The Navy has a rule regarding 
PERSTEMPO, which is the amount of 
time each year in which sailors are 
away from their home port. The Navy's 
rule is that it cannot keep sailors on 
board ship on extended tours longer 
than 50 percent of the time. 

If I have heard one admiral and one 
undersecretary speak to this in the last 
18 months in my service on the Com
mittee on Armed Services, I have heard 
100. They say you cannot keep sailors 
away from the "home port" and their 
families, in peacetime, more than six 
months out of the year. If you do, they 
will leave the Navy. 

You can do it in war, because the 
sailors will sacrifice almost anything 
for America's vital interests, but they 
are not going to stay in the Navy if you 
make them do it in peacetime. Who 
can blame them? They do not sign on 
to be away from their families and 
homes more than half the time. 

Where are we with PERS TEMPO? Is 
the Navy meeting that minimum 50 
percent rule? Mr. Speaker, in the years 
1991 through 1995, 89 Naval units, that 
is ships, squadrons, 89 Naval units, 
have been unable to meet the 50 per
cent requirement. Even worse, the sail
ors on aircraft carrier battle groups 
have been away from their families 
during this 5-year period on average 56 
percent of the time. Even where we are 
now, and the downsizing is not com
pleted, we are not meeting the mini
mum requirements for PERSTEMPO 
that all the Navy senior officers and ci
vilian officers agree we must meet. 

So we are paying these men and 
women less, and asking them to stay 
away from their homes longer. And the 
simple fact of the matter, as we experi
enced in the 1970's, is they will not stay 
in the Navy if we continue to ask them 
to do that. It is unfair to ask them to 
do that, and if the trend continues 
many high quality people will get out 
of the service. 

Mr. Speaker, the trend in the Air 
Force is even worse. The Air Force has 
been cut in total personnel by 25 per
cent since 1988, from 537,000 to 432,000. 
At the same time, the number of people 
engaged in contingencies abroad has 
quadrupled. The OPTEMPO of the Air 
Force has not gone down since Desert 
Storm. It has gone up. We have called 
on the Air Force and are calling on it 
in Iran, Iraq, Somalia, and Bosnia. We 
probably will be demanding service of 
the Air Force in Haiti. And this is at 
the same time as we are downsizing the 
troops and pulling people back to the 
continental United States. 

When you have fewer people and 
more duties away from home, Mr. 
Speaker, what happens? The troops 
that you have remaining must stay 
away from home longer. That is what 
is happening in the Air Force. 

The situation is getting so bad that 
for the first time the Air Force is be
ginning to measure the length of the 
average TDY, or temporary deploy
ment abroad. 

In fiscal year 1994, the Air Force had 
432,000 personnel, 17 ,242 people occupied 
in contingencies during that fiscal 
year, and the average deployment 
abroad was 108 days. Men and women 
do not sign into the United States Air 
Force to stay 108 days away from home 
during peacetime. 

The problem is not limited to troops 
stationed in the United States. It is 
happening, Mr. Speaker, even to per
sonnel who are stationed abroad. 

Let me recite some anecdotal evi
dence. For all air crews stationed in 
Europe, the average deployment time 
away from home in support of a contin
gency is 108 days. Since 1993, the aver
age temporary deployment for AWACS 
crews has been 167 days. That means 
that these crews have been away from 
home for 46 percent of the year. 

Over the same period, the average 
temporary deployment for F-15 crews 
is 97.9 days, or 27 percent of the year. 
At Ramstein Air Force Base in Ger
many, the largest Air Force Base out
side the continental United States, 
home to a major F-16 wing, the average 
deployment away from home in sup
port of a contingency is 131 days. At 
Spangdahlm Air Force Base in Ger
many, the average duty time away 
from home is 110 days, or 30 percent of 
the year. 

Recently the Marines have experi
enced a classic example of this problem 
with extended deployments abroad. It 
is the kind of thing that destroys mo
rale in the service. 

D 2210 
It is what happened to the 24th Ma

rine Expeditionary Unit. The 24th MEU 
had been stationed in a support role or 
had been at sea in a support role in So
malia and in Bosnia. They were at sea 
for 6 months. They came home very re
cently. 

The typical procedure would be they 
would have a 10-day period completely 
off, when in essence they could take a 
vacation. And then they would have an 
extended period of time working at 
home port and living with their fami
lies. Halfway through the first 10 days 
home they were redeployed and reas
signed to ship and sent out to Haiti. So 
they had been gone for 6 months. They 
came home for 5 days. Their families 
expected that they would have a vaca
tion of an additional 5 days, and then 
be home for months at a time. And 
they were put back on board ship and 
sent to Haiti because we do not have 
enough people to cover the contin
gencies that we have abroad. 

That incident is going to ricochet, is 
ricocheting through the Marine Corps. 
What it says to the Marine Corps is 
that the administration and the Con-

gress do not care about them, do not 
care about their families, do not care 
about their expectations. To do that to 
those people at the same time we are 
reducing their pay is criminal, Mr. 
Speaker. 

I have been in the Congress on the 
House Committee on Armed Services 
for 18 months. I have sat through a 
number of hearings in which senior of
ficers have testified about the trends 
toward a hollow force: trends in pay, 
modernization, maintenance depots. 
These officers have expressed their 
concern over these trends. Publicly 
they are discreet; privately they are 
more explicit. But it is clear in either 
venue that they believe the force is on 
the ragged edge of readiness and will 
hollow if we continue underfunding the 
military. 

I have also talked, during that period 
of time, to a number of senior Members 
on both sides of the aisle who have· ex
pressed the same kinds of concerns to 
me. These Members are tremendously 
frustrated, Mr. Speaker, because many 
of them served in Congress in the 
1970's. For them, and for those senior 
officers who served in the armed serv
ices in the 1970's, the situation today is 
like revisiting a nightmare. 

Yet this body, as an institution, as a 
whole, continues as if it were in a daze, 
failing to confront, failing even to de
bate these kinds of issues and to exam
ine the danger towards which we are 
headed. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not an academic 
debate or a political game. Sooner or 
later America's military is going back 
into battle. 

If it goes back hollow, if it goes back 
without quality people, if it goes back 
without high-maintenance units, if it 
goes back without adequate ammo, if it 
goes back without modern weapons, if 
it goes back without spare parts, if it 
goes back without adequate training, if 
it goes back hollow, a lot of people we 
send someplace around the world are 
not going to return. 

And it will not be because it was nec
essary for them to die. It will be be
cause Congress did not live up to its re
sponsibility to adequately prepare 
America's military for battle. 

A lot of families are going to lose 
husbands and fathers and brothers and 
sons, and it is not going to be their 
fault, Mr. Speaker. It is not going to be 
the fault of their comrades or their 
commanding officers. The fault is 
going to lay at the door of the institu
tion which is assigned the constitu
tional responsibility of maintaining 
the armies and navies of the United 
States. That is the Congress of the 
United States. 

To hollow out the military, to make 
a mistake of that size once in a genera
tion is a tragedy. To make it twice is 
unforgivable. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not the politicians 
who pay the price of a hollow force. It 
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is the men and women of America's 
armed services who go into battle and 
do not return. 

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FROST). Under a previous order of the 
House , the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER] is recognized for 30 min
utes. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
taken this time out to talk about an 
issue which was addressed here on the 
floor earlier today and, quite frankly, 
it will be addressed by me and several 
other Members in a bipartisan way 
until it is resolved. That is the issue of 
congressional reform. 

In August 1992, in a clear bipartisan 
effort, both Democrats and Repub
licans joined together to establish for 
the first time in nearly half a century 
what has become known as the Joint 
Committee on the Organization of Con
gress. 

The committee was established in a 
bipartisan way because of the fact that 
we in this House were in the midst of a 
number of scandals. Frankly, as we 
look at those items, which led to the 
establishment of the Joint Committee 
on the Organization of Congress, the 
House Restaurant, House Bank and the 
Post Office scandals, many of the prob
lems continue to loom. 

They led to the establishment of the 
committee, and I believe that we have , 
unfortunately, ignored not only those 
but many of the other institutional is
sues which desperately need to be ad
dressed as we move towards the 21st 
Century. 

In the early years of this country, 
when the Census was taken, following 
the Census, that 10-year period of time, 
the committee structure for the Con
gress was modified. Unfortunately, if 
we look at the reforms that took place 
in the 1940's, under what is known as 
the Monroney-La Follette Committee, 
we have seen virtually no reform of the 
committee system. 

That is nearly half a century, and we 
have not, as we have observed tremen
dous changes throughout the world, 
changed this institution. 

Earlier today one of my colleagues 
on the Joint Committee on the Organi
zation of Congress, the gentleman from 
Cape Girardeau, Missouri [Mr. EMER
SON] talked about the fact that we in 
the Congress have spent a great deal of 
time talking about reform of the 
health care system, reform of the wel
fare system, reform of wetland policy, 
reform of the educational structure, re
form of virtually every area. And yet, 
while there has been a great deal of 
talk, there has been no action here in 
the Congress. 

Now, this committee was put into 
place to serve for 1 year and 1 year 
only. I was very enthused about the 
prospect of serving on a committee in 

Congress which would actually go out 
of existence because it is a real rarity 
around here. Once a committee is es
tablished, it is like moving heaven and 
Earth to try and bring that committee, 
even if it has completed its work, to a 
close. So when I was asked to serve on 
this committee that would go into ef
fect on January 1, 1993, and out of ex
istence on December 31, 1993, I thought, 
wow, what a terrific opportunity to 
buckle down, work hard and spend 
every moment that I possibly could 
outside of my work on the Committee 
on Rules and other items that I had, fo
cusing on reform of this institution. 

It was a wonderful experience. We 
worked in a bipartisan way. The great 
thing about this committee was that 
there were an equal number of Repub
licans and an equal number of Demo
crats , an equal number of House Mem
bers, an equal number of Members from 
the Senate. 

With that 28-member committee, we 
were presented with this chance to 
come forward and be bold and do the 
kinds of things that the American peo
ple and, I sincerely believe, a majority 
of the Members of this body want us to 
do. We had, on our side of the aisle, my 
colleagues, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. WALKER, 
Ms. DUNN, Mr. ALLARD. We had people 
who spent a great deal of time focusing 
on this issue of congressional reform, 
along with Mr. EMERSON who I men
tioned earlier. They very sincerely 
wanted to do it. 

On the other side of the aisle, many 
of the Members, I believe, sincerely 
recognize the need to bring about insti
tutional reform and they want to do 
something. Some of the items that we 
wanted to address in that committee 
and, in fact , did address in a positive 
way were issues like congressional 
compliance. 

Now, it is not what I believe should 
be the case. It is , frankly, rather weak. 
But it is a step in the direction of con
gressional compliance. 

D 2220 
There are other things that I think 

were , unfortunately, not addressed in 
the Joint Committee, but based on con
versations that I had with Members on 
the other side of the aisle, they wanted 
us to address those things right here on 
the House floor, allowing the House to 
work ' its will on issues like proxy vot
ing. 

For anyone who has fallowed the de
bate, and my colleagues know, Mr. 
Speaker, that proxy voting is a system 
where Members are allowed to have 
their votes cast while they are not in 
the room. Unfortunately, as we look at 
that pattern which has gone on, we 
often see committee chairmen and oth
ers cast the votes for many Members 
who are not present at all, do not know 
about the debate on an issue, when a 
vote is being taken, and Members who 
are in the room, in the minority, who 

are there working, listening, partici
pating in the markup of legislation, are 
overruled by proxies in a virtually 
empty room. 

We believe, Mr. Chairman, that since 
the American people have to show up 
for work, that Members of Congress 
should have to show up to their com
mittees if their votes are going to be 
cast, and in our Committee on Rules, 
as you know, Mr. Speaker, where you 
and I sit, we have no proxy voting. 
Sometimes we have to wait to get a 
quorum into the room so that we can 
cast the votes that we do , but I think 
that it works out rather well. If I am 
not upstairs on the floor just above 
here, on the third floor, my vote is not 
cast. 

We have that same provision in the 
Committee on Appropriations, which I 
believe is the largest committee in the 
House. We have that in the Committee 
on Veterans Affairs and in the Commit
tee on Standards of Official Conduct, 
but on the other committees, unfortu
nately, proxy voting is allowed, and we 
have often seen real abuse of that. 

I think that the American people rec
ognize that their Members of Congress 
should be on the job, should be in the 
committees working, rather than al
lowing their votes to be cast by some
one, and they have no idea how that 
vote is being cast. 

Another thing that I believe needs to 
be addressed is the issue of committee 
structure reform. Mr. Speaker, there 
are 266 committees and subcommittees 
for the House and Senate. That is for 
535 of us who serve here. 

I often joke, Mr. Speaker, that if I 
am walking down the hallway and hap
pen to see a Democrat whose name I do 
not quite remember, I just say, "How 
are you doing, Mr. Chairman," because 
chances are he or she chairs some com
mittee or subcommittee. The prolifera
tion has been very great, and I believe 
needs to be addressed. 

Mr. Speaker, we also have jurisdic
tional overlap and a desire by Members 
to serve on so many committees that 
that is used often as an excuse for 
proxy voting, because if they have 
markups in three or four committees 
taking place at the exact same mo
ment, how can they possibly be in all 
of those committees at the same time? 

Obviously, it is impossible, so I be
lieve that the responsible thing for us 
to do would be to reduce the number of 
committees and subcommittees so that 
we could do what I believe is really the 
major charge of our Joint Committee, 
and that is, enhance the degree of ac
countability and our ability as Mem
bers of Congress to deliberate on these 
public policy questions which we face. 

Mr. Speaker, when I mentioned juris
dictional overlaps, my friend , the gen
tleman from Glens Falls, New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON], in our debate earlier 
today, when we were attempting to de
feat the previous question and move 
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congressional reform forward, referred 
to the fact that on the health care 
issue alone, we have had three commit
tees and about 10 subcommittees in
volved in the issue of heal th care re
form. 

There are a wide range of issues 
which, with referrals to many commit
tees, create a great many problems. 
Those problems, Mr. Speaker, trag
ically hurt the American people in 
their attempt to get responsible legis
lation moved from the Congress of the 
United States. As they do that, Mr. 
Speaker, on a regular basis, as we see 
that obliterated, people, unfortunately, 
are not getting the kind of representa
tion which they deserve. 

As we look at one of the other items 
which has been discussed, it is congres
sional compliance. Virtually everyone 
here knows, Democrat and Republican 
alike, that if we go out to a town hall 
meeting, if we talk to any audience, 
virtually any audience, there is one 
way to guarantee that we are going to 
get a standing ovation. How is that? 
We say, "The Congress of the United 
States of America should not exempt 
itself from the laws which we impose 
on the American people." 

Yes, everyone stands up and cheers 
and believes that that is the case. 
Democrats and Republicans alike have 
found from their public meetings that 
that is the issue, which is a real hot 
button with the American people. 

What is it that has happened? What 
has happened is, there is an attempt by 
the leadership to simply bring up the 
issue of congressional compliance, 
passing what tragically is a very weak 
plan that emerged in our legislation. 
As I said earlier, the issue of congres
sional compliance calls for the estab
lishment of basically a committee that 
is going to a compliance office, we call 
it, which is going to make rec
ommendations back to us on what reg
ulations we might consider imposing 
on ourselves. They want to be able to 
call that congressional compliance. 

Obviously, that is riddled with loop
holes and creates a situation which al
lows Congress to continue to exempt 
itself from the laws which we impose 
on the American people. One of the 
things that is very controversial, I 
know, is this issue of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act. A number of 
my colleagues, some in the other body, 
have raised real concerns about the 
cost that would be imposed on the 
United States Congress if we had to ac
tually comply with OSHA here. 

As we look at that, the very simple 
and basic response is, ah ha, maybe we 
should realize the cost which we are 
farcing American businesses to shoul
der to comply with these onerous and 
duplicative regulations which are im
posed. It seems to me that we have a 
real responsibility to strike a balance 
on that. 

The leadership, knowing that people 
out there are concerned about congres-

sional compliance, want to pass this 
very weak package of congressional 
compliance and all that congressional 
reform. Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, I 
think they may get their way, because 
I have heard of some meetings which 
have taken place over the past several 
days in which the leadership wants to 
maintain the status quo when it comes 
to issues like proxy voting, budget 
process reform, looking at the line 
item veto, looking at the committee 
structure reform, and they want to 
maintain the status quo, but they 
know that something needs to be done 
in the name of congressional reform, so 
they will pass that one hot button, con
gressional compliance. 

That would be an outrage, and I be
lieve a major attack on the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], who 
served as the chairman of the commit
tee from the House side, and my col
leagues in the other body, DAVE BOREN 
and PETE DOMENIC!, who are our coun
terparts in the Senate working on this 
issue. It really would be basically say
ing that calendar year 1993 went for 
naught because of the fact that we 
have ignored the findings of this effort, 
which put together the largest com
pilation of information ever gleaned in 
the history of the Congress. 

We have 243 witnesses, 37 hearings. 
We heard from people in the private 
sector, we heard from academicians, we 
heard from former Members of Con
gress. I find it rather interesting that 
some in the Majority leadership have 
argued that there is really not a great 
deal of interest for congressional re
form here in the House. We had scores 
and scores of Democrats and Repub
licans come before our committee and 
talk about the necessity to bring about 
real congressional reform. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that as 
we look at that challenge, it is one 
which we cannot ignore. It is my hope, 
and I have been working very closely 
with my colleague, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], who shares my 
concern about the fact that attempts 
are being made to break up this legisla
tion, H.R. 3801, and deal with it in a 
piecemeal way and call that congres
sional reform, he is concerned about it. 

Mr. Speaker, I very much appreciate 
the fact that we work together in a bi
partisan way. Earlier today when I was 
speaking on the rule, trying to defeat 
the previous question so that we could 
make our reform package in order, one 
of my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle was saying that I was attack
ing the institution, demeaning the in
stitution. It seems to me that as we 
look at that, we should recognize that 
this truly is the greatest deliberative 
body known to man. 

D 2230 
We all know that Winston Churchill 

described democracy as the worst form 
of government of all except for all of 

the rest. And we know that there are 
problems. We know that the approval 
rating of this place is extraordinarily 
low. 

What I want to do in bringing about 
congressional reform is not to trash 
this institution. It is to improve it, to 
improve it so that the American people 
can once again have respect. 

I know that there is always going to 
be a degree of cynicism as they look at 
the institution. We all know that Will 
Rogers, whose statue is outside the 
door there, regularly poked fun at the 
institution, you know, one criminal 
class is the Congress and all of these 
great stories. And it is fun to poke fun 
at the institution itself. But we need to 
recognize that it is the greatest delib
erative body known to man, and we 
should be doing the kinds of respon
sible things that the American people 
want us to do to make our Representa
tives and Senators more accountable to 
the American people. 

So often around here when tough is
sues want to be swept under the carpet 
they use our Rules Cammi ttee to deny 
consideration of amendments. One of 
the amendments that I offered in our 
Joint Committee on the Organization 
of Congress was a requirement that we 
have a three-fifth vote if we are going 
to waive the rules, which for those who 
regularly follow the proceedings here 
now happens day in and day out. I say 
pass the rules of the House by a major
ity vote, change the rules of the House 
by a majority vote, but when we are 
going to come from our Rules Commit
tee down here to the House floor to 
waive the Budget Act, to waive the 3-
day layover provision which gives 3 
days for Members to consider legisla
tion before it is voted on, if we are 
going to waive those kinds of rules, let 
us have a supermajority and say that 
this is so important that we have to 
get a three-fifths vote to waive the 
rules, because tragically what we regu
larly see is violations of the standing 
rules of the House. In fact, during sev
eral of our hearings I said that the 
greatest reform of the United States 
Congress would be to see us simply 
comply with the existing rules of the 
House. That would be a great reform 
for us, because unfortunately we regu
larly wai?7e the rules by simple major
ity vote. It seems to me that that is a 
real violation of this issue of account
ability, 

The reason for that is that tough 
questions are left upstairs, so the full 
membership does not have to vote on 
them, because we deny the opportunity 
for Members to offer their different 
proposals here on the House floor. So it 
seems to me, Mr. Speaker, we have an 
obligation to increase the accountabil
ity. Members should be accountable for 
votes that they cast. 

I always say to my constituents and 
other groups when I speak, "Don't lis
ten to what a Member of Congress says, 
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look at how he or she votes. That is 
really the key." But, unfortunately, 
because people have started to look at 
the voting record, we often have very 
tough votes that are never faced right 
here on the floor of Congress. They are 
left upstairs in the Rules Committee 
where we deny in the Rules Committee 
the opportunity for those ideas to even 
be heard. 

The issue of budget reform is some
thing that also has been a real concern 
to a wide range of Members and I be
lieve the American people. We have 
looked at this question of baseline 
budgeting and baseline budgeting basi
cally creates a situation where the in
flation rate that is built in actually 
can be called what is an increase to 
comply with inflation, they can call 
that a cut, because they begin the next 
year based on that rate of inflation. I 
happen to think that we should have 
zero-based budgeting as everyone else 
does out there. We start from where we 
left off the year before rather than 
starting at a rate that is at the level of 
inflation. I mean, a 3-percent or 4-per
cent increase to comply with the rate 
of inflation is considered a cut, and 
that I believe is a real mistake and 
should not be utilized. That is just one 
of the proposals for budget process re
form. 

We dealt today here with this issue of 
the line-item veto. I think that is a 
very important item, to provide the op
portunity to deal with the profligate 
spending that is emanating from this 
institution on a regular basis. Unfortu
nately, we have not gotten the other 
body to deal with an enhanced rescis
sion proposal, and yet they have looked 
at the question of reform, and we had 
included the reform package, which 
had the enhanced rescission process in 
it, and I frankly am more sanguine at 
the prospect for action on enhanced re
scission over in the other body. So it is 
going to be a tough battle. I hope that 
my colleagues will join with us and 
urge the majority leadership to keep 
the congressional reform package to
gether. 

Why is it that we put this committee 
together, all of these Republicans, 
Democrats, Senators, House Members 
to look at this issue and then come 
back with nothing more than a cos
metic modification of the congres
sional compliance issue? It seems to 
me that that is a great attack on the 
major mandate of the election of 1992 
which was to bring about reform of the 
Congress. One of the things that my 
predecessor who served as a cochair
man briefly before he chose to retire, 
Bill Gradison, said, was that with what 
were now 117 new Members of Congress 
who ran, most of whom ran on this 
issue of congressional reform, that un
fortunately they really do not want to 
go back to their voters without having 
voted for congressional reform. So un
fortunately a number of them who 

want to be able to have a vote on con
gressional reform have now joined with 
the status quo forces around here and 
indicated that they would be just as 
happy with this very mild, weak con
gressional compliance package. And 
they will go home and say yes, I voted 
for congressional reform, when it has 
been anything but that. 

I think Members have a responsibil
ity, because most all of those new 
Members, because the television cam
eras were on regularly, came to the 
Joint Committee on the Organization 
of Congress and testified about the 
need for the elimination of proxy vot
ing and congressional compliance and 
committee structure reform and budg
et process reform, all of these different 
i terns on a regular basis, and yet now a 
number of them have said, "Oh yeah, 
well, I think we should probably break 
that up because we cannot put a con
sensus together here to deal with the 
full issue of congressional reform." 

Mr. Speaker, I believe very sincerely 
that if we were to hold together the 
whole package and bring it to the 
House floor, allowing for a generous 
rule which would take each of the 
major categories that we addressed and 
have votes up or down on those, that 
we would pass meaningful congres
sional reform. I believe that we could 
get the majority of this institution to 
vote in favor of the kind of reform that 
they campaigned on when they ran in 
1992 and that the American people 
truly want them to pass. 

We do not have much time left, and 
as I said earlier today, it was rather 
ironic that we dealt with the enhanced 
rescission measure again after we did it 
last year, and yet people say, "Well, 
we've got a schedule which is too busy 
to deal with the whole issue of congres
sional reform." There have been many 
people who have put a great deal of 
time and effort into it. Let us not cast 
it aside. Let us insist that the 'leader
ship keep H.R. 3801, our reform package 
intact and have an up or down vote. 

NATIONWIDE INITIATIVE AND REF
ERENDUM ON REFORMING CON
GRESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HOEKSTRA] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, to
night I intend to update my colleagues 
on the work that has been going on on 
some proposals and a process that I 
started 18 months ago, the process of 
initiative and referendum on a nation
wide basis. The things that have been 
going on around the country are much 
more exciting than the things that we 
have been doing here in Washington. 
We have had communications with 
citizens in over 40 States who are now 
working to help influence this institu-

tion on the initiatives and the bills 
that we have been working on. 

D 2240 
Here is what people around the coun

try are saying about our efforts to get 
this body to move and to start working 
and implementing real reforms that 
will reconnect the American people 
with the agenda that we are setting 
here in Washington. "Those of us that 
are working on initiative and referen
dum were putting into words many of 
the issues that I feel strongly about," 
is what somebody in Indiana writes. 
"The views and the perspectives that 
you are taking are very refreshing. I 
support referendum. All Americans 
should have a voice in government" is 
what somebody from West Virginia 
writes. "Thanks for trying to get na
tional referendum, even if it is unpopu
lar in Washington" is what somebody 
else in Indiana writes. "It is just what 
we need" is what someone writes from 
Minnesota. 

Here is what the national poll num
bers say: The Washington Post, April 
20, 1994, says 64 percent of those inter
viewed favor conducting .national ref
erendums on major issues and want the 
Government or want Congress to give a 
referendum approved by the majority 
the same weight as legislation passed 
by Congress. 

In addition, 66 percent favor submit
ting tax increases that pass Congress 
to a vote of the people in the next gen
eral election. A tax hike would become 
law only if a majority of voters ap
proved it. This comes from the Ameri
cans Talk Issues Foundation. It is ap
parent that the issue of reconnecting 
Congress, the agenda here in Washing
ton, with the American people through 
some form of an initiative and referen
dum process is something that the 
American people strongly support, and 
I believe that they strongly support it 
because I think that they believe it 
will not only make us more responsive 
to their agenda but will overall im
prove the effectiveness of our Govern
ment and will move us to a point where 
today over 61 percent of the American 
people believe that Congress is not 
doing a good job, that we can get back 
to a situation where the majority of 
people have a high agree of faith and 
confidence in what is going on here in 
Washington. 

I can also tell my colleagues that or
ganizations-organizations that are or
ganizing at the grassroots level-have 
taken this on as a primary agenda item 
for their members because they really 
think it can make a difference. The Na
tional Tax Limitation Committee, 
they are doing nationwide mass 
mailings. They are coordinating State
based referendum groups to help us and 
to force us to change the way that we 
do business here in Washington. Citi
zens Against Government Waste, the 
topic has been featured in a national 
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newsletter. It is featured on their Tax
payers ' Action Network. It is featured 
at their regional conferences. 

Specifically what Citizens Against 
Government Waste has been talking 
about, they have been talking about 
the proposal here in Washington that I 
have introduced to allow a nationwide 
advisory referendum on term limits, 
the balanced budget amendment, and 
the line-item veto in the November 
elections of 1994 so that the American 
people can let their feelings on these 
issues be known to this Congress. They 
believe that term limits will change 
politics. People will have a direct link 
with Washington, and they believe, 
Citizens Against Government Waste be
lieve that this advisory referendum 
process will give Americans the oppor
tunity that they should have, which is 
an opportunity to have a voice on what 
the agenda is here in Washington. 

The Heritage Foundation in their 
policy review have published an article 
that talks about breaking the congres
sional lock grip, the case for a national 
referendum; it talks about the prob
lem. What is the problem? The problem 
is that there is a crisis of confidence in 
National Government, one that threat
ens to permanently cripple our repub
lican democracy. That is the problem. 

We have a serious trust deficit be
tween the American people and this in
stitution in Washington. Perhaps the 
best way to restore confidence in the 
political process is to rebuild the con
nection between national elections and 
national issues. We need a new con
stitutional device that lets voters help 
set the Nation's agenda. I propose, 
through a process of indirect initia
tives and elections, voters should be al
lowed to instruct Congress about Gov
ernment priorities and goals. 

We are not talking in this article 
about pure democracy, but we are talk
ing about, again, an opportunity for 
the citizens of this country to help set 
the agenda in Washington. It is some
thing, a change, that we do not take 
lightly. 

James Madison believed a republican 
form of government would refine and 
enlarge the public views by passing 
them through the medium of a chosen 
body of citizens whose wisdom may 
best discern the true interests of their 
country and whose patriotism and tove 
of justice will be least likely to sac
rifice it to temporary and partial con
siderations. 

Madison is usually considered one of 
the more level-headed of the Founders, 
and his critique of direct democracy is 
sound and broadly admired. His opti
mism, however, and think about the 
words used there. Think about how 
often the American people are describ
ing this body in using these terms: the 
deliberative body, about the wisdom, 
the patriotism, the love of justice of 
elected representatives now seems 
naive and anachronistic. 

The brakes against mob rule written 
by and into the Constitution should 
not be lightly dismissed. There are, on 
the other hand, a number of constitu
tional changes that promote the demo
cratic impulse. These include a wide 
sufferage, short election terms for 
House Members, so what we are saying 
here is the process of becoming a more 
open government is not inconsistent 
with what the Founding Fathers envi
sioned and where they thought this 
country might move to. 

But what are some of the other criti
cisms of this initiative and referen
dum? What are some of the problems 
that many of you have, or have ex
pressed to me, about why letting the 
voters into the process just will not 
work? Criticisms that I hear, the first 
criticism is direct lawmaking by the 
people may undermine the legitimacy 
of elected government by taking power 
away from elected representatives. But 
I believe that in many cases we are al
ready losing this legitimacy because 
we are not responding to the agenda 
that the American people have set for 
us. 

Another argument against initiatives 
is that they encourage legislative iner
tia, that the legislative will wait for 
the public to act on controversial mat
ters to a void blame. I believe many 
people in America today would de
scribe that situation as exactly what is 
happening in Congress today. We are 
not dealing with the tough issues. 

What do other critics say? They say 
that initiatives are potentially the 
tools of special-interest groups. I think 
many people in the country today 
would say that the way this Congress 
works today is the result, or the deci
siops we make or that we have become 
a creature of special-interest groups. 

Let us open up the process and let 
the American people into the process. 

Some other critics contend that a na
tional initiative destroys federalism 
and its important protections for 
States and regions. We are already de
stroying federalism by the actions we 
are taking here with Federal mandates, 
the shrinking power of the 10th amend
ment, the supermajority requirements; 
and legislative review of proposals 
limit the possibilities. 

But the thing, the process, is we are 
already implementing and mandating 
to the States. 

And, finally , critics of the initiative 
process say that proponents have 
undue faith in the masses and a lack of 
respect for the elected elites. I will 
have to say that that is absolutely 
true. 

Admittedly, I have a lot more con
fidence in the masses , in the American 
people 's ability to understand the is
sues and the pressures that are facing 
this country; I believe that they could 
provide a powerful insight into the 
types of decisions and the direction 
that we should be setting for this coun
try. 

The initiative and referendum proc
ess: What are some of the many bene
fits other than helping set the right 
agenda? It will help stimulate the vot
ers. Turnouts for elections in this 
country are dismal, and in a Presi
dential election we get excited when 55 
percent of the voters decide to partici
pate in the election. In a nonpresi
dential election year, the turnout may 
go down to 40 percent. 

We need a process that is going to get 
voters back involved in the election 
process. 

0 2250 
I think initiative and referendum 

will help stimulate voters to become 
more active in the process. And what 
else might initiative and referendum 
do? They will end, I believe, business as 
usual. After being here for 18 months, 
if there is anything more important for 
this Congress, we need to end business 
as usual. 

As with any major reform, national 
indirect initiatives and referendum 
will disrupt comfortable relationships 
and break up cozy alliances. It may 
well mean the end of business as usual 
in Washington, DC. But business as 
usual is not what this Nation needs or 
what the voters want. 

Indirect ini tia ti ve process will help 
restore the Democratic nature of our 
Republican institution before growing 
public frustration brings even greater 
alienation or a stampede to more radi
cal measures of change. 

I think the Heritage Foundation has 
done us a great service. I will send this 
out in a " Dear Colleague ," this article 
about breaking the congressional lock 
grip, the case for a national referen
dum. What else is going on at the grass 
roots? There is an intellectual argu
ment for changing the process. But 
also, United We Stand, United We 
Stand America started a national peti
tion drive so voters in every congres
sional district can let you know how 
they feel about the opportunity to vote 
on terin limits, to vote on a balanced 
Federal budget and vote on a true pres
idential line item veto . They are gath
ering signatures around the country 
right now which they are going to be 
sending to you to encourage you to 
sign a discharge petition which will 
bring this bill to the floor and allow us 
to vote to change the process and then 
allow the American people to vote on 
those issues this fall. 

Let us talk specifically about the dif
ferent kinds of ways that I have seen 
that we can use initiative and referen
dum here in Washington and around 
the country. 

I talked about House Resolution 3835, 
which would allow a national advisory 
referendum on term limits. We now 
have House Resolution 409, which seeks 
to discharge that bill that was filed by 
Congressman JIM INHOFE. The rule 
would allow us to add to that bill an 
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advisory referendum on a balanced 
budget and a line item veto. 

So that is one way that we can use 
initiative and referendum, that we can 
use it to get an advisory in a nonbind
ing format , the opinion of the Amer
ican people on some critical issues that 
we want their input on. It is more than 
a poll , it is a debate on these issues be
fore the vote takes place. 

Think of our role in an advisory ref
erendum, as Members of Congress, to 
understand the issues, to then debate , 
to inform and educate the American 
people about the positives, the nega
tives of these advisory referenda, wor
thy educators , worthy informers. 

The American people then would 
have the opportunity to express their 
opinion to us at the polls in November. 
The advisory referendum, this is again 
published by the American Political 
Report, the advisory referendum, you 
take what is happening with term lim
its and imagine what we are doing, 
moving the issue from Washington. We 
think we are moving it to the Amer
ican people, but really where has the 
issue on term limits gone? Moreover, 
the advisory referendum, if imple
mented, would effectively preempt a 
court decision and keep the debate po
litical rather than judicial. 

Why do we say that? Because term 
limits with, all the States that have 
passed term limits for Congressmen, 
they are now being challenged in the 
courts. The issue of term limits is not 
now a political decision. We are giving 
away our responsibility for taking the 
lead and deciding that issue, and the 
decision is going to be made by the 
courts. That is wrong. Congress should 
take the responsibility for dealing with 
these issues. 

We should not turn it over to the 
courts. 

More recently, in the Committee on 
Education and Labor we came up with 
another place where an advisory, in 
this case it would be a binding ref eren
d um, would work. Think about this: We 
are going through the Committee on 
Education and Labor and debating a 
National Health Security Act. One of 
the amendments that comes up says we 
should exempt Hawaii. I am a fresh
man, and I am not sure exactly what is 
going on, but it is a little surprising to 
me we have a National Health Security 
Act and we are starting to go exempt
ing people specifically, not by a set of 
criteria but by name. So surprisingly 
we exempt Hawaii from the national 
health care plan. So now we do not 
have a national health care plan, we 
have a continental health care plan. 

So we take the next logical step in 
committee, which I think is a logical 
step, and say rather than exempting 
just Hawaii, let us take and identify 
the criteria as to why we believe Ha
waii should be exempted and let us 
make that a generic set of criteria and 
say that whatever State meets this set 

of criteria, like Hawaii does, will be ex
empted had from the national heal th 
care plan. 

Surprisingly enough, well, maybe not 
surprisingly , that amendment is de
feated . 

Then when you really start taking a 
look at the essence and you recognize 
that the 50 States, the county govern
ments, the local governments have 
been the ones that have been doing all 
the experimentation on health care , 
how to solve our heal th care crisis. So 
maybe not trying for everyone-not for 
everyone to try to meet the criteria for 
Hawaii, which they cannot do anyway, 
but it is maybe a plan that works for 
Hawaii , is legitimate , but perhaps the 
plan that works for Michigan :ls legiti
mate for Michigan 's needs and that the 
plan for Florida is appropriate for Flor
ida's requirements and that for Arizona 
is appropriate for Arizona's. 

So what right does the centralized 
Washington Government have for dic
tating a plan that now is going to be 
imposed on 49 States? Perhaps we 
should allow the States the right to 
opt into the system. So we propose
and remember what was done is done 
after Hawaii was exempted-we pro
posed an amendment that said no State 
shall be considered to be a participat
ing State for purposes of this act un
less a majority of voters in the State, 
by State referendum, approve the State 
becoming a participating State. 

Now, that is the legalese , What does 
it mean in plain English? In plain Eng
lish it means that Washington will not 
be imposing on the State of Michigan a 
national health care plan. We in Wash
ington can develop a framework for a 
health care plan, but then the people in 
the State of Michigan would have the 
opportunity through a statewide ref
erendum, analyzing the plan that we 
have come up with here in Washington, 
that is, the generic plan that is going 
to work for all 49 continental States, 
and compare it to what we have. If 
they want to opt into the Federal sys
tem, they can have that and they can 
have their statewide referendum and 
we can become part of the plan. If the 
majority of the people in Michigan like 
what we have, think that we are mak
ing progress in addressing the problems 
that we in health care, are confident 
that the solution that we have devel
oped in Michigan is more appropriate 
for our circumstances than what was 
developed in Washington as a generic 
national model , we stay with the 
Michigan system. 

If that is what the people is Florida 
decide, they stay with the Florida sys
tem. But we are empowering, at that 
point, the people in the States to study 
an issue, which I am not even sure the 
Federal Government has a right in 
doing, determining where in the Con
stitution does it say the Federal Gov
ernment will take over health care. 
What this now says is that the people 

in the States will have the right to de
termine whether they want to be a part 
of the national health care system. 
Those are some of the areas that we 
have been experimenting with , that we 
have been moving on, that we are try
ing to find a way to get initiative and 
referendum into the process so that we 
can connect Washington with the 
American people. 

We are also beginning to write legis
lation in one additional area. I believe 
this maybe perhaps the most promising 
area of all of the different items that 
we are working on in National Initia
tive and Referendum. 

D 2300 
And what this says is that, if Con

gress passes a tax increase, and it 
passes it without a super majority, and 
we are thinking right now about defin
ing that super majority as a 60-percent 
vote, if Congress passes a tax increase 
without a super majority vote , without 
a 60-percent majority of the House and 
without a 60-percent majority of the 
Senate, that before that tax increase is 
implemented; that is , before the Amer
ican people, before our constituents, 
have to start sending more money to 
Washington, they will have the right to 
either approve or disapprove that tax 
increase. 

Like I said, that is a proposal that we 
are now currently working on. We 
think it starts to fill out and round out 
the packages of where an initiative and 
referendum might be most appropriate, 
and, like I said, I believe that it, per
haps , has the greatest potential of all 
of these suggestions to actually be
come a piece of legislation that can 
come to the floor of this House to be 
voted on. 

I would like to say that I am optimis
tic that, through the efforts of United 
We Stand, through the efforts of Citi
zens Against Government Waste and 
other groups, that we will have the op
portunity to vote on the floor of this 
House about whether we want the 
American people to have the right to 
vote on term limits, and the balanced 
budget amendment, and the line item 
veto this November. But I am not at all 
that optimistic that we are going to be 
able to do that. I would like to say that 
with a national health care plan, that 
when it comes to the floor of this 
House that we will have the oppor
tunity to vote on an amendment that 
says, "No State will be a participating 
State until the voters approve that 
through a national referendum. " We 
may have a shot at doing that, and I 
say to my colleagues, " I hope you sup
port the effort to let that be a part of 
the national health care debate. " 

But I really think that this third 
i tern now provides an opportunity for 
all of us to work together, for all of us 
to start a process that reconnects us to 
the American people by allowing them 
the opportunity to vote on any future 



16612 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 14, 1994 
tax increase that we here decide to im
pose on them, and, when we cannot do 
it with a super majority, when: there is 
not a strong consensus to increase 
taxes, to increase spending in this 
House, that the American people will 
have the final say, initiative and ref
erendum, strong support at the grass
roots level. I think over a period of 
time it will generate strong support 
here in Washington. The grassroots ef
fort is going to continue putting pres
sure on all of us because we are not 
dealing with an agenda that the Amer
ican people want us to deal with. 

I believe in the coming months, and I 
believe in the next Congress, we are 
going to have a deal with this issue. 
Get ready. Start getting ready to de
bate the intellectual arguments. Start 
considering how best to implement this 
process. The American people want it. 
It will help. It will help restore con
fidence in this institution because we 
will be reconnected to the American 
people in a way that is genuine and 
will have a genuine impact on the way 
that we do business here in Washing
ton. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. ZELIFF (at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL) after 3 p.m. today on account 
of attending a funeral. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (at the request of 
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today after 5 p.m. 
on account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. Goss) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. KIM, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. McDERMOTT) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. LAROCCO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCCLOSKEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: · 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. Goss) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 
Mr. WELDON. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey in two in
stances. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana in three in-
stances. 

Mr. OXLEY. 
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska in two in-

stances. 
Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. PACKARD in two instances. 
Mr. SHAW. 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 
Ms. SNOWE. 
Mrs. MORELLA. 
Mr. GILLMOR. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. McDERMOTT) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. REED in two instances. 
Mr. DURBIN. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. 
Mr. RUSH. 
Ms. SHEPHERD. 
Mr. MARKEY. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
Mr. HOYER. 
Mr. TOWNS. 
Mr. STOKES. 
Mr. TAUZIN. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Mr. MATSUI. 
Mr. BARLOW. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
date present to the President, for his 
approval, bills of the House of the fol
lowing titles: 

On July 13, 1994: 
H.R. 3567. An act to amend the John F. 

Kennedy Center Act to transfer operating re
sponsibilities to the Board of Trustees of the 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing 
Arts, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4454. An act making appropriations 
for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1995, and for other pur
poses. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 11 o'clock and 4 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, July 18, 
1994, at 12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3511. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, 
Department of the Army, transmitting the 
Department's report entitled, " Involuntary 
Reductions of Civilian Positions," pursuant 
to section 371 of the National Defense Au
thorization Act of 1993; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

3512. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act of 10-282, " Miner Building 
Conveyance Temporary Amendment Act of 
1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section l-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

3513. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-271, " Single-Room-Occu
pancy Rental Amendment Act of 1994," pur
suant to D.C. Code, section l-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3514. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-270, " Evidence of 
Intrafamily Offenses in Child Custody Cases 
Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 
l- 233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3515. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-283, " Alcoholic Beverage 
Control Act and Rules Reform Amendment 
Act of 1994 Temporary Technical Amend
ment Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, 
section l-233(c)(l); to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

3516. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-272, "Jury Fee Act of 
1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section l-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

3517. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-281, "Metrobus Commer
cial Advertising Temporary Amendment Act 
of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section l-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

3518. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-275, " Police Truancy En
forcement Amendment Act of 1994," pursu
ant to D.C. Code, section l-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3519. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-274, " Primary Caretaker 
Insurance Coverage for Minors Amendment 
Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 
l-233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3520. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-273, " Imminently Dan
gerous Premises Amendment Act of 1994," 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section l-233(c)(l); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3521. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting a report on the status of children in 
Head Start Programs, pursuant to Public 
Law 101-501, Sec. 119 (104 Stat. 1234); to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

3522. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting final regulations-ad
ministration of grants and agreements with 
institutions of higher education, hospitals, 
and other nonprofit organizations; defini
tions that apply to Department regulations, 
pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

3523. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting final regulations-Fed
eral Family Education Loan Program, pursu
ant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 
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3524. A letter from the Secretary of Edu

cation, transmitting final regulations-Fed
eral Family Education Loan Program, pursu
ant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

3525. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the report 
to Congress for 1992 pursuant to the Federal 
Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act, pur
suant to 15 U.S.C. 1337(b); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

3526. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the report 
of the Interagency Task Force on the Pre
vention of Lead Poisoning, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 247b-3 et seq.; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

3527. ·A letter from the Chief Staff Counsel, 
U.S. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia 
Circuit, transmitting one opinion of the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3528. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter
mination No. 94-31, authorizing the furnish
ing of assistance from the Emergency Refu
gee and Migration Assistance Fund for unex
pected urgent needs of Haitian migrants, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2601(c)(3); to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

3529. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the original report of political con
tributions by Eileen A. Malloy, of Connecti
cut, to be Ambassador to the Kyrgyz Repub
lic, also by Curtis Warren Kamman, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Ambassador to 
the Republic of Bolivia, and members of 
their families, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
3944(b)(2); to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

3530. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Land and Minerals Management, Depart
ment of the Interior, transmitting notice on 
leasing systems for the western Gulf of Mex
ico, sale 150, scheduled to be held in August 
1994, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1337(a)(8); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Natural Resources. H.R. 1426. A bill to pro
vide for the maintenance of dams located on 
Indian lands by the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
or through contracts with Indian tribes; with 
an amendment (Rept. 103--600). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. GIBBONS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 3600. A bill to ensure individual 
and family security through health care cov
erage for all Americans in a manner that 
contains the rate of growth in health care 
costs and promotes responsible health insur
ance practices, to promote choice in health 
care, and to ensure and protect the health 
care of all Americans; with an amendment 
(Rept. 103--601 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. H.R. 
4604. A bill to establish direct spending tar
gets, and for other purposes (Rept. 103--602 Pt. 
1). Ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 810. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth M. 
Hill (Rept. 103--603). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House. 
·Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 2194. A bill for the relief of Merrill 
Lannen (Rept. 103--604). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 2793. A bill for the relief of Kris Murty 
(Rept. 103--605). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. LAFALCE: Committee on Small Busi
ness. H.R. 4263. A bill to promote the partici
pation of small business enterprises, includ
ing minority small businesses, in Federal 
procurement and Government Contracts, and 
for other purposes, with an amendment; re
ferred to the Committee on Government Op
erations for a period ending not later than 
August 5, 1994, for consideration of such pro
visions contained in the bill and amendment 
as fall within the jurisdiction of that com
mittee pursuant to clause l(j), rule X (Rept. 
103--606, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself 
and Mr. STUDDS): 

H.R. 4755. A bill to provide for demonstra
tion projects for worksite health promotion 
programs; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 
H.R. 4756. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to require the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to take into 
account the health of a primary caregiver in 
determining whether an item of durable 
medical equipment is considered medically 
necessary and appropriate under part B of 
the Medicare Program; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Ways and Means and Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. MILLER of California (for him
self, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. 
DICKS, and Ms. DUNN): 

H.R. 4757. A bill to provide for the settle
ment of the claims of the Confederated 
Tribes of the Colville Reservation concern
ing their contribution to the production of 
hydropower by the Grand Coulee Dam, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat
ural Resources. 

By Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey (for 
himself, Mr. PALLONE, and Mr. 
FLAKE): 

H.R. 4758. A bill to strengthen and improve 
the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Public Works and Transportation 
and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SAWYER: 
H.R. 4759. A bill to establish within the De

partment of Energy a national Albert Ein
stein Distinguished Educator Fellowship 
Program for outstanding elementary and 
secondary mathematics and science teach
ers; to the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself and Mr. 
MANTON) (both by request): 

H.R. 4760. A bill to implement the Agree
ment to Promote Compliance with Inter
national Conservation and Management 
Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High 
Seas, adopted by the Conference on the Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations on November 24, 1993; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. TEJEDA: 
H.R. 4761. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to authorize educational assist
ance for alternative teacher certification 
programs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 4762. A bill to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to require the Postal Service to 
accept a change-of-address order from a com
mercial mail receiving agency and to for
ward mail to the new address; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 
H.R. 4763. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 

title 18, United States Code, to increase cer
tain firearm license application fees and re
quire the immediate suspension of the li
cense of a firearm licensee upon conviction 
of a violation of that chapter, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut: 
H.R. 4764. A bill to provide for the payment 

of aid to families with dependent children 
through the use of debit cards; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HORN (for himself, Mr. BEILEN
SON, Mr. CANADY, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, 
Mr. KYL, Mr. THOMAS of California, 
Mrs. THURMAN, and Ms. WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 4765. A bill to provide for the negotia
tion of bilateral prisoner transfer treaties 
with foreign countries and to provide for the 
training in the United States of border man
agement personnel from foreign countries; 
jointly, to the Committees on Foreign Af
fairs and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KANJORSKI (for himself, Mr. 
RIDGE, Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr. 
HINCHEY): 

H.R. 4766. A bill to enhance the availability 
of credit to businesses in order to foster eco
nomic growth and stabilization and to create 
new employment opportunities in commu
nities facing economic distress, and for other 
purposes; to Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. MATSUI (for himself, Mr. MIL
LER of California, Mr. BECERRA, Mrs. 
CLAYTON' Mr. CL YB URN' Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. 
MCKINNEY, Mr. MINETA, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. ROY
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SABO, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ, and Mr. WAXMAN): . 

H.R. 4767. A bill to reform the welfare sys
tem; jointly, to the Committees on Ways and 
Means, Education and Labor, Energy and 
Commerce, Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs, Foreign Affairs, Veterans' Affairs, and 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself, 
Mr. STUMP, and Mr. HUTCHINSON): 
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS R.R. 4768. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to make changes in veterans' 
education programs, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Veterans' Af
fairs and Armed Services. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
R.R. 4769. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide for the treat
ment of long-term care insurance, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Ways and Means and Energy and Com
merce. 

By Mr. TAUZIN: 
R.R. 4770. A bill to require the Director of 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to conduct 
a study to determine the lands and waters 
comprising the LaBranche Wetlands in St. 
Charles Parish, LA, and to acquire those 
lands and waters for inclusion in the Bayou 
Sauvage Urban National Wildlife Refuge; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. TOWNS (for himself, Mr. CON
YERS, Mr. MORAN, Mr. BARRETT of 
Wisconsin, and Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey): 

R.R. 4771. A bill to strengthen the partner
ship between the Federal Government and 
State, local, and tribal governments, to end 
the imposition, in the absence of full consid
eration by Congress. of Federal mandates on 
State, local, and tribal governments without 
adequate funding, in a manner that may dis
place other essential governmental prior
ities, to better assess both costs and benefits 
of Federal legislation and regulations on 
State, local, and tribal governments, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Rules and Government Operations. 

By Mr. TRAFICANT (for himself, Mr. 
LANCASTER, and Mrs. CLAYTON ): 

R.R. 4772. A bill to designate the Federal 
building and U.S. courthouse located at 215 
South Evans Street in Greenville, NC, as the 
"Walter B. Jones Federal Building and Unit
ed States Courthouse" ; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. WALKER: 
R.R. 4773. A bill to eliminate the exemp

tion for the payment by Amtrak of certain 
costs relating to pedestrian bridges over Am
trak rights-of-way; to the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. 

By Ms. KAPTUR: 
H.J. Res. 388. Joint resolution recognizing 

the anniversaries of the Warsaw uprising and 
the Polish resistance to the invasion of Po
land during World War II; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. AN
DREWS of New Jersey, Mr. BACCHUS of 
Florida, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. BILBRAY, 
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mrs. 
BYRNE, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mrs. 
COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. COOPER, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. DE LUGO, 
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
FINGERHUT, Mr. FISH, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FROST, 
Ms. FURSE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. GOR
DON, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HILLIARD, 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HUGHES, 
Mr. HUTTO, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. KLEIN, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LAN
TOS, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. 

MINETA, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
MORAN. Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. MURTHA, 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Ms. NOR
TON, Mr. ORTON, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. PRICE of North Caro
lina. Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. QUINN, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. REED, Mr. REYNOLDS, 
Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. 
ROSE, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
SCOTT, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. STOKES, 
Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. VENTO, Mr. WALSH, 
Ms. WATERS, and Mr. WYNN): 

H.J. Res. 389. Joint resolution to designate 
the second Sunday in October of 1994 as " Na
tional Children's Day"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H. Con. Res. 266. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress concern
ing the need to preserve the traditional 
lifeways in certain Alaska Native villages; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 
H. Res. 478. Resolution to recognize Men

nonite Mutual Aid; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Energy and Commerce and Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RANGEL: 
H. Res. 479. Resolution returning to the 

Senate the Senate amendments to the bill 
R.R. 4539; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. DELAY (for himself, Mr. BAKER 
of California, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary
land, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. DOOLITTLE, 
Ms. DUNN, Mr. EWING, Mr. HEFLEY, 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. 
LUCAS, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mr. 
SOLOMON): 

H. Res. 480. Resolution establishing July 
10, 1994, as " Cost of Government Day" ; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DOOLITTLE (for himself, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. MCINNIS, 
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. SMITH 
of Oregon, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. WOLF, 
Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
CRANE, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. STEARNS, 
Mr. LINDER, Mr. BACHUS of Alabama, 
Mr. EWING, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
BUYER, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. INGLIS of South Caro
lina, Mr. DELAY, Mr. KIM, Mr. BLI
LEY, and Mr. MCKEON): 

H. Res. 481. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House regarding the case of United 
States versus Knox; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. BONIOR: 
H.R. 4774. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Transportation to issue a certificate of 
documentation with appropriate endorse
ment for employment in the coastwise trade 
for the vessel Gibraltar; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: 
H.R. 4775. A bill for the relief of \Tincente 

Babauta Jesus and Rita Rios Jesus; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

R.R. 22: Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
R.R. 35: Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
R.R. 84: Mr. CRAMER. 
R.R. 127: Mr. HEFNER, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 

DICKS, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. GUNDERSON, Ms. 
LAMBERT, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BARRETT of Ne
braska, and Mr. KILDEE. 

R.R. 146: Mr. KIM and Mr. INHOFE. 
H.R. 157: Mr. HOLDEN. 
R.R. 417: Mr. CONDIT, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. 

STEARNS, Mr. DICKS, Mr. FRANKS of New Jer
sey, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. TALENT, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mrs. BYRNE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. ZIM
MER, Mr. MCKEON, and Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 930: Mr. OLVER. 
H.R. 1127: Mr. KINGSTON. 
R.R. 1128: Mr. KINGSTON. 
R.R. 1277: Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
R.R. 1289: Mr. TORRES and Mr. KLUG. 
R.R. 1293: Mr. GLICKMAN. 
H.R. 1330: Mr. LUCAS, Mr. MCCURDY, and 

Mr. HOKE. 
R.R. 1737: Mr. GILMAN. 
R.R. 1767: Mr. HUGHES and Mr. WELDON. 
R.R. 1823: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. 
H.R. 1843: Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 
H.R. 1928: Mr. DORNAN and Mr. ARMEY. 
R.R. 2424: Mrs. MORELLA. 
R.R. 2513: Mrs. BYRNE. 
R.R. 2741: Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
R.R. 2866: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina and 

Mr. STRICKLAND. 
R.R. 2919: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 2929: Mr. GOODLING. 
R.R. 2959: Mr. GREENWOOD and Mr. KOLBE. 
R.R. 2967: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 
H.R. 2995: Mr. HALL of Ohio. 
H.R. 3224: Mr. FROST, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. KIM, 

Mr. KYL, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LIPIN
SKI, Mr. MCINNIS, and Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 3251: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. EWING, Mr. 
MORAN, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. PETE GEREN of 
Texas. Mr. KYL, and Mr. SCHIFF. 

R.R. 3288: Mr. CRANE. 
H.R. 3440: Mr. FROST, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. KYL, 

Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. SCHIFF, and 
Mr. STUMP. 

R .R. 3458: Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin. 

R.R. 3491: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
H.R. 3523: Mr. PACKARD, Mr. CANADY, and 

Mr. LEVY. 
R.R. 3546: Mr. ROGERS, Mr. SCOTT, and Mr. 

DEAL. 
H.R. 3658: Mr. MINETA and Mr. ROYCE. 
R.R. 3820: Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
H.R. 3830: Ms. FURSE and Mr. HOAGLAND. 
H.R. 3875: Mr. KOLBE, Mr. HUFFINGTON, Mr. 

BILIRAKIS, Mr. HASTINGS, and Mr. VOLKMER. 
H.R. 3926: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 3932: Mr. KREIDLER. 
R.R. 3971: Mr. FIELDS of Texas and Mr. 

SUNDQUIST. 
R.R. 3973: Mr. VALENTINE and Mr. 

MACHTLEY. 
R.R. 4000: Mr. PAXON, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 

BAKER of Louisiana, and Mr. PORTMAN. 
R.R. 4040: Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. REYNOLDS, 

and Mrs. CLAYTON. 
H.R. 4050: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. 
R.R. 4138: Mr. WATT and Mr. VALENTINE. 
H.R. 4142: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. DINGELL, 

Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. FROST, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. BROWN of Cali
fornia, Mr. KYL, and Mr. LEVY. 

H.R. 4163: Mr. ZELIFF and Mr. 
F ALEOMA V AEGA. 
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H.R. 4251: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. 
H.R. 4257: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 4303: Mr. KOPETSKI, Ms. DUNN, Mr. 

MANN, Mr. SISISKY, and Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 4315: Mr. WASHINGTON. 
H.R. 4371: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 

Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 4475: Mrs. LLOYD. 
H.R. 4481: Mr. BEILENSON. 
H.R. 4527: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. WILSON, and 

Mr. LEVY. 
H.R. 4528: Mr. MORAN. 
H.R. 4570: Mr. FILNER, Mr. OLVER, Mr. DEL

LUMS, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. MURTHA, 
Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. YATES. 

H.R. 4589: Mr. KLINK. 
H.R. 4592: Mr. DORNAN, Mr. MANZULLO, and 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 4643: Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. 
H.R. 4657: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey and 

Mr. POMBO. 
H.R. 4699: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. WASHING

TON, Mr. SYNAR, and Mr. RICHARDSON. 
H.J. Res. 160: Mr. DORNAN. 
H.J. Res. 199: Mr. STUDDS, Ms. SHEPHERD, 

Mr. PALLONE, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
VISCLOSKY, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

H.J. Res. 210: Mr. DICKEY. 
H.J. Res. 268: Mr. WISE, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. 

YATES, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. 
KLEIN, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. GIBBONS. 

H.J. Res. 297: Ms. LOWEY, Ms. MOLINARI, 
and Mr. PAXON. 

H.J. Res. 337: Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. WHITTEN, 
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. FROST, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. MAZ
ZOLI, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. CARR, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. SMITH of 
Oregon, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
WELDON, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
SWETT, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
KASICH, Mr. SMITH of Texas, and Mr. WOLF. 

H.J. Res. 358: Mr. RAVENEL. 
H.J. Res. 383: Mr. BORSKI and Mr. HUGHES. 
H.J. Res. 385: Mr. COOPER. 
H. Con. Res. 20: Mr. MINETA. 
H. Con. Res. 69: Mr. WHEAT, MR. CLYBURN, 

Mr. LEHMAN, and Mr. KLUG. 
H. Con. Res. 91: Mr. STRICKLAND. 
H. Con. Res. 148: Mr. STOKES. 
H. Con. Res. 168: Mr. ROYCE and Mr. KYL. 
H. Con. Res. 173: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. SYNAR, 

Mr. HALL of Texas, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. AN
DREWS of Maine, Mr. STENHOLM, and Mr. COP
PERSMITH. 

H. Con. Res. 228: Mr. ENGEL. 
H. Con. Res. 235: Mr. FISH, Mr. JOHNSON of 

South Dakota, and Mr. KREIDLER. 
H. Con. Res. 255: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecti

cut, Mr. MOLLOHAN, and Mr. CLAY. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
106. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the Washington State Association of Coun
ties, Olympia, WA, relative to the " Pas
senger Vessel Development Act; " which was 
referred to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXVII, the fol

lowing discharge petition was filed: 
Petition 24, July 12, 1994, by Ms. SNOWE on 

the House Resolution 459, was signed by the 
following Member: Olympia J. Snowe. 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 

The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti
tions: 

Petition 11 by Mr. RAMSTAD on House 
Resolution 247: David L. Levy and Newt 
Gingrich. 

Petition 17 by Mr. SHAW on House Resolu
tion 386: Henry Bonilla and Jerry Lewis. 

Petition 19 by Mr. EWING on House Reso
lution 415: Joe Skeen, Roscoe G. Bartlett, 
Harris W. Fawell, and David L. Levy. 

Petition 22 by Mr. INHOFE on House reso
lution 409: Jim Ramstad. 

Petition 23 by Mr. TAUZIN on the bill H.R. 
3875: Ernest J. Istook, Jr., Spencer Bachus, 
Bob Goodlatte, Bob Inglis, Rod Grams, Y. 
Tim Hutchinson, 3rd, and Solomon P. Ortiz. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 3937 
By Mr. DEFAZIO: 

- Add the following at the end of section 107: 
(1) The President shall prohibit the export 

of a commodity to any nation when-
(1) such commodity is typically used as a 

raw material for manufacturing purposes; 
(2) the nation's demand for such commod

ity is contributing to domestic supply short
ages of such commodity for domestic manu
facturing purpose; and 

(3) the National Trade Estimate Report on 
Foreign Trade Barriers, prepared by the U.S. 
Trade Representative, finds that such nation 
maintains significant tariff or non-tariff bar
riers that impede the import of items manu
factured in the U.S. using such commodity. 
-Add the following at the end of section 107: 

(1) COMMODITIES USED AS RAW MATERIALS 
FOR MANUFACTURING PURPOSES.-

(1) MONITORING.-The Secretary shall mon
itor-

(A) exports of, and contracts to export, 
commodities typically used as raw materials 
for manufacturing purposes, and 

(B) domestic supplies of such commodities, 
for the purpose of determining whether a 
critical shortage of such commodities exists 
in any State or region. 

(2) EXPORT RESTRICTIONS.-If the Secretary 
finds that a critical shortage of any such 
commodity exists in any State or region, 
then the Secretary shall impose restrictions 
on the export of such commodities sufficient 
to ensure that there is an adequate supply of 
such commodities to meet domestic manu
facturing needs in that State or region. The 
Secretary may remove such restrictions 
upon reporting to Congress, under paragraph 
(3)(A), that such restrictions are no longer 
required under this subsection. 

(3) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-(A) The Sec
retary shall submit to Congress, not later 
than 30 days after the end of each calendar 
quarter, a report on the results of the mon
itoring conducted under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary 's determination of whether a criti
cal shortage of any commodities typically 
used as raw materials for manufacturing 
purposes for domestic manufacturing pur
poses exists in any State or region, and any 
export restrictions imposed or to be imposed 
as a result of such determination. 

(B) Each report under subparagraph (A) 
shall-

(i) specify the quantity of exports, by port, 
of commodities typically used as raw mate-

rials for manufacturing purposes during the 
period covered by the report; 

(ii) estimate, as of the date of the report, 
the domestic supplies, by State, of such com
modities; 

(111) determine whether such supplies of 
such commodities were sufficient to meet 
the needs of domestic manufacturers; 

(iv) include a formal finding as to whether 
a critical shortage of such commodities for 
domestic manufacturing purposes exists in 
any State or region; and 

(vi) if such a shortage or shortages exist, 
specify the export restrictions imposed or to 
be imposed to satisfy domestic needs. 

(4) PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORITY.-The Presi
dent is authorized, after suitable notice and 
a public comment period of not less than 90 
days, to suspend any export restrictions im
posed under paragraph (2) if a ruling is issued 
under the formal dispute resolution proce
dures of the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade finding that such restrictions vio
late Article XI prohibitions on export re
strictions and are not allowable under the 
exception to Article XI. 

By Mr. SISISKY: 
(PURSUANT TO THE RULE, PAGE AND THE LINE 

NUMBERS ARE TO H.R. 4663) 

-Page 8, lines 1 and 2, and page 21, line 20, 
strike " pose a threat to the national secu
rity" and insert " prove detrimental to the 
national security" . 
-Page 9, line 10, page 60, lines 7 and 8, and 
page 66, lines 16 and 17, strike "essential to" 
and insert "necessary to further signifi
cantly" . 
-Page 11, line 22, strike "30 days" and insert 
" 50 days" . 
-Page 118, line 14, strike "30 days" and in
sert "50 days" . 
-Page 120, line 13, strike " 10 days" and in
sert " 30 days", and line 16, strike " 10-day pe
riod" and insert " 30-day period". 
-Page 121, line 11, strike " 30 days" and in
sert " 50 days". 
-Page 23, line 7, strike "which includes ex
port" and all that follows through " end 
users" on line 10. 
-Page 23, insert the following after line 2 
and redesignate the succeeding paragraphs 
accordingly: 

(2) PROCEDURE FOR INCLUDING ITEMS ON THE 
SECURITY CONTROL LIST.-The Secretaries of 
Defense and Energy and the heads of other 
appropriate departments and agencies shall 
identify commodities and technology for in
clusion on the security control list. Those 
items which the Secretary and the Secretary 
of Defense concur shall be subject to export 
controls under this section shall comprise 
the security control list. If the Secretary 
and the Secretary of Defense .are unable to 
concur on such i terns, as determined by the 
Secretary, the Secretary of Defense may , 
within 20 days after receiving notification of 
the Secretary's determination, refer the 
matter to the President for resolution. The 
Secretary of Defense shall notify the Sec
retary of any such referral. The President 
shall, not later than 20 days after such refer
ral , notify the Secretary of his determina
tion with respect to the inclusion of such 
items on the security control list. Failure of 
the Secretary of Defense to notify the Presi
dent or the Secretary, or failure of the Presi
dent to notify the Secretary, in accordance 
with this paragraph, shall be deemed by the 
Secretary to constitute concurrence in the 
implementation of the actions proposed by 
the Secretary regarding the inclusion of such 
items on the security control list. 
-Page 24, strike lines 16 through 19. 
-Page 28, line 1, strike " EXCEPTION.-" and 
insert " EXCEPTIONS.-(A)"; page 28 , line 8, 
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strike "(A)" and inset "(i)"; page 28, line 15, 
strike "(B)" and insert " (ii)" ; and add the 
following after line 24: 

(B) If the Secretary of Defense determines 
that the absence of a requirement of licenses 
for any exports described in paragraph (2) 
would prove detrimental to the national se
curity of the United States the Secretary of 
Defense may request that a license be re
quired for such export. If the Secretary re
fuses to require the license, the Secretary 
shall report to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate, the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate, 
and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives on the reasons for 
refusing to require a license. 
-Page 36, line 15, and page 38, line 14, strike 
the comma and insert " with the concurrence 
of the Secretary of Defense, and" 
-Page 36, lines 19 and 20, strike " , or wlll be 
available in fact within 2 years in the fu
ture, " . 
-Page 37, line 1 strike " or would be ineffec
tive" and insert " ineffective" . 
-Page 38, lines 19 and 20, " , or will be avail
able in fact within 2 years in the future,". 
-Page 38, lines 24 , " or would be ineffective" 
and insert " ineffective" . 
-Page 39, line 18, strike " or will be" . 
-Page 37, line 17, insert " and the Committee 
on Armed Service" after " Urban Affairs" ; 
and page 37, line 18, insert " and the Commit
tee on Armed Services" after " Foreign Af
fairs" . 
-Page 39, line 7, insert " and the Committee 
on Armed Service" after " Urban Affairs" ; 
and page 39, line 8, insert " and the Commit
tee on Armed Services" after " Foreign Af
fairs ". 
-Page 41, line 21 , strike " In" and all that 
follows through page 42, line 4. 
-Page 43, beginning on line 23, strike " The 
Secretary's determination of foreign avail
ability shall not require the concurrence or 
approval of any such department or agen
cy. ". 
-Page 44, insert the following after line 10: 

(D) ROLE OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.-All 
determinations of the Secretary under this 
subsection of whether foreign availability 
exists shall be made with the concurrence of 
the Secretary of Defense . 
-Page 45, line 11, insert " , with the concur
rence of the Secretaries of Defense and En
ergy, " after " retary" . 
-Page 46, line 22, insert " , with the concur
rence of the Secretaries of Defense and En
ergy," after " The Secretary" . 
-Page 47, line 2, strike " The" and all that 
follows through line 5. 
-Page 50, line 22 and 23, strike " after con
sultation with appropriate departments or 
agencies, " and insert " with the concurrence 
of the Secretaries of Defense and Energy, " . 
-Page 58, line 16, insert 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-" before " The author
ity" , indent the text 2 ems to the right, and 
add at the end the following: 

(B) NATIONAL SECURITY ITEMS.-The Sec
retaries of Defense and Energy and the heads 
of other appropriate departments and agen
cies shall identify commodities and tech
nology, the export of which would prove det
rimental to the national security of the 
United States, for control under this section. 
If the Secretary and the Secretary of Defense 
are unable to concur on such items, as deter
mined by the Secretary, the Secretary of De
fense may, within 20 days after receiving no
tification of the Secretary's determination, 
refer the matter to the President for resolu
tion. The Secretary of Defense shall notify 

the Secretary of any such referral. The 
President shall, not later than 20 days after 
such referral, notify the Secretary of his de
termination with respect to the control of 
such items under this section. Failure of the 
Secretary of Defense to notify the President 
or the Secretary, or failure of the President 
to notify the Secretary, in accordance with 
this paragraph, shall be deemed by the Sec
retary to constitute concurrence in the im
plementation of the actions proposed by the 
Secretary. regarding the control of such 
items under this section. 
-Page 60, strike lines 11 through 15 and re
designa te succeeding subparagraphs accord
ingly. 
-Page 60, strike lines 11 through 15 and re
designate succeeding subparagraphs accord
ingly. 
-Page 62, line 24, strike " (F)" and insert 
"(E )" . 
-Page 66, strike lines 19 through 23 and re
designate succeeding clauses accordingly. 
-Page 67, line 6, strike " (E)" and insert 
" (D)" . 
-Page 82, insert the following after line 2: 

(1) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN SENSITIVE 
ITEMS.-

(1 ) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol
lowing findings : 

(A) The United States continues to play a 
leadership role in controlling the export of 
sensitive dual use items and munitions items 
to dangerous countries. 

(B) The importance of maintaining this 
leadership and securing the adherence of 
friendly nations to export restrictions simi
lar to those of the United States was dem
onstrated by the large number of dual use 
and munitions items Iraq was able to secure 
from Western exporters prior to Desert 
Storm. 

(C) Besides Iraq, the United States has 
voiced its concern about Libya, North Korea, 
Syria, Cuba, and Iran acquiring dual use and 
munitions items from Western sources, re
publics of the former Soviet Union, and the 
Peoples ' Republic of China. 

(D) Since Desert Storm, the United States 
has learned that a substantial number of 
sensitive i terns Iraq received from Wes tern 
nations were not sent directly, but were re
exported from third-party destinations. 

(E) The threat of third-party reexports of 
sensitive exports could be aggravated by pro
posals to send dual use items to friendly na
tions " license-free" or under " substitute" li
censing schemes that would be less restric
tive than individual validated licensing, 
which requires prior United States consent 
for any reexport. 

(F) Eliminating or reducing individual 
validated licensing requirements on sen
sitive dual use and munitions exports to 
friendly countries increased the risk that 
such items will be reexported to rogue coun
tries, including Iran, Iraq, Syria, Libya, 
Cuba, and North Korea. 

(2) POLICY STATEMENT.-lt shall be the pol
icy of the United States to maintain its 
international leadership in restricting the 
export of sensitive dual use items and of mu
nitions to rogue countries such as Iran, Iraq, 
Syria, Libya, Cuba, and North Korea by-

(A) maintaining existing unilateral con
trols whenever necessary to keep sensitive 
United States dual use items and munitions 
from being exported to these countries; 

(B) encouraging all other countries produc
ing such i terns to restrict the export of these 
items in a similar manner; 

(C ) working with the republics of the 
former Soviet Union and of the members of 
COCOM to create a successor COCOM that 

would prohibit the export of the most sen
sitive dual use items and munitions to rogue 
countries such as Iran, Iraq, Syria, Libya, 
Cuba, and North Korea; and 

(D) not reducing existing levels of controls 
on the export of sensitive dual use items and 
munitions through the creation of license
free zones and substitute licensing schemes. 

(3) LICENSING REQUIREMENT.-
(A) LIST OF SENSITIVE ITEMS.-Notwith

standing any other provision of this title , 
the President, in consultation with the Sec
retary and the Secretaries of State, Defense, 
and Energy and the Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, shall 
compile a list of the most sensitive dual use 
and munitions items the export of which to 
the countries set forth in subparagraph (C) 
the President believes the United States 
should restrict. This list shall indicate 
whether the item is being controlled unilat
erally or with other countries and shall be 
published in the Federal Register not later 
than 60 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(B ) INDIVIDUAL VALIDATED LICENSE REQUIRE
MENT.-The President shall instruct the Sec
retary to require an individual validated li
cense for the export to any destination of 
any item on the list compiled under subpara
graph (A). 

(C) LIST OF COUNTRIES.-The countries re
ferred to in subparagraph (A) are Iran, Iraq, 
Syria, Libya, Cuba, and North Korea. 
-Page 116, insert the following after line 3 
and redesignate the succeeding paragraphs 
accordingly: 

(2) ROLE OF SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE AND 
ENERGY.-(A) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section, the Secretaries of 
Defense and Energy are authorized to review 
any license application for any proposed ex
port of commodities or technology that is 
controlled under section 105(a )(l) or con
trolled for national security purposes under 
section 106. Whenever-

(i ) the Secretary of Defense or the Sec
retary of Energy determines that the export 
of such commodities or technology will di
rectly and significantly enable a country or 
end user to a cquire the capability to develop, 
produce, stockpile, use, or deliver weapons of 
mass destruction, or 

(ii ) the Secretary of Defense determines 
that the export of such commodities or tech
nology wlll directly and significantly con
tribute to the military capability of a coun
try so as to prove detrimental to the na
tional security of the United States or its al
lies, 
the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
Energy (as the case may be) may recommend 
to the President that such export be dis
approved. 

(B)(i ) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, the Secretary of Defense and 
the Secretary of Energy shall determine, in 
consultation with the Secretary, and con
firm in writing the types and categories of 
transactions which should be reviewed by 
the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
Energy in order to make a determination re
ferred to in subparagraph (A). Whenever a li
cense for export or other authority within 
such type or category is received by the Sec
retary, the Secretary shall notify the Sec
retary of Defense or the Secretary of Energy 
(as the case may be) of such request, and the 
Secretary may not issue any license or other 
authority pursuant to such request until the 
Secretary is notified by the Secretary of De
fense or Energy under subclause (II) or (Ill) 
or notified by the President under clause (ii). 
The Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
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Energy (as the case may be) shall carefully 
consider any notification submitted by the 
Secretary pursuant to this paragraph and, 
not later than 30 days after notification of 
the request, shall-

(!) make a recommendation to the Presi
dent referred to in subparagraph (A); 

(II) notify the Secretary that he or she 
would recommend approval subject to speci
fied conditions; or 

(III) recommend to the Secretary that the 
export of the commodities or technology be 
approved. 

(ii) Whenever the Secretary of Defense or 
the Secretary of Energy makes a rec
ommendation to the President under sub
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall also sub
mit his or her recommendation to the Presi
dent on the request to export if the Sec
retary differs with the Secretary of Defense 
or the Secretary of Energy. The President 
shall notify the Secretary of his decision on 
the matter before the end of the 50-day pe
riod set forth in subsection (c). If the Presi
dent notifies the Secretary, after receiving a 
recommendation from the Secretary of De
fense or the Secretary of Energy, that the 
President disapproves such export, no license 
or other authority may be issued for the ex
port to such country of the commodities or 
technology involved. 

(iii) If the Secretary of Defense or the Sec
retary of Energy fails to make a rec
ommendation or notification under this 
paragraph within the 30-day period specified 
in clause (i), the Secretary shall approve or 
deny the request for a license or other au
thority to export without such recommenda
tion or notification. 
-Page 123, insert the following after line 14 
and redesignate succeeding subsections ac
cordingly: 

(e) TIME LIMIT EXTENSION.-If required for 
national security reasons, the President may 
increase the time periods set forth in sub
sections (a), (c), and (d) to not more than 2 
times the number of days in each time pe
riod, for not more than 4 percent of the ex
port license applications filed with the Sec
retary during any calendar year. 
-Page 173, line 23, strike "109(h)(l)" and in
sert "109(i)(l)". 
-Page 211, line 4, strike "109(g)" and insert 
"109(h)". 
-Page 125, line 12, insert "and the Commit
tee on Armed Services" after "Foreign Af
fairs". 
-Page 125, line 14, insert "and the Commit
tee on Armed Services" after "Urban Af
fairs". 
-Page 125, line 15, insert "for validated li
censes under section 105 or 106" after 
"plications". 
-Page 125, line 16, strike "and which re
quired" and all that follows through "appli
cant" on line 20. 
-Page 126, strike lines 12 through 25. 
-Page 133, lines 21 through 24, strike "in 
consultation with the Secretary of State, the 

·Secretary of Defense, and the heads of other 
appropriate departments and agencies,". 
-Page 134, insert the following after line 15 
and redesignate succeeding subparagraphs 
accordingly: 

(B) ROLE OF OTHER DEPARTMENTS AND AGEN
CIES.-The Secretary of Defense and the 
heads of other appropriate departments and 
agencies shall identify goods and technology 
for inclusion on the list referred to in sub
paragraph (A). Those items which the Sec
retary and the Secretary of Defense concur 
shall be included on the list shall comprise 
the list. If the Secretary and the Secretary 
of Defense are unable to concur on such 

items, as determined by the Secretary, the 
Secretary of Defense may, within 20 days 
after receiving notification of the Sec
retary's determination, refer the matter to 
the President for resolution. The Secretary 
of Defense shall notify the Secretary of any 
such referral. The President shall, not later 
than 20 days after such referral, notify the 
Secretary of his determination with respect 
to the inclusion of such items on the list. 
Failure of the Secretary of Defense to notify 
the President or the Secretary, or failure of 
the President to notify the Secretary, in ac
cordance with this paragraph, shall be 
deemed by the Secretary to constitute con
currence in the implementation of the ac
tions proposed by the Secretary regarding 
the inclusion of such items on the list. 
-Page 134, line 23, strike "(B)" and insert 
"(C)". 
-Page 135, lines 14 through 17, strike ", in 
consultation with the Secretary of State, the 
Secretary of Defense, and the heads of other 
appropriate departments and agencies". 
-Page 135, insert the following after line 24 
and redesignate succeeding subparagraphs 
accordingly: 

(B) ROLE OF OTHER DEPARTMENTS AND AGEN
CIES.-The Secretary of Defense and the 
heads of other appropriate departments and 
agencies shall identify goods and technology 
for inclusion on the list referred to in sub
paragraph CA). Those items which the Sec
retary and the Secretary of Defense concur 
shall be included on the list shall comprise 
the list. If the Secretary and the Secretary 
of Defense are unable to concur on such 
i terns, as determined by the Secretary, the 
Secretary of Defense may, within 20 days 
after receiving notification of the Sec
retary's determination, refer the matter to 
the President for resolution. The Secretary 
of Defense shall notify the Secretary of any 
such referral. The President shall, not later 
than 20 days after such referral notify the 
Secretary of his determination with respect 
to the inclusion of such items on the list. 
Failure of the Secretary of Defense to notify 
the President or the Secretary, or failure of 
the President to notify the Secretary, in ac
cordance with this paragraph, shall be 
deemed by the Secretary to constitute con
currence in the implementation of the ac
tions proposed by the Secretary regarding 
the inclusion of such items on the list. 
-Page 136, lines 14 and 19, strike "(B)" and 
insert "(C)". 
-Page 137, lines 16 through 18, strike "in 
consultation with the Secretary of Defense, 
and the heads of other appropriate depart
ments and agencies," and insert "with the 
concurrence of the Secretary of Defense,". 
-Page 138, line 24, strike "in consultation" 
and all that follows through "agencies," on 
page 139, line 1, and insert 'with the concur
rence of the Secretary of Defense,''. 
-Page 227, insert the following after line 18; 

(b) CONTROL OF ARMS EXPORTS AND lM
PORTS.-Section 38 of the Arms Export Con
trol Act (22 U.S.C. 2778) is amended by strik
ing subsection (a)(l) and inserting the fol
lowing: 

"(a)(l) In furtherance of world peace and 
the security and foreign policy of the United 
States, the President is authorized to con
trol the import and the export of defense ar
ticles and defense services and to provide 
foreign policy guidance to persons of the 
United States involved in the export and im
port of such articles and services. The Sec
retary of State, with the concurrence of the 
Secretary of Defense, is authorized to des
ignate those items which shall be considered 
as defense articles and defense services for 

the purposes of this section. The Secretary 
of State is also authorized to promulgate 
regulations for the import and export of such 
articles and services. The items so des
ignated shall constitute the United States 
Munitions List." 
-Page 227, line 19, strike "(b)" and insert 
"(c)". 
-Page 229, line 6, strike "(c)" and insert 
"(d)". 
-Page 230, line 15, strike "(d)" and insert 
"(e)" 
-Page 230, strike lines 20 through 24; and 
page 222, strike line 12 and all that follows 
through page 227, line 18, and insert the fol
lowing: 

(a) COMMODITY JURISDICTION.-
(1) COORDINATION OF CONTROLS.-The au

thority granted under this title and under 
section 38 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 
U.S.C. 2778) shall be exercised in such a man
ner as to achieve effective coordination be
tween the licensing systems under this title 
and such section 38 and to share information 
regarding the trustworthiness of parties. 

(2) ELIMINATION OF OVERLAPPING CON
TROLS.-No item may be included on both 
the control index and the United States Mu
nitions List after the effective date of this 
title. 

(3) COMMODITY JURISDICTION DISPUTE RESO
LUTION.-Under such procedures as the Presi
dent shall establish, disputes regarding con
flicting claims of jurisdiction between the 
control index and the United States · Muni
tions List shall be resolved in a timely fash
ion by the Department of State, in consulta
tion with other departments and agencies. 
Consultations shall be carried out through 
committees chaired by representatives of the 
Department of State at the level of Assistant 
Secretary or Under Secretary. The proce
dures of the committees shall allow the De
partment of State or other departments or 
agencies to initiate the resolution of dis
putes, including in response to requests 
made to the Departments of State and Com
merce. Consultation procedures within the 
committees shall provide for inter-agency 
meetings to permit the free exchange of 
views regarding jurisdictional issues. Dis
putes that cannot be resolved may be re
ferred to the President by the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of Defense, or the Sec
retary of Commerce. 
-Page 231, strike lines 1 through 7 and insert 
the following: 

(f) CIVIL AIRCRAFT EQUIPMENT.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, any 
civil aircraft product that is standard equip
ment certified by the Federal Aviation Ad
ministration and is an integral part of such 
aircraft shall be subject to export controls 
exclusively under this title. 
-Page 236, strike line 8 and all that follows 
through page 237, line 25. 

By Mr. STARK: 
-Page 297, add the following after line 6: 

TITLE III-RELATIONS WITH NORTH 
KOREA 

SEC. 301. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS. 
The Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Before the death of Kim Il Sung, United 

States officials indicated publicly that the 
United States, as part of an overall agree
ment to limit nuclear activities in North 
Korea, would be willing to help arrange fi
nancing for the construction of light water 
reactors in North Korea, help broker the pos
sible transfer to North Korea of technology 
associated with such reactors, and provide 
technical assistance with respect to such re
actors. 

(2) Independent nuclear nonproliferation 
experts have noted that light water reactors 
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can be used to produce significant quantities 
of nuclear weapons usable plutonium and 
that United States assistance to North Korea 
in constructing such reactors would afford 
North Korea a possible cover for a variety of 
dangerous nuclear activities. 

(3) Providing assistance to North Korea for 
such light water reactors would undermine 
current efforts by the United States to per
suade other countries not to sell to Iran or 
Iraq technology to build similar reactors. 

(4) North Korea under Kim 11 Sung agreed, 
in the North-South Korean Denuclearization 
Agreement of 1991, to open its nuclear facili
ties to South Korean nuclear inspectors and 
not to reprocess reactor fuel. 

(5) United States officials became con
cerned in the spring of 1994 that the North 
Korean Government under Kim 11 Sung 
might violate this agreement by reprocess
ing materials from one of North Korea's re
actors. 

(6) The new leadership in North Korea may 
be even more unreliable and pose more of a 
threat than that of Kim 11 Sung. 

(7) The new leadership in North Korea has 
yet to agree to resume direct talks between 
North and South Korea, which would reveal 
more about the character of the new leader
ship in North Korea and its intentions to
ward South Korea and with respect to Ko
rean unification. 

(8) Any agreement reached between the 
United States and North Korea to limit nu
clear activities in North Korea will only be 
as good as the character and intent of the 
new leadership in North Korea. 

SEC. 302. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 
It is the sense of the Congress that the 

United States Government should not offer 
or discuss giving any form of assistance to 
the Government of North Korea to develop 
or construct new nuclear reactors, including 
light water reactors. 

H.R. 4299 
By Mr. GILMAN: 

-At the end of the bill insert: 
TITLE IX-INTERDICTION OF AERIAL 

DRUG TRAFFICKING 
Section 901. Policy of the United States. 

It is the policy of the United States to pro
vide intelligence assistance to foreign gov
ernments to support efforts by them to 
interdict aerial drug trafficking. In provid
ing such assistance, the United States seeks 
to facilitate efforts by foreign governments 
to identify, track, intercept, and capture on 
the ground aircraft suspected of engaging in 
illegal drug trafficking, and to identify the 
airfields from which such aircraft operate. 
The United States does not condone the in
tentional damage or destruction of aircraft 
in violation of international law, and pro
vides assistance to foreign governments for 
purposes other than facilitating the inten
tional damage or destruction of aircraft in 
violation of international law. 
Sec. 902. Authorization. 

The President is authorized to provide in
telligence assistance to foreign governments 
under such terms and conditions as he may 
determine in order to carry out the policy 
stated in section 901. Activities directed by 
the President pursuant to this title shall not 

give rise to any civil or criminal action 
against the United States or any of its offi
cers, agents, or employers. 
Sec. 903. Sense of Congress. 

The Congress urges the President to review 
in light of this title all interpretations with
in the Executive branch of law relevant to 
the provision of assistance to foreign govern
ments for aerial drug interdiction, with an 
eye to affirming that continued provision by 
the United States of such assistance con
forms fully with United States and inter
national law. 

By Mr. SKAGGS: 
-At the end of title VII (page 39, after line 
4), insert the following: 
SEC. 703. REPORT CONCERNING THE COST OF 

CLASSIFICATION. 

Not later than 7 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Director of 
Central Intelligence shall submit to the Per
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the House of Representatives and the Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate a 
report (in a classified and unclassified form) 
which identifies the following: 

(1) The cost of classifying documents and 
keeping information classified by each agen
cy within the intelligence community. 

(2) The number of personnel within each 
such agency assigned to classifying docu
ments and keeping information classified. 

(3) A plan to reduce expenditures for 
classifying information and for keeping in
formation classified, which shall include spe
cific expenditure reduction goals for fiscal 
year 1995 for each such agency. 
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The Senate met at 8:45 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable KENT 
CONRAD, a Senator from the State of 
North Dakota. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Trust in the Lord with all thine heart; 

and lean not unto thine own understand
ing. In all thy ways acknowledge him, 
and he shall direct thy paths.-Proverbs 
3:5,6. 

Sovereign Lord, perfect in wisdom, 
who knowest all things, cover the Sen
ate with Your grace and love. When the 
press and the media have finished their 
tasks, when the talk shows have ex
hausted their discussions, when the 
citizens have written all their letters, 
when the lobbyists have done their 
work, the 100 men and women who 
comprise this body are left with the de
cisions-decisions which encompass the 
needs of individual constituents; cities, 
counties, and States; multitudes of or
ganizations; and critical issues of 
international importance. In the words 
of a former President, "The buck stops 
here." 

Gracious God, help the Senators and 
their staffs understand that You are in
terested in the microscopic, as well as 
the cosmic. Help them seek Your coun
sel, Your direction, and lead them in 
the way that will mean the greatest 
good for the greatest number in every 
circumstance. Let the light of Your 
truth shine upon the Senate. 

In the name of the Light of the World 
we pray. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

To the Senate: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, July 14, 1994. 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KENT CONRAD, a Sen
ator from the State of North Dakota, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

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

(Legislative day of Monday, July 11, 1994) 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business not to extend be
yond the hour of 10 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 5 
minutes each. 

The time until 9:30 a.m. shall be 
under the control of the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. DOMENIC!] and the 
Senator from Maryland [Ms. MIKUL
SKI], or their designees. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
CAMPBELL] is recognized for up to 10 
minutes. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
BRADLEY] is recognized for up to 20 
minutes. 

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 2 minutes to 

the Senator from Indiana of my time. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Indiana is rec
ognized. 

COMMENDATION OF SENATOR 
DOMENIC I 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New Mexico for yield
ing time. 

First of all, I want to commend him 
for the subject that he is about to talk 
about. I think it is one of the most im
portant issues that this Nation and the 
Senate can deal with, and that is bring
ing the component of character edu
cation to our young people and to our 
education system. 

I commend him for doing that. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator. 

THE COST OF HEALTH CARE 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I want to 

also discuss something that I know the 
Senator from New Mexico is vitally in
terested in because we have been talk
ing about it over a number of days, 
weeks, and months. 

The Wall Street Journal this morn
ing reports that the latest figures are 
in on heal th care cost increases over 
the past 12 months. Studies show that 
health care costs have increased at the 
lowest rate in the past year in the last 
20 years, 2.5 percent. 

Milliman & Robertson, a consulting 
actuarial firm from Pennsylvania, has 

indicated that health costs for the 12 
months ending last March rose just 2.5 
percent, the lowest level since it began 
tracking health care costs 20 years ago. 

"The findings are bolstered, " the ar
ticle says, "by several large employers 
who say they are winning significant 
reductions in premiums from some 
health plans as they negotiate rates for 
1995. " For instance, the Xerox Corp., 
which offers 204 separate plans to its 
employees-a cafeteria-style proposal 
from which they pick and choose, simi
lar to what is offered in the Dole and 
Nickles proposal-they indicate a sharp 
drop in health care cost growth rates 
and a. restructuring of the system. 

There's incredible competition out there in 
most markets, said Helen Darling, manager 
of health care strategy and programs at 
Xerox. · 

Employer demands for quality improve
ment and cost reductions have, among other 
things, helped prompt a consolidation and 
reorganization of the health care system. 

They go on to say that GTE has seen 
its cost increases practically become 
flat. 

And the Medi ca heal th plan in Minnesota 
reduced its family rates for Minnesota gov
ernment employees for 1995 by 25 percent. 
* * * 

The whole underlying premise of the 
Clinton health care plan is that costs 
are rising at double-digit rates, and we 
cannot get control of them. And the 
only way we can get control is to reor
ganize the entire system. But there is a 
revolution underway in health care, 
and that revolution is driving down 
costs as employers are looking for 
ways of putting pressure on health care 
providers to cut costs, to come up with 
innovative plans. 

So let us not proceed on false as
sumptions; let us not proceed on the 
assumption that unless we massively 
reorganize the health care system, we 
cannot get control of costs. 

The Dole plan builds on what is hap
pening out in the marketplace and adds 
to that the kind of reforms that do not 
interfere with this reorganization. I 
know the Senator from New Mexico is 
directly involved in all of this. This is 
good news for heal th consumers in 
America, and this should guide our dis
cussions as we begin to undertake the 
health care issue. 

I thank the Senator for yielding me 
the time. 

I ask unanimous consent that this ar
ticle in today's Wall Street Journal be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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MEDICAL COSTS ARE INCREASING AT A Low 

RATE 

(By Ron Winslow) 
Medical costs in the U.S. are rising at the 

lowest rate in two decades, new reports indi
cate, another sign that the health care in
dustry is managing to bring expenses under 
control. 

Milliman & Robertson Inc., a consultant 
and actuarial firm based in Radnor, Pa., said 
health costs for the 12 months ending last 
March rose just 2.5 percent, the lowest level 
in the 20 years it has tracked such expendi
tures. 

ABR Information Services Inc., Clear
water, Fla., said group health-insurance pre
miums it tracks in administering certain 
benefits for 12,000 employers have been essen
tially flat since the beginning of the year 
and have risen less than 3.5 percent since 
January 1993. 

The findings are bolstered by several large 
employers that say they are winning signifi
cant reductions in premiums from some 
health plans as they negotiate rates for 1995. 

But some benefits consultants predict that 
health costs at most companies will still be 
above the general annual inflation rate, cur
rently about 3 percent. " We 're seeing in
creases for next year of about 6 percent to 10 
percent," said Robert Eicher, principal at 
Foster Higgins, a benefits consultant in New 
York. 

Moreover, whether market forces or other 
factors are chiefly responsible for the mod
eration in health costs is a matter of fierce 
debate, as is whether the trend will last. 
" It's a matter of some speculation as to 
what happens next," said Richard Ostuw, a 
principal in the Cleveland office of benefits 
consultant Towers Perrin and the firm's 
chief actuary. 

A recent Towers Perrin report said growth 
in employer health-care costs this year was 
about 6 percent, well below the 20-year aver
age. Mr. Ostuw believes that fear of cost 
pressures from health-care reform legisla
tion is a major reason for the trend. If Wash
ington fails to act on health reform and 
"that fear is removed, " he argued, "it will 
result in an uptick in heal th-care inflation." 

In Minneapolis, Steven Wetzel, executive 
director of the Business Heal th Care Action 
Group, a coalition of major employers, said a 
lower cost trend is sustainable only if health 
plans truly reduce use of health-care serv
ices. " Premiums alone don 't tell the whole 
story," he said. If plans are bidding aggres
sively to win market share, but fail, for in
stance, to reduce excess hospital capacity, 
costs will inevitably rise again, he main
tained. 

Peter Reilly, an actuary at Milliman & 
Robertson, maintained that increased mar
ket penetration of health maintenance orga
nizations and other similar market forces 
have done little to stem the tide of health 
costs. An economic model he and his col
league John Cookson developed shows that a 
decline in real national income during the 
recession in the early 1990s is the major driv
er in moderating health costs. They main
tain that there is a three-to-four-year lag be
tween changes in income levels and similar 
changes in health-care spending. If that 's the 
case, Mr. Reilly says a renewed dose of 
health-care inflation looms, since incomes 
have improved since the recession. 

Many employers maintain that the grow
ing power of purchasers is driving both a 
sharp drop in health-cost growth rates and a 
restructuring of the system. "There's incred
ible competition out there in most mar
kets," said Helen Darling, manager of 

health-care strategy and programs at Xerox 
Corp., Stamford, Conn., which offers a total 
of 204 health plans to its employees in the 
U.S. 

Employer demands for quality improve
ment and cost reductions have, among other 
things, helped prompt a consolidation and 
reorganization of the health-care system. 
But so much excess capacity remains, she 
said, that continued consolidation holds the 
possibility "that the rate of increase in 
health costs will stay low if not absolutely 
flat for several years. " 

In any event, Xerox itself is reaping the 
benefits of its purchasing power in markets 
across the U.S. Ms. Darling said recent nego
tiations will mean an average increase in 
HMO premiums for Xerox of 1.2 percent in 
1995 over current rates. In many individual 
cases, in Florida and Washington, D.C., for 
instance, premiums will drop more than 10 
percent. 

Elsewhere, GTE Corp., expects 1995 rates 
for its managed health-care plans to increase 
2 percent after a 3.5-percent rise this year, 
said Dwight McNeil , manager of healthcare 
information. And the Medica health plan in 
Minnesota reduced its family rates for Min
nesota government employees for 1995 by 25 
percent after a competitive bidding process. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 7 minutes, and I ask the 
Chair to call it to my attention when I 
have spoken for 7 minutes. 

Might I say to the Senator from Indi
ana that he also could have said there 
are two things driving heal th care re
form: One is clearly cost containment; 
the other is the need for reform. But I 
believe that the principal motivator 
for the last 12 to 15 years has not been 
the need for changes in the deli very 
system, but rather cost containment. If 
you cannot get one without the other, 
obviously, you have to set about to re
form the system. But if you are getting 
substantial cost containment-and we 
have been certain of that for a while. 
We are hearing, anecdotally, from hun
dreds of companies that it is working, 
but this may be one of the most signifi
cant proofs that it is already going on 
to a substantial degree, which I believe 
should alter substantially that which 
we seek to do, because we should not 
have to build on a premise that it is 
motivated so much by cost contain
ment that we need things like·cost con
trols and things like the Senator from 
Indiana mentioned. 

CHARACTER BUILDING IN THE 
UNITED STATES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I note 
the presence on the floor of Senator 
MIKULSKI of the State of Maryland. Be
tween us, we are going to utilize the 
next 35 minutes and share with a num
ber of our colleagues that time to talk 
about what we consider to be one of the 
most important issues and one of the 
most important ideas that has come to 
the Senate floor. 

Essentially, we believe-when I say 
"we," I now speak for 58 Senators who 
have joined in a resolution here-and, 
in particular, the 8 Senators, 4 from 

each side of the aisle, including this 
Senator, who have joined in introduc
ing a resolution. 

The resolution indicated that we 
were concerned about the lack of char
acter development in this country, and 
we indicated in our resolution that a 
country without character, both as a 
nation and the individuals within it, if 
they do not have character, then a 
country will ultimately fall. 

We are of the opinion that many 
Americans are anxious today because 
they are very concerned that while we 
are teaching our children, while their 
minds are being developed, clearly, we 
should consider such very basic charac
teristics like relationships with people 
and what one must do to live a decent 
life, such as the six character elements 
that were put together by a coalition 
that calls itself Character Counts. 

Indeed, after discussions with lots of 
Americans from all aspects of life, they 
came up with these six elements that 
ought to be followed and taught; that 
the adults in our country ought to get 
behind a movement to bring them back 
into our daily lives and to encourage at 
the grassroots level the reinstilling in 
America of these simple characteris
tics that we believe count and without 
which America will not succeed: trust
worthiness, respect, responsibility, 
fairness, caring, and citizenship. 

Frankly, we are bound by a mar
velous Constitution that tells us we 
should not teach religion in our schools 
and that is up to somebody else, but 
not the use of public properties and 
public money. But I believe nobody can 
stand up and say that our Constitution 
is violated if we try to instill in our 
people and in our young people some 
basic things like trustworthiness, re
spect, responsibility, fairness, caring, 
and citizenship. 

The resolution that Senator MIKUL
SKI and others, whose names I will put 
in the RECORD soon, joined me in pre
paring, said to our President: Issue a 
proclamation that there will be 1 week 
in this country-October 16 through 
October 22-when our National Govern
ment says to all of those who are con
cerned about this that we join you, and 
we want to encourage across the land a 
groundswell of activities directed at 
these kinds of basic character building 
activities, ideas, and ideals. 

Frankly, I might just give an anec
dote about this to my friend from 
Maryland. In the city of Albuquerque , 
my hometown, I was joined by the 
mayor of our city, Mayor Martin Cha
vez, and . a large, diverse task force 
from our city, in declaring that the 
city will be known as "Albuquerque: A 
Character Counts Community." As 
part of that, the entire community will 
begin to incorporate in its daily lives 
these six principles of character. There 
is already one school that is experi
menting with using them· in the class
room with great success. And as part of 
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this effort, the school system is going 
to encourage more schools to use them. 
A task force has been set up, and I am 
going to name the people soon and 
thank them. They are going to go 
about raising some money to begin to 
develop, citywide, these six pillars of 
character. 

At one of the meetings, where our 
task force was sitting in a room-the 
preliminary task force-we were talk
ing about this, and the local president 
of the AFL-CIO, who had been invited, 
sat and listened. We were about to 
wrap up the meeting, and I called him 
by his first name and said, "What do 
you think?" He looked around a bit 
and he said, "You are right on." 

Listen to what he said: " You are 
right on, Senator. I cannot understand 
why people cannot tell the truth any
more." It is a most interesting obser
vation. He said that people lie when 
there is no reason to lie, and then you 
spend all this time undoing it. 

Well, it seems to me that what is 
happening in our country is that no
body is talking about these kinds of 
pillars of character that we have to 
have built back into our lives. 

I do not want to argue on the floor 
nor do I indicate that we know it all. 
But I do not believe we ought to spend 
a lot of time saying are there more 
than these six? Of course. Are there 20? 
Maybe. Are there three that are better 
than these six? Maybe. 

But, essentially, Mr. President, we 
believe we are on the right track. We 
believe that we have the responsibility 
to encourage grassroots participation 
in our Nation at every level, including 
our public schools and our private 
schools of ways and means to inculcate 
into our children, along with the three 
R's these six elements. In fact, I think 
it is time to say the three R's are not 
enough. Somehow or another, while we 
want parents to do this, it is obvious in 
this country they need help, and there 
are children who are not going to get 
any of this anywhere unless we as a so
ciety decide to help them. 

Mr. President, in the Senate we have 
had a number of offices that have 
worked very hard with us to put this 
resolution together, and to help us get 
as far as we have. 

I want to thank the Senators and 
some of the staff that did that right 
now. 

Senator NUNN, who was one of the 
original cosponsors, Senator DODD, 
Senator DANFORTH, Senator COCHRAN, 
Senator MIKULSKI, Senator LIEBERMAN, 
and Senator BENNETT. That is what I 
was referring to early on as the eight 
who helped me start this. 

· The staff members of these Senators 
contributed significantly to this effort, 
especially Matthew Sikes from Senator 
NUNN's office; Suzanne Day from Sen
ator DODD's office; George Leventhal 
from Senator MIKULSKI's office; Doris 
Dixon from Senator COCHRAN'S office; 

Felicia Brown from Senator DAN
FORTH's office; Elizabeth Drye from 
Senator LIEBERMAN'S office; Corine 
Larson from Senator BENNETT'S office; 
and Brian Jones and Kay Davies of my 
staff. 

Mr. President, I want to close with a 
couple of quotes. The two cochairper
sons and sponsors for the Character 
Counts Coalition and approach is Bar
bara Jordan, thought to be more on the 
liberal side philosophically, and Tom 
Selleck, the actor, who is more on the 
conservative side. Tom Selleck was on 
David Brinkley and he said "People do 
not audition to be role models. It just 
happens. Everyone in the public eye, 
whether they like it or not, has to step 
up and realize what they say does 
count." 

One other quote that I believe we 
should all pay attention to: In 1991 
there was a National Commission on 
Children chaired by JAY ROCKEFELLER. 
I read to you one serious paragraph in 
it. 

The acquisition of values and moral frame
work for decisionmaking is the central as
pect of human development. * * * Children 
may not always do as we say but they almost 
always do as we do. Creating a moral climate 
that teaches children the values of human 
dignity, character and citizenship is both a 
parental and a community responsibility. 
* * * it is up to parents, leaders in the public 
and private sectors, and communities to 
work together to ensure that children re
ceive strong and consistent messages about 
the moral principles they value. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join 
with a bipartisan group of my· col
leagues to discuss Senate Joint Resolu
tion 178, which sets aside the week of 
October 16--22, 1994, as National Char
acter Counts Week. This resolution was 
cosponsored by 58 Senators-30 Repub
licans and 28 Democrats-and it passed 
the Senate several weeks ago. There 
are approximately 125 cosponsors of the 
identical resolution in the House, and 
it appears this measure again has over
whelming bipartisan support. 

I believe this resolution is particu
larly unique. For the first time, on a 
bipartisan basis, we are able to stand 
beside and join with parents, edu
cators, community and business lead
ers, and youth organizations in support 
of character development, education, 
and training. As important, we have 
been able to agree that there are, at a 
minimum, six fundamental core ele
ments that constitute good character. 

For far too long, I believe we have 
avoided or overlooked the issue of good 
character. Due to the controversial na
ture of defining what constitutes good 
character, most of us have exercised 
great caution relative to the appro
priate role of the public sector in what 
is often considered a personal, private 
issue. 

One of the most comprehensive and 
far-reaching reports to examine the 
omission of character development was 
detailed in the 1991 final report of the 

National Commission on Children. This 
Commission, chaired by our distin
guished colleague from West Virginia, 
Senator ROCKEFELLER, devoted an en
tire chapter of its report to the neces
sity of positive role models for Ameri
ca's children, including the teaching of 
solid ethical standards. I considered 
chapter 12, " Creating a Moral Climate 
for Children," one of the most articu
late summaries of the issue of good 
character. It states that: 

The acquisition of values and a moral 
framework for decisionmaking is a central 
aspect of human development. * * * Children 
may not always do as we say, but they will 
almost always do as we do. Creating a moral 
climate that teaches children the values of 
human dignity, character, and citizenship is 
both a parental and a community respon
sibility. * * * It is up to parents, leaders in 
the public and private sectors, and commu
nities to work together to ensure that chil
dren receive strong and consistent messages 
about the moral principles they value. 

After reading this report and deliver
ing a statement on the floor about 
chapter 12, I was determined that there 
had to be a way we could lend our sup
port to a national effort on behalf of 
character education; that there was an 
appropriate role for those of us in the 
public sector. This opportunity came 
about last fall when I learned about the 
efforts of the Character Counts Coali
tion. This coalition includes among its 
45-plus member organizations such di
verse groups as Big Brothers/Big Sis
ters of America, Boys and Girls Clubs 
of America, American Association of 
School Administrators, United Way of 
America, Youth Volunteer Corps of 
America, the National Urban League, 
AARP, and the American Red Cross. As 
diverse as its membership is its Council 
of Advisors and Advocates, among 
whom are Dr. William Bennett, Marian 
Wright Edelman, Barbara Jordan, and 
Rabbi David Woznica. 

The Character Counts Coalition sup
ports six elements of good character, as 
developed by a group of eminent schol
ars, educators, youth organizations and 
others in a document commonly re
ferred to as the Aspen Declaration. 
These six elements of good character 
are: trustworthiness, respect, respon
sibility, justice and fairness, caring, 
and civic virtue and citizenship. 

I became convinced that, at a mini
mum, these six core elements were 
character traits that could be sup
ported by a majority of my colleagues. 
If over 30 million Americans could sup
port these precepts, why couldn't we? 
My prediction proved accurate. Within 
a short period of time, Senators NUNN , 
DODD, DANFORTH, MIKULSKI, COCHRAN, 
LIEBERMAN, and BENNETT joined me in 
starting an informal group known as 
the Senate Character Counts Group, 
and our first group effort, joined by 
Senators CONRAD and DORGAN, was the 
introduction of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 178, declaring the week of October 
16--22, 1994, as National Character 
Counts Week. 
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Shortly after introduction of our res

olution, a bipartisan group in the 
House formed its House Character 
Counts Group, composed of Representa
tives, HALL, WOLF, HAMILTON, HYDE, 
MOAKLEY, EMERSON, HUGHES, and NICK 
SMITH, and introduced an identical res
olution, House Joint Resolution 366, for 
a National Character Counts Week. 
Congressman HALL, an ardent and com
mitted supporter of character edu
cation, quoted Theodore Roosevelt in 
his introductory remarks: "To educate 
a man in mind and not in character is 
to educate a menace to society." This 
quotation probably best sums up why 
Members of Congress believe the time 
has come to trumpet what countless 
millions of Americans are already de
manding-that good character is a 
central and integral component of the 
total person. 

The congressional effort to elevate 
good character in our public dialog is 
not some public relations gimmick or 
recent conversion to moral principles. 
We are simply joining with the many 
character education organizations, par
ents, school adminstrators and teach
ers, youth organizations, and other 
caring Americans who believe, like 
Theodore Roosevelt, that character is 
an essential ingredient in our edu
cational endeavors. 

I believe this grassroots national ef
fort is personified by the recent actions 
in my home State of New Mexico. I 
have commented in the past about the 
excellent program of the Bel Air Ele
mentary School in Albuquerque, NM, 
and the resolution passed by the Albu
querque Public Schools to promote 
character education in all of the Albu
querque schools. However, one of the 
most exciting initiatives is the recent 
community-wide endeavor declaring 
"Albuquerque-A Character Counts 
Community." 

Several weeks ago, Albuquerque 
Mayor Martin Chavez and I announced 
an exciting new community endeavor 
to apply the six elements of good char
acter as a community-wide objective. 
Numerous leaders from community or
ganizations worked together to struc
ture this new initiative: The Albuquer
que Public Schools Board, Albuquerque 
Teachers Federation, Greater Albu
querque Chamber of Commerce, Albu
querque Economic Forum, AFL-CIO, 
Mexican American National Associa
tion of Women, numerous Albuquerque 
public schools, Bel Air Elementary 
School, Albuquerque Junior League, 
United Way, Albuquerque Police Ac
tivities League, and the Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce. The mayor and 
his staff, and the individuals represent
ing the above-named organizations, 
gave enormous amounts of time and 
personal energies to developing this 
community-wide collaborative effort. 

As a result of the public and private 
sector and city officials working to
gether, a Character Counts Task Force 

was formed, the Greater Albuquerque 
Chamber of Commerce graciously 
agreed to provide the staffing support 
on a temporary basis until a perma
nent Character Counts structure can be 
developed, and the Albuquerque Com
munity Foundation offered its assist
ance as a temporary fiscal agent for 
the effort. 

I want to thank personally and pay 
tribute to our Albuquerque citizens 
who will serve on the Albuquerque 
Character Counts Task Force: Chair
man William G. "Bing" Grady; Vice 
Chairman Don Whatley, president of 
the Albuquerque Teachers Federation; 
Dr. Peter Horoshak, superintendent, 
Albuquerque Public Schools; Leonard 
DeLayo, Albuquerque School Board 
member; Margaret Chavez; Toni 
Martorelli, city of Albuquerque Com
munity Services Division; Buz Doyle, 
Greater Albuquerque Chamber of Com
merce; Bob Stamm, Albuquerque Eco
nomic Forum; Dana Kouri, Albuquer
que Police Activities League; Ray 
Ruiz, Building and Construction Trades 
Council; Margaret Anderson, New Mex
ico Association for Non-Public Schools; 
and Dennis Romero, assistant prin
cipal, and Mary Jane Aguilar, Bel Air 
Elementary School. Mayor Chavez and 
I will serve as honorary co-chairmen of 
this task force. 

The Albuquerque effort represents an 
entire community standing up with 
pride and saying it promotes activities 
and personal deportment that include 
the six core elements of good char
acter. It is a collaborative approach 
which reaffirms that the people of Al
buquerque believe treating one another 
with respect is a good thing; that being 
trustworthy, responsible, fair, and car
ing are positive goals. Basically, Albu
querque believes that adopting these 
principles can contribute significantly 
to the quality of life of all the people of 
the community. 

As stated so well by Don Whatley, 
vice chairman of the task force and 
president of the Albuquerque Teachers 
Federation: 

I am proud to be able to contribute to the 
effort to reinstill the core values highlighted 
by the Character Counts Coalition in our 
community. Educators have traditionally 
accepted the responsibility of transferring 
our knowledge base from one generation to 
the next. It is equally important to transfer 
commonly held cultural and civic values as 
well. To teach facts, figures and other aca
demics without teaching commonly held eth
ical values to our children would be a trag
edy. The whole community must join with 
our schools to encourage excellence of the 
mind and excellence in the character of our 
youth. 

I applaud the individual and collec
tive efforts of the citizens of Albuquer
que; this is a model program that has 
extraordinary potential for improving 
the day-to-day lives of all its citizens. 
It is certainly worth trying, and it is 
certainly worth the effort. I look for
ward to working with these dedicated 

citizens to help make this initiative 
truly effective. 

I would like to close today by thank
ing those Senators who have joined 
with me to pass Senate Joint Resolu
tion 178. Particularly, I want to thank 
personally those from the Senate Char
acter Counts Group, each of whom con
tributed time and energies to this ef
fort: Senators NUNN' DODD, DANFORTH, 
COCHRAN' MIKULSKI, LIEBERMAN' and 
BENNETT. In addition, I want to thank 
the staff members of each of these Sen
ators, all of whom contributed signifi
cantly to this effort: Matthew Sikes, 
Senator NUNN; Suzanne Day, Senator 
DODD; George Leventhal, Senator MI
KULSKI; Doris Dixon, Senator COCHRAN; 
Felicia Brown, Senator DANFORTH; 
Elizabeth Dry, Senator LIEBERMAN; 
Corine Larson, Senator BENNETT; and 
Brian Jones and Kay Davies of my 
staff. 

Earlier in my statement I mentioned 
that I believed this resolution was 
unique. I believe it bears summarizing 
again: Senators from both sides of the 
aisle, with different political philoso
phies, representing States across this 
great land, could join together in sup
porting six fundamental core elements 
of good character. As stated well by 
Tom Selleck, national spokesperson for 
the Character Counts Coalition, on 
ABC's "This Week With David 
Brinkley:'' 

People do not audition to be a role model. 
It just happens. Everyone in the public eye, 
whether they like it or not, has to step up 
and realize what they say and do counts. 

Finally, we in Congress can stand up 
and publicly join the millions of Amer
icans who are already engaged in char
acter education efforts-from parents, 
to teachers, to city officials, Gov
ernors, and service organizations. At 
first glance, this may not seem like a 
special event or anywhere close to a 
unique experience. But, I can assure 
you, Mr. President, that it is, indeed, a 
very exceptional accomplishment. I am 
proud of what we have achieved thus 
far, and I am pleased to be a part of 
this effort. 

Now I yield to my good friend, Sen
ator MIKULSKI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WOFFORD). The Senator from Mary
land. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Good morning. Mr. 
President. 

I thank the Senator from New Mex
ico for yielding on this discussion we 
will have today on character and why 
character counts. I thank the Senator 
from New Mexico for being the orga
nizer of the Character Counts Coalition 
here in the U.S. Senate. 

We are men and women, Democrats 
and Republicans, from all geographic 
parts of the United States of America, 
and we are united with one voice today 
to talk about why character counts and 
why we need to instill these pillars of 
character in our public schools, our 
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nonprofit organizations, and through
out the United States of America and 
every cultural method of communica
tion. 

We are 6 years from the year 2000. A 
new century is coming. A new millen
nium is about to be born. We in Amer
ica need to ask ourselves, what will the 
United States of America be in the 21st 
century? Will we be a superpower? Yes. 
We will be a superpower because of our 
economic structure. We will be a super
power because of our military might. 
We will be a superpower because of our 
democratic framework. But we will 
also be a superpower because the peo
ple of the United States have been pow
ered by a set of values that talks about 
how they can be part of a larger cul
ture and yet actualize their own indi
vidual identity. 

But we as a nation have to say what 
do we want to be and what will carry 
us forth . 

Will it be science and technology? 
The answer is yes. Will it be our great 
American entrepreneurial spirit? The 
answer is, you bet. Will those enable us 
to cope with change? Absolutely. 

But what will be the continuity be
tween centuries that sustains us in 
terms of the ideals of the United States 
of America? I believe it is our values. 
And I believe it is these core values 
that are expressed in the pillars of 
character, trustworthiness , fairness , 
justice and caring, civic virtue and 
citizenship. These are the aspects of 
continuity that will help us not only 
cope with change but to embrace 
change and lead us into the 21st cen
tury. 

For some time I have been concerned 
that in the United States of America 
we have gone from being a progressive 
society to being a permissive society, 
that you are rewarded instead of hav
ing character, you are rewarded if you 
are a character. I have been concerned 
that we call celebrities heroes. There 
has been much in the media lately call
ing people heroes. 

I will tell you what a hero is. It is a 
man or woman who makes significant 
personal sacrifice, maybe even risking 
their lives for a greater good with no 
personal gain. We have them in this 
great body. Their names are BOB DOLE, 
BOB KERREY, DANNY INOUYE, who were 
decorated for their service and bear the 
permanent scars of war. 

Right now this minute there are fos
ter mothers throughout the United 
States of America caring for children 
who are abused, caring for children 
who have AIDS. Those people are he
roes. They were willing to make per
sonal sacrifices with no personal gain 
for a greater good. And why? Because 
they are inner-directed people based on 
their values. The values about trust
worthiness, fairness , justice, caring, 
civic virtue , a call to duty, a call to re
sponsibility and understanding that for 
every right there is a responsibility, 

for every opportunity there is an o bli
ga tion, and that we do not talk about 
entitlements; we talk about enlighten
ment. That is what we need to be able 
to do. And we need to keep advocating 
a society based on virtue and value and 
not a society where every aspect of our 
cultural communication rewards and 
exploits violence and vulgarity. This is 
not what the United States is about , 
and this is not what built the United 
States of America. What built the 
United States of America was virtue 
and value, not violence and vulgarity. 

People have known this through the 
years. And de Tocqueville when he 
came to study this new emerging coun
try in the 19th century did his famous 
study on democracy and he said, what 
is it about it that is great? It is rugged 
individualism, their willingness to go 
to new frontiers, their willingness to 
always go out to explore , progress and 
change. But he said there is something 
special. It is what it is that are the ties 
that bind and he called them the habits 
of the heart, neighbor caring for neigh
bor, personal responsibility, personal 
respect for yourself and respect for oth
ers, and also social responsibility, the 
desire to be part of a neighborhood, a 
community, and to truly be a citizen of 
the United States of America. 

That is what this coalition wants to 
do. It wants to reinforce those values 
that have sustained America through 
good times and bad, through war and 
through peace. And that is why I am 
advocating the Character Coalition and 
the inculcation of these values once 
again through our public schools and 
our nonprofits. 

For too long I believe we have em:.. 
phasized the goals of competition, ex
ploitation, and aggression. 

I believe we need to concentrate on 
community building and building indi
vidual capacity among our young peo
ple so they can be part of a larger com
munity. 

When my great-grandmother came to 
this country, she did not come in 
search of guarantees, but in search of 
opportunities. She was eager to become 
an American citizen. She did not want 
to melt, but she did want to be Amer
ican. She did not believe America was 
a melting pot. She believed America 
was part of a great mosaic. She be
lieved you could keep your cultural 
heritage and, at the same time , be a 
part of this great mosaic called the 
United States of America. She strove 
for that. 

But what were the ties that bound 
us? It was a legal framework under the 
Constitution of the United States, and 
you took a test to pass to be a citizen 
of the United States. But there were 
other values that were the ties that 
bound us beyond a legal framework. 

You cannot have a multicultural so
ciety unless you have the ties that 
bind. 

I celebrate diversity. I believe in the 
mosaic . I believe in opening opportuni-

ties for people of all backgrounds. At 
the same time, though, we need to have 
the ties that bind, the links that keep 
us together, and maybe even the life
line that saves us. And that is what 
these pillars of character are. 

My mother and father were people of 
modest education. They gave us the 
best education that they could, both in 
our Catholic schools and with the val
ues in our homes. Those values were 
taught in the home in my generation. 
And now we find that in many places 
they are only taught in the home, if 
you are lucky enough to have a home 
at all. 

We need to be sure that we strength
en the American family and extend 
that to a larger community, the com
munity that my sisters and brothers
in-law had. My nieces and nephews are 
growing up in a different world than we 
did in the old ethnic community in 
Baltimore. 

But we need those values because of 
what is happening. The values in the 
home when I was growing up were rein
forced in the school. They were part of 
the values of our particular faith pref
erence. Now we find, however, that the 
values taught in the home are like a 
sanctuary, because the larger culture 
gives other messages that I do not be
lieve represent what is the best in the 
United States of America. 

We cannot have a society based on 
tabloid ethics and at the same time ev
erybody doing their own thing without 
understanding the consequences to oth
ers. 

So I am happy to lend my voice and 
my efforts for a cause that I believe 
transcends party and geographic lines. 

But is that not great? That is what 
values are-to recognize those values. 
Because I believe a climate of change 
will be a source of continuity, which 
will build these core values, and I am 
happy to be part of it. 

I am particularly pleased that we are 
now able to advocate this; that in my 
own hometown of Baltimore the super
intendent of public schools, Dr. 
Amprey, is making sure that character 
counts; that in many of our schools and 
higher education facilities they are 
looking at how to have institutes to be 
able to advocate that . 

During the week of October 20-23 that 
we call Character Counts Week, there 
will be a gathering in Chevy Chase, 
MD, at the 4-H Club Headquarters. 
There will be there 300 delegates from 
around the country of young men and 
women between the ages of 12 and 18. 
There will be entrepreneurs and ath
letes, people involved in public service. 
We are going to have workshops on 
character development , leadership 
training, ethical decisionmaking, and 
we are going to help them learn not 
only that character counts but how to 
be able to do that. 

In the past, Maryland has been dedi
cated to character education. Over a 
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decade ago, Blair Lee, a former Gov
ernor, had a values commission. Our 
Maryland attorney general encouraged 
values to be taught in the schools. We 
are now again moving on innovative 
character education programs. 

Because it is not only the laws in the 
books that help govern us as a society, 
it is the laws you carry in your heart 
that govern your day-to-day behavior, 
and the way you react with one an
other, the way you react with your 
neighbors, and the way you react with 
the larger community. 

So I believe the pillars of character 
count, and I am happy to be part of 
this coalition. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
eagerly looked forward to hearing 
other colleagues speak on this issue. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to Senator NUNN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I know the 
Senator from Mississippi has been on 
the floor. I do not want to barge in in 
front of him here. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Please go ahead. 
Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I want to thank my 

colleagues from New Mexico, Mary
land, and also from Mississippi for 
being on the floor this morning and 
talking about what I think is the most 
important underlying fundamental 
challenge that is facing our Nation. 

I am delighted that I am able to be 
here, not because I am speaking this 
morning but because I have been able 
to hear the Senator from New Mexico 
and the Senator from Maryland, I 
think, lay out very clearly why we are 
here and why the Nation has to begin 
turning its attention individually and 
collectively to this challenge. 

Mr. President, I also want to add that 
I am pleased to be a coauthor with the 
Senator from New Mexico on this reso
lution. I think he is to be commended 
for getting this resolution passed and 
for putting a spotlight here, to the ex
tent that we are able to do so, on the 
question of character, on the question 
of values. 

I also want to say that his dedication 
to this concept is more than a floor 
speech on the Senate floor. It really 
goes to the way he conducts his duties 
in this body every day, and I think he 
displays that. I also would say the 
same thing for the Senator from Mary
land. I think she displays that every 
day. And I would add that also to the 
Senator from Mississippi. So I think 
that is important. 

I am hopeful this legislation will help 
in some small way to assist the grass
roots effort that is already underway. 
We are not originating this effort. It is 
not originating here on the floor of the 
Senate. This is not something where 
we pass it and expect the national 
character to change. But I do believe 
that this may be a small way of help-

ing the grassroots effort that is already 
underway. 

The Character Counts Coalition, led 
by Tom Selleck, Barbara Jordan, and 
Michael Josephson, and others, is help
ing focus our Nation's attention on our 
most pressing problems-the erosion of 
our national values and our national 
character. 

This legislation, which designates 
the National Character Counts Week, 
is but a small first step in beginning 
the difficult work that has to be done 
through millions and millions of indi
vidual actions in rebuilding the tradi
tional virtues that have anchored and 
sustained our democracy. 

The sponsors of this legislation hope 
to register our concern and our com
mitment to help focus the Nation's at
tention on the very real relationship of 
character and values to many serious 
problems which face our Nation today 
and, most importantly, to direct atten
tion to the day-to-day grassroots ef
forts of the Character Counts Coalition 
to make the goals of the coalition a re
ality. 

As a nation we are plagued by a web 
of interwoven social problems, includ
ing family breakdown, including drug 
abuse, including teenage pregnancy, 
and including the spread of violence in 
our communities. A common thread 
among these problems is a growing 
confusion in our society of what is 
truly important. 

I particularly enjoyed the remarks of 
the Senator from Maryland, which I 
think were right on point when she dis
cussed the question of who are our he
roes and who are our heroines. Who are 
these people that we call heroes today? 
They are not the same kind of char
acters that we had when I was growing 
up. If I had had the same heroes that 
our young people are growing up seeing 
and, in effect, trying to model their 
lives after, my whole life would have 
been different. 

I think we have to ask ourselves: 
Who is it we admire in this society and 
why? Because, in my view, without get
ting into individual cases, I do not 
think we are making a good choice in 
terms of who we are holding up for our 
young people to emulate. 

If lives are to be turned around, we 
must send a message emphatically that 
character does count. The solution to 
our social problems will come down to 
individual responsibility, people taking 
responsibility for their own actions, for 
helping their neighbors and particu
larly for helping children, children who 
need help and need guidance every day 
in facing up to the challenges that they 
have to meet in their daily lives, to
tally different kinds of challenges than 
most of us grew up trying to meet and 
overcome. 

Over its history, our Nation has been 
blessed. We have a large and vibrant 
economy which has sustained a high 
standard of living and provided oppor-

tunity for our children and for our citi
zens. We have the military strength to 
protect ourselves from foreign enemies, 
and we have shown the capacity to do 
great good for our own people and to 
spread that good and generosity 
throughout the world. Our continued 
prosperity, however, depends on main
taining the foundation which leads to 
such achievements and that foundation 
is strong individual character and 
strong individual values. As our values 
and our national character erode, so, 
too, does our culture. In the long run 
our values determine our strength as a 
Nation. Without traditional virtues 
and values our democratic institutions, 
which must rely on responsibility and 
self control as well as laws, wither. 

I applaud the efforts of the Character 
Counts Coalition and their efforts to 
promote the six core elements of char
acter: trustworthiness, responsibility, 
respect for ourselves and for others, 
fairness, caring, and citizenship. These 
are ancient virtues and responsibilities 
that have been taught and reinforced 
for ages. These are the virtues that are 
essential if we are to preserve the fun
damental rights guaranteed by our 
Cons ti tu ti on. 

The consequences of not taking ac
tion on this crucial issue are well illus
trated by a profound question asked by 
our distinguished colleague, Senator 
MOYNIHAN. He posed the question: Will 
we be the first species on Earth that 
forgets how to raise its young? That is 
the question. Character does count. I 
am proud to be a small part of this 
Character Counts movement. 

I urge my colleagues to join in this 
effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I first 
of all want to thank very sincerely the 
distinguished Senator from New Mex
ico for his leadership in bringing to
gether a group of Senators, Repub
licans and Democrats, to sponsor the 
resolution which was recently adopted 
by the Senate, setting aside a week in 
October to observe National Character 
Counts Week. 

There is no question that there is a 
very serious threat to our American 
dream of freedom, prosperity and op
portunity today in our society. This 
threat extends also to our domestic 
tranquility -to be safe and secure in 
our homes and in our communities. 
Today in America, a crime of violence 
occurs every 22 seconds. Each year, 25 
percent of all homes are victimized by 
crime. The chances of being the victim 
of a violent crime in America today are 
greater than being involved in an auto
mobile accident. In too many places, 
students are bringing weapons to 
school. 
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In March of this year, this resolution 

was introduced-at first sponsored by 
just four Republican Senators and four 
Democratic Senators. Now others have 
joined and the Senate has adopted this 
resolution. It seeks to emphasize the 
importance of good character in our so
ciety and to involve churches, schools, 
national organizations, and local 
groups in a nationwide grassroots ef
fort to promote the elements that are 
the core of good character: trust
worthiness, respect, responsibility, 
fairness, caring, and citizenship. This 
National Character Counts Week, 
which will be the week of October 16 
this year, I hope will give us all an op
portunity to think of ways we can be
come more personally involved and en
courage others to do the same, to try 
to help ensure that students in our 
schools and that family members and 
others learn about the importance of 
these individual traits in our free and 
open society. 

I can recall the first speech that the 
Senator from New Mexico made on this 
subject on the floor of the Senate. He 
included an article describing an ele
mentary school in Albuquerque, NM, 
where the teachers had begun a pro
gram of discussion in the classrooms of 
each of these central pillars of char
acter and setting aside one month for 
the observation and discussion of each 
of these character traits. 

I recall that one example for bringing 
this information to the classroom was 
to put signs all around the school and 
the classrooms that just had the word 
on it. For example, " caring" was dis
played throughout the school for the 
time that that was the subject of the 
discussion. And students were encour
aged to talk about what caring meant 
to them, why it was important to care 
about each other, to care about what 
they were doing in school, to care 
about the school itself, to care about 
the community. Why was that impor
tant, for individual members of the 
class to care about what they were 
doing? 

And what the teachers observed as 
they continued this program was that 
good character traits are contagious in 
the classroom, and not oniy among stu
dents but among the teachers as well. 

We cannot solve all the problems of 
our society by just designating this one 
week, but I think it can bring to the 
attention of the American public how 
important we think these core values 
of character are, to be learned by stu
dents in our society today, to be ob
served by all of us in the best way we 
can-to help weave a stronger fabric of 
our society of individual traits that 
mean we respect each other more, we 
appreciate what we have, we appreciate 
our country, we want to take care of it, 
we want to promote fairness, we want 
to help ensure that there is true fair
ness and justice for all in our society. 

I am very proud to be a part of this 
effort and I encourage all Senators to 

look at ways that we can all become 
more actively involved in this national 
crusade. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President I yield 
the remainder of the time to the distin
guished Senator from Connecticut, 
Senator DODD. I believe on our side we 
have one additional Senator. He can 
use 5 minutes on his own time, as I un
derstand that is the way the order is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague from New Mexico for yielding 
me some time. Let me begin by com
mending him and the other Senators 
involved in the Character Counts ini
tiative. I join in the chorus of praise 
for my colleague from New Mexico and 
the others who have embraced this idea 
and have decided to use this privileged 
forum to educate and to discuss the 
issue. 

We are, of course, talking about our 
children's education and how we can 
use it to contribute to their character 
development. But on a deeper level I 
believe the whole subject is really 
about democracy and about the life
blood that flows through its veins. For 
the entire premise of our system of 
government-the people's ability to 
govern themselves-hinges on the good 
education and the good character of 
her citizenry. Without those critical 
ingredients, in my view, this entire en
terprise is doomed to failure. 

As Thomas Jefferson wrote in 1816, 
If a Nation expects to be ignorant and free, 

in a state of civilization, it expects what 
never was and never will be. 

As Jefferson warned, we cannot ex
pect to move ahead in ignorance. We 
cannot be ignorant of the knowledge of 
the world, nor can we be ignorant of 
the common values that should bind us 
together as a Nation. 

The Character Counts initiative calls 
on us as a people to embrace both of 
these goals and to expand our defini
tion of education. It calls on us to rec
ognize that education must be more 
than the transmission of facts. It must 
be more than the relay of concepts. It 
must be more than the molding of the 
intellect. 

Education must also be about char
acter. Education must help teach 
young people what they need to know 
to be full participants in our society. 
Strengthening the mind is not enough. 
We must also nurture the character. 

We are not talking about imposing 
any individual's or group's world view 
or morality on the schoolchildren of 
America. I invite my colleagues with 
concerns about this proposal to look 
very closely at what we mean when we 
say character education. 

Mr. President, we are talking about 
honesty, courage, respect, responsibil
ity, fairness, caring, citizenship, and 
loyalty. Those are the principles we are 

promoting. These are not revolution
ary concepts, Mr. President. These 
words are not controversial. They tran
scend individual religions and philoso
phies, and they are almost universally 
accepted. 

I might point out that a recent Phi 
Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll asked adults 
in our country whether certain prin
ciples should be taught in our schools. 
Let me tell you the results of that sur
vey: 97 percent of the surveyed adults 
in this society supported teaching hon
esty in our schools; 93 percent sup
ported teaching democracy; 93 percent 
supported teaching acceptance of peo
ple of different races and ethnic back
grounds; 91 percent supported teaching 
caring for friends and family members; 
91 percent supported teaching moral 
courage, and the list goes on. 

So, Mr. President, we are not talking 
about something that is completely 
radical and different. 

While these principles have wide
spread support among the American 
people, the idea of teach~ng them in 
schools has been attacked from both 
the left and the right. I understand the 
fears expressed by both sides. But let 
me quickly add, I think those concerns 
are totally unfounded. 

To the conservative elements of our 
society who are critical of this concept, 
I say that certainly schools will never 
and should never replace family. Par
ents and grandparents, churches and 
synagogues should and always will be 
the primary influence on children's 
values and systems of belief. To pro
mote character education is not to 
challenge that influence but, in truth, 
to complement it. 

To my liberal friends who are con
cerned about this initiative, I say there 
is no plot here, no hidden agenda. 
Rather than suffocate the splendid di
versity of America, we strengthen it by 
imbuing our young people with val
ues-such as mutual respect, honesty, 
and caring-that make that diversity 
possible. 

Character education may be a con
troversial idea in this town, but let me 
tell you something; it is anything but 
controversial outside of this town. I in
vite my colleagues to do what I have 
done: Go and ask your own constitu
ents about character education. Ask 
them if schools should teach students 
about the importance of fairness, about 
the value of responsibility. Ask them 
whether or not they think the merit of 
good citizenship should be taught. 

I predict that if you do this, your 
constituents will answer yes without 
exception, as mine have. They will an
swer yes because they know that devel
oping good character in our young peo
ple will make a real difference in the 
lives of individuals and the lives of 
communities and the life of a nation. 

Character education is, obviously, 
not the magical answer to all of our 
problems. If every school in America 
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taught character education tomorrow, 
we would not end teen pregnancy, al
though we might reduce it. We would 
not stop street violence, but we might 
curb it. We would not eliminate child 
abuse, but I think we might lessen it. 
Character education would not end any 
of these plagues, but it could make a 
difference. Character education is not a 
complete solution, but it should be 
part of one. 

The Labor Committee began to ad
dress this issue earlier this summer 
when it adopted a character education 
amendment that I offered to the ele
mentary and secondary education bill. 

I commend again my friend and col
league from New Mexico for all his 
work in this area. I have enjoyed work
ing with him on it. I look forward to 
working with him in the future. I in
vite my colleagues to join in this effort 
to develop the character of young 
Americans and to shore up the f ounda
tion of American democracy. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise 

to commend my friend and leader in 
this effort, Senator DOMENIC!, from 
New Mexico, for what he has done with 
respect to the Character Counts activi
ties. 

I will not repeat the comments that 
have been made by those who have 
gone before me because I believe they 
have covered the issue, but I do want 
to make one observation with respect 
to the resolution regarding National 
Character Counts Week. I think it is 
very important that national leaders 
talk about these issues. 

One of the things that has happened 
in the last two or three decades has 
been that we have developed such a 
sensitivity for the possibility of offend
ing people that we have taken a num
ber of issues out of national dialog. The 
motive behind that is perhaps admira
ble, but the effect has been to sanitize 
the national dialog to such an extent 
that no one has the courage to talk 
about anything anymore. 

We get our schools together and we 
talk about the mechanics, if you will, 
of sex education. We have examples of 
teachers holding up cucumbers and 
placing condoms of them, but somehow 
we cannot have a discussion, let alone 
any kind of curriculum, in regard to 
the question of responsibility when it 
comes to one 's sexual behavior. That 
somehow implies a discussion of reli
gion; that somehow violates the sepa
ration of church and state. So we pass 
around cucumbers instead, and then 
wonder why our young people get the 
silent message that responsibility does 
not matter. 

So without getting into any of the 
details of what should or should not be 
taught or how far we should go or what 
kinds of curriculum we should have, I 

want to commend the Senator from 
New Mexico for getting us, as national 
leaders, to simply start talking about 
character. 

Inevitably in a free society, when the 
leaders start talking about such things 
as trustworthiness and respect, respon
sibility on the part of our young peo
ple, talking about such concepts as jus
tice and fairness , talking about caring 
and ci vie virtue and citizenship, it is 
inevitable that the citizenry will begin 
to start talking about these things. Di
alog must occur not only at home, but 
in schools, both elementary and sec
ondary, in business, and in Govern
ment. Individuals will then come up 
with the answers. We will not. 

We cannot legislate from the Senate 
nor from Washington nor can the 
President dictate what the Nation 
should do about these areas. However, 
we can start a national dialog about 
the common values on which this coun
try was founded and trust the good 
common sense of the American people 
to do the right thing in every one of 
these areas to make them relevant 
again today. 

As the Senate Character Counts coa
lition raises this issue today and in the 
future, we will be the leaven of the 
lump, if I might use the Biblical 
phrase, that will start the rediscovery 
and discussion of our common values, 
and expand this emphasis throughout 
society as a whole. 

So I am delighted to be part of the ef
fort, to be one of the original cospon
sors of the Character Counts resolu
tion. And I join with the rest of my col
leagues in paying tribute to the Sen
ator from New Mexico for his leader
ship. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
would like to commend the efforts of 
my colleagues in the Senate for the en
thusiasm they have shown with respect 
to promoting the concept of character 
development and education. President 
Theodore Roosevelt once said, "to edu
cate a man in mind and not in morals 
is to educate a menace to society." We 
need only look to the current deterio
ration of morality and ethics that per
meates our society to see the truth in 
these words. 

There has been a growing movement 
in the country to restore the teaching 
of values to the standard curriculum. 
These efforts have largely been initi
ated at the local level, the commu
nities working cooperatively with 
schools to promote character education 
and development. The momentum fuel
ing this movement stems from the 
frightening realization that many of 
our youth have grown up in a moral 
vacuum. Children killing children 
without remorse is only the most visi
ble sign of the death of values in much 
of our society. The transmission of val
ues is an important step in regaining 
this lost generation and reversing the 
moral crisis facing the Nation gen-

erally and our young people in particu
lar. 

I would like to particularly recognize 
the efforts of my good friend, Sanford 
McDonnell, chairman of the board of 
directors of the Character Education 
Partnership. The partnership, estab
lished in March 1992, is dedicated to 
promoting the development of moral 
character and c1v1c virtue among 
young people. The partnership rep
resents a network of individuals and 
organizations committed to facilitat
ing the implementation of effective K-
12 character education programs which 
will produce a generation of respon
sible and compassionate individuals. 

While the efforts of the partnership 
extend throughout the country, Sandy 
has worked tirelessly in St. Louis to 
implement character education 
throughout the metropolitan area 
school districts. His personal efforts in 
the establishment of PREP-personal 
responsibility education process-is in
dicative of his commitment to instill
ing values and ethics in young people. 
PREP is a collaborative effort of cor
porations, foundations, community 
groups, individuals, and 23 public 
school districts representing over 
183,000 students. As a consequence of 
PREP's endeavors, many youngsters 
have the opportunity to learn about re
spect, civic virtue, and personal re
sponsibility. PREP recognizes that 
schools and communities must work 
together, forming a partnership, to ad
dress problems such as drug abuse, 
youth violence, and teen pregnancy. 
Sanford McDonnell's efforts in this re
gard have been exemplary and he has 
generously given of his time and him
self. 

Mr. DOMENIC I addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

for 2 minutes, and then we will be fin
ished with our dialog. 

I want to make two comments. First, 
this effort that we are involved in to 
elevate good character is not some pub
lic relations gimmick or some recent 
conversion to moral principles. We are 
simply joining with many character 
education organizations-parents, 
schools, administrators and teachers 
and, yes, Mr. President, a huge, huge 
part of the American population-who 
are desperately worried about what is 
happening in our society as they see 
these pillars of character disappear, as 
they see Ii ttle or no effort to build 
them up and use them and inculcate 
them so we can all have a better life. 

Last, there are cynics around who 
would instantly challenge this group of 
Senators who spoke today. They might 
say, Mr. President, how can you do 
that when Government is in such disre
pute? I am not a cynic; none of the 
Senators participating is a cynic. We 
are saying as long as we are in office, 
we choose the positive; we choose to 
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try and try again and, in this case, we 
think we have a very, very good effort. 
We ought to promote it in spite of cyn
ics who will say it will not work; it is 
not your business; let somebody else do 
it. I firmly believe it is our business 
and we should participate. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SHELBY. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. SHELBY pertain

ing to the introduction of S. 2283 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 25 minutes. 

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

RACE RELATIONS AND AMERICANS 
FROM ASIA 

Mr. BRADLEY. In the past 3 years, I 
have given a number of speeches about 
race relations in America. They fo
cused primarily on a black-and-white 
portrait of America. Today I wish to 
broaden that view and talk about 
Americans whose ancestors come from 
Asia. I wish to do it in a way that is 
forthright, historical, personal, and in 
a way that challenges all of us to think 
about the incredible potential of Amer
ica's increasing diversity. 

A young Chinese-American girl dur
ing the late 1960's was discussing the 
civil rights movement in a schoolyard 
with two of her friends. One was black, 
and the other was white. As the con
versation became more animated, the 
African-American girl turned to the 
Chinese-American girl and said, "You 
gotta decide, are you black or white?" 

For too many Americans whose an
cestors come from Asia, this story 
rings familiar. Asian-Pacific-Ameri
cans live in a country where minority 
means black and bilingual means Span
ish-English. Some Americans do not 
even register that Asian-Pacific-Amer
icans are even a thread in our national 
fabric, and many more only see them 
through stereotypes and caricatures, 
ranging from the gifted math and 
science students and the so-called 
model minority myth, to exotic geisha 
girls, Bruce Lee and kung fu and wait
ers serving moo shu pork in the local 
Chinese restaurants. Stereotypes, both 
positive and negative, about Asia.n
Americans abound, but they hardly 
eliminate the complexity of their cul
tures or their social contributions to 
America. 

Asian-Americans have a rich history 
in the United States. In the 1850's, the 
blood and sweat of 10,000 Chinese immi
grants built the transcontinental rail
road. Japanese-Americans in the early 
1900's were a dominant force in Califor
nia agriculture, producing up to 90 per-

cent of some crops while controlling 
only a tiny fraction of the State's fer
tile farmland. More recently, from ice 
skater Kristi Yamaguchi to playwright 
David Hwang, Asian-Pacific-Americans 
have been achieving success in politics, 
business, academia, sports, and the 
arts. And since I have been in the Sen
ate, four of my colleagues have been 
Asian-Pacific-Americans-and Senator 
DANIEL INOUYE of Hawaii has become 
one of the most respected Senators of 
the last 50 years. 

Mr. President, like most Americans, 
I have felt the impulse to consider non
whites as fundamentally different from 
me. Only contact and interaction has 
taught me the stupidity and foolish
ness of those views. With African
Americans, that contact began in 
childhood and matured in the reading 
of American history and deepened in 
professional basketball when I lived 
with African-Americans day in and day 
out on the road in America. With 
Asian-Americans, that journey began 
with the fascination for that which was 
different from what I had known grow
ing up in a small Midwestern town. It 
matured and deepened in college when 
I roomed with a second-generation Jap
anese-American who was born in a sta
ble at the Santa Anita Racetrack on 
his way to a World War II internment 
camp in Poston, AZ. 

My roommate had a way about him 
that invited openness and manifested 
genuine interest in other human 
beings. He was a sensitive friend. Both 
of us had served as student leaders, 
grown up with deeply religious moth
ers, and shared a love of sports and his
tory. The only real difference was that 
he was Japanese and I was Scotch
Irish, which ultimately was no dif
ference at all. The more we talked, the 
more I realized what we held in com
mon and the more familiar I became 
with his hopes, not for his race but for 
himself as an individual. 

Then I would see how other people re
acted to my roommate by consistently 
denying his individuality. I saw the 
hurt look on his face every time some
one called him "Odd Job" after the 
Asian character in a James Bond movie 
of the time and the anger he showed 
when the dean of students asked him to 
speak to the board of trustees about 
the experience of a foreign student at 
Princeton. In search of his own iden
tity, he knew he was American, but ei
ther from ignorance or prejudice, many 
white Americans seemed to deny him 
that birthright. 

My roommate rarely talked about 
the camps, but partly out of catharsis 
and partly as a service, in 1971 he wrote 
a book called "American in Disguise." 
It told of how he spent his first few 
years in an internment camp and how 
he lived his entire life having to deal 
with racism in America. 

It was a sad, honest, angry, insight
ful, and accurate book. During the 

summer of 1971 he did a book tour. I ac
companied him one evening to a call-in 
show at a TV station in St. Louis, MO. 
I was not prepared for the hostility 
that followed. 

Caller No. 1: "If Mr. Moto"-not his 
name-"if Mr. Moto does not like 
America, tell him to go back to 
Japan." 

Caller No. 2: "I don't know why 
you 're complaining; you've done well 
in America." 

Caller No. 3: "I lost my husband at 
Pearl Harbor. You can't trust these 
Japanese. How do we know what you 
say about these camps is true? I don't 
trust you.'' 

Caller No. 4: "Tell the Japs they're 
lucky we didn't drop another atomic 
bomb on them .... 

Caller after caller spewed out irra
tional hatred toward the Japanese. 
None apparently registered that my 
roommate was American, not Japa
nese. Their failure to appreciate his
tory was an extraordinary denial of 
historical record. If the truth teller did 
not look American-that is, Cauca
sian-it seemed he was not believed. It 
would not be the last time that I ob
served such reactions, and always it 
would be painful. 

Even today in 1994 whites and blacks 
see different looking eyes and go blind 
to individuality, blurting out such 
comments as, "Why don't you go back 
where you came from?" "We are out of 
jobs because of you." "Hey, China 
doll." 

In 1991, I heard a story of a Japanese
American Girl Scout troop that was 
selling cookies outside a suburban gro
cery store in California. One passer-by 
who refused to buy any of the cookies 
said, when he refused to buy, "I only 
buy from American girls.'' 

To understand such an insensitive 
comment requires a knowledge of the 
history of Asians in America. The 19th 
century image of America as a melting 
pot did not include immigrants from 
Asia. The torch-bearing arm of the 
Statue of Liberty was raised toward 
Europe and the Atlantic. A similar wel
come was not extended westward 
across the Pacific. 

In the beginning, Asian-Americans 
have been ostracized by white Ameri
cans. When California became a State 
in 1850, its constitution made it legal 
for cities to expel and segregate Chi
nese. It also restricted employment of 
Chinese workers and denied Chinese 
the right to vote. Oregon and Califor
nia did not ratify the 15th amendment 
to the Constitution until the mid-20th 
century because their politicians rea
soned that to support giving the vote 
to African-Americans would neces
sitate enfranchising Chinese-Ameri
cans. 

As a source of cheap and hard
working labor, Chinese by the 1870's be
came a favorite target of white labor 
unions that pushed for their ouster 
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from the State. Congress responded by 
passing the Chinese Exclusion Act of 
1882 making Chinese "aliens ineligible 
for citizenship," stripping them of all 
legal rights, and prohibiting nearly all 
immigration of Chinese to the United 
States. As Chinese immigration de
clined after 1882, the United States 
looked to Japan for cheap labor to 
work in the orchards and fields on the 
west coast and Hawaii. 

Japanese success in agriculture led 
to the second anti-Asian backlash. In 
1913, the California State legislature 
passed the alien land law aimed at the 
Japanese, prohibiting aliens-to use 
that name-from buying land or leas
ing it for more than 3 years. 

Pressure from California officials led 
to the gentleman's agreement of 1908 
with Japan in which both nations 
agreed to decrease Japanese immigra
tion to the United States. In 1924, the 
Asian Exclusion Act passed by this 
Congress barred all Japanese and other 
Asian immigration from permanent 
residence. 

Other laws denied the Japanese citi
zenship, barred them from certain jobs, 
and kept them from marrying whites. 
These attitudes culminated in 1942 
when war hysteria compounded his
toric racism and led to one of the 
sharpest blows to constitutional rights 
in the history of this country, the in
ternment without evidence of dis
loyalty of 120,000 Japanese-Americans. 
In addition, Japanese-Americans were 
asked specifically to forswear alle
giance to the Emperor of Japan. 

Gene Oishi has written that asking 
second generation Japanese-Americans 
to take a loyalty oath was "com
parable to asking Joe DiMaggio, the 
son of Italian immigrants, to forswear 
allegiance to Mussolini." 

Asian Indians were also included in 
America's anti-Asian xenophobia. Pur
suant to the naturalization law of 1790, 
which said only whites could become 
citizens, the Supreme Court in 1923 
stripped a Sikh from California of his 
citizenship on the basis that Hindus 
were not "free white men." 

Mr. President, I know that these his
torical facts are painful for anyone who 
believes that pluralism is America's 
strength. But to ignore them would 
deny us a chance to get this behind us. 
Only coming to terms with them will 
free us. 

Since the Immigration Act of 1965 
eliminated national origin quotas, we 
have seen a new era of Asian immigra
tion. Asians are the fastest growing 
minority group in this country. In the 
1980's over 3 million Asians immigrated 
to America, doubling the Asian-Amer
ican population. In my State of New 
Jersey, the Asian-American population 
grew 162 percent in the 1980's. 

Such waves of immigration make it 
more important than ever for us to see 
that we are no longer a society of just 
two races, and to understand that di-

versity is the basic component of what 
it means to be an American. In the 
coming years, contributions to Amer
ican society by Americans of Asian and 
Pacific descent will become increas
ingly important. These recent immi
grants from Asia differ significantly 
from their predecessors. Most now 
come as intact families with the inten
tion of settling here permanently, and 
about a third are professionals. 

Moreover, post-1965 Asian immi
grants have originated from more 
Asian countries. While immigrants 
from India, Korea, and China come to 
the United States in search of eco
nomic opportunities, others from Viet
nam, Cambodia, and Laos, have fled 
unstable political conditions in their 
home countries. The vast difference in 
experience and perspective between a 
Hmong refugee from Laos who arrived 
with no understanding of the concept 
of written language, and an established 
fourth-generation Japanese-American 
whose families have been in the United 
States longer than many European 
groups, is the range of diversity in 
Asian America. 

Despite this diversity, Chinese, Japa
nese, Vietnamese, Filipino, Indian, Ko
rean, and Cambodian-Americans, along 
with the Americans from the islands of 
Polynesia, find themselves continually 
being lumped together and defined as 
one unified group. To force the over 60 
different Asian groups under one label 
is the height of ignorance and racial 
stereotyping, and makes about as 
much sense as calling a Scot a Euro
American. 

One of the most prevalent stereo
types that ignores the diversity of the 
Asian-Pacific-Americans is the model 
minority myth which says that Ameri
cans of Asian descent are the healthy 
minority, the smart minority, the self
sufficient minority, the hardworking 

. but silent minority. In many respects, 
statistics back up the model minority 
myth. Asian-Americans have the low
est divorce rate of any racial group, 
the lowest teenage pregnancy rate, the 
highest median family income, and the 
lowest rate of unemployment. More
over, the number of Asian-owned busi
nesses has increased nearly 1,000 per
cent from 1972 to 1987. 

But a report released last month also 
revealed that southeast Asians have 
the highest rate of welfare dependency 
of any racial or ethnic group. More 
than 30 percent of all southeast Asian 
households are on welfare, and among 
some groups, like Cambodians and Lao
tians in California, the percentage on 
welfare skyrockets to 77 percent. 

Moreover, although the median fam
ily income for Asian-Americans is on a 
par with that of whites, the figure can 
be misleading. Asian-Americans live 
disproportionately in areas where the 
cost of living is above the national av
erage, and high family income is also 
related to relatively larger families. 

Being classified a "problem-free mi
nority" can also create tensions with 
other minority groups. "Why can you 
not be more like the Asian-Ameri
cans?" blacks and Latinos are told? As 
a result, Asian-Americans have become 
targets of anger, creating a backlash in 
relationships with other groups of 
Americans. The greater the success of 
Asian-Americans, the more some 
whites and some blacks resent them. 
When economic times are tough, the 
seemingly positive attributes of the 
"model minority" suddenly get turned 
against Asian-Americans, and the 
hardworking, resourceful, and dedi
cated, suddenly become ruthless, dia
bolical, fanatical. 

Today, the most blatantly discrimi
natory laws have been dismantled, but 
prejudice against Asian-Americans re
mains and phobic attitudes persist. For 
example, the taboo against interracial 
marriage dies slowly. It is cloaked with 
superstition, tribalism, and often just 
plain racism. How race should be pro
hibitive when two people fall in love 
has always been a mystery to me. Irra
tional attachment to race purity is 
found in all cultures, including some 
Asian societies, but in America it fused 
with bizarre theories about white su
premacy to produce an explosive mix of 
emotion and law. 

Today, many Asian-Americans expe
rience more subtle forms of intoler
ance. Height requirements, such as 
those used by some police and fire de
partments, bar Asian-Pacific-Ameri
cans from many jobs. Many prestigious 
colleges have been accused of imposing 
new admission standards in order to 
limit the number of Asian-American 
students. Glass ceilings in corporations 
block too much Asian-American talent 
from fulfilling the potential of its 
abilities. 

Asian-Americans often become, also, 
a convenient scapegoat. Take Japan
bashing, for example. With the recent 
failure of United States-Japan trade 
talks, it could reappear. The U.S. econ
omy is experiencing monumental 
transformation-the end of the cold 
war, the influx of millfons of new peo
ple into the world marketplace, the 
emergence of the knowledge revolu
tion, and the continued buildup of our 
national debt. Americans are under
standably feeling vulnerable. 

At the same time, Japan has erected 
barriers to its markets. Japan owes it 
to its consumers and to the world to 
open its markets. We must be clear and 
firm in our policy toward the Japanese 
Government. But making Japan our 
scapegoat is not the answer. Inflam
matory rhetoric helps no one. The 
Japan-bashing phenomenon becomes 
more and more disturbing with each 
politician's slip of the tongue and each 
Honda-bashing party that the media 
covers. What these critics of Japan 
must realize, given the disproportion
ate role of race in American society, is 
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that anger toward Japan risks turning 
into hostility toward our fellow citi
zens. Increasingly, the brunt of anti
Japan sentiment falls not only on Jap
anese-Americans, but because many 
non-Asians fail to make a distinction 
among Asian-American nationalities, 
it falls on Asian-Pacific-Americans as 
a whole. For example, the first highly 
publicized instance of brutal anti-Asian 
violence was the 1982 murder of Vin
cent Chin. Chin, a 27-year-old Chinese
American, was bludgeoned to death in 
Detroit by two unemployed auto work~ 
ers who blamed layoffs in the auto in
dustry on the Japanese. 

Even with the increasing presence of 
Asian-Americans in such places as San 
Francisco, New York, Seattle, and New 
Jersey, Asian-Americans are con
stantly questioned about their 
Americanness. Because they look dif
ferent from Caucasians such as Ger
man-Americans, Irish-Americans, or 
Italian-Americans, they are often 
asked, "well, where are you from?" Or 
they are told, "gee, you speak English 
very well." They are continually 
viewed as foreigners. Maybe that is 
why they are often left out of discus
sions about race relations in America. 
They, like my roommate many years 
ago, are not even seen as Americans by 
a white majority or a black minority. 

In its most frightening form, these 
attitudes result in racist violence. In 
1987, a Cambodian-American teenager 
in Lowell, MA, was drowned by a youth 
shouting racial slurs. Also in 1987, a 
group of youths attacked and killed 
Navroze Mody, an Indian-American 
man; the youths were affiliated with a 
group called Dotbusters, referring to 
the red dot many Indian women wear 
on their foreheads. In 1989, a Chinese
American named Ming Hai "Jim" Loo 
was beaten to death in Raleigh, NC, by 
a number of white men who blamed 
him for the Vietnam war. In October 
1992, a Chinese-American man was 
beaten on a bus in San Francisco by 
five African-American teenagers, who 
yelled, "Chink," and "get the China
man." 

Mr. President, I have recently spoken 
out about the violence that is plaguing 
our country-not just in our cities, but 
also in suburban malls, on college cam
puses, and between husband and wife. 
While all violence must be condemned, 
a new wave of hate violence is particu
larly disturbing. 

According to a 1992 report by the U.S. 
Civil Rights Commission, although 
Asians made up 4 percent of the popu
lation of Philadelphia in 1988, they 
were the victims of 20 percent of the 
city's hate crimes. In 1993, there was 
335 reported anti-Asian incidents, in
cluding 30 homicides, or nearly one in
cident every day in this country. 

But Asian-Pacific-Americans are be
ginning to fight back. In 1988, Japa
nese-Americans won a long and hard
fought battle to regain their dignity 

and a rightful place as American citi
zens with the passage of the Civil Lib
erties Act. This legislation gave a na
tional apology and monetary com
pensation to the surviving Japanese
Americans who were unjustly taken 
from their homes on the West Coast 
and interned in camps solely on the 
basis of their ancestry. Such an ac
knowledgment is true progress. 

More recently, Bruce Yamashita 
challenged one of the oldest institu
tions in this country-the U.S. mili
tary. In 1989, Yamashita, a third gen
eration Japanese-American from Ha
waii, fresh out of Georgetown Univer
sity with graduate degrees in law and 
international relations, enrolled in the 
Marine Corps Officer Candidate School. 
Yamashita's idealistic aspirations of 
serving his country were shattered 
when he was subjected to onslaughts of 
racial barbs and verbal abuse from his 
sergeants at OSC: "You speak English? 
We do not want your kind around here. 
Go back to your own country." Other 
superiors insisted on speaking to him 
in broken Japanese, often calling him 
by the names of Japanese products, 
such as "Kawasaki Yamaha 
Yamashita." One sergeant ordered him 
to change into a dirty uniform before 
his final company review board, know
ing that it would jeopardize his evalua
tion. After 9 weeks of OCS training and 
2 days before graduation, Yamashita 
was kicked out for unsatisfactory lead
ership. 

Charging racial harassment and dis
crimination Yamashita challenged his 
dismissal. After two Marine Corps re
views and an offer of commission that 
he found unsatisfactory, Yamashita ap
pealed to President Clinton last fall for 
a full resolution of his case. In Decem
ber 1993, Navy Secretary John Dalton 
overruled the Marines and authorized 
that Yamashita be commissioned as a 
captain. Five years after his ordeal 
began, at a March ceremony in the 
House of Representatives, Yamashita 
was commissioned as a captain in the 
standby reserves. No longer silent, 
Yamashita won his battle-another 
step of progress. 

Forcing people to fight for the right 
to be treated as human beings is a co
lossal waste of energy and talent. By 
the year 2000, only 57 percent of the 
people entering the work force in 
America will be native-born whites. It 
is their children whose economic future 
will increasingly depend on the talents 
of nonwhites. The considerable talents 
of Asian-Americans will help all of us 
advance if we allow them not only a 
place at the table of performance, but 
also a place at the table of acceptance. 
To stigmatize, to stereotype, and to 
abuse Asian-Americans is to deny our
selves the possibility of our best fu
ture. 

Americans also need to see how our 
diversity is a peculiarly American 
strength, available to virtually no 

other nation. I was at a conference in 
Europe recently and the Europeans 
kept referring to Americans, Mexicans, 
Canadians, Brazilians, and Venezuelans 
as "New Worlders." "You New 
Worlders," they said. I asked them, 
"What do you mean by that?" They 
said: "In Europe, increasingly, nation
ality is defined as ethnicity. In the 
New World it isn' t. " To which I say 
thank God. 

American nationality is not ethnic; 
it is creedal. We ask our citizens to 
subscribe to a set of principles etched 
in the Declaration of Independence and 
the Constitution, not to produce their 
pedigrees. No country is so open, and 
this is a source of tremendous 
strength. These rights, such as life, lib
erty, and the pursuit of happiness, do 
not accrue only to a certain race or 
ethnicity, but to a qualified person of 
any race who steps forward and says, 
"I'm American. " 

Our growing Asian-Pacific-American 
population is one of the keys to our fu
ture success in the international mar
ketplace. The Pacific Rim offers us un
limited opportunities for American ex
port markets, not to mention potential 
partners in tackling the global prob
lems of human rights, the environ
ment, technology, and population con
trol. 

In Asia, our immigrants can be our 
guide to the cultural rhythms of the 
fastest growing area in the world econ
omy. Given competitive price and qual
ity, that knowledge can give American 
goods the edge in Asia. If American 
companies can draw on the world for 
our talent, our pool will be much larger 
than it would be if we, like the Japa
nese, confined our talent search to a 
few universities and one racial strain. 

Our diversity can mean more jobs 
and more prosperity for all Americans 
if we can seize the moment. But to re
alize that promise, we have to see peo
ple. We have to see human beings, not 
the color of their skin or the shape of 
their eyes. We have to see human 
beings for what they are as individuals 
and as Americans. 

To encourage contributions to our 
Nation's future from Americans of 
Asian descent requires a commitment 
from each of us to get beyond the 
stereotypes, to move past simplistic 
discussions of race relations which 
only recognize black and white, to real
ize the depth and diversity of the many 
different people we call Asian-Pacific
Americans, to reach out to the Asian
American physicist in New Mexico, 
garment worker in San Francisco, doc
tor in New Jersey, restaurant owner in 
Chicago, and teacher in Los Angeles, to 
recognize that the surnames Nguyen, 
Patel, and Chang are just as American 
as Kennedy, Johnson, and Bush, to 
speak out against anti-Asian talk and 
violence where we hear or see it, to re
alize that contact brings understand
ing, and like my roommate in college, 
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prejudice withers in an air of friend- · 
ship. And when that happens, Ameri
cans from Asia will be a living, contrib
uting, and integrated part of American 
life. And we will, in every way, be a 
richer society because of it. 

THE DEATH OF JACQUELINE 
KENNEDY ONASSIS 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, Jac
queline Onassis touched the lives of 
millions through her remarkable con
duct as First Lady, her courage during 
a shattering national tragedy, and her 
ability to then raise two beloved chil
dren and succeed brilliantly in a career 
in publishing. 

Yet there is even more to be added to 
the Senate's account of her achieve
ments-her many contributions to the 
life of America's two greatest cities
New York and Washington, DC. Char
acteristically, she never sought rec
ognition for these efforts, but they 
were significant ones and ought to be 
recorded for history. 

In New York City, which was her 
home and which she loved, Mrs. 
Onassis was for the last two decades a 
member of the Municipal Art Society, 
the 102-year-old organization dedicated 
to historic preservation and the fur
therance of civic art in New York. 

As Senator KENNEDY observed in his 
eulogy, she was much involved in the 
society's efforts to preserve Grand 
Central Terminal. Senators may recall 
the news photographs of her outside 
Grand Central with the architect Phil
ip Johnson and others in 1975. She led 
the fight to stop an awful proposal to 
erect a 53-story office tower atop the 
magnificent 1913 Beaux Arts Terminal, 
and ultimately prevailed when in 1978 
the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the 
New York City landmarks law that 
protected the station. 

She also applied her considerable en
ergies and talents to the revitalization 
of Times Square; to efforts to revive 
Manhattan's West Side riverfront; to 
the preservation of St. Bartholomew's 
Church, and to the protracted fight 
against a plan to build a skyscraper at 
Columbus Circle that would have cast a 
giant shadow over Central Park. 

Her influence on the city of New 
York was profound, yet her legacy in 
the area of civic improvement is per
haps even greater here in the Nation's 
Capital. 

During his inaugural parade in 1961, 
President Kennedy looked at the north 
side of Pennsylvania Avenue, then 
lined with an assortment of structures 
in varying states of dilapidation and 
the unfinished Federal Triangle on the 
south side, and decided that something 
had to be done with it. He gave this 
task to Arthur Goldberg, then Sec
retary of Labor, who in turn assigned it 
to me, then Secretary Goldberg's as
sistant. This led to the creation of the 
President's Commission on Pennsylva-

nia Avenue-later the Pennsylvania 
Avenue Development Corporation
which produced the plan for developing 
the 1.1-mile stretch of the avenue be
tween the White House and the Capital. 

One of the last instructions President 
Kennedy gave before departing for Dal
las was that a coffee hour be arranged 
for the congressional leadership in 
order to display the model of the Penn
sylvania Avenue plan and seek their 
support. Bill Walton, Charles Horsky, 
and I were at lunch discussing this on 
November 22, 1963 when the White 
House operator called with the news 
that the President had been· shot. We 
made our way to the White House; the 
final word came. We left with this task 
undone. Or would have had it not been 
for the intervention of Mrs. Kennedy. 

Soon after President Kennedy's fu
neral, she met with President Johnson 
in the Oval Office. Their conversation 
was later recounted by Mrs. Kennedy 
in an interview she gave on January 11, 
1974 to Prof. Joe B. Franz of the Uni
versity of Texas at Austin. Professor 
Franz conducted the interview in Man
hattan for an oral history of the John
son administration. Here is an excerpt 
from the transcript of Mrs. Kennedy'E> 
remarks: 

I remember going over to the Oval Office 
to ask him for two things. They were two 
things I thought that I would like to ask him 
as a favor. One was to name the space center 
in Florida "Cape Kennedy." * * * And * * * 
there were plans for the renovation of Wash
ington and there was this commission, and I 
thought it might come to an end. I asked 
President Johnson if he 'd be nice enough to 
receive the commission and sort of give ap
proval to the work they were doing, and he 
did. It was one of the first things he did. 

Jacqueline Kennedy asked for Penn
sylvania Avenue, for the continuation 
of the President's Commission on 
Pennsylvania Avenue. And coming 
from Mrs. Kennedy, this request under
standably made a claim on President 
Johnson and on his administration. As 
it did on me. The enterprise soon ac
quired official sanction, having been 
wholly informal under JFK. And it 
moved forward. By the time President 
Nixon left office, the Pennsylvania Av
enue Development Corporation had 
been established by act of Congress. 
Today, with construction of the Fed
eral Triangle building at 14th Street 
well underway, a third of a century's 
work is nearly complete-and Jackie 
made it all possible. 

A few years back, as the last major 
features of the redevelopment fell in 
place, I received from her perhaps the 
most precious letter I will ever receive 
from anyone. "Twenty five years," she 
wrote, "is a long time not to give up on 
something.'' Then this: 

I will be forever grateful dear Pat, for your 
message to me along the way, for the spirit 
you brought to something Jack cared about 
so deeply, and for this happy ending. 

The poet Yeats said of a man that he 
was blessed and had the power to bless. 

Those few lines of Jacqueline Kennedy 
Onassis suggested how very blessed she 
was in spite of all that came to her as 
she traveled, in Maurice Tempelsman's 
words, to Ithaca. 

On the morning of May 23, Liz and I 
attended her funeral at the Church of 
St. Ignatius Loyola on East 84th Street 
in Manhattan, the same church where 
she was baptized as a child. We knew 
and loved Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis 
all these many years, and never more 
than of late when she so wondrously, 
luminously contributed to any enter
prise that might add grace and beauty 
to the city of New York. She adorned 
New York as she had adorned Washing
ton before, much as she embellished 
our age. 

EXPLANATION OF ABSENCE 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

was necessarily absent from the Senate 
yesterday, July 13, and missed votes 
numbered 189 and 190. I accompanied 
the President to view the flood damage 
in my home State of Georgia. 

HAITI 
McCONNELL. Mr. President, Deputy 

Secretary Talbott has characterized 
the administration's recent policy 
shifts as refinements of an existing 
strategy rather than flip-flops and re
versals. Unfortunately, the public does 
not quite see it that way. Nor for that 
matter do some of his strongest sup
porters. 

In May, my colleague from Iowa, 
Senator HARKIN urged the administra
tion to "get some steel in their spine 
and quit equivocating." 

A policy of anarchy is how the chair
man of the Black Caucus summed up 
the situation. 

I think the public's frustration level 
is only surpassed by the suffering of 
the citizens of Hai ti. 

And, now we have a dangerous mass 
exodus underway which has produced 
over 15,000 refugees in a brief few 
weeks. 

I can only wonder how dismal -the 
conditions in Haiti must be to force a 
parent to pack their children in flimsy 
dinghys and risk their lives on the high 
seas. 

And, how did we end up with this 
human exodus? 

I trace it back to candidate Clinton's 
denouncing the Bush policy of return
ing Haitians for processing in Haiti. 
Within weeks of assuming office, faced 
with a human wave of misery, Clinton 
retreated and adopted the Bush line. 

Unfortunately, the radical fluctua
tions in policy did not stop there. 

True the Governor's Island Accords 
held out fleeting hope which was shat
tered. Frankly, I was never quite clear 
why the military with all the power
in essence with all the cards-would 
simply fold and go back to their bar
racks. 
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Next we seemed to stagger about like 

Gulliver under attack by Lilliputians
Haitians armed with sticks drove back 
the U.S.S. Harlan. Randall Robinson, in 
William Raspberry words, "using his 
life as a lever" managed to starve a 
significant retreat out of the President 
on refugee policy. 

Now, we have a series of selected 
leaks about invasion training exer
cises, I guess in the hope of bluffing the 
military leadership out of office. 

The Haiti policy, like other foreign 
policy positions taken by the adminis
tration seem to be monuments to the 
mood of the moment-not enduring, 
principled, well constructed edifices. 

We have all been disheartened by the 
perilous policy twists and turns-that 
may be policy refinement in the Clin
ton play book, but the public can't un
derstand his calls. 

As we creep closer and closer to the 
use of force, no one understands why. 

Vague official commentary about re
storing democracy is overshadowed by 
internal criticism of the alleged sym
bol of democracy, Aristide. 

Concern about the consequences of a 
tidal wave of refugees is muddled by 
senior officials who understandably en
gage in public hand wringing over im
ages of children starving. 

And, the talk of invasion, purport
edly to protect American lives is re
jected by the very Americans who the 
administration wants to save. 

Sadly, I think Carl Rowan was right 
when he said he thought the President 
was about to invade because he didn't 
have the foggiest notion what else to 
do. 

I think we may very well be reduced 
to this option because we have squan
dered our credibility and forfeited our 
resolve in enforcing any other option. 

At the end of the day a few thousand 
poorly trained, barely armed thugs 
have terrorized a nation and intimi
dated the United States. 

In public and private comments the 
military leadership in Hai ti scorns the 
United States and speaks with con
tempt at the prospect of an invasion. 
Bravado? Maybe, but so far they have 
little reason to believe we are as good 
as our word. 

Mr. President, I have heard senior of
ficials lament time and time again 
that the policy appears confusing be
cause the situation is changing rapidly 
and new circumstances must be evalu
ated and addressed. They are feeling 
their way through troubled waters. 

I urge the administration to chart a 
course and stick with it. Just as the 
public was skeptical about the Persian 
Gulf during the buildup, when a clear 
message was consistently delivered, 
when the economic and political prin
ciples at stake were starkly defined, 
the American people supported the 
President. 

THE FREEDOM FIGHT IN CYPRUS: 
20 YEARS OF TURKISH OCCUPA
TION 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, 

today, I address the past and present 
political status of Cyprus. We now are 
witnessing the 20-year mark of the di
vision of the island between the Greek 
and Turkish Cypriots. Cypriot loyalties 
have long been torn between Cyprus, 
Greece, and Turkey. 

Over the past two decades, we have 
witnessed numerous failed attempts at 
reconciliation under official U.N. aus
pices. Additionally, many unofficial 
rounds of negotiations have not suc
ceeded in ending Cyprus ' political tur
moil. As we remember the invasion of 
Cyprus, we should commit ourselves to 
strive for an international solution to 
the division of this illegal country. 

Cyprus' division began in 1974. A 
Turkish military junta ousted Presi
dent Makarios and eventually took 
control of the northern one-third of the 
nation. The so-called Turkish Republic 
of Northern Cyprus has yet to gain dip
lomatic recognition from any of the 
world's countries except Turkey. The 
southern two-thirds of the Republic of 
Cyprus is inhabited by Greek Cypriots, 
who comprise 80 percent of the popu
lation. 

The political goals of each side have 
wavered little in the past 20 years. The 
balance to be struck between the estab
lishment of a single-sovereignty fed
eration, favored by the Greek Cypriots, 
and the formation of two independent 
States, favored by the Turkish Cyp
riots, continues to be a somewhat el u
si ve goal. The primary issues are also 
clouded by other complicating factors. 
Displaced persons, territory, property, 
and military rights reveal the far 
reaching effects the 1974 invasion con
tinues to have-not only on the people 
of Cyprus, but also on the efforts for 
political compromise and reconcili
ation. 

Mr. President, an end to the illegal 
Turkish occupation of Cyprus is long 
overdue. Twenty years have passed 
since Greek Cypriots, comprising at 
least 75 percent of the population of 
Cyprus, have lived without the pres
ence of Turkish troops in their home
land. Since 1974, Greek Cypriots have 
looked to the United States Congress 
to help them end the unacceptable sta
tus quo of division and Turkish occupa
tion. 

To help implement a viable solution 
to the problem in Cyprus, I have spon
sored legislation in past Congresses 
which would make United States aid to 
Turkey contingent upon the removal of 
troops from Cyprus. While I do not be
lieve the necessary votes to pass such 
legislation currently exist, I still am 
compelled to reiterate the need to 
withhold aid from Turkey unless we 
are assured the Turks are not violating 
the human rights of both Kurds in Tur
key and Greek Cypriots. Additionally, 

we should demand assurance that no 
portion of Cyprus will be governed by 
Turkish settlers and troops. 

After two decades of illegal Turkish 
occupation of Cyprus, the United 
States should reexamine its policy to
ward Turkey. The United States Con
gress and the Clinton administration 
need to send a signal to the people of 
Turkey: Basic principles of human 
rights must be respected. For the past 
20 years, Greek Cypriots have faced 
Turkish intransigence. The United 
States, as the leader of the world com
munity, no longer should tolerate Tur
key's unreasonable position regarding 
the settlement of Cyprus and its gross 
human rights violations. 

An end to the division of Greek and 
Turkish Cypriots rests squarely in the 
hands of Turkish Government leaders. 
It is time the United States held the 
Turkish Government accountable for 
two decades of illegal military occupa
tion in Cyprus. Let us not forget that 
the occupation is being carried on with 
the support of United States military 
equipment, made available through 
United States foreign aid to Turkey. 
We clearly have a responsibility to 
contribute to a solution to a problem 
that we, in part, have helped to create. 
I urge my colleagues to consider the 
plight of divided and foreign occupied 
Cyprus as we consider United States fi
nancial aid to Turkey. 

THE lOOTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
COMMERCIAL LAW LEAGUE OF 
AMERICA 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I re

cently sent a letter to the Commercial 
Law League of America, and its cur
rent President, congratulating the 
league on their lOOth anniversary. Dur
ing those years the league has worked 
to achieve several laudatory goals re
garding commercial laws, including the 
promotion of uniformity of matters af
fecting such laws and the elevation of 
the standards and improvement of the 
practice of commercial law. I ask 
unanimous consent that a copy of this 
letter be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, DC, July 13, 1994. 
Mr. FREDERICK M. LUPER, 
President, Commercial Law League of America, 

Chicago, ll. 
DEAR MR. LUPER: Congratulations to the 

Commercial Law League of America, and to 
you as its current President, on a century of 
dedicated service provided to the legal com
munity of America. The work which the 
League has performed over the past one hun
dred years has played an important role in 
the development of commercial laws 
throughout America. 

As stated in the "Objectives of the Com
mercial Law League of America", one of 
your goals is "To promote uniformity of leg
islation in matters affecting commercial 
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law." The League has achieved this goal 
through the testimony before Congress of 
your members who are experts on a variety 
of issues. 

I commend the League not only on its lon
gevity as the nation's oldest organization of 
attorneys and other experts on credit and fi
nance, but also on your successful growth 
from a 400-member organization in 1895 to 
over 5,000 members in today 's League. The 
Commercial Law League produces, through 
the contributions of its members. such excel
lent publications as the Commercial Law 
Journal and the Commercial Law Bulletin 
which keep all professionals, who work in 
the field of commercial law. abreast of our 
rapidly changing financial world. 

As the League begins its second century, it 
is especially important to remember one of 
the objectives of the League, "To elevate the 
standards and improve the practice of com
mercial law. " It is through the leadership 
and constant attention which you have pro
vided in the past that has enabled today's 
commercial bar to enjoy a streamlined and 
improved set of laws. These laws have made 
commercial transactions fair and equitable 
for all participants within our commercial 
system. 

It is with admiration and praise that I say 
Happy Birthday to the Commercial Law 
League of America. I hope you will be as ac
tive in the next one hundred years as you 
have been in the past one hundred. Thank 
you for allowing me to be a small part of this 
great event. 

I remain as always, 
Sincerely, 

HOWELL HEFLIN. 

TRIBUTE TO THE ASSOCIATION 
FOR THE ADV AN CEMENT OF THE 
BLIND AND RETARDED 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

have addressed this body many times 
on behalf of the rights of the disabled. 
Americans have come to recognize that 
we have a responsibility to help indi
viduals overcome both their physical 
and mental handicaps. We must do all 
we can to ensure that they lead more 
full and productive lives. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to pay tribute to one organization that 
has taken the lead in helping these 
most deserving individuals-the Asso
ciation for the Advancement of the 
Blind and Retarded. AABR is a private 
organization which, for nearly 40 years, 
has served young adults and adults 
that are afflicted with multiple handi
caps, including blindness and severe 
mental retardation. 

There are, indeed, far too few pro
grams that provide extensive services 
to these neediest of our fellow citizens. 
AABR is able to do so through pro
grams that are tailormade by 300 pro
fessional and paraprofessional staff 
members who are trained in the latest 
advances and methods of instruction. 
They also operate day treatment cen
ters, family services, recreation pro
grams, a vacation retreat, and edu
cation programs serving individuals 
throughout the New York City area. 

AABR's staff members are inspiring 
and compassionate people-the exact 

sort we need in this profession. As a re
sult of their patience and devotion, 
AABR's clients are helped to reach 
their full potential. The enthusiasm 
and wonderful sense of caring and com
mitment of the staff should serve as an 
inspiration to us all. 

Over the years , AABR's magnificent 
accomplishments have won consider
able praise and support from the pri
vate sector. For example, on August 8 
of this year the Metropolitan Club 
Managers Association of New York will 
hold it's 21st annual charity golf and 
tennis tournament and dinner dance 
for the benefit of AABR's handicapped 
youth. The support and the encourage
ment provided by MOMA is most note
worthy and sets a superb example for 
others to follow. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in ex
tending best wishes for an enjoyable 
event and much continued success to 
AABR, MOMA, and all those involved 
in this worthwhile cause. 

THE DONALD STUART RUSSELL 
FEDERAL COURTHOUSE 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on 
July 25, the Federal courthouse in 

· Spartanburg, SC, will be formally dedi
cated in honor of Donald Stuart Rus
sell. At my initiative, a provision to 
name the building in honor of Donald 
Russell was included in a supplemental 
appropriations bill early this year. 
This is a fitting, if belated, honor to 
one of the most accomplished and re
spected South Carolinians of our time. 

Mr. President, Donald Russell 's ca
reer in public service spans more than 
half a century and continues to this 
day, as he continues to serve with dis
tinction as U.S. circuit judge for the 
fourth judicial circuit. 

A native of Mississippi, his family 
moved to Chester, SC, in 1911 when he 
was 5 years old. Judge Russell grad
uated Phi Beta Kappa from the Univer
sity of South Carolina in 1925, and from 
the University of South Carolina 
School of Law in 1928. Before the war, 
he practiced law in Spartanburg, even
tually joining Jimmy Byrnes' law firm 
in that city. In the wake of Pearl Har
bor, he came to Washington with 
Byrnes to serve in the War Depart
ment, first as a member of the Price 
Adjustment Board and later as Deputy 
Director of the Office of War Mobiliza
tion, which was charged with full re
sponsibility for managing the war ef
fort on the home front. In 1944 he 
served as an Army major assigned to 
the Supreme Headquarters Allied 
Forces in Europe. 

When then-Justice Byrnes was named 
Secretary of State by President Tru
man in 1945, he tapped Donald Russell 
to serve as Assistant Secretary of 
State for Administration. In that ca
pacity, Russell laid the basis for a mod
ern, professional U.S. diplomatic corps 
by shepherding through Congress the 
Foreign Service Act of 1946. 

In 1951, he returned home to serve as 
president of the University of South 
Carolina. During this distinguished 6-
year tenure, he boosted academic 
standards and made major improve
ments in the university's physical 
plant. 

In 1963, Russell succeeded me as Gov
ernor of South Carolina, presiding over 
the peaceful integration of Clemson 
College and, several months later, the 
University of South Carolina. His inau
guration in January 1963 is still re
membered as a remarkable event. The . 
newly sworn in Governor Russell 
opened the grounds of the executive 
mansion to whites and blacks alike for 
a festive and integrated celebration. 

After a stint as U.S. Senator from 
1965 to 1966, he was appointed by Presi
dent Lyndon Johnson to serve as U.S. 
district judge of South Carolina. In 
1971, President Nixon appointed him to 
serve as U.S. circuit judge for the 
fourth judicial circuit, where he has 
served with enormous distinction for 
nearly a quarter century. 

Mr. President, as scholar, statesman, 
and jurist, Donald Russell has distin
guished himself as a man of extraor
dinary ability and genuine vision. For 
more than a half century, Judge Rus
sell has epitomized the ideal of selfless 
and dedicated public service. In · dedi
cating the Donald Stuart Russell Fed
eral Courthouse, the people of South 
Carolina and of the United States ex
press their appreciation for the many 
contributions and accomplishments of 
this great public servant. 

TRIBUTE TO JACQUELINE 
KENNEDY ONASSIS 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, Jac
queline Kennedy Onassis has aptly 
been called a national treasure. 
Throughout her life, Mrs. Onassis de
voted herself to preserving our Na
tion's historical treasures before every
thing slips away, before every link 
with the past is gone. And now, she 
herself has slipped away from us. 

Because she embodied some of our 
Nation's most magnificent moments, 
and some of its most tragic, her pass
ing has touched all of us in a very per
sonal way. 

Her own words best explain how she 
was able to live with the joys and the 
tragedies which characterized her life: 

We must give to life at least as much as we 
received from it. Every moment one lives is 
different from the next. The good, the bad, 
the hardship, the joy, the tradegy, love and 
happiness are all interwoven into one single 
indescribable whole that is called life. You 
cannot separate the good from the bad. And, 
perhaps there is no need to do so either. 

Mrs. Onassis lived her life with zeal, 
dignity, and grace. She was guided by 
her unique vision of life's possibilities 
and an understanding of the role his
tory would play in judging our actions. 

For the few brief years that she 
graced this city as our Nation's First 
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Lady, she raised our Government's sup
port for the arts and historic preserva
tion to a higher level. The White House 
became a living monument to Ameri
ca's rich history and culture, where the 
Nation's best artists and musicians 
came to perform. 

The historic preservation crusade, 
begun during her White House years, 
continued throughout her life. Aiding 
in the rescue of Washington's historic 
Lafayette Square and New York's 
Grand Central Station from demolition 
are among Mrs. Onassis' best known 
achievements. 

None of Mrs. Onassis' efforts, how
ever, were as dear to her as the raising 
of her two children. She ref erred to 
that successful effort as the best thing 
she ever did, and her wish was to be re
membered and emulated for that 
achievement more than for any other. 

Mr. President, in his book "The 
Bouviers," John Davis writes: 

President Kennedy's administration had 
captured the public imagination in a way few 
Presidents in the nation's history had done. 
His youthful sincerity and enthusiasm had 
inspired men everywhere with hope for a bet
ter world. In the last analysis, his major con
tribution to his country was spiritual rather 
than political, and after his death, it was pri
marily his widow who kept that contribution 
alive, who perpetuated it. Her majestic con
duct at his funeral, from the march to St. 
Matthew's to the lighting of the eternal 
flame, her influence in changing the names 
of national landmarks to Kennedy, her help
ing with the design of his tomb, her role in 
founding the John F. Kennedy Center for the 
Performing Arts and the John F. Kennedy 
Library, all these contributed immensely to 
keeping the bright spirit of the slain Presi
dent alive. 

Closely allied with her efforts to perpet
uate John F. Kennedy's memory is what may 
well prove to be her most significant con
tribution of all, as well as the most ephem
eral: the presentation of an image of beauty, 
courage, and grandeur to the world during 
three of the most shameful and humiliating 
days in her country's existence. As an in
comparable artist in life, it was her supreme 
privilege and achievement to grant an entire 
nation, at the time of her husband's funeral, 
some of the finest moments in its history. It 
is upon the enduring quality of those mo
ments * * * that her place in history will ul
timately rest. 

Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis provided 
the quote from Shakespeare used by 
Robert Kennedy in his tribute to the 
President at the 1964 Democratic Na
tional Convention: 
When he shall die 
Take him and cut him out in little stars 
And he will make the face of heaven so fine 
That all the world will be in love with night, 
And pay no worship to the garish sun. 

I believe the words of Shakespeare 
are equally appropriate in memorializ
ing her. 
Two of the fairest stars in all the heaven, 
Having some business do entreat her eyes 
To twinkle in their spheres till they return. 
What if her eyes were there, they in her 

head? 
The brightness of her check would shame 

those stars, 

As daylight doth a lamp; her eyes in heaven 
Would through the airy region stream so 

bright 
That birds would sing and think it were not 

night. 
And so, the architect of the eternal 

flame at Arlington-Jacqueline Bou
vier Kennedy Onassis-will now be im
mortalized by it. It will forever evoke 
the memory not only of a fallen Presi
dent, but of the lady who served beside 
him and did so much to define his pres
idency during what was, in the words of 
the poet Robert Frost, "an age of po
.etry and power." 

FOOD AID FOR CHILDREN IN THE 
FORMER SOVIET UNION 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, as the 
Senate debates the fiscal year 1995 For
eign Operations Appropriations Act, I 
wish to address an issue that is of criti
cal importance to the people of the 
former Soviet Union. Despite the great 
progress these nations have made in 
their economic transitions, large seg
ments of the populations continue to 
suffer from lack of food. Those hardest 
hit are infants and young children. 
While the scope and scale of our food 
aid to these nations are likely to di
minish in future years, we must ensure 
that the children receive the nourish
ment they need. 

The help of the international commu
nity has been vital in helping the New 
Independent States [NIS] to continue 
their economic and political trans
formations. However, in light of the 
changing needs of these nations, inter
national assistance is declining. In par
ticular, our bulk commodity food aid 
will diminish and our overall agricul
tural assistance will likely focus more 
on technical and industrial investment. 
This shift is due to the fact that short
ages are occurring primarily in regions 
torn by armed conflict, while the rest 
of the region is in need of infrastruc
ture and technology. 

Despite the improving conditions in 
much of the former Soviet Union, in
fants and young children continue to 
suffer shortages. Last year, the Belarus 
Ministry of Health reported that only 
18.3 percent of infants have adequate 
amounts of fruits, vegetables, and 
juices in their diets. The Russian Min
istry of Health reported an even lower 
total-13 percent. This situation will 
only worsen unless we take concrete 
steps to ensure that children in the 
NIS receive the nourishment they 
need. 

On June 10, several of my colleagues 
and I wrote to the distinguished chair
man of the Foreign Operations Sub
committee asking that the committee 
support the procurement of United 
States-manufactured processed baby 
food to be sent to the nations of the 
former Soviet Union as part of our 
international assistance program. The 
inclusion of processed baby food with 

our aid to the NIS will address a seri
ous problem facing thousands of chil
dren in that area of the world. More
over, improving the diets of these chil
dren now reduces the need for medical 
assistance later-a far costlier form of 
humanitarian aid. 

In the report accompanying the Sen
ate version of the fiscal year 1995 For
eign Operations Appropriations Act the 
committee included the following lan
guage. 

Children and infants in the NIS continue 
to experience nutritional problems due to 
poor diets. Processed baby foods, juices, and 
cereals are not available in sufficient quan
tity in a number of places within the former 
Soviet Union. Russian and other former So
viet republics are beginning the process of 
rebuilding their processed baby food indus
try. The Committee agrees with the House 
that providing nutritional assistance for 
children and infants in the meantime would 
be a timely humanitarian gesture. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that 
many of my colleagues have joined in 
their support of this type of program 
that will help thousands of children. 
We currently face the enormous chal
lenge of reshaping our foreign assist
ance program to reflect changing eco
nomic and security needs worldwide. In 
doing so we must be aware of the hu
manitarian needs which are immediate 
and which we can address without 
great expense. The situation in the NIS 
is just such a concern and I urge all of 
my colleagues to support any program 
that will help ease the plight of chil
dren in this region. 

IS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE? 
YOU BE THE JUDGE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the in
credibly enormous Federal debt is like 
the weather-everybody talks about 
the weather but nobody does anything 
about it. And congress talks a good 
game about bringing Federal deficits 
and the Federal debt under control, but 
there are too many Senators and Mem
bers of the House of Representatives 
who unfailingly find all sorts of ex
cuses for voting to defeat proposals for 
a constitutional amendment to require 
a balanced Federal budget. 

As of Wednesday, July 13, at the 
close of business, the Federal debt 
stood-down to the penny-at exactly 
$4,624,337,130,856.67. This debt, mind 
you, was run up by the Congress of the 
United States; the big-spending bu
reaucrats in the executive branch of 
the U.S. Government cannot spend a 
dime that has not first been authorized 
and appropriated by the U.S. Congress. 
The U.S. Constitution is quite specific 
about that, as every schoolboy is sup
posed to know. 

And disregard the nonsense from 
politicians to the effect that the Fed
eral debt was run up by one President 
or another, depending on party affili
ation. Sometimes they say Ronald 
Reagan ran it up; sometimes they say 
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George Bush. I even heard that Jimmy 
Carter helped run it up. All three sug
gestions are wrong. They are false be
cause the Congress of the United 
States is the villain. 

Most people cannot conceive of a bil
lion of anything, let alone a trillion. It 
may provide a bit of perspective to 
bear in mind that a billion seconds ago , 
Mr. President, the Cuban Missile Crisis 
was going on. A billion minutes ago, 
not many years had elapsed since 
Christ was crucified. 

That sort of puts it in perspective, 
does it not, that Congress has run up a 
Federal debt of 4,624 of those billions
of dollars. In other words, the Federal 
debt, as I said earlier, stands at 4 tril
lion, 624 billion, 337 million, 130 thou
sand, 856 dollars and 67 cents. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order morning business is 
now closed. 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1995 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will now resume consideration of 
R.R. 4426, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4426) making appropriations 
for foreign operations, export financing, and 
related programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1995. 

The Senate resumed the consider
ation of the bill. 

Pending: 
(1) Dole Amendment No. 2245, to establish 

a congressional commission for the purpose 
of assessing the humanitarian, political, and 
diplomatic conditions in Haiti and reporting 
to the Congress on the appropriate policy op
tions available to the United States with re
spect to Haiti. 

(2) McConnell (for Brown) Amendment No. 
2247, to reduce available funds for the United 
Nations Development Program. 

(3) McConnell (for Brown) Amendment No. 
2248 (to committee amendment on page 2, 
lines 12-21), to make Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic eligible for allied defense 
cooperation with NATO countries. 

(4) McConnell (for Brown) Amendment No. 
2249, to freeze contributions to the Inter
national Development Association. 

(5) McConnell (for Brown) Amendment No. 
2250, to maintain funding for the Global En
vironment Facllity at fiscal year 1994 level 
and to make the funds available pending cer
tain reform measures. 

(6) McConnell (for Brown) Amendment No. 
2251, to establish an independent commission 
to study the salaries and benefits of the 
World Bank and the International Monetary 
Fund. 

(7) McConnell (for Brown) Amendment No. 
2252 (to committee amendment on page 2 
lines 12-21), to make Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic eligible for allied defense 
cooperation with NATO countries. 

(8) Helms Amendment No. 2253 (to commit
tee amendment on page 2, lines 12-21), to pro
hibit U.S. Government intervention with re
spect to abortion laws or policies in foreign 
countries. 

(9) Helms Amendment No. 2254, to prohibit 
the availabllity of funds for the United Na
tions Development Program. 

(10) Helms Amendment No. 2255, to pro
hibit the use of funds for foreign govern
ments engaged in espionage against the 
United States. 

(11) Helms Amendment No. 2256, to pro
hibit funds for Russia while that country is 
not in compliance with the Biological Weap
ons Convention. 

(12) Helms Amendment No. 2257, to limit 
the provisions of assistance to Nicaragua 
until a full investigation ls conducted relat
ing to the existence of a terrorist/kidnapping 
ring. 

(13) Helms Amendment No. 2258, to limit 
the authority to reduce U.S. Government 
debt to certain countries. 

(14) Helms Amendment No. 2259, to provide 
conditions for renewing nondiscriminatory 
(most-favored-nation) treatment for the Peo
ple 's Republic of China. 

(15) Helms Amendment No. 2260, to estab
lish an Ambassadorial rank for the head of 
the United States delegation to the Con
ference on Security and Cooperation in Eu
rope. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY] is recognized. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be able to yield 
10 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Pennsylvania, with the floor 
then reverting to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania is 

recognized for 10 minutes. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleague from Vermont. 
Mr. President, I had come to the 

floor at 10 o'clock in hopes that I 
might be able to offer an amendment 
which I have pending on the foreign op
erations bill, which has been accepted 
by the managers, and in the absence of 
formally starting on the bill or absence 
of one of the managers. I thank my col
league from Vermont for the time to 
speak on the amendment, perhaps 
there will be a procedural posture to be 
accepted before the 10 minutes have ex
pired. 

This amendment, Mr. President, 
would condition appropriations from 
the United States to the PLO on their 
strict compliance with their commit
ments in the Israel PLO peace accords. 

We have found that since the historic 
events of September 13 of last year 
when President Clinton brought to
gether the Prime Minister of Israel 
Yitzhak Rabin, and PLO Chairman 
Yasser Arafat, the progress has pro
ceeded and the agreement entered into. 
But there have been many violations of 
the agreement by acts of terrorism by 
the PLO. 

Speaking very candidly, Mr. Presi
dent, it was a difficult moment for me 

personally to be at the White House 
last September 13, to see Yasser Arafat 
and the PLO honored in the Nation 's 
capital in light of what they have done 
in the past. The record is plain that the 
murder of the United States Charge, 
the second in command in the Sudan in 
1974, directly implicated Yasser Arafat 
as well as the PLO; the murder of Mr. 
Klinghoffer on the Achille Lauro in
volved the PLO and Arafat, as have 
many, many other acts of treachery 
and terrorism. So it was a difficult mo
ment to see Arafat honored at the 
White House . 

But when the State of Israel , which 
had been the principle victim of PLO 
terrorism, agreed to that arrangement 
it seemed to me that the United States 
ought to be supportive, and I com
pliment President Clinton for what he 
has done in that historic setting. But 
since the accords have been entered 
into there have been repeated acts of 
PLO terrorism. They have been docu
mented, and a good bit of the docu
mentation has come from the Zionist 
Organization of America and the initia
tive of Mr. Morton Klein and Mrs. 
Sandy Stein. 

It is vital that if the United States is 
to advance the substantial funding 
which we have appropriated, that there 
be compliance. This amendment which 
has been cosponsored by Senator SHEL
BY, Senator D' AMATO, Senator CRAIG, 
and Senator GRAHAM, would remove 
the authority of the President to ad
vance the funds on certification of na
tional security. That is, the President 
would not have the power to excuse 
what the PLO has done and allow the 
funds to be advanced without full com
pliance. 

The second provision would recite 
the expectation of the Congress that 
the PLO will remove all of the provi
sions in its national covenant which 
state its intention to eliminate Israel. 

In an original form, we had thought 
and drafted and proposed that the char
ter of the PLO be amended in advance 
of any moneys being given by the Unit
ed States to the PLO. On reconsider
ation, we have noted that after this 
amendment was announced, there have 
been statements from the PLO that 
they do intend to amend their charter. 
So that in order to avoid a controversy 
and to proceed at this time with a 
clear-cut statement of congressional 
intent, this amendment just goes so far 
as to say that it is our expectation that 
the covenants of the PLO charter will 
be amended. 

If that is not done, let there be no 
mistake that we will be back on the 
next foreign aid bill with the manda
tory requirement that the PLO cov
enant be amended if any funds are to 
be advanced. 

There are a number of provisions of 
the PLO covenant which bear on this 
question. 



July 14, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 16635 
For example, article 15 of the Pal

estinian National Covenant from 1968 
recites: 

The liberation of Palestine, from an Arab 
viewpoint, is a national duty to repulse the 
Zionist imperialist invasion from the great 
Arab homeland and to purge the Zionist 
presence from Palestine. 

Obviously, that is a direct variance 
with the Israeli-Arab peace acc0rd and 
that ought to be stricken. 

Article 19 provides, in part: 
The partitioning of Palestine in 1947 and 

the establishment of Israel is fundamentally 
null and void. 

That, obviously, must be stricken. 
Article 20 contains the provision: 
The Balfour Declaration, the Mandate Doc

ument, and what has been based upon them 
are considered null and void. The claim of a 
historical or spiritual tie between Jews and 
Palestine does not tally with the historical 
realities nor the constituents of statehood in 
their true sense. 

And that ought to be stricken. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that the full text of this Palestin
ian National Covenant be printed in 
the RECORD at t:t1e conclusion of my re
marks, along with an article from the 
New York Times on this subject. 

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

[See exhibit 1.J 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, there 

has been established in both the Senate 
and the House of Representatives mon
itoring groups. In the Senate, we have 
a group of some 15 Senators, virtually 
equally divided among Democrats and 
Republicans. It is our intent to keep a 
very close eye on what occurs with re
spect to PLO compliance with their 
commitments. If the terrorism is not 
absolutely ended, then there is no rea
son whatsoever for the United States 
to be advancing funds to the PLO. That 
is a very, very reasonable request. 

EXHIBIT 1 

THE PALESTINI.AN NATIONAL COVENANT, 1968 
This Covenant will be called "The Pal

estinian National Covenant" (Al-Mihaq Al
Watani A1-rnastini). 

ARTICLE 1 

Palestine is the homeland of the Palestin
ian Arab people and an integral part of the 
great Arab homeland, and the people of Pal
estine is a part of the Arab Nation. 

ARTICLE 2 

Palestine with its boundaries that existed 
at the time of the British Mandate is an in
tegral regional unit. 

ARTICLE 3 

The Palestinian Arab people possess the 
legal right to its homeland, and when the 
liberation of its homeland is completed it 
will exercise self-determination solely ac
cording to its own will and choice. 

ARTICLE 4 

The Palestinian personality is an innate, 
persistent characteristic that does not dis
appear, and it is transferred from fathers to 
sons. The Zionist occupation, and the disper
sal of the Palestinian Arab people as result 
of the disasters which came over it, do not 
deprive it of its Palestinian personality and 
affiliation and do not nullify them. 

ARTICLE 5 

The Palestinians are the Arab citizens who 
were living permanently in Palestine until 
1947, whether they were expelled from there 
or remained. Whoever is born to a Palestin
ian Arab father after this date, within Pal
estine or outside it, is a Palestinian. 

ARTICLE 6 

Jews who were living permanently in Pal
estine until the beginning of the Zionist in
vasion will be considered Palestinians. 

ARTICLE 7 

The Palestinian affiliation and the mate
rial, spiritual and historical tie with Pal
estine are permanent realities. The upbring
ing of the Palestinian individual in an Arab 
and revolutionary fashion, the undertaking 
of all means of forging consciousness and 
training the Palestinian, in order to ac
quaint him profoundly with his homeland, 
spiritua!ly and materially, and preparing 
him for the conflict and the armed struggle, 
as well as for the sacrifice of his property 
and his life to restore his homeland, until 
the liberation-all this is a national duty. 

ARTICLE 8 

The phase in which the people of Palestine 
is living is that of the national (Watani) 
struggle for the liberation of Palestine. 
Therefore, the contradictions among the Pal
estinian national forces are of a secondary 
order which must be suspended in the inter
est of the fundamental contradiction be
tween Zionism and colonialism on the one 
side and the Palestinian Arab people on the 
other. On this basis, the Palestinian masses, 
whether in the homeland or in places of exile 
(Mahajir), organizations and individuals, 
comprise one national front which acts to re
store Palestine and liberate it through 
armed struggle. 

ARTICLE 9 

Armed struggle is the only way to liberate 
Palestine and is therefore a strategy and not 
tactics. The Palestinian Arab people affirms 
its absolute resolution and abiding deter
mination to pursue the armed struggle and 
to march forward toward the armed popular 
revolution, to liberate its homeland and re
turn to it, [to maintain] its right to a natu
ral life in it, and to exercise its right of self
determination in it and sovereignty over it. 

ARTICLE 10 

Fedayeen action forms the nucleus of the 
popular Palestinian war of liberation. This 
demands its promotion, extension and pro
tection, and the mobilization of all the mass 
and scientific capacities of the Palestinians, 
their organization and involvement in the 
armed Palestinian revolution, and cohesion 
in the national (Watani) struggle among the 
various groups of the people of Palestine, 
and between them and the Arab masses, to 
guarantee the continuation of the revolu
tion, its advancement and victory. 

ARTICLE 11 

The Palestinians will have three mottoes: 
National (Wataniyya) unity, national 
(Qawmiyya) mobilization and liberation. 

ARTICLE 12 

The Palestinian Arab people believes in 
Arab unity. In order to fulfill its role in real
izing this, it must preserve, in this phase of 
its national (Watani) struggle, its Palestin
ian personality and the constituents thereof 
increase consciousness of its existence and 
resist any plan that tends to disintegrate or 
weaken it. 

ARTICLE 13 

Arab unity and the liberation of Palestine 
are two complementary aims. Each one 

paves the way for realization of the other. 
Arab unity leads to the liberation of Pal
estine, and the liberation leads to Arab 
unity. Working for both goes hand in hand. 

ARTICLE 14 

The destiny of the Arab nation, indeed the 
very Arab existence, depends upon the des
tiny of the Palestine issue. The endeavor and 
effort of the Arab nation to liberate Pal
estine follows from this connection. The peo
ple of Palestine assumes its vanguard role in 
realizing this sacred national (Qawmi) aim. 

ARTICLE 15 

The liberation of Palestine, from an Arab 
viewpoint, is a national (Qawmi) duty to re
pulse the Zionist, imperialist invasion from 
the great Arab homeland and to purge the 
Zionist presence from Palestine. Its full re
sponsibilities fall upon the Arab nation, peo
ples and governments, with the Palestinian 
Arab people at their head. 

For this purpose, the Arab nation must 
mobilize its military, human, material and 
spiritual capabilities to participate actively 
with the people of Palestine. They must, es
pecially in the present stage of armed Pal
estinian revolution, grant and offer the peo
ple of Palestine all possible help and every 
material and human support, and afford it 
every sure means and opportunity enabling 
it to continue to assume its vanguard role in 
pursuing its armed revolution until the lib
eration of its homeland. 

ARTICLE 16 

The liberation of Palestine, from a spir
itual viewpoint, will prepare an atmosphere 
of tranquility and peace for the Holy Land, 
in the shade of which all the holy places will 
be safeguarded, and freedom of worship and 
visitation to all will be guaranteed, without 
distinction or discrimination of race, color, 
language or religion. For this reason, the 
people of Palestine looks to the support of 
all the spiritual forces in the world. 

ARTICLE 17 

The liberation of Palestine, from a human 
viewpoint, will restore to the Palestinian 
man this dignity, glory and freedom. For 
this, the Palestinian Arab people looks to 
the support of those in the world who be
lieves in the dignity and freedom of man. 

ARTICLE 18 

The liberation of Palestine, from an inter
national viewpoint, is a defensive act neces
sitated by the requirements of self-defense. 
For this reason, the people of Palestine, de
siring to befriend all peoples, looks to the 
support of the states which love freedom, 
justice and peace in restoring the legal situa
tion to Palestine, establishing security and 
peace in its territory, and enabling its people 
to exercise national (Wataniyya) sovereignty 
and national (Qawmiyya) freedom. 

ARTICLE 19 

The partitioning of Palestine in 1947 and 
the establishment of Israel is fundamentally 
null and void, whatever time has elapsed, be
cause it was contrary to the wish of the peo
ple of Palestine and its natural right to its 
homeland, and contradicts the principles em
bodied in the Charter of the United Nations, 
the first of which is the right of self-deter
mination. 

ARTICLE 20 

The Balfour Declaration, the Mandate Doc
ument, and what has been based upon them 
are considered null and void. The claim of a 
historical or spiritual tie between Jews and 
Palestine does not tally with historical reali
ties nor with the constituents of statehood 
in their true sense. Judaism, in its character 
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as a religion of revelation, is not a national
ity with an independent existence. Likewise, 
the Jews are not one people with an inde
pendent personality. They are rather citizens 
of the states to which they belong. 

ARTICLE 21 

The Palestinian Arab people, in expressing 
itself through the armed Palestinian revolu
tion, rejects every solution that is a sub
stitute for a complete liberation of Pal
estine, and rejects all plans that aim at the 
settlement of the Palestine issue or its inter
nationalization. 

ARTICLE 22 

Zionism is a political movement organi
cally related to world imperialism and hos
tile to all movements of liberation and 
progress ln the world. It is a racist and fa
natical movement in its formation; aggres
sive, expansionist and colonialist in its aims; 
and Fascist and Nazi in its means. Israel is 
the tool of the Zionist movement and a 
human and geographical base for world im
perialism. It is a concentration and jumping
off point for imperialism in the heart of the 
Arab homeland, to strike at the hopes of the 
Arab nation for liberation, unity and 
progress. 

Israel is a constant threat to peace in the 
Middle East and the entire world. Since the 
liberation of Palestine will liquidate the Zi
onist and imperialist presence and bring 
about the stabilization of peace in the Mid
dle East, the people of Palestine looks to the 
support of all liberal men of the world and 
all the forces of good progress and peace; and 
implores all of them, regardless of their dif
ferent leanings and orientations, to offer all 
help and support to the people of Palestine 
in its just and legal struggle to liberate its 
homeland. 

ARTICLE 23 

The demands of security and peace and the 
requirements of truth and justice oblige all 
states that preserve friendly relations among 
peoples and maintain the loyalty of citizens 
to their homelands to consider Zionism an il
legitimate movement and to prohibit its ex
istence and activity. 

ARTICLE 24 

The Palestinian Arab people believes in 
the principles of justice, freedom, sov
ereignty, self-determination, human dignity 
and the right of peoples to exercise them. 

ARTICLE 25 

To realize the aims of this Covenant and 
its principles the Palestine Liberation Orga
nization will undertake its full role in liber
ating Palestine. 

ARTICLE 26 

The Palestine Liberation Organization, 
which represents the forces of the Palestin
ian revolution, is responsible for the move
ment of the Palestinian Arab people in its 
struggle to restore its homeland, liberate it, 
return to it and exercise the right of self-de
termination in it. This responsibility ex
tends to all military, political and financial 
matters, and all else that the Palestine issue 
requires in the Arab and international 
spheres. 

ARTICLE 27 

The Palestine Liberation Organization will 
cooperate with all Arab states, each accord
ing to its capacities, and will maintain neu
trality in their mutual relations in the light 
of, and on the basis of, the requirements of 
the battle of liberation, and will not inter
fere in the internal affairs of any Arab state. 

ARTICLE 28 

The Palestinian Arab people insists upon 
the originality and independence of its na-

tional (Wataniyya) revolution and rejects 
every manner of interference, guardianship 
and subordination. 

ARTICLE 29 

The Palestinian Arab people possesses the 
prior and original right in liberating and re
storing its homeland and will define its posi
tion with reference to all states and powers 
on the basis of their positions with reference 
to the issue [of Palestine] and the extent of 
their support for [the Palestinian Arab peo
ple] in its revolution to realize its aims. 

ARTICLE 30 

The fighters and bearers of arms in the 
battle of liberation are the nucleus of the 
Popular Army, which will be the protecting 
arm of the Palestinian Arab people. 

ARTICLE 31 

This organization shall have a flag, oath 
and anthem, all of which will be determined 
in accordance with a special system. 

ARTICLE 32 

To this Covenant is attached a law known 
as the Fundamental Law of the Palestine 
Liberation Organization, in which is deter
mined the manner of the organization's for
mation, its committees, institutions, the 
special functions of every one of them and 
all the requisite duties associated with them 
in accordance with the Covenant. 

ARTICLE 33 

This Covenant cannot be amended except 
by a two-thirds majority of all the members 
of the National Council of the Palestine Lib
eration Organization in a special session 
called for this purpose. 

[From The New York Times, July 8, 1994) 
ARAFAT PROMISING TO REPEAL CALL FOR 

ISRAEL'S DESTRUCTION 
(By Marlise Simons) 

PARIS, July 7.-Yasir Arafat pledged today 
to convene the Palestinian parliament-in
exile to eliminate sections of the Palestinian 
charter that call for the destruction of Is
rael. 

Mr. Arafat said in a communique issued 
here that the meeting would be held "in the 
very near future" in Gaza, lending weight to 
the predictions that Gaza will be his base. 

He told reporters that the meeting of the 
Palestine National Council, as the par
liament is known, would take place "in a 
matter of months." 

His pledge addressed a fundamental point 
that many Israelis have been doubting, 
namely that the Palestine Liberation Orga
nization intends to repeal its call for the de
struction of Israel, as promised last Septem
ber in a letter from Mr. Arafat, the chairman 
of the P.L.O., to Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Rabin of Israel. 

Mr. Arafat's failure to carry out that 
promise until now has become a weapon of 
the Israeli rightist opposition. It has argued 
that the P.L.O. has no intention of changing 
its constitution and that the Israeli Govern
ment is foolish at best and treasonous at 
worst to make accords with an organization 
that will not make good on such a basic com
mitment. 

NEW MEETINGS ON MONDAY 
Mr. Arafat and Mr. Rabin, who met in 

Paris, also agreed to begin a new and critical 
phase of the Middle East peace effort, with 
the first meetings starting in Cairo on Mon
day. 

Joint working groups are to discuss unfin
ished -business related to the transfer of 
power to Palestinians in the Gaza Strip and 
Jericho, a town in the West Bank, and how 

to go about expanding Palestinian adminis
tration in towns in other parts of the West 
Bank. 

The two sides also said they would orga
nize a conference with Egypt and Jordan on 
the future of Palestinian refugees. The 
P.L.O. has demanded the right to return for 
some 800,000 people, while Israel has said 
that up to 250,000 would be affected by an 
agreement on people displaced since the 1967 
war. 

Israeli and Palestinian leaders met twice 
during their 24-hour visit to Paris, to which 
they came to receive a Unesco peace prize. 
After their first meeting on Wednesday 
morning, they reconvened again just before 
midnight and broke up at almost 2 a.m. 
today. 

AN ACHIEVEMENT 
"This is a new commitment to negotiate 

and a plan how to do it," said a senior Israeli 
official. "We all see this as an achievement. 
The mood was very cooperative and business
like." 

Mr. Arafat, before leaving for Tunis this 
afternoon, described the talks as "very posi
tive." 

Among the difficult points, a Palestinian 
delegate said, was his delegation's demand to 
include in the communique a reference to 
the organization of the first Palestinian 
elections. Israel refused, he said. 

The delegate said that on elections, the 
two sides had in fact reversed positions: at 
first, Israel pressed for early elections, but 
now, the Palestinians were more eager to see 
the endorsement of Mr. Arafat and the 
P.L.O. as the legitimate authority. Accord
ing to an Israeli official, the Government is 
not pressing for early elections because these 
will raise difficult questions about power and 
jurisdiction. While the September peace ac
cord establishes the right of the Palestinian 
residents of Jerusalem to vote, the P.L.O. 
also wants such residents to be eligible for 
office. 

NOT ACCEPTABLE TO ISRAEL 
But in Israel's eyes, this is unacceptable. 

Enabling such residents to run for Palestin
ian office, so the Israeli argument goes, 
would mean inserting Jerusalem into the 
process of self-rule and recognizing part of 
Jerusalem as occupied territory. 

Today's communique also said talks would 
be held on the release of more Palestinian 
prisoners held in Israeli jails. Palestinian of
ficials here said that the freeing of more 
than 6,000 Palestinians in Israeli jails was in
dispensable. 

The Israeli delegation said it would seri
ously consider the request to release impris
oned women. 

Mr. Arafat also asked for the release of 
Sheik Ahmed Yassin, the founder of the mili
tant Islamic movement Hamas. Today, Mr. 
Rabin said for the first time that he would 
consider the request to free Mr. Yassin, 58 
years old, if he would leave the region for 10 
years and tell others to refrain from terror 
and violence. The Hamas leader is serving a 
life sentence for ordering the murder of four 
alleged Palestinian informants. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has just 2 seconds over 3 minutes. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2245 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in my 
remaining time, I support the amend
ment by Senator DOLE which would es
tablish a congressional commission for 
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the purpose of assessing the humani
tarian, political, and diplomatic condi
tions in Haiti and reporting to the Con
gress on the appropriate policy options 
available to the United States with re
spect to Haiti, which report should be 
filed within 45 days of enactment. 

Many Senators, including this Sen
ator, have expressed concern on the 
floor about the potential of an invasion 
of Haiti by the United States. There 
has been a sense-of-the-Senate resolu
tion passed saying that we do not be
lieve there ought to be an invasion of 
Haiti. 

There is no doubt that a military in
vasion would not be a very complicated. 
matter and it is a war which could be 
won perhaps in a matter of hours. But 
what would happen after the military 
victory is very, very problematical and 
very uncertain. 

The amendment by the distinguished 
Republican leader would establish the 
congressional commission to inves
tigate the policy options. It is my view 
that the Organization of American 
States ought to have a large role in as
sessing what should be done in Haiti, 
and that if military action is to be un
dertaken, it ought to be joint action by 
the Organization of American States. 

The saber rattling which the Presi
dent has engaged in in Haiti, as well as 
in Bosnia, has undermined very materi
ally the credibility of the United 
States, and it is at a very important 
time when we face a real crisis in 
North Korea where there are vital 
United States interests at stake. 

With the sense of the Senate having 
been expressed against an invasion of 
Haiti, the establishment of this com
mission would again put the President 
squarely on notice-no invasion of 
Haiti. And the 45-day time limit would 
permit a report back with an assess
ment of policy options by the Congress. 

If President Clinton wants to have 
the military option, then he ought to 
come to the Congress and ask for our 
authorization just as it was done on 
the authorization for the use of force in 
Iraq. The Constitution of the United 
States gives to only the Congress the 
authority to declare war. And while 
the President does have prerogatives 
under his power as Commander in Chief 
to act in an emergency and in the con
text of the Haiti situation, if he wants 
to exercise the option or have the op
tion for military force, he ought to 
come to the Congress, there ought to 
be a full-fledged debate, and that au
thorization ought to be given only by 
the Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair and 
I yield the floor 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, unlike 
the Senator from Pennsylvania, I take 
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an entirely different view on the Dole 
amendment establishing a commission 
on Hai ti policy. 

Incidentally, I should note on the 
amendment of the Senator from Penn
sylvania regarding the PLO, I am per
fectly willing to accept that. Once the 
Republican floor manager is on the 
floor, I will, if I am not too close to the 
time of the next vote, propound a 
unanimous consent agreement that we 
be able to set aside the pending amend
ment temporarily so that we can adopt 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. And I will do that as 
soon as the Republican floor manager 
or his designee is on the floor. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Vermont for 
accepting the amendment. It is my un
derstanding that it has been cleared 
with Senator MCCONNELL. 

I ask, at the time it be accepted, that 
my formal floor statement, Senator 
SHELBY'S formal floor statement, and 
the remarks I just made appear in con
text in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD con
tinuously with the events which Sen
ator LEAHY has described. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. You are 
asking that that be included in the 
RECORD now? 

Mr. SPECTER. I ask it be included at 
the point in the RECORD where Senator 
LEAHY and Senator McCONNELL urge 
the adoption of the amendment. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, let me 
talk about the Dole amendment on 
Haiti. 

This is an amendment, as we know, 
to establish a congressional commis
sion on Haiti policy. 

This assumes that the relevant com
mittees, key Members of the House and 
Senate in both parties, are not now dis
cussing Haiti policy. The fact is that 
we are. The various chairmen of the ap
propriate committees, the ranking 
members as well as other key and 
knowledgeable Members of Congress
again, from both parties-have had 
lengthy discussion of Hai ti policy. 
There is absolutely no need for a com
mission at this time. In fact, it would 
do direct harm to U.S. national inter
ests. 

All one has to do is look at the cal
endar. This calls for a commission, 
once having been set up, to report back 
in 45 days. It would not go into place 
until after this bill is passed and signed 
into law. That means passed by this 
body, gone through conference, then 
passed by both bodies, and then signed 
into law. As a practical matter, we are 
talking about a report back to Con
gress sometime after the Congress has 
recessed for the fall elections. 

It is no wonder that one of the big
gest supporters, according to the news 
today, is General Cedras of Hai ti. He 
supports this amendment. Frankly, I 
support President Clinton on this mat
ter. 

I understand the concerns being ex
pressed. But we have on the one side 
General Cedras, who thinks this is a 
great idea, and we have President Clin
ton and the administration, who think 
it is a bad idea. I side with President 
Clinton and the administration. It is a 
bad idea. 

No mistake should be made. The dis
tinguished Republican leader is right 
in saying the Haiti situation is critical, 
just as so many other Senators on this 
side, including the distinguished Demo
cratic leader, Senator MITCHELL, are 
right in saying the Haiti situation is 
critical. 

Mr. SPECTER. Will my colleague 
yield for a question? 

Mr. LEAHY. Without losing my right 
to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the distin
guished chairman. 

The question which I have turns on 
the authority of the Congress con
trasted with the authority of the Presi
dent. We have had extensive debate on 
the Senate floor about the military op
tion. The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. GREGG] offered an amendment sev
eral weeks ago to limit the use of funds 
to foreclose the military option. That 
amendment had certain exceptions 
where the President could act in case 
of an emergency. 

I have a question for my colleague 
from Vermont. We have debated these 
issues formally and informally during 
the 14 years that I have been in the 
Senate. We used to debate other issues 
when we were district attorneys in the 
good old days, or in the bad old days. It 
seems to me when there is a real na
tional issue on what we ought to do in 
Haiti and the President has reserved 
the military option and there is no 
emergency, as we have had an oppor
tunity to debate it, that we really 
ought to confront the issue head on in 
the Congress and ought to come to a 
conclusion as to whether Congress au
thorizes the use of military force in 
Haiti? And, if so, under what cir
cumstances? 

The question I have for my colleague, 
Senator LEAHY, is why should we not 
do that instead of leaving the matter 
up in the air? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
respond to this. That is not, though, 
the Dole-Warner amendment. This es
tablishes a commission that will report 
back sometime after the Congress has 
gone out of session for the year. We 
could then have a debate on it, maybe 
in February or March of next year. I 
cannot conceive, during the years of 
the Bush administration or Reagan ad
ministration, any of the cosponsors of 
this amendment standing for one sec
ond-for one second-for such an 
amendment if it was going to tie up, 
literally into months and months and 
months, the hands of the Republican 
President. That is the issue. 
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Should there be consultation? Should 

there be discussion of our Haiti policy? 
I have no problem with that at all. But 
to put in an amendment that basically 
says we are going to have a debate on 
this thing sometime in January or Feb
ruary, and then decide what will hap
pen-I cannot imagine any President 
standing for that. We have had a num
ber of instances where Presidents have 
taken actions and had the debate after. 
In what was probably one of the better 
debates-on the Persian Gulf-we de
bated a specific resolution then and 
there on it. That is a different thing 
than this. We did not debate a resolu
tion which says we will determine the 
answer to this question several months 
from now. 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I do not 
want to be discourteous to my col
leagues but I know the Senator from 
Pennsylvania had a statement to make 
earlier. The Senator from Kansas had a 
statement to make on this. I would 
like to complete my statement. · 

I will be glad to 'yield for another 
question, of course I will, but then I am 
going to have to make my statement 
and then I will be glad to yield to all 
the questions they would like. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, just 
one quick question to my friend from 
Vermont. If this amendment were not 
crafted this way but crafted in a way 
similar to the Persian Gulf-because 
really that is the analogy here, where 
you have a long lead time. It is not an 
emergency, but a long lead time where 
there is, in essence, a national debate 
going on about whether or not we 
should use force in Haiti. If the amend
ment were crafted in a different man
ner and it was simply related to the 
question of Presidential consultation 
and ultimately approval from the Con
gress, would my friend from Vermont 
support that? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, 92 of us 
voted for one a couple of weeks ago. 
Actually, I believe it was on this same 
bill. And we voted--

Mr. McCONNELL. Then I assume my 
friend would be unhappy if the Presi
dent were to invade Haiti when we 
were out of town? 

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator from Ken
tucky wants to see the Senate debate a 
freestanding resolution saying whether 
the Congress would support Presi
dential discretion in the use of force in 
Haiti or would absolutely deny any 
ability, under any circumstances, of 
the President to utilize force in Haiti
if he wants a freestanding resolution 
on that, I am perfectly willing to have 
that and vote on it. Or even some of 
the varying degrees of that, which is 
basically what we did on the Persian 
Gulf. I have no problem with a debate 
of that nature. 

But we have debated this issue al
ready on this bill 2 weeks ago. The 
final resolution was to vote down the 
Gregg amendment, the amendment of 
the Senator from New Hampshire; 92 
Senators voted in favor of a Haiti reso
lution. We now have a resolution and 
the fact of the matter is we have a res
olution that is supported by General 
Cedras, according to this morning's 
press; opposed by President Clinton
again, according to today's press. 
Frankly, while that is not dispositive 
of the issue, it certainly should weigh 
on the minds of Senators why it is that 
General Cedras, a man who is holding 
this country under a military dictator
ship, supports this resolution and why 
the Commander in Chief of the United 
States opposes it. It is a fairly simple 
issue to me. 

Incidentally, I might mention to my 
friend from Pennsylvania, when he 
talks of our days as district attorneys, 
that is the last time either one of us 
had a job we truly enjoyed. But we are 
good friends, and of course I yield to 
another question. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Vermont. r. 
agree with much of what he has said as 
to the resolution by the Republican 
leader. I do not know that it would 
come up after the Congress is out of 
session, but I think its purpose is real
ly to avoid an invasion while Congress 
is out of session. I appreciate what the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont 
has had to say, that he would welcome 
debate on a freestanding resolution for 
the use of force in Hai ti. 

Mr. LEAHY. With a realistic time, 
like a day or two or something like 
this-but something realistic-and 
have one drafted in such a way we 
knew the exact parameters. I think 
that is an appropriate thing for Con
gress to do. I would have no problem 
with that. But we could debate Haiti 
forever on this appropriations bill and 
the end result can be we have no appro
priations bill on issues that are en
tirely different. 

I think this issue on Hai ti is a sig
nificant enough one. If we are going to 
debate it, let us debate just that with
out us thinking is this an amendment 
that should work or should not work 
on this bill? Is it going to end up mak
ing it impossible to pass this bill or not 
pass this bill? All of which are issues 
that should not be on the question of 
Haiti. 

Mr. SPECTER. As usual, when the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont 
and I discuss a matter, we usually 
come to a meeting of the minds. I 
think we are very close on this one. I 
would not want to hold up this bill on 
the issue of a Haiti resolution. 
It would be my hope that the Presi

dent would come to the Congress and 
ask for authorization to use force in 
Haiti, just as the Congress authorized 
the use of force in Iraq, so that there 

would be a heads-up debate facing the 
issue squarely, with the Congress of 
the United States deciding whether 
there would be force used in Hai ti, 
which is really the war power which is 
reserved solely to the Cong1 ess on our 
authority to declare war. 

Then we would have a determination 
as to whether the Congress authorized 
the use of force and authorized a war 
and under what conditions. I hope that 
if the President wants to maintain that 
military option, he will come to the 
Congress and ask for that authority. In 
the absence of his doing so-and I 
think this is a lass desirable alter
native-for someone in the Congress to 
structure that kind of a resolution and 
bring it to a head, but perhaps that is 
what we should do if the President will 
not take the initiative and ask the 
Congress for that authorization. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to 
note that naturally there have been a 
number of times since both the Senator 
from Pennsylvania and I have been 
serving in the Senate where Presidents 
have not done that. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list 
of some of the briefings, including the 
briefing by the administration of the 
Republican Policy Committee members 
in the House involving the CIA, DI, and 
others, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

BRIEFINGS AND HEARINGS ON HAITI 

28 June 1994, Hearing on US Policy To
wards Haiti; Gray, Shattuck, McKinley tes
tify before SFRC SC on Western Hemisphere 
Affairs. 

15 June 1994, Hearing on Haitian Asylum
seekers; Ambassador Brunson McKinley tes
tifies before the House Judiciary Sub
committee on International Law, Immigra
tion, and Refugees on legislation on Haiti in
troduced by Meek and Dellums. 

8 June 1994, Hearing on Haiti; William 
Gray III; before HF AC. 

8 June 1994, Hearing on Haiti, CBI Parity, 
Cuba, Latin America Summit; Senator Bob 
Graham: Briefer: Alexander Watson. 

1 June 1994, Briefing on Haiti Refugee 
Processing; HF AC Staff with RP and INS. 

25 May 1994, Briefing on Haiti Intelligence 
Community Briefing (closed) HPSIC Mem
bers and Staff. Briefers: CIAINIO Lattrel, 
INR, others. 

24 May 1994, Briefing on Haiti Pre-trip In
telligence Community Briefing, Rep. Dixon 
and HPSCI staff. Briefers: CIA, InR, DIA, 
DEA, NSA, JCS/J-2. 

12 May 1994, Briefing on Halti Refugee Pol
icy. House Judiciary Subcmte on Immigra
tion; RP & INS. 

3 May 1994, Briefing on Haiti Refugee Is
sues: RF AC Staff with RP, ARA, and INS. 

3 May 1994, Briefing on Haiti. Senator Dodd 
and other SFRC Members. Briefers: Acting 
Secretary Talbott and NSC Sandy Berger. 

8 March 1994, Hearing on Haiti. SFRC Sub
committee on Western Hemisphere. Witness: 
Ambassador Pezzullo. 

9 November 1993, Briefing on Haiti: Hafac 
Western Hemisphere Members Briefing; 
(Amb. Pezzullo). 

3 November 1993, Briefing on Haiti (closed); 
HPSCI Members & Staff. Briefers: State/CIA/ 
DIA/DOD. 
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27 October 1993, Briefing on Haiti-Intel

ligence; House Republican Policy Committee 
Members. Briefers: CIA, DI. 

20 October 1993, Briefing: on Recent Events 
in Haiti: House Intelligence Committee; 
State witness TBD (Pezzullo or Watson). 

22 July 1993, Recent Developments in Haiti; 
HFAC W. Hemisphere Subcommittee 

18 June 1993, Haiti; Cong. Toricelli and 
Hfac staff. Briefer: Amb. Pezzullo. 

26 May 1993, Assistance for Haiti; Sen. 
Leahy. Briefers: ARA Pezzullo & Watson. 

18 May 1993, Haiti: SACFO Minority Staff. 
Briefers: ARA-Pezzullo, AID. 

13 May 1993, Haiti; SACFO Minority Staff. 
Briefers: ARA-Pezzullo, AID. 

13 May 1993, Haiti; RAC Foreign OPS Sub
committee and Associate Staff. ATA/ 
Pezzullo, AID, and DOD. 

3 May 1993, Situation in Haiti/Request for 
Contingency Fund; SACFO Majority and Mi
nority Staff. Briefers: ARA-Pezzullo, AID
Wllliams. 

10 March 1993, Haiti; for RAC Foreign OPS 
Minority Staff w/Majori~y Staff. 

9 March 1993, Haiti; for RAC Foreign OPS 
Minority and Majority Staff. Briefer: ARAI 
??. 

26 January 1993, Haiti; RAC Foreign Ops 
Subcommittee Staff. ARA/Gelbard. 

12 January 1993, Update on Haiti; Senate 
Judiciary Committee Staff Briefers: ARAI 
RP/INS. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, when you 
have time to consult, I much prefer 
that. In fact, there was a consultation 
of key Members of the Senate, both Re
publicans and Democrats, last night. It 
was very extensive. I think it lasted a 
couple of hours and involved General 
Shalikashvili, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of 
Defense, William Perry, the Secretary 
of State, Warren Christopher, our U.N. 
Ambassador, Madeleine Albright, and 
the President's National Security Ad
viser, Anthony Lake, as well as others. 

It was very, very extensive with a 
very candid, free exchange. I wish we 
could print in the RECORD the tran
script, but much of it was classified. 
We did it in a secure room. I thought it 
was very open. I thought the answers of 
Secretary Perry and Secretary Chris
topher and Ambassador Albright and 
National Security Adviser Tony Lake 
were very honest, very forthright, very 
clear, and extraordinarily candid. It 
was one of the most candid briefings 
and consultations I have had in my 20 
years here. 

There have been other times when we 
have not had this. I think of when we 
sent the marines to Beirut. Here was 
the policy: From the time they were 
given the orders to go, to the time they 
were sent en route, to the time they ar
rived, to the time they were put in 
place, the reasons given by the admin
istration and the White House for their 
being there changed every single time. 
Almost daily the policy of why they 
were there changed. 

They were then put in a building 
which all our intelli5 3nce people said 
was a clear target of terrorists. And on 
White House orders, they were still put 
there. The White House, the President, 
the National Security Adviser-every-

body else-ignored clear, clear 
warnings that there was going to be a 
terrorist attack on them this is in a 
country where car bombings were en
demic. They ignored clear, clear re
ports of when that car bombing could · 
take place and who might do it. 

The marine sentries on duty under 
White House orders were not even al
lowed to have live ammunition in the 
chambers of their guns. Now this is 
under an administration where the 
President would always demonstrate 
he was the toughest President ever, 
President Reagan. Under White House 
orders, they were not even allowed to 
have live ammunition for the sentries. 

They were not allowed to put up the 
normal type of tank traps that might 
stop a car bomber from coming 
through and, of course, what happened 
is a car bomber came through and 250 
brave marines died needlessly. They 
died because of incompetence at the 
White House. They died because we had 
a policy that was designed more for 
show than for substance. 

They were put there because nobody 
even knew why they were there, but we 
all knew they died. And then to make 
it even worse, when the bodies were 
brought back, it had to be after dark so 
it would not show on the national 
news. 

And what was the response of the 
President of the United States? We in
vaded Grenada. Wow. And Grenada was 
such a success that if you were in the 
Pentagon during the invasion, if your 
elevator door opened, a hand reached in 
and slapped a medal on you. It was 
darn near that bad. We invaded Gre
nada. We ignored it for several days. 
The Cubans were trying to surrender: 
"We want to surrender." "Sorry, you 
can't surrender, we have to have a suc
cessful invasion here." 

Other Americans died killed by 
Americans. We talked about how we 
are stopping the Soviet Union and com
munism in Grenada. We gave the So
viet Union enormous, enormous tac
tical intelligence on the United States. 
They found out that our ships could 
not talk to each other, ships could not 
talk to the Army. We had an Army 
commander who goes down and uses a 
pay phone in Grenada to call back to 
the Pentagon to ask them if they 
would tell the Navy to maybe shell a 
little bit closer to the Cubans and less 
on the Americans. 

We had others who died needlessly. 
We could not even send information 
down from here to tell where they were 
supposed to be. Fortunately, there 
were a couple tourist shops open so our 
intelligence people could go in and buy 
a map. And this was our big victory, 
trying to overshadow the death of 250 
brave marines who died needlessly
who died needlessly. 

So maybe consultation and policy 
should be done. But maybe we ought to 
talk about substance and not symbol-

ism. The symbolism was great. We de
feated Grenada. Whoopee. Wow. The 
National Guard from most of our 
States could have done that. We did 
not need the might of the greatest 
power on Earth to do it. We have to ask 
ourselves what was the reason for it. 

I digressed. 
We have a situation in Haiti that is 

critical. We still come down to the 
point: This amendment meets the 
strong support of General Cedras. It is 
strongly opposed by the Clinton admin
istration. Frankly, I think the choice 
is clear. All of us are distressed by the 
situation in Haiti. Look what the cruel 
and corrupt leaders are doing there
dri ving their own people to misery. 
This is a terrible, terrible thing going 
on there. Poor, poor people, the poorest 
of the poor in our hemisphere, and an 
oligarchy lives in great splendor, to go 
off and in an hour they can travel and 
go into stores where they and their 
families will spend more money than a 
whole village will make in a year. So 
they can buy their jewelry and their 
fancy cars and liquor and everything 
else while their poor country dies of 
economic deprivation. 

We want to try to help. It is in our 
hemisphere. The entire international 
community agonizes over how to help. 
The members of the United Nations 
have joined together to apply stiff eco
nomic sanctions against the outlaw re
gime in Haiti, and I believe the Amer
ican people strongly support these 
sanctions. 

There is not consensus on the next 
steps. I do not think there is any en
thusiasm in this country-certainly 
there is not in my own State of Ver
mont-for a military invasion of Haiti, 
but neither are many people com
fortable about having the United 
States Government sit on its hands and 
watch the stream of refugees trying 
desperately to escape from Haiti and 
find refuge in the United States and see 
that stream grow steadily larger. 

They do not want to stand by while 
innocent people are tortured, muti
lated, and killed. Look at the pictures 
on our morning television today of the 
mass grave just discovered and you can 
understand why the United Nations 
was kicked out yesterday, why human 
rights observers were kicked out, so 
they will not find such things as mass 
graves where people have just been 
massacred, and with all signs pointing 
to the fact that it is the military and 
the police all under the command of 
the same people. 

We do not want to let thousands of 
children starve. We do not want to see 
democracy thwarted by a group of cor
rupt, power-hungry thugs, which is 
what General Cedras and his people 
are. 

Now, are there simple solutions to 
this crisis? Of course not. And I agree 
with the sponsors of the amendment, 
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with Senator DOLE and Senator WAR
NER and others that there are no sim
ple solutions. But because there are no 
simple solutions, it is all the more rea
son not to preemptively tie the hands 
of the President in fashioning a respon
sible policy on Haiti in consultation 
with our allies. 

The administration is consulting 
with our allies. It is consul ting with 
the leadership, Republican and Demo
crat, in the Congress. 

Public discussion of the proper role 
for the U.S. Government is not only 
valuable, but I feel that it is essential. 
Debate along lines we are having here 
is part of that discussion. It may not 
belong on this bill, but it does belong 
in this Chamber. And it is a legitimate 
area of debate for all of us , whether we 
agree with the administration's policy 
or disagree. It is a legitimate area of 
debate for the Senate. After all, we are 
supposed to be the conscience of the 
Nation , an issue and designation that 
all too many of us tend to forget. So 
that is why I, along with 92 of my fel
low Senators, voted in favor of a reso
lution just 2 weeks ago calling on the 
President to consult with Congress be
fore undertaking military action in 
Haiti. 

Public debate is essential, but more 
study of the nature of this would be 
counterproductive. To have a study 
that would come back after the Con
gress is out, that we might vote on in 
January or February or March of next 
year, makes no sense, but it is why 
General Cedras wants us to pass this 
amendment and why President Clinton 
does not want us to. Again, it is a case 
where I will side with and support the 
President of the United States. I dis
agree with General Cedras. I disagree 
with this resolution. 

The facts of this crisis are not hidden 
or complicated. American correspond
ents are providing a steady flow of re
porting and analysis of the changing 
situation in Haiti. All you have to do is 
turn on your radio , turn on your tele
vision or read your newspapers. And I 
hear no one suggesting that the reason 
there is disagreement over Haiti policy 
is that we lack facts. Quite to the con
trary. We are dealing with a tiny, little 
country in our hemisphere, and we can 
get all of the necessary facts. We do 
not need a study commission to get 
more facts. I suspect that most of us 
are not even fully keeping up with all 
the facts that are pouring in, to say 
nothing about adding more to it. 

But if we establish that study com
mission, it sends the wrong message to 
the murderers in Port-au-Prince. We 
are going to be saying to them, if we 
establish this commission, " Relax. 
Don' t worry about the sanctions. The 
U.S. Government is not going to act 
any time soon. We are going to study 
the situation for the next several 
months. You can keep on your stealing 
and your killing for a while longer be-

cause we have just put the brakes on 
everything. ' ' 

Mr. President, is that the way to con
duct foreign policy? Is it the way to 
conduct foreign policy, saying no mat
ter what we say, we took the keys out 
of the car for the next several months; 
we turned the ships around; we have 
grounded the airplanes; we have told 
the Marines and others, " Don't worry; 
we are not going to do anything" ? 

What kind of diplomatic pressure do 
you bring on a country if they know, 
no matter what happens, you are not 
going to move, you are not going to do 
anything, you are going to talk, there 
is this congressional limitation which 
says nothing happens until the Con
gress gets around to it in January or 
February or March of next year. 

Now, there is dispute in the country 
about what our policy should be, but I 
suspect there would be no dispute in 
the country among the people if asked: 
Do you think it really is the best way 
to set our foreign policy, to say we will 
set up a hiatus until the Congress gets 
around to work on this issue next 
spring sometime? 

I do not think many people in the 
United States are that confident in the 
Congress that we might do it. And it 
also says to the international commu
nity, after we have been up there-Am
bassador Albright has done a tremen
dous job in New York dealing with the 
international community, as has Sec
retary Christopher and everybody else. 
But this is the same international com
munity we have gone to to seek their 
support. Now we say, "Relax, folks. We 
do not really support the U.N. Security 
Council 's July 12 resolution calling for 
a 'rapid and definite ' solution to the 
crisis, " a resolution that we helped put 
through. We are saying, just a few days 
later, we do not agree with it. In fact , 
we are saying to them, "Why don't you 
just go home; it is hot in New York 
City at the United Nations. Go home, 
forget about Haiti for a while. We will 
check back with you in a couple of 
months. " It will keep the undertaker 
business going in Haiti, but we are 
gone. 

Our allies would have one more rea
son to question U.S. leadership in 
world affairs. The Haitian oppressors 
would go on oppressing. The flood of 
refugees would go on growing. 

Mr. President, this is the wrong reso
lution and the wrong place at the 
wrong time, and I am going to vote 
against it. I hope my fellow Senators 
would, too. 

I know that one of the people who 
has as much experience in this part of 
the world as any Member of the Senate 
is the Senator from Florida. Senator 
GRAHAM has gone down there. He has 
visited these areas. He has done it at 
personal danger. I know Senator GRA
HAM is in the Chamber. If he wishes to 
speak on this resolution, I would be 
happy to yield to him at this point. 

I should also note for my colleagues 
we are going to have a vote at 11:30 on 
another matter. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
was going to say I am prepared--

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving my right to 
the floor, I would like to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. McCONNELL. For a question. I 
am prepared to change the subject and 
discuss another amendment and lay it 
down, if that would be helpful. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, earlier 
this morning the distinguished Senator 
from Pennsylvania had been on the 
floor discussing an amendment which I 
believe he sent to the desk. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
have a couple of amendments that have 
been cleared, while we are checking 
with Senator SPECTER. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be temporarily laid aside 
and the Senator from Kentucky be rec
ognized to introduce a couple of 
amendments that have been cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
laid aside. The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw 
amendment No. 2252. 

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

The amendment (No. 2252) was with
drawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2261 
(Purpose: Relating to U.S. contributions to 

U.N. peacekeeping operations) 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk an amendment by 
Senator PRESSLER, which I understand 
has been cleared on both sides, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON

NELL], for Mr. PRESSLER, proposes an amend
ment numbered 2261. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the following new section: 
PAYMENTS-IN-KIND AS VOLUNTARY CONTRIBU

TIONS TO UNITED NA TIO NS PEACEKEEPING AC
TIVITIES 
SEC. . It is the sense of the Congress 

that--
(1) United States voluntary contributions 

to peacekeeping operations conducted by the 
United Nations may consist of contributions 
of excess defense articles or may be in the 
form of payments made directly to United 
States companies providing goods and serv
ices in support of United Nations peacekeep
ing activities; and 

(2) such contributions should be made in 
consultation with the Secretaries of State 
and Defense. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
have altered this amendment to reflect 
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the concerns of my colleague from Ver
mont, Senator LEAHY. This amendment 
is a sense of the Congress amendment, 
which allows U.S. voluntary contribu
tions to U.N. peacekeeping operations 
to be made in forms other than direct 
cash payment to the U.N. bureaucracy. 

My amendment would allow U.S. con
tributions to consist of excess Depart
ment of Defense articles or of direct 
payments to U.S. companies providing 
goods and services. Furthermore, the 
amendment calls for consultation be
tween the Secretaries of State and De
fense before any transfers or contribu
tions are made. 

During the Senate floor debate on 
the foreign operations appropriations 
bill, I have offered two other amend
ments which promote U.S. contribu
tions of goods and services to U .N. op
erations. As the No. 1 contributor to 
the United Nations, the United States 
should be afforded the opportunity to 
promote U.S. business through a pay
ment-in-kind process. For years, some 
European member States have utilized 
a payment-in-kind system to full U.N. 
obligations. It is time the United 
States was credited for the equipment 
and services we have been providing 
over the above our current assess
ments. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. It offers the United States 
fair opportunities in the U.N. contribu
tion process. We owe it to U.S. tax
payers to get the most out of the dol
lars we contribute to the United Na
tions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 2261) was 
agreed to. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2262 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON

NELL], for Mr. HATFIELD, proposes an amend
ment numbered 2262. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 11, line 19, after "1961" and before 

the period (.) add the following new proviso: 
" Provided further, that of the funds appro
priated under this heading, not less than an 
amount equal to the amount made available 
for the Office of Population of the Agency for 
International Development in fiscal year 
1994 shall be made available to that office" . 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this 
amendment seeks to maintain core 
funding for the Agency for Inter
national Development's excellent popu
lation program. 

As AID seeks to reengineer itself, I 
am concerned that the population pro
gram not lose its effectiveness through 
well-intended but short-sighted experi
ments on its central funding. This 
amendment ensures that the amount of 
money going to the Office of Popu
lation in fiscal year 1995 will be at least 
the same amount the Office received 

·for this fiscal year. My understanding 
is that figure is between $280 and $300 
million. 

Behind the great success of AID 's 
population program is the efficiency of 
its current funding system, where field 
missions buy into the wealth of exper
tise, services, and commodities pur
chased in bulk through the central Of
fice of Population. This economy of 
scale is what this amendment seeks to 
maintain. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared on both 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Or
egon. 

The amendment (No. 2262) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to table was agreed to. 
NUCLEAR REACTOR TRAINING SIMULATORS 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
with the distinguished ranking member 
of the subcommittee, Mr. McCONNELL, 
to express concern over the continued 
operation of the nuclear reactors in the 
former Soviet Union which do not meet 
international safety standards. These 
Soviet-built reactors are very dan
gerous; however, they are critical to 
the economic well-being of the coun
tries they service. There appears to be 
no alternative but to improve the safe
ty of these operational reactors if a fu
ture accident with very serious inter
national consequences is to be avoided. 
Is it the understanding of the distin
guished ranking member that there is 
little likelihood that these reactors 
will be shut down in the near term? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I would respond to 
the Senator that the power these reac
tors supply cannot be economically re
placed in the near term and the loss of 
the electrical energy which is gen
erated by each of these units would 
cause significant damage to the econo
mies of these countries. 

Mr. WARNER. I understand that the 
construction costs to bring these reac
tors to the standards accepted in the 
United States is prohibitively expen
sive. Is that similar to the understand-

ing of the distinguished ranking mem
ber? 

Mr. McCONNELL. The Senator is 
correct. The amount required to im
prove the physical plant of these reac
tors is so large that improvements of 
this type, although very desirable, are 
very unlikely. 

Mr. WARNER. I am informed that 
the International Atomic Energy Agen
cy has initiated several programs to re
view, analyze , and diagnose the signifi
cant problems at these reactors and 
that these studies reveal that the root 
causes of many operational safety re
lated events involve inadequacies in 
operator actions, procedures, and the 
design interface with the control 
boards. I am also informed that a cost
effecti ve way to address these short
falls is the procurement of analytical 
engineering simulators for use by the 
nuclear regulatory agencies of the 
former Soviet Union countries and by 
the crews of the reactors. For a rel
atively small sum, simulators for the 
most dangerous of the reactors could 
be procured, with corresponding im
provements in the operational safety of 
these reactors in the near term. Would 
the distinguished Senator consider in
cluding language in the "Statement of 
Managers" which would encourage the 
Department of State to consider this 
course of action? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I am happy to re
spond that I will press for such lan
guage in the conference between the 
two bodies, and I thank the Senator for 
raising this issue. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2253 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, am I cor

rect we are now back on the Helms 
amendment which is going to be voted 
on at 11:30? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. We are on the Helms amend
ment, and will vote on it at 11:30. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, again I 
state my strong opposition to this 
amendment. I believe it makes it im
possible for us to even take part in the 
Cairo Conference on Population. But it 
also makes it impossible for us even to 
work with any country that wants to 
do away with abortion, make abortion 
safer, or find other methods of popu
lation control. 

I know the Senator from Washington 
State is here. I would like to yield. 

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. the Sen

ator from Washington [Mrs. MURRAY] 
is recognized. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the Helms amendment, and in strong 
support of the upcoming International 
Conference on Population and Develop
ment. I believe the effect of the Helms 
amendment would be to undermine 
United States leadership at the upcom
ing Cairo Conference and at any events 
that will follow from that important 
event. 
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In just a few months, over 100 nations 

of the world will gather in Cairo for the 
International Conference on Popu
lation and Development, the most sig
nificant meeting in a decade to address 
issues related to population. 

The purpose of the Cairo Conference 
is to assess the current state of global 
population, determine its impact on 
human development, and produce an 
action plan for the next decade and 
century to deal with this most serious 
issue. 

The program of action-commonly 
known as the Cairo document-will 
represent the international consensus 
on population policy. 

Today the world's population has 
swelled to over 5 billion people, with 93 
million more added each year. Without 
strong leadership in support of vol
untary family planning programs, ex
perts predict that in just 35 years the 
world's population is likely to double 
to 10 billion. 

We know that many economic, envi
ronmental, and health problems facing 
our world can be directly related to 
overpopulation. Global ·warming, stag
nating economies in developing coun
tries, teen pregnancy, and high mater
nal death rates all relate to over
population. 

If we are to effectively address this 
problem, the success of the Cairo Con
ference is crucial. The goal of the con
ference is to vastly increase access to 
family planning and help establish im
proved reproductive health care. 

Further, the conference will empha
size the vital need to improve the sta
tus of women worldwide, and most im
portantly, work to ensure that popu
lation programs are responsive and ac
countable to the people who use them
especially women. 

Let us remember some of the history 
of this issue, and why adoption of the 
Helms amendment by the Senate today 
would be unwise. 

The last major world meeting on pop
ulation took place in 1984 in Mexico 
City. Until the 1980's, the United States 
had been at the forefront of efforts to 
increase access to voluntary family 
planning worldwide and address the 
problem of overpopulation. 

At the 1984 Mexico City Conference, 
however, the United States sent 
chilling signals to countries around the 
world that our Nation had reversed 
course-that we were no longer con
cerned about promoting access to safe 
and effective family planning, and that 
the United States considered the entire 
question of global population growth to 
be a "neutral phenomenon" that would 
somehow take care of itself. 

The United States maintained that 
harmful position throughout the re
mainder of the 1980's-refusing to rec
ognize the corn:lation between un
checked population growth, poverty, 
hunger, or environmental degradation. 

Fortunately, those days of putting 
our heads in the sand are over. Presi-

dent Clinton, together with the inter
national community, is embracing a 
comprehensive approach to inter
national population issues, which in
volves addressing a wide range of con
cerns. 

President Clinton recognizes that 
there is no magic bullet to address the 
population issue, he knows that to be 
successful, population programs must 
not only focus on reducing birthrates 
but must also address human rights, 
women's health and status, and cul
tural differences. 

Thus, to the Cairo Conference the 
United States is brining new ap
proaches, emphasizing programs that 
enhance the ability of individuals and 
couples to freely and responsibly de
cide the number and spacing of their 
children. The overwhelming majority 
of states participating in the Cairo 
Conference have endorsed this ap
proach. 

In addition, the United States' long
term approach to population includes: 

Promoting access to the full range of 
quality reproductive health care, in
cluding women-centered women-man
aged services; 

Stressing the need for governments 
and public and private organizations to 
commit themselves to quality of care 
in family planning services; 

Supporting the empowerment of 
woman; 

Ensuring access to primary health 
care, with an emphasis on child sur
vival; 

Preserving the endangered natural 
environmental of our globe; and fi
nally; 

Ensuring that our population policy 
supports the world's priority for sus
tainable development. 

So where does the Helms amendment 
fit into this important debate? 

Because the document that is to be 
adopted at the Cairo Conference will 
speak to the next two decades, propos
ing recommendations for many years 
to come, I believe that if implemented, 
the Helms amendment will interfere 
with and obstruct United States activi
ties after the Cairo Conference. Essen
tially, the amendment seeks to chill 
any of the important and ongoing dia
log that our Nation will be involved in 
regarding population issues. 

It is important to know that the 
Helms amendment misrepresents the 
United States position on abortion and 
the United States role at the Cairo 
Conference and at other population fo
rums. 

President Clinton has articulated his 
view on abortion numerous times and 
it is a view endorsed by the overwhelm
ing majority of Americans: Abortion 
should be safe, legal, and rare. That is 
the position the United States will rep
resent in Cairo and any related events 
in the years to come. 

And for the record, let us be clear 
about current law on abortion funding 

internationally: Under existing law, 
U.S. funds may not be used either to 
fund abortions as a method of family 
planning or to motivate any person to 
have an abortion. Exceptions are per
mitted only in cases of rape, incest, or 
if the life of the woman is in danger, 
and then only in settings and institu
tions where such activities are legal 
and safe. 

In addition, the notion that the Unit
ed States will use the Cairo forum and 
other meetings like it to lobby other 
nations on abortion is just plain non
sense; the draft document for Cairo 
clearly acknowledges the sovereign 
right of each nation to implement its 
own policies. 

And nowhere in the Cairo document 
is there any call for the legalization of 
abortion. 

In any case, it is important to note 
that current U.S. law prohibits the use 
of Federal funds Governmentwide for 
lobbying purposes, so that the type of 
activity described in the Helms amend
ment is already prohibited by law. 

So because this amendment will have 
no real effect on current law, it is real
ly about the symbols and messages we 
send to the international community 
on the issue of population. 

To me, the Helms amendment is 
deeply cynical. By attempting to cloud 
United States participation at the 
Cairo conference and the activities 
that will follow, the Helms amendment 
preys on the world's poorest women, 
who I believe have it tough enough al
ready. Let's not add to their burden 
today by playing politics with one of 
the most daunting and complex issues 
of our time. The fact is that family 
planning saves lives and helps reduce 
abortion worldwide. 

Experts estimate that the lives of 5.6 
million children and 500,000 women 
could be saved each year if all the 
women who wanted to limit their fami
lies had access to family planning. If 
the intention of the Helms amendment 
is to prevent abortion-a goal which I 
strongly support-then I encourage the 
Senator from North Carolina to ad
dress that problem head on by seeking 
additional funds for our bilateral fam
ily planning program. Providing 
women with the means to prevent un
wanted pregnancies will do more than 
anything else to reduce abortion. 

In closing, I hope we can go on record 
today as sending our delegation to 
Cairo with the full support of this Sen
ate, so that the United States team can 
continue efforts to develop and imple
ment a plan to give families around the 
globe access to the reproductive health 
care services they need. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to de
feat the Helms amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES] is 
recognized. 

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I 
rise in support of Senator HELMS' 
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amendment. I hope that my colleagues 
will support this amendment, as well. I 
have heard people say that if you sup
port this amendment, we cannot par
ticipate in the Cairo Conference. That 
is not true. I read the amendment, and 
that is certainly not this Senator's in
terpretation. 

What Senator HELMS is trying to do 
is prohibit the State Department and 
this administration from lobbying 
other countries to change their laws 
concerning abortion. 

Madam President, there are 95 coun
tries throughout the world that have 
various restrictions on abortion. Some 
are very strict against abortion; some 
are not quite so strict; and that is 
probably to be expected. We have had 
significant debate in this country 
about how restrictive we should be. We 
have had restrictions in this country 
dealing with abortion. This administra
tion is now going international, using 
the influence and prestige of the Unit
ed States, trying to change all other 
countries' laws concerning abortion, to 
make them identical with the philoso
phy of this administration. 

I might mention that the philosophy 
of this administration is not the law of 
the land. They have not been successful 
in changing the laws of this country. 
We have laws that prohibit the use of 
taxpayer funds for abortions. We have 
laws in this country that this adminis
tration has tried to change, but they 
have been unsuccessful to date. They 
may be successful later on. This admin
istration would like to have abortion 
as a fringe benefit under its heal th care 
policy. They may be successful, but 
they have not been successful yet. 
They would like to have a change in 
policy where taxpayers subsidize abor
tion under the Medicaid Program. They 
have not been successful yet. Yet, they 
want to change all other countries' 
laws. 

Let me just read from an action cable 
that came on March 16 of this year 
from the State Department. This is 
part of the statement: 

Posts are requested to approach host gov
ernments to outline [our Government] nego
tiating priorities for the final preparatory 
meeting for the [U.N.-sponsored] Inter
national Conference on Population Develop
ment * * *. The priority issues for the Unit
ed States include assuring * * * access to 
safe abortion * * *. The United States be
lieves that access to safe, legal, and vol
untary abortion is a fundamental right of all 
women. 

Well, a lot of countries have laws 
prohibiting abortion. When I think 
about it, most people would say abor
tion is legal in this country, but that 
has never passed in the Congress. We 
have never passed a law legalizing 
abortion. That was done through the 
Roe versus Wade decision, not by a ma
jority in Congress. Yet, this adminis
tration says we want to make sure 
abortion is safe and legal. In other 
words, in countries that have laws out-

lawing abortion, they think those are 
wrong and should be changed. So they 
are sending out delegates to approach 
host governments throughout the 
world saying: Change your laws. 

A lot of countries are very offended 
by this cultural imperialism where the 
United States is going to try to dictate 
or direct what their policies should be 
concerning abortion. I am not talking 
about one or two countries, but a total 
population of about 2 billion people. 
About 37 percent of the world's popu
lation have restrictions against abor
tion, and this administration wants to 
eliminate that. 

A lot of those countries are predomi
nantly Catholic, and some are predomi
nantly Moslem. A lot of those coun
tries are our allies. If we put this kind 
of pressure on those countries, a lot of 
them are going to resent it. I really 
wonder why our State Department is 
doing it. I cannot help but think that 
we have serious problems. This State 
Department cannot decide what they 
want to do on Haiti, or Bosnia, or 
North Korea, where we have a vacillat
ing policy, but they know what they 
want to do on abortion: Implement 
their philosophy, which they have not 
been successful in passing through the 
United States Congress yet-and I hope 
they will not be successful-through
out the world, and tell 95 countries 
that their laws should be replaced with 
the Clinton policy, a policy not even 
supported in Congress. 

I will just mention that I asked a 
question of our former colleague, Sen
ator Wirth, who is now the State De
partment counselor, at a hearing on 
March 8, before the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee. 

I said: "We are spending a significant 
amount of money on population con
trol. Does that include abortion?" 

He answered: "We believe that 
women have the right to a full range of 
women's reproductive right services, 
and that would include abortion, if nec
essary.'' 

I informed Counselor Wirth that that 
was against the law. We have a law 
that says we are not going to use these 
funds for abortion. Yet, he said we 
want everybody to have a full range of 
services. 

I said: "Well, does the Clinton admin
istration want to repeal the present 
law that prohibits U.S. funds from 
being used to pay for abortions?" 

Senator Wirth said: "That is right. 
We have asked for a complete rewrite 
of the Foreign Assistance Act, and in 
our submission to Congress, we did not 
include the language which we think is 
much too constraining. " 

In other words, they want to change 
the law we have been operating under, 
and the Foreign Assistance Act says we 
do not want taxpayersJ money being 
used to subsidize abortion. We do not 
do it in the United States, except when 
necessary under certain cir-

cumstances-to protect the life of the 
mother, and in cases of rape and incest. 
And we want to make sure we do not do 
it internationally. 

Senator Wirth and this administra
tion want to change that. They think 
the taxpayers should be involved in 
funding abortions and the access to 
abortion, and should override the laws 
that these 95 countries have prohibit
ing abortion. They want to overturn 
those laws. 

I think that is really wrong. I do not 
agree with the policy in the United 
States, but I think it is doubly offen
sive that we should try to impose this 
administration's philosophy on every
body else in the world. What about all 
the Latin American countries? I have a 
comment that was made by the Argen
tine President, Carlos Menem, on the 
so-called rewrite of the antiabortion 
policy. Abortion is illegal in at least 15 
of the 16 countries that attended the 
Latin American summit. 

He said: 
We renew our commitment to defend 

human life, in any of its expressions, from 
the moment of conception until death. 
· President Fidel Castro of Cuba was 

the only Latin American leader to dif
fer. He said: 

The decision to abort should be made by 
the pregnant woman. 

That was Castro's opinion. But 15 out 
of the 16 Latin American leaders said 
they are prolife, their countries are 
prolife, and they do not want to adopt 
this policy and do not want Uncle Sam 
coming in and telling them to change 
their policies. They are predominantly 
Catholic. Why in the world should we 
try to mandate a policy that has not 
even passed Congress on these Latin 
American countries? 

What about Egypt, a predominantly 
Moslem country, 85 percent Moslem? 
They have laws restricting abortion. 
Why should we tell them they have to 
change their laws? I will tell you, that 
will help ignite a lot of the more radi
cal members of the Moslem community 
against some of our friends and allies. 
I do not think we want to do that. I do 
not think we want to undermine some 
of the leaders in Egypt that have been 
working with the United States and 
who signed a peace agreement with Is
rael. That happens to be the largest 
Moslem country in the region. Why 
should we do something that would un
dermine that leadership? I think it 
would be a serious mistake. 

Why should we tell these 95 countries 
that the United States knows best and 
that they should adopt the proabortion 
policies this administration is advocat
ing? That is a serious mistake. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
North Carolina is on target. We need to 
send this administration a signal and 
say: You can attend the Cairo con
ference; that is fine. You can partici
pate in it. We can talk about world 
population. But we should not use that 
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conference or the United Nations or 
other multinational organizations to 
promote United States or Clinton ad
ministration proabortion policies. 

Let us allow those countries that do 
have restrictions on abortion to con
tinue those. Let us not interfere in 
their domestic policies and priorities. 

I think it is a serious mistake if we 
do not pass this amendment, and I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

MURRAY). The Senator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much, 

Madam President. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, will 

the Senator from California yield for a 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, there 

have been a number of people who 
wanted to speak on this and a related 
subject. 

I understand this has been cleared 
with the ranking member of the com
mittee or has been cleared with the Re
publican leader. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
vote scheduled to take place at 11:30 
a.m. take place at noon. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. I thank my friend from 
California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the honorable 
chairman. 

Madam President, I am very pleased 
to be able to participate in this debate. 
Many times constituents say, "Has it 
really made any difference now that 
there are more women in the U.S. Sen- . 
ate?" 

This is one of those times that I feel 
it clearly makes a difference because 
we can join with the men in the U.S. 
Senate who share our view that women 
are not second-class citizens, that preg
nancy-related services are matters of 
health, and, especially in this particu
lar case, to speak out against Senator 
HELMS' amendment which is such a 
slap in the face of women all over the 
world, many of whom are struggling 
for their rights. 

Madam President, I think it is very 
interesting that in this amendment 
Senator HELMS says that nothing in his 
amendment should stop the United 
States "from engaging in activities in 
opposition to policies of coercive abor
tion or involuntary sterilization." 

I agree with that. I think the United 
States should be a sane voice for sane 
policies, and it is not a sane policy to 
force people to get sterilized, men or 
women, and it is not a sane policy to 
have coercive abortions. 

I am pro-choice. That means it is up 
to the woman, in consultation with her 
doctor, and her God, whether she is 
here or anywhere else in the world. 

Madam President, I feel very strong
ly about · this amendment. Senator 
HELMS' amendment says that U.S. 

agencies should be able to express our 
views and strongly lobby against forced 
abortion and forced sterilization, a po
sition which I share. But that same 
amendment says that we cannot exert 
any other influence on policies of other 
countries. That seems to me to be a 
very radical notion. 

We have fought long and hard here, 
those of us who are pro-choice, to make 
sure that in our current policy there is 
an exception for the use of Federal 
funds when a woman's life is at stake 
or when a woman is raped or when 
there is incest. Madam President, that 
was not an easy fight. As a matter of 
fact, when I was in the House of Rep
resentatives, it was my amendment 
that ensured a rape and incest exemp
tion, because nothing could be crueler 
than forcing a woman to have a child 
that is the product of a rape or the 
product of incest. 

So I want to know, Madam President, 
why the Senator from North Carolina 
and his supporters would say in the 
same resolution that we can lobby hard 
to stop countries from involuntary 
sterilization and coerced abortion and 
yet not lobby equally as hard if they 
have laws that force women to carry a 
baby to term that is a product of rape 
or incest. 

And that is exactly what this amend
ment does. It is radical, and I would 
join with you, Madam President, in op
position to this amendment. It is a ter
rible signal to women all over this 
world; a terrible signal that their life is 
not worth anything. 

I say it is very fine that you are here 
to speak on it and that I am here to 
speak on it. I certainly hope other 
women in the Senate will have an op
portunity to speak. I know some of 
them are caught up in the Judiciary 
Committee hearings this morning. I 
hope that every woman in the Senate 
will speak on it because I think it is an 
affront to us as women that the Sen
ator from North Carolina would have 
this amendment before us. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Madam Presi

dent, yesterday when the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. HELMS] was speak
ing about his amendment on the floor, 
I know it was of particular concern, 
that it would not be withholding 
money for attendance at the Cairo Con
ference. I wanted to clarify Mr. HELMS' 
intentions regarding U.S. participation 
in the International Conference on 
Population and Development and sub
sequent meetings. 

After the Senate's discussion of this , 
I worked with others in trying to pro
pose some language in an attempt to 
resolve the question. I regret to say we 
have not been able to work out sub
stitute language that would be agree
able to everyone. But I believe it was 
important to try to work this out. 

The language proposed by Senator 
HELMS is statutory language. However, 
it seemed to me that changing to a 
sense-of-the-Congress language would 
be a better way to provide some guid
ance to our delegation to the Cairo 
Conference about the concerns raised 
by Senator HELMS, and which I share 
to a certain extent. During our partici
pation in this international conference 
I think we need to be mindful and sen
sitive to the diversity of cultures 
around the world. 

I offered to the Senator from North 
Carolina a sense-of-the-Congress 
amendment that unfortunately has 
been rejected. This sense-of-the-Con
gress resolution would provide guid
ance to our representatives participat
ing in the 1994 International Con
ference on Population and Develop
ment. 

I personally believe that guidance 
could be a useful expression of our con
sensus as a Congress. My sense-of-the
Congress language addressed the issues 
which the Senator from North Carolina 
has identified as most problematic, 
specifically: that U.S. participation in 
and support for international family 
planning activities must not be with
held or reduced in countries where 
abortion is severely restricted or pro
hibited; and, second, that the Vnited 
States should respect the diversity of 
international cultural and religious 
traditions and not actively attempt to 
change the abortion laws of countries 
where abortion is severely restricted or 
prohibited. 

I, Madam President, believe abortion 
should be legal, but I do think we have 
to be sensitive to the cultures, reli
gions, and customs of other countries. 

In addition, the resolution which I 
proposed specifically stated that the 
United States should be a full and ac
tive participant in the Cairo Con
ference and subsequent activities aris
ing from the conferences that will 
occur in the future. It is important, I 
believe, for us to not lose sight of the 
fact that the 1994 International Con
ference on Population and Develop
ment in Cairo, Egypt, is not just about 
family planning. It is not about abor
tion. It is about population and the 
rapid increase of population rates in 
many areas of the world. It is about 
child survival, migration, sustainable 
development, and economic growth. 
Each of these issues is of great impor
tance to the United States and the 
world. These issues need to be under
stood and addressed, and we need to be 
full and active participants in these 
discussions. 

I believe it is useful for Congress to 
send some guidance which reflects our 
concerns, to support the delegation 
that will be attending the Cairo Con
ference. 

I thought it was important for us to 
do so not in statutory language as a 
sense-of-the-Congress, and I regret that 
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we have not been able to get agreement 
on this. 

I will vote against the language of 
the Senator from North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I 
would like to take a few minutes to 
speak against the amendment offered 
by the Senator from North Carolina. 

This amendment would severely 
hamper our ability to participate fully 
in the upcoming International Con
ference on Population and Develop
ment to be held in Cairo. It would also· 
hamper our ability to participate fully 
in future conferences on population is
sues. 

What this amendment would do is ef
fectively prohibit representatives of 
the United States from discussing the 
laws and policies of any foreign coun
try with respect to abortion. 

While our representatives in Cairo 
will not be attempting to change the 
legal status of abortion in any country, 
they will be strategizing on ways to re
duce injuries and deaths which result 
from unsafe abortions. It seems to me 
that the U.S. representatives will not 
be able, under this amendment, even to 
attempt to find a solution to this prob
lem of deaths from abortions, deaths 
from abortions that take place in coun
tries where abortions are forbidden. 
And if they cannot discuss the abortion 
laws and policies of other countries, 
obviously they cannot get into the 
problem of the deaths that arise in 
those countries from unsafe abortions. 

Madam President, we have all lived 
through the agonizing debate and dis
cussion on the gag rule and the Mexico 
City policy, policies which prohibited 
the mere mention of abortion in family 
planning clinics. Fortunately, we are 
rid of those misguided policies which 
unfortunately held sway for several 
years here. The amendment before us 
this morning would start us right down 
that same path of limiting the subjects 
that we may or we may not discuss. 

At the last international conference 
on population, we came away with the 
onerous Mexico City policy which took 
us many years to do away with. I am 
pleased that we have an opportunity in 
Cairo for a fresh start. I look forward 
to the United States taking a lead role 
in reducing the incidents of unsafe 
abortions, as well as addressing the 
critical issue of population explosion 
throughout our world. These issues 
simply cannot be addressed without ad
dressing the issue of abortion. Let us 
not tie the hands of our representatives 
by restricting what they can or cannot 
discuss. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
Helms amendment. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Rhode Island yield the 
floor? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, just 

a couple of comments. 
A couple of our colleagues said, 

"Well, this will hamper our ability to 
participate"-some people even said we 
could not go to the Cairo Conference, 
and that is clearly not in the amend
ment-"and it hampers our ability in 
Cairo." 

I think that is well and good, if our 
purpose in Cairo is trying to get 95 
countries to change their laws to make 
abortion legal or to make it easier or 
more accessible or more prevalent. 

I mean, we have P/2 million abortions 
every year in this country; maybe 
some people want more. We have some 
restrictions in this country. But I 
think we would kind of resent it if we 
had other countries coming in and say
ing, "United States, we really do not 
like your policy and therefore you 
ought to change it." 

I think it is very legitimate in the 
foreign operations bill to say, "Wait a 
minute. We do not want to use U.S. 
funds to lobby other countries to 
change their law, because we do not 
think they are proabortion enough, or 
they do not give enough access to abor
tion, or they do not make abortion 
legal." 

So my point is, if that is the purpose 
of the conference, we should not be par
ticipating in that part of the con
ference. 

If we want to talk about global popu
lation, if we want to talk about some 
of the challenges we face there and 
other things, fine. But if we are going 
to use it as a method to lobby or trying 
to convince or use the power and pres
tige of United States to get other coun
tries to change their laws, we are going 
to be really offending a lot of countries 
that are predominantly Moslem or pre
dominantly Catholic, and I think that 
is a serious mistake. 

Mr. President, I have to address one 
other thing, and that is the comment 
made by a couple of our colleagues in 
the debate both yesterday and today. 
They said, "Well, if we don't do this, 
we will not be able to convince coun
tries to have safe abortions, and pre
vent some of the deaths from some of 
these unsafe abortions." 

I just ask my colleagues to remember 
there are two lives at stake. How safe 
is an abortion to unborn children? 
Well, they are fatal. They should re
member there are two lives at stake. 
So, in this interest to have safe abor
tions, they are talking about increas
ing the number of abortions that are 
fatal to unborn children and I think we 
need to keep that in mind. 

And we also need to keep in mind 
that we do not want U.S. taxpayers' 
dollars used in the destruction of 
human life. That happens to be the 
present law. It is not this administra-

tion's policy. It is not this administra
tion's wish. It happens to be the 
present law. We will not use U.S. funds 
for ~bortion. That is the law. They 
have not changed it yet. They want to 
change it. They testified they want to 
change it, but they have not been suc
cessful. 

They want to repeal the Hyde amend
ment. They have not been successful. 

So they are advocating policies that 
they have not been successful in chang
ing in the United States. And they 
have not been successful in changing 
the law that says, "Hey, we are not 
going to use U.S. taxpayers' funds in 
the foreign ops bill for abortion." Yet 
it is quite obvious from Mr. Wirth's 
statement, and also from this State 
Department action cable that went out 
to all countries urging our people to 
contact the host government so we can 
convince them that this administra
tion policy on abortion is correct. It is 
not correct. It has not passed the Con
gress. I think it would be a serious mis
take, not only would it be a serious 
mistake but it would be fatal to count
less lives throughout the world if this 
administration is successful. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the 

debate on this amendment is basically 
this: Can the United States go to the 
population conference in Cairo or not? 

Now, we are a major, not the major, 
but we are a major provider of foreign 
aid. We have a lot of other countries 
that provide more foreign aid than we 
do, certainly as a percentage of their 
gross domestic product. Some coun
tries actually, in the areas where popu
lation has caused the greatest prob
lems, like sub-Saharan Africa, there 
are countries that provide actually 
more dollars than we do. In fact, we are 
rather shameful in the treatment of 
some of the developing countries in 
claiming we help and they look at what 
we do in other aspects of our budget. 

But, be that as it may, we know and 
our allies know and everybody who 
tries to help these developing countries 
know that one of the greatest problems 
they face is unchecked population. 

Now I will yield to nobody in my ab
horrence of abortion as a method of 
population control or as a method of 
birth control. 

I hope that some of the money that 
we are providing to the former Soviet 
Union, especially Russia, would be used 
to provide safe, effective methods of 
birth control. That is a country that 
has very effectively and I think out
rageously used abortion as a method of 
birth control. I should not use the word 
"effective," because I do not consider 
that as an effective method of birth 
control, but they do it. 
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You have women who have had six, 

seven and eight abortions. Now that is 
wrong. It is flat out wrong. And I do 
not think anybody would suggest that 
we not work with Russia, especially as 
we send foreign aid over there, to help 
them find a better method of birth con
trol, whether it is birth control pills, 
condoms, diaphragms, whatever else, 
things that are very expensive, not in 
easy availability in Russia. We could 
help them with that. Sex education it
self, methods of preventing conception 
in the first place, can be done there. 
But it can be done in a lot of other 
countries. 

Now, does anybody doubt that in 
Cairo the discussion is going to be had 
on all of these things? There is going to 
be a discussion of the status of women 
in these developing countries, and I 
think the United States has been the 
leader in bringing out that there 
should be a heightened status of 
women. In many of these countries 
they are treated as mere chattel. They 
have no rights. They certainly have no 
rights over their own reproductive 
abilities. That has to change. 

There has to be a realization that 
with proper birth control and health 
and nutrition, that live births can go 
up in countries and children can live 
past their infancy. Perhaps we can, and 
I hope would, lessen the incidence of 
abortion worldwide as we bring to 
countries the ability to adopt birth 
control practices that actually make 
sense; in many instances birth control 
practices where the countries that pro
vide foreign aid could pay the costs. 

What in the United States might 
seem like a very small cost to carry 
out birth control practices, in other 
countries could be a very significant 
part of their income. Assuming the 
types of birth control that we would 
take for granted in this country, as
suming they are even available, the 
costs could be too great. These are 
areas we could help. Certainly we 
ought to be talking to these countries. 
Nobody expects the United States to 
come over and pound the table, as has 
almost been suggested here, and say, 
"You have to start having abortions. 
You have to start adopting this method 
of birth control. You have to do this, 
that or the other thing." That is not 
going to happen. 

But when, as the chair of the Foreign 
Operations Committee, I try to figure 
out how we are going to get money to 
the poorest of the poor in these coun
tries; when I am asked how can we find 
a way to get alternative agriculture in 
so people can raise food to feed their 
families, how do we get in medical help 
and nutritional help so a poor, preg
nant woman can go through her preg
nancy and deliver a healthy baby; no 
matter how we try to answer these 
questions we have one dark cloud hang
ing over us. And that is in most of 
these countries the population is ex-

panding so rapidly that it is expanding 
beyond the ability to even help the 
country. It outstrips the agricultural 
abilities of the country. It outstrips 
the housing ability. It outstrips the 
educational and medical abilities of 
these countries. They ought to at least 
have available to them the ability to 
control their own population size. 

I said here yesterday that by the 
middle of the next century, only a lit
tle over 50 years away, at this rate the 
world's population will double. Think 
of that. Human beings have been on the 
face of the Earth for tens of thousands 
of years. It has taken us to this point 
to reach one level of population and we 
can double it in 50 years. 

I am not suggesting a Malthusian 
paradigm here, by any means. But 
what I am saying is the countries 
where help is needed the most are the 
countries where the least efforts and 
abilities exist to control populations. 
Methods of birth control that most 
American families consider as a rel
atively minor part of their monthly 
bills are in many of these countries 
something that would wipe out vir
tually all disposable income that fam
ily might have. 

Let us see if we can be realistic about 
this. The United States has clear prohi
bitions in our AID money against 
money going to use abortion as a meth
od of birth control. We have been very 
straightforward and strong in our 
statements condemning China and 
other countries that have done that. 
We have made it very clear-many of 
us have and I have personally-to coun
tries like Russia that their use of abor
tion as a method of birth control is ab
horrent. It is abhorrent to me as a per
son. It also should be abhorrent to the 
women of that country to think that 
this is really what is available to them 
as a method of birth control. I suspect 
most women in these countries would 
want to have other methods of birth 
control available. This is not some
thing where we are going to march out 
and say, "Abortion is your magic an
swer." Not by any means. 

Each one of us will have to wrestle 
with our own conscience how we feel 
about abortion. Each of these coun
tries, and the people within them, will 
wrestle with their own consciences how 
they feel about it. But allow the United 
States to at least join with other coun
tries trying to figure out how to con
trol population, how to raise the status 
of women, and how to make it possible 
to have healthy children that might 
live beyond their infancy. That is the 
issue. 

The other suggestion made that we 
are going to be in there off ending all 
these countries that come in, telling 
them what is going on-it is such arro
gant disdain for these countries to even 
suggest it. This is a condescending 
statement of the first order. Madam 
President, do you think-does anybody 

think?-that these countries are send
ing a group of poorly educated, subser
vient people who will sit there saying, 
" Oh, yes, the United States wants to do 
this. We will do this. We will do this." 
Baloney. These are concerned men and 
women coming from each of these 
countries, well educated, who are look
ing for what is in the best interests of 
their countries. They are not coming in 
there to be suddenly mesmerized by 
some evil Svengali from the United 
States who is going to tell them what 
they have to do. 

Everybody who comes there knows 
they are going to talk about birth con
trol. They know they are going to talk 
about education. They know they are 
going to talk about health and nutri
tion. They know the subject of abor
tion, of course, will come up. They 
know the United States will follow the 
law on what it can and cannot talk 
about. 

But they also know that they have a 
terrible population problem in a lot of 
these countries, a problem that is far 
outstripping their resources and their 
ability to feed their people; a problem 
that is making it impossible, many, 
many times, in many of these coun
tries for the average child to live past 
a couple of years old. In fact, in a num
ber of these countries the birth of the 
child is not even recorded until they 
are a year or 2 or 3 or 4 years old, be
cause the deaths are so common. 

Madam President, I cannot justify 
coming to the U.S. Senate and asking 
my colleagues in the Senate to vote for 
more foreign aid to countries where it 
is said we will kind of ignore the whole 
question of control of population, but 
we will send a little bit more money, a 
little bit more money. There is so 
much we can do in these countries if 
the question of population is at least 
addressed; not addressed by us telling 
them what they must do, but making 
choices available to them and letting 
them decide. 

As chairman of the Senate Agri
culture Committee, I am very proud of 
what we have developed, through our 
agricultural research in this country, 
insect resistant ·. crops, crops that can 
grow in areas with little water or sun
light beyond anything that we are used 
to. All these things can help countries 
feed themselves. But you can only 
plant so many crops. You can only 
raise so many crops. And the popu
lation outstrips that. There is no ge
nius in our Agriculture Extension 
Service or anywhere else in the USDA 
who can make a magic crop that, not
withstanding population expansion, 
notwithstanding whatever damage to 
the environment or soil is done by 
that, that this crop will somehow make 
it all better. 

So, let our people go to Cairo and 
if--

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 
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Mr. LEAHY. I will yield for a ques

tion in a moment. Let me complete 
this thought. 

If there are those who have differing 
views, let them also go to Cairo and ex
press their views. I know a number of 
people who have been invited. There 
are still invitations open for those who 
want to go. I have declined an invita
tion to go because of my responsibility 
as chairman of this and being in an
other country during the same time. 
But if somebody disagrees with any ad
ministration official, go to Cairo and 
let them state their disagreements. Let 
them be heard. 

I yield, Madam President, without 
losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I 
ask my friend and colleague-I listened 
to a lot of his statement-was the 
chairman's comment if we adopt this 
amendment we could not attend the 
Cairo Conference? 

Mr. LEAHY. In this effect , yes: That 
we end up spending a lot of money for 
a useless exercise because, as my friend 
from Oklahoma knows, the Cairo Con
ference is set up to set an ongoing pro
cedure of meetings and discussions. Ba
sically, we could get there, I am sure, 
and say, "But we are here under a gag 
rule for not only discussions at this, 
but certainly it would preclude us or 

·make it a useless expenditure of money 
to go on for any of these discussions 
and meetings that might follow on 
from Cairo. " 

It would be questionable how we 
could justify expenditures of anybody 
going there, in effect, because they 
would be so blocked out of not only dis
cussions in Cairo but, obviously, the 
discussions that would follow the meet
ings that would be set up from the 
Cairo Conference. That is my position. 

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, if I 
could just ask the chairman one addi
tional question. Is it not correct that 
the Cairo Conference is in September 
and is covered under the 1994 appro
priations bill? The bill we are working 
on right now that would have a prohi
bition-the Helms amendment would 
prohibit using U.S. funds to lobby 
other countries to change their laws
actually goes into effect October 1 and, 
therefore, would not affect the Cairo 
Conference that is scheduled in Sep
tember? 

Mr. LEAHY. That is not so at all. We 
are talking about legislation. This is 
not an appropriation. In fact, that is 
one of the problems we have with legis
lation on an appropriations bill. This 
legislation does not say it takes effect 
at the beginning of the next fiscal year. 
The way this legislation is written it 
would take effect upon the signing of 
the bill. Can you imagine--

Mr. NICKLES. Will the chairman- 
Mr. LEAHY. If I could finish. Even if 

it could be argued that somehow it 
takes effect in the beginning of the 
next fiscal year, you have exactly the 

situation I just mentioned. What would 
be the sense of going to Cairo, talking 
about setting up the ongoing meetings, 
when you have this steel wall that goes 
in place at the very latest October 1, 
but in all likelihood would take place 
upon the signing of legislation? 

Mr. NICKLES. If the chairman will 
yield for one final comment. I appre
ciate his indulgence. This language 
does say ''none of the funds appro
priated by this act," and this is an ap
propriations bill for 1995, which does 
not become effective until October 1 at 
the earliest. So I do not think it would 
prohibit the actual attendance. 

I appreciate the chairman 's remarks 
about it might have a stifling impact 
as far as the future but, basically, I 
think it-at least my editorial com
ment would be-I think it should have 
a stifling impact if our purpose in at
tending Cairo is to lobby other coun
tries to change their laws. I think that 
is inappropriate, and I appreciate the 
chairman yielding. 

Mr. LEAHY. We are dealing with leg
islation on an appropriations bill. We 
are not dealing with withholding spe
cific funds in the 1995 bill. Whichever 
way, whichever interpretation is cor
rect-the Senator from Oklahoma or 
the Senator from Vermont-the point 
is still the same: It has the obvious not 
only stifling effect for Cairo, but it 
really makes the attendance an exer
cise in futility , and that, I understand, 
is the intent of some of the backers of 
this resolution. 

Just as I have led delegations in my 
capacity as chairman of the Agri
culture Committee, in my capacity as 
chairman of the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee or my capacity as chair
man of the Technology and the Law 
Subcommittee, I led trips to various 
countries where I purposely invited 
Senators, both Republicans and Demo
crats-some of whom agree with me on 
some of the issues we are going to dis
cuss but some of whom totally disagree 
with me-because I know that we are 
going to be meeting with heads of 
States, I know we are going to be meet
ing with foreign ministers, and others, 
and I want them to hear the kind of 
discussions that we have in a demo
cratic Nation where people disagree 
with each other. 

I led such a trip to parts of the 
former Soviet Union last year. We 
had-at least if our voting records on 
some of the issues that have come for
ward are any indicia-we had a number 
of Senators who have gone in numerous 
directions, certainly not all agreeing 
with me by any means. But we had the 
opportunity to sit down and have key 
figures in the countries we visited hear 
that kind of discussion. 

Why not do the same thing in Cairo? 
If there are Senators who disagree with 
U.S. policy, well , they have a couple 
shots at this. One, of course, is on the 
floor as this amendment does. They 

might change our policy if their 
amendment is adopted. I hope it does 
not because I think what it does is say 
that the United States, the wealthiest 
Nation on Earth, the Nation with the 
largest economy on Earth, cannot talk 
about population with other countries, 
even though it is the population explo
sion in many of these countries that is 
the thing that drives most of their re
quests of us for foreign aid. I think 
that would be a ridiculous situation in 
which to put the United States. 

But certainly if there are Senators 
who have a differing view, let them go 
to Cairo, let them express those views 
in the debates, let them tell the other 
countries, "Look, here is my idea of 
what is allowed birth control; " or 
maybe I feel no birth control is al
lowed. Let them say so. But that is not 
the policy of this country and this 
country is very specific. The policy is 
laid down. 

Madam President, I encourage Sen
ators to look at some of the requests, 
look at some of the things we face in 
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee. 
Since I have been chairman of this sub
committee, we have cut foreign aid by 
several billions of dollars. We have had 
some things that should have been cut 
out, because it is our desire to bring 
down the deficit, something we are fi
nally doing now for the first time in 
years and years. The deficit is coming 
down, and this is doing its part. But 
when I look at our inability to make 
any real differences in countries we do 
try to help because we do not address 
the question of population, Madam 
President, that is not very sensible and 
that is not very realistic. 

Madam President, how much time is 
there before the vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Kentucky be allowed to continue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing Senators be added as cosponsors 
to the Helms amendment: Senators 
PRESSLER, NICKLES, SMITH, and COATS. 

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

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I strongly 
support the effort by Senator HELMS to 
prevent the use of U.S. taxpayer dol
lars to influence changes in the abor
tion laws of foreign countries, or to 
support any resolution by a multilat
eral organization which seeks to 
change such laws. 

For a number of years, the United 
States has prohibited Government 
money from going to organizations 
which administer or promote abortion 
as a method of family planning. Last 
year, this position changed when Presi
dent Clinton reversed the so-called 
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Mexico City policy. He also released 
U.S. funds to support the United Na
tions Fund for Population Assistance 
[UNFPAJ which has been involved in 
China's population control program of 
forced abortions and sterilization. 

The Clinton administration has made 
population control a focal point of its 
foreign policy. In September, the Unit
ed States will participate in the Inter
national Conference on Population and 
Development in Cairo. Over the last 
several months, as we approach this 
date, there have been international 
meetings to define the policy state
ment to be adopted at the Conference. 

Since last year, I have been troubled 
by news accounts and statements by 
administration officials which show a 
disturbing pattern. In its efforts to pro
mote policies to stabilize world popu
lation, the administration is advocat
ing a position which encourages great
er use of abortion abroad. 

Although President Clinton said, 
when meeting with the Pope at the 
Vatican in early June, that he does not 
believe abortion should be a method of 
family planning, statements, and ac
tions by administration officials indi
cate a policy of just the opposite. 

Timothy Wirth, Counselor to the 
President, has become the point man 
on international population programs. 
In a speech in 1993, he revealed the ulti
mate objective of the administration 
at the Cairo meeting. " The U.S. Gov
ernment believes the Cairo conference 
would be remiss if it did not develop 
recommendations and guidance with 
regard to abortion. Our position is to 
support reproductive choice, including 
access to safe abortion. " 

Earlier this year he stated "* * * A 
determined cooperative effort must be 
launched to make * * * reproductive 
health services universally available. " 

Administration Spokesperson Dee 
Dee Myers said that the Clinton admin
istration regards abortion as "part of 
the overall approach to population con
trol." 

Likewise, Victor Marrero in a speech 
to the U .N. General Assembly in 1993 
said "Family planning programs 
should be viewed as part of a broader 
reproductive health program which 
also addresses closely related programs 
such as* * *safe abortion* * *." 

Brian Atwood, Director of the Agen
cy for International Development, said 
in regard to the population control pol
icy: "* * * This administration will 
continue to stand for the principle of 
reproductive choice, including access 
to safe, voluntary abortion." 

This policy, as articulated by admin
istration officials, directly contravenes 
the consensus statement reached at the 
1984 Mexico City meeting. That is that 
"abortion in no way should be pro
moted as a method of family plan
ning." 

It also contradicts statements in
cluded in the U.N. Convention for the 

Rights of the Child supported by the 
Clinton administration. " The child, by 
reason of his physical and mental im
maturity, needs special safeguards, and 
care, including appropriate legal pro
tection, before as well as after birth. " 

What is most troubling about this 
stance is the administration's deter
mined effort to export their abortion 
ideology to other nations. 

A March cable from the State De
partment to our overseas diplomatic 
posts directed Government officials to 
advance U.S. population policy inter
ests through ''senior level diplomatic 
interventions." These interests in
clude, according to the cable, "a com
prehensive strategy* * *to ensure uni
versal access to family planning and 
related reproductive health services, 
including access to safe abortion." 

In addition it reads that "the United 
States believes it is important to im
prove both the quantity and quality of 
family planning and reproductive 
health services. We would like the 
Cairo document to emphasize the goal 
of universal access to such services.' ' 

Let there be no mistake in under
standing, when such terms as " access 
to safe abortion, reproductive health, 
and reproductive choice" are used they 
are but thinly veiled attempts to dis
guise a policy meant to promote abor
tion as a method of family planning. 

"However cleverly the Cairo docu
ment may be crafted, in fact it contin
ues to advocate abortion as a way of 
controlling population growth * * *" 
wrote Washington .Archbishop James 
Cardinal Hickey and six United States 
archbishops in a letter to the President 
on May 28. 

The pursuit of such a policy abroad 
directly undermines the laws of ap
proximately 100 countries which have 
abortion restrictions in place. 

According to a 1990 study by the Alan 
Guttmacher Institute, the research 
arm of planned parenthood, "some 53 
countries * * * containing 25 percent of 
the world's population, fall into the 
most restrictive category," where 
abortions are prohibited except when 
the woman's life would be endangered 
if the pregnancy were carried to term. 

In another category, 42 countries, 
comprising 12 percent of the world's 
populations, have statutes authorizing 
abortion on broader medical grounds 
* * * but not for social indications 
alone or on request. 

In most Muslim countries and in 
Latin America and Africa, few legal 
abortions are performed under the 
health exception. These laws cover ap
proximately 37 percent of the world's 
population, over 2 billion people. 

The emphasis which our Government 
places on abortion as a fundamental 
human right of all women will mean 
that in the future these countries' for
eign aid could well be jeopardized if 
they refuse to succumb to U.S. pres
sure or adhere to the Cairo document. 

Placing such a demand on other na
tions is unconscionable. And yet it is 
clear that that is where we are headed. 

In declaring further in the State De
partment cable that "The United 
States believes that access to safe, 
legal, and voluntary abortion is a fun
damental right of all women* * *."We 
are telling nations that abortion is a 
human rights requirement. 

The next obvious step is to penalize, 
perhaps by restricting foreign aid, 
these nations for failing to comply 
with our policy. Already a number of 
countries have expressed concern about 
where such language will lead. 
Humberto Belli, Nicaraguan Minister 
of Education, has said he feared that 
not only the United States but inter
national agencies such as the World 
Bank and the International Monetary 
Fund would make adoption of policies 
that are in harmony with the Cairo 
document a condition for getting aid. 

President Carlos Menem of Argentina 
has also objected to the language. In a 
letter he wrote to the Pope he said: 

Population and development objectives 
should be a matter of competency and of sov
ereignty of each country, according to the 
orientation and basis of its national policies, 
guided by respect for human dignity and the 
free and responsible choice of individuals 
* * * population policies should be conceived 
in consonance with the ethical and cultural 
values of each particular society * * * in no 
circumstance should abortion be promoted 
or considered as a method of family plan
ning. 

Mr. President, the Helms amendment 
is reasonable restraint on our Govern
ment. I hope this body joins in support 
of this approach. We need to send a 
clear signal that in no way should the 
United States participate in a policy 
which seeks to change the laws of 
other nations-laws founded upon deep 
cultural and religious beliefs. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I would 
like to further discuss some points that 
were brought up in yesterday's debate 
on this amendment introduced by my 
fine friend from North Carolina. As I 
said yesterday, even though this 
amendment does· not specifically men
tion the 1994 Cairo Conference-and I 
know that was not the Senator's in
tent-it is written broadly enough to 
prohibit the United States from par
ticipating in the coming Global Popu
lation Conference in Cairo. 

But, more importantly this amend
ment would go even further and pro
hibit the United States from partici
pating in any future resolution or mul
tilateral activity which even remotely 
touches upon the subject of abortion. It 
would prohibit participation in any fu
ture international conferences, pro
grams, research activities or reports 
that pertain to women's health, migra
tion, refugees, and so on. For example, 
two future international conferences 
would be affected: the World Social 
Summit that will be held later this 
year and the Women's Conference in 
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Beijing, that will be held in 1995. This 
amendment would certainly have a 
chilling effect on all of the State De
partment's activities pertaining to 
international population. 

The United States has played a sig
nificant role at all of the preparatory 
conferences leading up to the Cairo 
Conference and is expected to be, and 
should be, a leader at the conference 
and in future international population 
conferences. 

Over the past decade, the United 
States has more recently had its hands 
tied in terms of acting on the challenge 
of increasing population growth, and 
its impact on the environment, the 
global economy, and international 
standards of living. I am gratified to 
see this administration's renewed in
terest in these issues. 

This is an important point to make. 
Even if the funds in this bill are not ap
propriated until October 1-the begin
ning of the fiscal year, the policies con
tained in this amendment would set a 
dangerous precedent. The State De
partment would once again have its 
hands tied because any of its delibera
tions and activities leading to the Con
ference, during the conference and 
after the Conference would be affected. 
Any follow-up activities that are 
agreed to by all 110-member nations at 
the Conference could not be imple
mented by the State Department. 

As I stated yesterday, I plan to be a 
part of the United States delegation 
when the United States travels to 
Cairo this September. And, I strongly 
believe the United States should be 
leading the international community 
in a unified effort to meet the severe 
challenges involved with the issues of 
global population, economic oppor
tunity, and sustainable development. 

This administration has articulated 
its view on abortion numerous times: 
abortion should be safe, legal, and rare. 
The United States will continue to ar
ticulate this position at the Cairo Con
ference. 

The administration is not going over 
to Cairo to vigorously and continu
ously lobby other countries to change 
or alter their laws or policies concern
ing the circumstances under which 
abortion is permitted, regulated, or 
prohibited in these countries. 

President Clinton reiterated this po
sition in a recent speech on June 29 by 
stating: 

We do not support abortion as a method of 
family planning. We respect the diversity of 
national laws, except we do oppose coercion 
wherever it exists. 

In other countries, where abortion does 
exist, we believe safety is an important 
issue. We also believe that providing women 
with means to prevent unwanted pregnancy 
will do more than anything else to reduce 
abortion. 

Most importantly, the U.S. position 
on population that will be articulated 
at the Cairo Conference is not about 
abortion policy. It is about ensuring 

access to high-quality family planning 
and related reproductive health serv
ices, increasing child survival pro
grams, addressing migration and envi
ronmental degradation, strengthening 
families, and addressing the needs of 
adolescents. 

It would be a real shame if the Unit
ed States could not resume its leader
ship in global efforts to achieve respon
sible and sustainable population levels. 

I earnestly feel that this amendment 
would prohibit the United States from 

•playing a key role in this International 
Conference and in subsequent inter
national population activities and con
ferences. It is not consistent with our 
leadership responsibilities regarding 
this critical global problem. I urge the 
defeat of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on agreeing to 
amendment No. 2253. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MATHEWS). Are there any other Sen
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 42, 
nays 58, as follows: 

Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D"Amato 
Danforth 
DeConclnl 
Dole 
Domenic! 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bl den 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Glenn 

[Rollcall Vote No. 191 Leg.] 
YEAS-42 

Duren berger Kempthorne 
Exon Lott 
Faircloth Lugar 
Ford Mack 
Gorton McCain 
Gramm McConnell 
Grassley Murkowskl 
Gregg Nickles 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Roth 
Heflin Smith 
Helms Thurmond 
Hutchison Wallop 
Johnston Warner 

NAYS-:-58 
Graham Murray 
Harkin Nunn 
Holl1ngs Packwood 
Inouye Pell 
Jeffords Pryor 
Kassebaum Reid 
Kennedy Riegle 
Kerrey Robb 
Kerry Rockefeller 
Kohl Sar banes 
Lau ten berg Sasser 
Leahy Shelby 
Levin Simon 
Lieberman Simpson 
Mathews Specter 
Metzenbaum Stevens 
Mikulski Wellstone 
Mitchell Wofford 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 

So the amendment (No. 2253) was re
jected. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2245 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is 

the parliamentary situation now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now before the Senate is 
amendment No. 2245, offered by the Re
publican leader, Mr. DOLE. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I do not 
know if they are ready to go to a vote 
on that. Yesterday, I discussed on the 
floor, as has Senator McCONNELL and 
others, our concern about crime in the 
former Soviet Union. I mentioned dis
cussions I had with Director Freeh 
prior to his trip over to Russia and 
other countries. 

It was the intention of Senator 
MCCONNELL, Senator D' AMATO, and 
myself, to have an amendment that 
would earmark specific funds to be 
used as part of our aid package to Rus
sia, in helping to fight crime there, 
something that would be done on my 
part because of the tremendous respect 
I have for Director Freeh and the way 
he has run the FBI, and the enormous 
need for help, and because I am con
vinced that Director Freeh and the FBI 
could help considerably in Russia, the 
former Soviet Union, to get ahold of 
the major crime problem they have. 

So, Mr. President, I ask my friend, 
the Senator from Kentucky, if he could 
let us know, should we be prepared to 
go forward on the Dole amendment, or 
should we set that aside and go to this? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
say to my friend from Vermont that 
the Senator from New York is here 
with an amendment on crime in Rus
sia, and I have one as well. Our plan 
had been to offer and discuss them in 
tandem and vote on both. So we are 
ready to go on those issues. 

Mr. LEAHY. I also see the Senator 
from Florida, who was here earlier to 
speak on the pending amendment. 

Mr. McCONNELL. We would also be 
willing to have a short time agreement 
on this, and we can get a couple of 
votes out of the way. If our colleague 
from Florida could indulge us, that 
would be a good way to move this bill 
forward. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
shortly going to propound a unani
mous..,consen t agreement. So that peo
ple understand what it is going to be, I 
am going to ask for a relatively short 
amount of time to deal with two 
amendments on crime that will require 
the setting aside of the pending amend
ment, but it would then be our inten
tion that once those crime amend
ments are disposed of, we would then 
go back to the Dole-Warner Haiti 
amendment and will stay on that until 
it is disposed of. 
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment, the Dole-Warner amend
ment, be temporarily set aside, that it 
then be in order for the Senator from 
Kentucky, the Senator from New York, 
and myself, to bring forward amend
ments on which there will be a time 
agreement of 40 minutes to be equally 
divided between the Senator from Ken
tucky and myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2263 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk on be
half of myself and Senator D' AMATO, 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON

NELL], for himself and Mr. D'AMATO, proposes 
an amendment numbered 2263. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of section entitled "Assistance 

to the New Independent States of the Former 
Soviet Union" add a new subsection: 
Not less than $15,000,000 of the funds appro
priated under this heading shall be made 
available to the International Criminal In
vestigative Training Assistance Program 
(ICITAP) to undertake a police development 
and training program to assist in institu
tional reforms and improve the professional 
capabilities of Russian police agencies: Pro
vided further, That funds made available 
shall be used to support the following activi
ties: 

(1) develop and professionalize the criminal 
justice agencies; 

(2) improve criminal investigative and fo
rensic capabilities; 

(3) establish institutional training capa
bilities based on democratic principles of po
licing, and respect for human rights and the 
rule of law; 

(4) improve accountab111ty of law enforce
ment agencies by introducing systems and 
procedures for investigating allegations of 
abuse or malfeasance; 

AMENDMENT NO. 2264 

(Purpose: To provide the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation with $15,000,000 to be ear
marked for international law enforcement 
cooperation with the New Independent 
States of Eastern Europe) 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
myself, Mr. MCCONNELL, and Mr. 
LEAHY, and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New York [Mr. 

D'AMATO], for himself, Mr. MCCONNELL, and 
Mr. LEAHY, proposes an amendment num
bered 2264. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . Of the funds appropriated for the 

New Independent States of the former Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe, not to exceed 
$15,000,000, shall be made available to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for 
transnational and international law enforce
ment cooperation with the New Independent 
States of the former Soviet Union and the 
emerging democracies of Eastern Europe to 
combat organized crime. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, pres
ently, one of the greatest threats fac
ing democracy in Russia, and indeed in 
Europe, is the rapid expansion of orga
nized crime. The situation is so bad 

. that organized crime literally threat
ens to undermine the very democracy 
that the United States and the West 
seek to protect through their assist
ance programs and, more so, by con
nection, our own security. 

Let me read to you, if I might, a let
ter I received from the Director of the 
FBI, Louis Freeh, dated June 23, 1994. 
We had discussed this, and I think that 
the Director's trip to Russia amplifies 
his concern, in a very vivid way, that 
the pro bl ems of organized crime in 
Russia are so great that democracy is 
threatened. There are those who say: 
We are better off in the old ways. We at 
least had stability and did not have to 
worry about our safety. We were not 
being robbed and mugged or have fi
nancial institutions which are being 
threatened, which is the case today. 

So it is with that in mind that he 
sent the letter to me in which he said: 

DEAR SENATOR D'AMATO: Thank you for ad
vising me of your efforts to earmark funding 
for law enforcement assistance and training 
for the Newly Independent States and emerg
ing democracies in Eastern Europe. 

It is critical that the FBI and other crimi
nal justice agencies begin a long-term com
mitment to international law enforcement. 
Major problems which demand our imme
diate attention involve the possible theft of 
nuclear weapons or nuclear materials from 
the former Soviet Union, the emergence and 
spread of organized crime and drug traffick
ing groups from Russia and Eurasia and the 
growth of similar Neo-Nazi hate groups in 
the United States and Germany. 

As you know, I am leading a Federal law 
enforcement delegation traveling to Europe 
on June 24th. Meetings with senior law en
forcement officials of 11 European and Eur
asian nations have been scheduled through 
July 6th. These important discussions will 
forge the framework for what I believe will 
be unprecedented levels of international law 
enforcement cooperation. 

During my visit to Russia, I will open the 
FBI's new Legal Attache post in Moscow. 
This trip also provides a unique opportunity 
for me to see first-hand where additional FBI 
presence is needed in the Newly Independent 
States and Eastern Europe. 

I am greatly encouraged by the support 
that these efforts to enhance international 
law enforcement have garnered and I look 
forward to keeping you and other Members 

of Congress abreast of our progress in these 
crucial areas. 

Sincerely yours, 
LOUIS J. FREEH, 

Director. 

Mr. President, let me say that it does 
not make much sense to invest billions 
of dollars in helping to stabilize the 
Eastern bloc and Russia in particular 
and have these efforts undermined by 
this kind of organized crime which is 
involved in everything from terrorism 
to drug trafficking to forgery, to con
tract killings, and indeed there are 
connections with these Russian gangs 
from Russia right here into this coun
try. 

Indeed, in New York, the organized 
Russian gangs in Brighton Beach have 
become very much involved in violence 
on a large scale. The local FBI and law 
enforcement officers indicate to us 
they are into all kinds of criminal ac
tivity, intimidation, blackmail, gaso
line tax scams, insurance frauds, drug 
trafficking, forgery, and, as I men
tioned before, even contract killings. 
They have their ties to and roots in 
Russia. 

That is why we offer this amendment 
in a bipartisan manner to say that we 
can utilize the capacities of the FBI 
and their training abilities to help our 
Russian brethren, for otherwise the 
very stability of any kind of govern
ment and particularly one which is try
ing to nurture democracy, will be and 
is being undermined. 

Bankers today are threatened if they 
are successful. They or their families 
are kidnapped, or worse, killed. Entre
preneurs in every area are regularly 
having to pay extortion money to orga
nized crime in what used to be the So
viet Union, and they face the prospect 
of death to themselves or to their fami
lies if they fail to cooperate. 

The fact is that the Russians do not 
have the kind of management in this 
area to deal with this. They have gone 
from an autocratic society to one now 
in which the instrumentalities of con
trol, in many cases, have been totally 
lost and that vacuum has been filled by 
organized crime. 

Let me conclude by saying about 
these funds, because some of our col
leagues were concerned how these 
funds would be used. We have agreed 
with the appropriators, specifically the 
Commerce, State, Justice Subcommit
tee, as to the appropriate language. 
With these funds, the FBI will be able 
to initiate international cooperation 
on a level heretofore not seen in inter
national law enforcement. The FBI will 
be able to provide training in organized 
crime and related investigative mat
ters, forensic and other advanced inves
tigative technological support, and 
continue the goodwill efforts begun 
with Director Freeh's visits to the re
gion, because the countries of Eastern 
Europe are facing the Russian crime 
gangs first before they come here. This 
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type of cooperation is vi tally necessary 
and unprecedented in the history of 
law enforcement. 

Mr. President, this earmark is a good 
one and it is appropriate. 

I thank both the managers , the 
chairman and the ranking member, of 
the bill, Senator LEAHY and Senator 
McCONNELL, for their strong support 
and for their contribution to bringing 
us to this point. 

Again, it makes little sense to be in
vesting billions of dollars and not allo
cating some scarce resources to see to 
it that we can take on the organized 
crime efforts which are undermining 
the opportunity for democracy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
New York for his involvement and 
leadership in this most important 
issue, as well as my friend and col
league Chairman LEAHY. 

Many of our colleagues may have 
seen an article in the Atlantic Monthly 
of June of this year entitled " The Wild 
East" by Seymour Hersh, and on the 
cover of the Atlantic Monthly it says, 
" Organized crime has strangled busi
ness in Russia and is now reaching for 
the nation's nuclear stockpile." 

We are talking about a very, very se
rious problem here, as Senator 
D'AMATO has pointed out. 

This is an extremely depressing arti
cle about the state of law and order in 
Russia. As the Senator from New York 
has pointed out, it has even reached 
into the United States. Russian orga
nized crime here. Of course, it is obvi
ously more rampant in Russia and the 
countries surrounding that area. 

Each of us has spoken with the Direc
tor of the FBI. I did yesterday morn
ing. He just got back from a trip to 
that part of the world. We are working 
with the Russians to try to help them. 
Obviously, it is an enormous problem. 
But the United States through the FBI 
is reaching out to try to help. 

Both the amendments that we are 
discussing which we will vote on back 
to back at the end of this time agree
ment deal with the question of crime in 
Russia. 

Mr. President, as we deal with the 
issue of how to encourage private in
vestment in Russia and effectively ad
minister United States aid to Russia, 
we need to take a clear-eyed look at 
the growing problem of crime that I 
have just outlined earlier. 

Of course, nearly every country has 
some sort of crime problem. Certainly 
we do. It is the No. 1 issue in the Unit
ed States. All the polls indicate that. 
We are trying to grapple with that 
problem here at home. 

But there are many who are con
cerned that the crime problem in Rus
sia has evolved to the point where it 
literally threatens to disrupt consist
ent private economic engagement with 

Russia, as well as the provision of for
eign assistance that we are discussing 
in this bill. 

Last summer, when Chairman LEAHY 
and I visited Moscow, issues of crime 
and law enforcement were already 
weighing heavily on the minds of peo
ple there. Businessmen told us stories 
of Mafia shakedowns, and told how 
they all traveled with heavily armed 
bodyguards. 

I remember talking to one American 
businessman in Kiev who said he got a 
phone call, and he has gotten a number 
of them over the months, but this par
ticular phone call he had remembered. 
He ignored the requests for $5,000. He 
just called him often and said, " I want 
$5,000. " He essentially ignored the re
quest that had gone on for a couple 
weeks. This final time he got a phone 
call the guy said: " I want $5,000. If you 
don' t give it to me, I'm going to kill 
your secretary." He said, "It got my 
attention. " That is how rampant this 
problem is. 

The diplomatic community swapped 
horror stories of being stopped by local 
policemen. So it is a problem of the po
lice as well. They are not paid very 
well there. They are obviously very 
subject to bribery and other activities. 

Among the things that happened in 
our diplomatic community over there , 
Americans are stopped by local police
men and threatened with on-the-spot 
drunk driving blood tests, administered 
with a dirty needle, unless they are 
willing to pay the fine up front. That is 
the police. 

It is a year later, and we are starting 
to hear more than just those individual 
horror stories. 

FBI Director Freeh recently testified 
that the United States is threatened by 
a major international criminal commu
nity, operating out of Russia, which 
the Senator from New York was talk
ing about, that is engaged in drug traf
ficking, money laundering and even 
smuggling nuclear weaponry. Let me 
repeat, Mr. President. We are talking 
about even smuggling nuclear weap
onry. I mean, it could be argued this is 
the most serious crime problem in the 
world that potentially affects all of us. 

CIA Director Woolsey testified that 
there may be as many as 5, 700 orga
n:.zed crime groups operating in Rus
sia-5, 700 organized crime groups oper
ating in Russia. Of those, Director 
Woolsey's words, "200 are large, sophis
ticated organizations engaged in crimi
nal activity throughout the former So
viet Union and 29 other countries. " 

So this is not a mom and pop crimi
nal operation, Mr. President. We are 
talking about sophisticated organized 
crime operating on an international 
basis. 

And the pro bl em is far broader than 
organized crime controlling illicit ac
tivities like drug trafficking and 
money laundering. The pervasive reach 
of these organized crime rings extends 

into otherwise legitimate business ac
tivities as well, corrupting the entire 
economic infrastructure. 

I referred earlier to the article in the 
Atlantic Monthly. Seymour Hersh 
painted a brutal portrait of how crime 
has affected every single aspect of Rus
sian life. Much of the information he 
detailed was corroborated in a report 
by the Russian Ministry of Internal Af
fairs and the DOE Threat Assessment 
conducted last November. 

According to Seymour Hersh, rough
ly 40 percent of private businesses and 
60 percent of state-owned enterprises 
are corrupted by organized crime. Half 
of all the Russian banks and up to 80 
percent of the hotels , shops, ware
houses, and service industries in Mos
cow are run by the Russian Mafia. 

Let me repeat that, Mr. President. 
Half of all the Russian banks and up to 
80 percent of the hotels, shops, ware
houses, and service industries in Mos
cow are run by the Russian Mafia, ac
cording to Seymour Hersh. Just as 
troubling is the fact that 70 to 80 per
cent of the private enterprises are vic
tims of extortion-70 to 80 percent of 
the emerging private enterprises are 
victims of extortion. 

No wonder he picked the title for the 
article, " The Wild East." We had " The 
Wild West" here for awhile. This is a 
serious problem. 

Criminal activity has also seeped in 
to the Russian police and military 
forces, adding another layer of harass
ment and danger for business. 

In 1993, about 3,000 army officers were 
disciplined for "questionable business 
practices"-the army now-and 46 gen
erals faced court-martial for corrup
tion. 

Sy Hersh goes on to point out: 
Russian armories are physically deterio

rating and are guarded by soldiers whose in
difference makes them vulnerable to crimi
nal elements. 

Why should this matter? Well, Hersh 
says: 

There is powerful evidence that organized 
crime in the former Soviet Union has been 
systematically seeking access to the nuclear 
stockpiles, with their potential for huge 
profits. 

Now, bear in mind we are talking 
about organized crime trying to get 
ahold of nuclear stockpiles. Is there 
any, Mr. President, potentially scarier 
development in the world than that? I 
would argue not. 

There ls strong evidence that the Russian 
Government is unable to account for all of 
its bombs and all of its weapons-grade ura
nium and plutonium. 

Rising crime in the Soviet Union pre
sents a direct threat to our security
our security, here . It also makes it vir
tually impossible for the private sector 
over there to invest and to grow. 

As President Yeltsin noted in his 
State of the Union Address , crime and 
corruption must be tackled, and tack
led soon. Failure to provide meaningful 
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and immediate relief will generate 
both an antimarket and antidemocracy 
backlash over there. 

As we debate this bill, Judge Freeh 
has just returned from the region, as 
we have discussed, after opening a new 
FBI legal attache office in Moscow. 
Prior to his departure, Senator 
D'AMATO and I sent a letter advising 
him we intended to earmark funds to 
support his important efforts to lay the 
groundwork for further law enforce
ment cooperation. 

Chairman LEAHY has also been heav
ily involved in this and help shape our 
views. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter that Senator D' AMATO and I sent 
to Judge Freeh, and his response, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, June 20, 1994. 

Hon. LOUIS FREEH, 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR Lours: We understand that you are 

leaving for Russia at the end of this week for 
further discussions about joint efforts to 
combat crime in the former Soviet Union. 
We appreciate the fact that the Russians are 
eager to address this problem of compelling 
mutual concern. We thought it would be 
helpful if you knew of our intention to intro
duce two amendments during consideration 
of the Foreign Operations Appropriations 
bill when it comes to the Senate floor. 

First, we intend to earmark $15 million for 
an International Crime Investigative Train
ing Assistance Program (ICITAP). Recently 
released statistics illustrate why Russians 
consider crime one of the greatest problems 
they face; 5,600 criminal gangs have been 
identified and over 25,000 crimes were com
mitted involving firearms. We believe an 
ICITAP program could make an important 
contribution both developing and profes
sionalizing the criminal justice agencies. In 
particular, we would like to see the Bureau 
assist in training which would improve in
vestigative and forensic capabilities as well 
as strengthening institutional accountabil
ity within agencies to prevent corruption. 

Second, we intend to direct that $15 mil
lion in funds be provided to the Bureau to 
open Legal Attache offices in Eastern Europe 
and the republics of the New Independent 
States. Reports of the significant increase in 
transnational threats such as terrorism, nar
cotics trafficking, and smuggling of nuclear 
material and weapons suggests a vital role 
for the Bureau in the region to protect U.S. 
security and interests. 

We would appreciate any thoughts you 
may have on these amendments and look for
ward to working with you in the coming 
months to assure the Bureau has the re
sources necessary to address these urgent 
priorities. 

Sincerely, 
MITCH MCCONNELL, 

U.S. Senator, Rank
ing Member, Sub
committee on For
eign Operations. 

ALFONSE D'AMATO, 
U.S. Senator. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, 

Washington, DC, June 23, 1994. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: Thank you for 
advising me of your efforts to earmark fund
ing for law enforcement assistance and train
ing for the Newly Independent States and 
emerging democracies in Eastern Europe. 

It is critical that the FBI and other crimi
nal justice agencies begin a long-term com
mitment to international law enforcement. 
Major problems which demand our imme
diate attention involve the possible theft of 
nuclear weapons or nuclear materials from 
the former Soviet Union, the emergence and 
spread of organized crime and drug traffick
ing groups from Russia and Eurasia and the 
growth of similar Neo-Nazi hate groups in 
the United States and Germany. 

As you know, I am leading a Federal law 
enforcement delegation traveling to Europe 
on June 24th. Meetings with senior law en
forcement officials of 11 European and Eur
asian nations have been scheduled through 
July 6th. These important discussions will 
forge the framework for what I believe will 
be unprecedented levels of international law 
enforcement cooperation. 

During my visit to Russia, I will open the 
FBI's new Legal Attache post in Moscow. 
This trip also provides an unique oppor
tunity for me to see first-hand where addi
tional FBI presence is needed in the Newly 
Independent States and Eastern Europe. 

I am greatly encouraged by the support 
that these efforts to enhance international 
law enforcement have garnered and I look 
forward to keeping you and other Members 
of Congress abreast of our progress in these 
crucial areas. 

Sincerely yours, 
LOUIS J . FREEH, 

Director. 

Mr. McCONNELL. As I indicated ear
lier, I spoke with Judge Freeh about 
his trip and asked him how serious the 
problem was. His response was some
what surprising. He said: 

The problem is huge-in fact greater than 
we anticipated. Democracy is on the edge. 
The ultra-nationalists are exploiting the per
ception that democracy is failing because 
the government cannot protect the basic 
safety of its citizens. 

The Russian Government cannot pro
tect the basic safety of its citizens. 

He went on to elaborate on the scope 
of the problem-there are no organized 
crime or racketeering laws, so even if 
you catch a crook-this is Judge Freeh 
talking about the Russian cir
cumstance-even if you catch a crook, 
there is not a lot that can be done with 
him. Police officers are paid a few hun
dred dollars a month, which, as I indi
cated earlier, obviously makes them 
vulnerable to bribes and corruption. 
And the problem does not stop at the 
Russian border. At least 300 of the 
more than 5,000 criminal groups operat
ing in Russia have established 
transnational ties; in other words, they 
are operating outside of Russia. Judge 
Freeh said every country he visited
from Poland to Ukraine to the Bal tic 
Nations--every one is overwhelmed by 
the same problems--and a great deal of 

criminal activity can be traced right 
back to Russia. 

Officials in every country he visited 
pleaded with him to open legal attache 
offices, establish joint law enforcement 
strategies, and provide access to our 
FBI Academy over here. 

Mr. President, they understand the 
full dimensions of the problem they are 
up against and they are eager to have 
our help. 

I believe Judge Freeh deserves our 
support in this effort-that it is in our 
direct national interest to assure the 
effective training of Russian law en
forcement officers and to establish a 
professional criminal justice system 
from judges to juries. Unless we ear
mark the funds, he, the director of the 
FBI, will not have the resources nec
essary to combat crime and secure our 
interests. 

For that reason, Senator D'AMATO 
and I have offered two amendments, 
which we are discussing, that I view as 
mutually reinforcing in tackling 
present issues of crime and corruption. 

The first amendment, which Senator 
D'AMATO has joined in cosponsoring, 
will earmark $15 million for the Inter
national Criminal Investigative Train
ing Assistance Program [ICITAPJ. To 
date, nominal ICIT AP resources have 
been dedicated to training programs in 
Russia to improve investigative,· foren
sic and other basic professional police 
skills. 

The second amendment, which the 
Senator from New York offered and 
will be voted on shortly, will transfer 
$15 million to the FBI to carry out 
joint law enforcement training and ac
tivities. Originally, Senator D'AMATO 
and I planned the funds to be dedicated 
to opening legal attache offices 
throughout the NIS and Eastern Eu
rope. However, bureaucratic inter
agency infighting, combined with the 
urgency of the problems abroad, sug
gest we should be more flexible. It 
could take months and months of nego
tiations between State and the FBI be
fore legal attache offices could be es
tablished abroad. As we work toward 
establishing permanent offices, it is a 
good idea for the FBI to be given the 
opportunity to move forward with the 
training and exchange programs to fill 
the enormous law enforcement gap. 

Mr. President, the crime problem has 
a direct and devastating impact on the 
willingness of American companies to 
invest in the Russian economy-which, 
in turn, prevents job creation and eco
nomic growth, both of which are essen
tial to the future of Russia. 

Moreover, this is not just an isolated 
Russian problem. Judge Freeh con
cluded our conversation by saying the 
Russian problem is our problem-there 
is strong evidence that Russian groups 
have established ties with the Cali car
tel and is exporting cocaine into the 
United States. 

I think we all believe Judge Freeh is 
on the right track. The question to me 
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is whether the administration will sup
port his efforts to solve the problems. 
These earmarks are a stopgap effort to 
assure some initiative is taken with 
the hope that a strategy will emerge 
and be implemented. 

So, Mr. President, we offer these 
amendments, even though we expect 
they will be approved overwhelmingly, 
to bring the Senate, in effect, up to 
date on a most, most serious problem. 

I particularly want to thank the 
chairman for his involvement and lead
ership in this issue, as well. This is an 
extremely, extremely serious problem. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, par

liamentary inquiry. As I understand it, 
the first amendment that will be voted 
on is the one submitted by Mr. 
D 'AMATO, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. DOMEN
IC!, and myself, that would transfer $15 
million to the FBI? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 
amendment to be voted on is amend
ment No. 2264 by Senator D'AMATO
the Senator is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 
I have spoken already on the problem 

of crime in Russia. I have followed this 
with a great deal of interest , both in 
my trips there and in discussions I 
have had with Director Freeh and oth
ers. I am concerned at the degree of 
crime. I am concerned, of course, that 
AID money goes to the wrong places. I 
am also concerned, if you have an air 
of criminal activity as a part of the 
lifestyle, it makes it impossible to go 
forward in the way we should with ef
forts to improve democracy. 

As a former prosecutor, I well realize 
the need for a judicial system that 
works. AID is working in this area. 
They have had training for judges, 
prosecutors and lawyers. They work on 
creating an independent judicial sys
tem, drafting new laws and procedures, 
working to reintroduce a trial by jury 
system, and drafting a new civil code. 
There are a lot of things that have to 
be done and there are a lot of things 
that are being done. 

I . discussed this with Director Freeh. 
I believe the FBI can bring its exper
tise , and that is why I support this 
amendment. 

I told yesterday of the situation, as 
reported in our press, of a car driving 
up in front of an office and people step
ping out of that car and firing auto
matic weapons into the ground-floor 
office until a secretary opens a drawer, 
pulls out a grenade, pulls the pin, and 
rolls it under the car. 

Crime is becoming a bit too much of 
a way of life when you file grenades in 
your filing drawer. I do not know 
whether you do it under B for " boom" 
or G for " grenade" or what. 

I know in our office we have file 
drawers with pens and papers and 

stamps, and this, that, and the other 
thing. Even in my days as a prosecutor, 
we never had a filing drawer with gre
nades. 

If it comes to the point that, to get a 
job, they ask how fast do you take dic
tation and what kind of an arm do you 
have for throwing a grenade-this is 
kind of bad. 

A lot can be done. A lot will be done. 
I am concerned about the rise of crimi
nal activity. I think Russia was right 

. to move forward as they have in privat
ization but, obviously, like everybody 
else , I am concerned about how fast 
crime has risen in this country. Those 
of us who have served in law enforce
ment, as well as those who have not , 
have to understand how the tentacles 
of crime destroy a judicial system, de
stroy a commercial code, destroy a free 
enterprise system, and destroy the 
trust people have in their government. 
Organized crime is moving into all 
areas, from law enforcement to the pri
vate enterprise system. There is prob
ably nothing that can work more 
against democracy in Russia, more 
against the security of the people, 
more against the kind of economic 
basis they need than the spread of 
crime. 

I will support this amendment. I am 
about to yield the remainder of my 
time so we can go to the vote. During 
the vote, I urge cosponsors of the sec
ond amendment, which is related, and 
which I also support, to see if it is pos
sible to do that on a voice vote. If not, 
I hope we could have the rollcall as 
quickly as possible, just to make 
things easier. 

Before I yield the remainder of my 
time, I yield whatever time the Sen
ator from Kentucky wishes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I say to my friend, 
the Senator from Vermont, my 
thought was we would have rollcalls 
back to back, one 15 minutes and one 
10, and then move on. I think we need 
the yeas on both of the amendments. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have 
one amendment now before us. I ask 
unanimous consent it be in order to 
order the yeas and nays en bloc on that 
amendment and on the second amend
ment. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays en bloc on both 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con

sent that, upon the completion of the 
rollcall vote on the first amendment, 
we go immediately to a rollcall vote on 
the second amendment, and the second 
rollcall vote be a 10-minute rollcall 
vote. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. I yield the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment, No. 2264. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR

GAN). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 100, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bl den 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenic! 
Dorgan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 192 Leg.] 
YEAS-100 

Feingold McConnell 
Feinstein Metzenbaum 
Ford Mikulski 
Glenn Mitchell 
Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grassley Murray 
Gregg Nickles 
Harkin Nunn 
Hatch Packwood 
Hatfield Pell 
Heflin Pressler 
Helms Pryor 
Holl1ngs Reid 
Hutchison Riegle 
Inouye Robb 
Jeffords Rockefeller 
Johnston Roth 
Kassebaum Sar banes 
Kempthorne Sasser 
Kennedy Shelby 
Kerrey Simon 
Kerry Simpson 
Kohl Smith 
Lau ten berg Specter 
Leahy Stevens 
Levin Thurmond 
Lieberman Wallop 
Lott Warner 
Lugar Wellstone 

Duren berger Mack Wofford 
Exon Mathews 
Faircloth McCain 

So the amendment (No. 2264) was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question now is 
on agreeing to amendment No. 2263 of
fered by the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MCCONNELL]. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The Chair will advise that this is a 
10-minute rollcall vote. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 100, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 193 Leg.] 
YEAS-100 

Bumpers Danforth 
Burns Daschle 
Byrd DeConclni 
Campbell Dodd 
Chafee Dole 
Coats Domenic! 
Cochran Dorgan 
Cohen Duren berger 
Conrad Exon 
Coverdell Faircloth 
Craig Feingold 
D'Amato Feinstein 
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Ford 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 

Kohl 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
Mathews 
McCain 
McConnell 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowskl 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 

Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wofford 

So the amendment (No. 2263) was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2245 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now before the Senate is 
amendment No. 2245 offered by the Re
publican leader, Mr. DOLE. 

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

Chair recognizes the minority leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do not 

have much more to say on this amend
ment. It is a question of whether we 
want the facts or not. If you do not 
want the facts, vote against it. Or you 
can take 45 days to get the facts with 
a bipartisan factfinding commission. 

I do not think it would do anything 
but help all of us who are very con
cerned about Hai ti and very concerned 
about our policy there. There are no 
easy answers. I have listened to the 
distinguished Senator from Florida, 
Senator GRAHAM, on the floor, and on 
"Crossfire," and other programs. Cer
tainly, he understands the problem 
there very well. 

I want to clear up just one issue. I do 
not care what General Cedras or the 
other thugs running Haiti think about 
this or any other proposal. I do not 
check with Cedras or Aristide, or any 
other Haitians on my view of American 
national interests. I have never met 
with Aristide, and he has never asked 
to meet with me. I do not check with 
him or anybody else. That is what the 
Haiti policy is all about-our national 
interests. 

Those who support invasion and na
tion building in Haiti have an obliga
tion to say what interests are at stake. 
Is it because we are so close to Haiti? 
That is certainly not the reason. Are 
any Americans being threatened? 
None. There are a lot of rumors and 
stories, and maybe some distortions. 

I agree completely with the chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee, Sen
ator NUNN, who said this morning: 

If the mission is to alleviate the refugee 
problem, then I think we first ought to try 
adjusting the sanction policy* * * but 1f the 
mission is to restore democracy, that's a dif
ferent mission. It is not primarily a military 
mission. It is a nation-building mission. And 
we need to think through that one very care
fully. 

We just went through a nation-build
ing exercise in Somalia. Many of us 
supported President Clinton when he 
decided to withdraw, and he had wide 
support because we had deviated from 
the original course, from humanitarian 
aid to nation building. But that was 
done by the United Nations. Here, it 
seems to me, we are going to set it out 
as our own course. 

We invaded Haiti once this century 
to reverse a military coup. After 100 
American casualties and 19 years, 
America left Hai ti. And Hai ti returned 
to violence and anarchy. In my view, 
we ought to spend some time learning 
lessons from that intervention before 
beginning a new one. 

Before we get engaged in nation
building in Haiti, we ought to listen to 
Haiti's democratic parliamentarians. 
We ought to look at Aristide's leader
ship in power and in exile. And we 
ought to look at why reconciliation 
has not worked in Haiti. That is ex
actly what a commission would do. If 
you oppose this commission, you are 
saying no to the facts and yes to writ
ing a blank check for military invasion 
and nation building in Haiti. 

The administration opposes the 
amendment, and I do not know why. 
Maybe they are afraid of an objective 
assessment. Maybe they do not want to 
know the facts and they like it the way 
it is. There is a lot of rhetoric, and 
every night on television Mr. Gray, or 
somebody else, says that an invasion is 
not imminent-whatever imminent 
means. Maybe they have decided what 
they want to do, and maybe they want 
to wait until Congress is in recess, or 
some other time, before taking final 
action. Maybe it is a setup to make in
vasion the only option after creating a 
refugee crisis. Certainly, this was cre
ated by the administration's policy. 
They have had a number of policies in 
Haiti. 

Quoting from the New York Times of 
1 week ago-and I do not quote from 
them frequently-it reads: 

After months of vacillating from one pol
icy to another, America faces the troubling 
prospect that Mr. Clinton is drifting into 
using troops in Haiti because he wants to 
compensate for policy embarrassments and 
does not have a better idea. 

That is exactly what the New York 
Times said, and they are not exactly a 
Republican mouthpiece in this coun
try. That is their conclusion. This arti
cle has been put in the RECORD so I will 
not ask that it be printed again. 

There is always a possibility that 
this commission might lead to some 
better ideas. It might lead to a resolu
tion, as a commission appointed by 
President Reagan did in 1984, dealing 
with some of the Central American 
problems. It made a number of rec
ommendations; it was bipartisan, and 
many things that they recommended 
were later adopted by Congress. 

I do not know why a 45-day delay 
would bother the administration-un-

less they want to invade between now 
and then. Forty-five days is not very 
long. We are going to be here, and Con
gress will be back, if there is a recess. 
Nothing in this amendment ties the 
President's hands-it does not even 
mention the President. 

In fact, we do not even need the reso
lution. If the majority leader would 
agree, I would certainly agree that we 
could name some of our colleagues 
today. Start today. We will not wait 
until this bill goes through conference 
and all that. Start today with the fact
finding commission if time is a prob
lem. We can do that on our own. We 
have that right. Some Members have 
gone to Haiti. Our colleague from Flor
ida, Senator GRAHAM, has been to 
Haiti. Others of my colleagues-I think 
one of my House colleagues is going to 
be in Hai ti this week, Congressman 
RICHARDSON from New Mexico. A num
ber of them have gone there. Certainly, 
we have that right if we want to exer
cise it. I assume that people go there to 
get the facts. This would be a biparti
san effort, with no politics in it. It 
seems to me that the President would 
welcome it. 

I think it is probably time to vote on 
this simple idea to get the facts and an 
objective assessment. As I said, let us 
not shoot first and ask questions later. 
But I am afraid the gun is already load
ed and pointed in that direction. We 
have a lot of warships down there, and 
they are not all there to rescue Ameri
cans, none of whom, as far as I know, 
are under any personal threat of any 
kind. 

Mr. President, this amendment is of
fered in the same spirit that I sug
gested it probably 2 or 3 months ago. It 
is not offered in any way to frustrate 
the President's plan or in any way to 
frustrate what other ideas other Mem
bers may have. They may be better 
than this one. It seems to me that if we 
are really concerned, and if we want 
the facts, what is wrong with having a 
factfinding commission for 45 days, 
who would report back to the U.S. Sen
ate and the Congress? Then we might 
be able to find some way to do what 
most people want, which is to try to re
store democracy to Haiti-though it 
was a pretty fragile democracy even 
when they had it. 

For all the reasons stated today and 
yesterday, I hope that this amendment 
will be accepted. And if not accepted, I 
hope it will be adopted with an over
whelming vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, it is 
clear what the purpose of this resolu
tion to establish a joint congressional 
committee to study the issue in Haiti 
is, and the purpose is to restrict the 
President's range of options for an in
definite period of time, especially his 
option to use force. 
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The Senator from Kansas, the distin

guished minority leader, has stated 
that he did not consult with General 
Cedras before drafting this proposal. 
However, it is not without significance 
that General Cedras, upon becoming 
aware of this proposal, has adopted it. 

It is clear that this degree of gridlock 
in the United States foreign policy as 
it relates to Haiti would serve the pri
mary purpose of emboldening the thugs 
who have stolen the sovereignty of the 
people of Haiti. 

Mr. President, I want to discuss some 
of the consequences should this Senate, 
in a fit of ill wisdom, adopt this pro
posal. But before I do that, I would like 
to turn to the proposal itself and just a 
few areas in which it is factually erro
neous. 

The premise of this amendment is 
that Congress has been insufficiently 
consulted on Haiti, that there is some 
mystery, some attempt to disguise and 
keep from Congress the facts of what is 
occurring in Hai ti. 

Mr. President, up until just a few 
days ago when commercial aviation 
service was cut off to Haiti-and even 
today, as the Senator indicated, the 
delegation will go to Haiti through the 
Dominican Republic this weekend
Hai ti was a country in which Ameri
cans could visit, travel, talk to people, 
and gather information and form their 
own opinions. This is not a country 
which is thousands of miles away and, 
until recently, difficult to gain access 
to. 

This is also a country on which this 
administration, since January of last 
year, has had almost 30 briefings or 
presentations before appropriate con
gressional committees on Haiti. 

So people who wanted to get informa
tion about Haiti had the opportunity 
to do so. We do not have to defer to 
this Commission and place our policy 
in limbo for 45 days after the enact
ment of this bill, which could be well 
into September or October, in order to 
learn about what is happening in Haiti. 

So the basic premise, a premise of ig
norance-and even more than igno
rance, a premise that there has been 
some conscious effort to deny to the 
American people and to its representa
tives in Congress information as to 
what is occurring in Haiti-is fun
damentally erroneous. 

Second, reading the proposition it
self, on page 2, lines 1 through 4, it 
states under the category of " Congres
sional Findings" : 

Haiti ' s elected President who is !.n exile 
and the de facto ruling junta in Haiti have 
reached an impasse in their negotiations for 
the reinstitution of civilian government. 

That is blatantly false. First, there 
was a good-faith effort to negotiate a 
restoration of democracy in Haiti, an 
effort which was frustrated in October 
of last year by the military regime 
which reneged on its commitments. 
The most dramatic example of that oc-

curred in Port au Prince Harbor when 
the United States and the Canadians, 
pursuant to a provision in the Gov
ernors Island accords, the agreement 
which structured the return of democ
racy in Haiti, under that agreement, 
the United States and Canada had com
mitted troops to come to Hai ti not as 
warriors, but as workers and educators, 
to work as Seabees and Corps of Engi
neers personnel to help in the rebuild
ing of the country, and at the same 
time to educate elements of the Hai
tian military as to how they could per
form those functions for the benefit of 
the people of Hai ti. 

The Haitian military regime had 
committed to the international com
munity that ship would be allowed to 
dock and that those men and women 
would be protected while they were 
carrying out their international re
sponsibilities. 

What in fact occurred, as we all 
know, is first the Haitian Government 
arranged for a ship to be tied up at the 
only dock in the harbor of Port au 
Prince, which was large enough to ac
commodate the Harlan County, our 
ship, which contained those United 
States and Canadian troops; and, sec
ond, then brought to the dock a group 
of hoodlums who demonstrated against 
the United States and Canadian troops 
being disembarked. As a result of that 
gross breach of their commitment, the 
military of Haiti caused the United 
States and the Canadian troops to 
withdraw. 

It was not an "impasse in negotia
tions" which caused the process lead
ing toward the restoration of democ
racy to break down. It was an arrogant , 
purposeful abrogation of obligations by 
the Haitian military which caused the 
negotiations to break down. 

In paragraph 3, it states: 
The extensive economic sanctions imposed 

by the United Nations and United States 
against the de facto rules are causing grave 
harm to innocent Haitians. 

That is erroneous, Mr. President. The 
sanctions are not a means of inflicting 
pain on the mass of the citizens of 
Haiti. The sanctions are a means of at
tempting to bring pressure towards the 
end of a voluntary transfer of power 
from those who seized it illegally at 
the point of a gun, ousted a democrat
ically elected President, and have 
taken over the sovereignty of the 
state. 

What is causing the grave harm to 
Haitians is 30 years of despotic rule , 
and what is causing it today is that 
that long, dark period of the history of 
Haiti has reached a new low as to the 
level of human rights abuses, the level 
of violence directed against the people, 
a record of almost 100 political murders 
per month since the 1st of February, 
and a government which has driven the 
economy of the poorest country in the 
Western Hemisphere even further into 
disarray, resulting in more than 50 per-

cent of the people of Haiti being unem
ployed. 

Those are the factors that have 
caused grave harm to innocent Hai
tians. Sanctions were intended to be a 
means of giving relief to the masses of 
the Haitian citizens by causing this il
legitimate government to give way to 
the democratically elected President. 

In paragraph 5, Mr. President, it is 
stated: 

An armed invasion of Haiti by forces of the 
United States, the United Nations, and the 
Organization of American States would en
danger the lives of troops sent to Haiti , as 
well as thousands of Haitians, especially ci
vilians. 

I agree with the thrust of that para
graph. But what it fails to say is what 
of the dangers to democracy in this 
hemisphere and to the citizens of Hai ti 
by a continuation of our current poli
cies or by the policy which so many on 
the other side of the aisle are advocat
ing, which is essentially a policy of 
surrender? Let us recognize the illegi t
imate regime. Let us stop a policy 
which commenced with President 
George Bush, and that is to commit 
our Nation and the international com
munity to a restoration of President 
Aristide. Let us forget that commit
ment. Let us lift the embargo. And let 
us let this reign of terror continue 
unabated. 

Those, Mr. President, are the factual 
inaccuracies contained within this res
olution. 

Mr. President, a great American the
ologian, Harvey Cox, once observed 
that not to decide is to decide. There 
are consequences from indecision. 

I consider this resolution to be a 
statement of indecision. We are trau
matized by all of the unpleasant 
choices that are before us. We are trau
matized by what we see daily of the 
events from Haiti. We are traumatized 
by the thousands of people who are 
fleeing Haiti. 

Thus, our answer is let us not decide. 
Let us set up an ambiguous commis
sion with an indeterminant reporting 
date, with a very vague charter. And 
let us let that substitute for making 
tough choices. 

But there are going to be tough 
choices, even if we were to adopt this 
resolution, Mr. President. 

What are some of the consequences of 
adopting this resolution? One of the 
consequences is that any prospect of 
achieving the result of a voluntary 
transfer of power by the current mili
tary regime to democratically elected 
President Aristide will be smashed. 
The only hope for a voluntary transfer 
of power, as bleak as I believe that 
hope to be, is if the United States and 
the international community present a 
clear, sustained, consolidated position 
demanding that there be such a trans
fer back to the legitimate government 
in Haiti. 

Every time we send a signal that 
there is fracture and di vision and dis
cord in this country, we make it even 
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less likely that there will be a diplo
matic resolution of this issue. We make 
it more likely that we will be faced 
with either abject surrender or the use 
of military force. 

The second likely consequence of the 
adoption of this resolution, Mr. Presi
dent, is to unleash a reign of terror in 
that country that even pales that 
which is occurring today. 

We have seen this week that the ille
gitimate regime told to the 100 United 
Nations and Organization of American 
States observers: "Out. 48 hours. Pack 
your bags and leave." 

I personally think that the inter
national community made a very seri
ous error in accepting that order to 
leave. The policy of the international 
community had been not to recognize 
orders of this illegitimate regime. The 
policy of the international community 
had been to provide a presence inside 
Haiti to give some degree of protection 
to the people of Haiti. At least these 
acts of violence would have a capacity 
to be reported from a credible source 
and the world community informed as 
to what is happening in Haiti. As a re
sult of the international community's 
acceptance of this demand to leave, we 
have lost that capability. 

Now, if we were to pass this resolu
tion and send a signal that there is di
vision within this country and that we 
are going to be incapacitated to act for 
an indeterminate period, I believe that 
we would have blood on our hands, as 
we would be a coconspirator in a plot 
to butcher the people of Hai ti. 

Third, Mr. President, I believe a con
sequence of this action would be to un
dercut our leadership in the inter
national community. We have had 
many debates on this floor in recent 
months on the issue of Bosnia. One of 
the recurring themes in those debates 
has been that Bosnia should be the spe
cial responsibility for leadership of the 
European community. Bosnia is a Eu
ropean state. Europeans are going to be 
particularly affected by the con
sequences of what occurs in Bosnia. 
Europeans have been the ones who 
have been willing to step forward and 
place some of their troops on the 
ground in Bosnia. 

I believe that that is an appropriate 
assignment, a primary, regional, con
tinental responsibility. 

In that same light, Mr. President, I 
believe that the United States has a 
special role in the Western Hemi
sphere. Throughout our history, we 
have taken an interest and a leadership 
position in terms of shaping policies 
for the Western Hemisphere. Many of 
those past actions are now legitimately 
subject to criticism. Maybe they were 
overreaching and overbearing and cre
ated the concept of the ugly American 
in Latin America. 

But today, Mr. President, we hope 
that we are embarked on a new course 
and that the fundamental premise of 

our policy in the Western Hemisphere 
is to support the development of func
tioning democratic governments which 
respect the rights of their people and 
provide a basis in which there is some 
hope for a prosperous future for their 
and future generations of our fellow oc
cupants of this New World. 

If we were to adopt this resolution, 
Mr. President, in the face of our com
mitment to the United Nations and the 
Organization of American States, I 
think that we would be essentially ab
dicating, certainly ra1smg serious 
questions about, the credibility of U.S. 
leadership and influence in this region 
of the world. 

Mr. President, I believe there are se
rious adverse consequences to adopting 
this resolution. This is not a free vote. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me 
raise what I consider to be the most se
rious implication of this debate and 
this issue which is before us, and that 
is as another example of the shattering 
of the concept of bipartisanship in for
eign policy. 

We have been joined by my good 
friend from Arizona. I know we dis
agree on this issue, but I respect Sen
ator McCAIN, and we have spent more 
time together than maybe he would 
have preferred. But I know that he is 
deeply committed to the belief that, 
when the United States speaks to the 
world, it should speak with a single 
voice. 

Yes, we are going to have debates 
like this in arriving at what that voice 
will be, but, once the issue is joined, 
that we are all Americans. 

I believe that there is the basis of 
this position in some previous state
ments that have been made by Senator 
DOLE. You will recall in the fall of 1989, 
there was an attempt to overthrow 
then General Noriega from his despotic 
position in Panama. The effort at that 
overthrow failed and there was consid
erable criticism directed at President 
Bush for the failure of the United 
States to support those who were in
volved in the coup. 

According to an article that appeared 
in the Congressional Quarterly in De
cember of 1989: 

Senate Minority Leader Bob Dole spoke for 
many Republicans-

And I am now quoting from the arti
cle-

Who lamented the administration's hesi
tancy to get directly involved in the anti
Noriega insurgency, but who blamed a dec
ade and a half of congressional effort to re
strict the use of military or paramilitary 
force overseas. 

And now quoting Senator DOLE: 

A good part of what went wrong * * * did 
not happen last w:eekend. It started happen
ing many years ago when Congress first de
cided to start telling the President how he 
ought to manage a crisis. 

I think there is some wisdom in that 
statement; that we have to put aside 
whether we are Republicans or Demo-

crats and recognize that we are Ameri
cans with a responsibility for this Na
tion's position of leadership and the 
special role that the United States has 
played throughout its over 200-year 
history as the prime example of a Gov
ernment of, by, and for the people. 

I think we ought to have a debate 
about American national interests. Is 
there a sufficient United States na
tional interest in Haiti for us to be in
volved at all? Should we have our role 
in the economic sanctions and as a po
litical isolation, which are our current 
policies? Should we be prepared to go 
beyond those current policies? What is 
our interest in Haiti? 

I would like to briefly suggest, Mr. 
President-and I hope this would be
come the basis of further debate as we 
form our opinions on Haiti and as we 
use this as a basis of forming opinions 
as to what our interests are in this 
post-cold-war era-that the United 
States has a number of critical inter
ests at stake in Haiti. Let me suggest 
a few of those interests. 

Just a few years ago, you could have 
counted on the fingers of your hand, 
with several fingers left over, the num
ber of democracies in the Western 
Hemisphere. This was a very unstable 
and violent place. 

We can all recall the pictures from 
countries like Chile and Argentina, 
where depravation of basic human 
rights and flagrant homicides were a 
regular part of government action to 
intimidate its people. 

Today, Mr. President, every country 
in the Western Hemisphere is demo
cratic except for Cuba and Haiti. I be
lieve that it is very much in the inter
est of the United States of America to 
maintain this movement towards 
democratic governments in the West
ern Hemisphere. It is those democratic 
governments with which we can have 
peaceful, productive, relationships, po
litical, cultural, and economic. It is 
that stability within this region which 
will limit the instances in which we 
will have to. have a debate such as we 
are engaged in today. 

The reality is that because so many 
democracies in the Western Hemi
sphere are both new and fragile, that 
they are also vulnerable. All over this 
hemisphere there are the sons and the 
grandsons of former military dictators 
who are waiting in the barracks, wait
ing for a signal that it is permissible to 
institute an old-style military coup. 
And their eyes have turned to Haiti as 
an example of whether the inter
national community is in fact prepared 
to be faithful to its commitments to 
support democratic governments. 

I suggest if we fail this test that 
what we have already seen in countries 
such as Venezuela, which has had two 
military coup attempts since the de
posing of President Aristide from 
Haiti, in Guatemala, which almost had 
another, that we would see those as 
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just the beginning of a chain reaction 
of assaults against fragile democracies 
within this hemisphere. 

You talk about the danger that is in
volved in dealing with this current cri
sis in Haiti, and the danger that may 
befall some civilians within Hai ti. I 
suggest the greater danger is to allow 
the signal that it is acceptable in 1994 
to continue to have a military regime 
which acquired power not through the 
legitimacy of the ballot box but 
through the force of the machinegun. 

Second, we do have an interest in 
human rights. We just passed the 
Fourth of July where many of us par
ticipated in patriotic observances. The 
Declaration of Independence was wide
ly read around the smallest villages to 
the biggest cities of our country. That 
statement of basic beliefs in the rights 
of mankind was not written by Thomas 
Jefferson to only refer to the relatively 
small number of colonialists who lived 
along the Atlantic seaboard. It is a 
statement of universal principles. It is 
a statement which has guided U.S. for
eign policy throughout our Nation's 
history. In my opinion it has guided 
our foreign policy when we were acting 
to our greatest national benefit. 

We have within our own neighbor
hood-not thousands of miles away in 
Somalia but in our neighborhood-an 
example of horrendous human rights 
abuses. Every principle that Thomas 
Jefferson asked this Nation to stand 
for is being violated on a daily basis in 
Haiti. I believe that ought to be of con
cern to us. 

I believe that a sense of compassion 
is an appropriate quality in a great Na
tion's foreign policy. When bad things 
happen in Haiti we are not going to be 
immune from the consequences of 
those evil deeds. We see it most dra
matically in the thousands of Haitians 
who are leaving that country. Some 
50,000 have left the country since the 
coup in September of 1991. The num
bers have accelerated in recent weeks 
as the conditions inside the country 
have collapsed. 

We are going to pay a heavy price for 
those refugees. We are going to pay a 
heavy price, whether we decide to pro
vide safe havens or admit them into 
the United States. 

Haiti has also become a significant 
transshipment point for drugs. Drugs 
that used to flow through other places 
in the Caribbean are now coming 
through Haiti into the United States, 
showing up on the streets of Milwaukee 
as well as Miami. 

We are paying a price for what has 
happened in Haiti. We are not immune 
to the adverse consequences. 

I believe we do have interests in this 
country which warrant the firm resolve 
that our President is now proclaiming. 
I believe we have interests that war
rant us not adopting a resolution that 
will clearly be seen as a signal of a 
lack of that resolve; of a withdrawal of 

any hand of hope and friendship to the 
mass of people of Hai ti. 

I hope we will use this debate as a se
rious effort to begin to restore the 
principle of bipartisanship in foreign 
policy. There are serious issues here, 
issues that affect the future of our Na
tion and the world; issues which affect 
the lives of individuals who have been 
caught in the hell that today is Haiti. 

I hope the Senate, in its wisdom, will 
defeat this resolution. I hope by main
taining a constancy of position, that 
we might be able to achieve our goal of 
restoration of democracy in Haiti with
out the resort to force. I hope, should 
we find that desire is not possible of 
achievement, that we would abstain 
from the temptation to accept surren
der and abdication to this group of 
international criminals who have 
taken over the sovereignty of Haiti; 
that we in the international commu
nity would be prepared to stand for the 
values of human dignity and respect 
and the democratic process as the sur
est means of protecting those human 
values. 

That is what I believe is at stake in 
this issue. We would take a serious step 
away from those important commit
ments by adopting this resolution. I 
urge my colleagues to vote no. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will yield for a ques
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FEINGOLD). The Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. The Senator from 
Florida and I attended a briefing yes
terday given by the Secretaries of 
State and Defense, our distinguished 
Ambassador to the United Nations, 
Madeleine Albright, and Tony Lake, 
the National Security Adviser; a brief
ing that took place for almost 2 hours. 

The distinguished Senator from Ari
zona was present. I know the distin
guished Senator from Connecticut and 
the Senator from Vermont, who are 
here on the floor today, were also 
present. 

But as I left, having listened very 
carefully to a free and open dialog be
tween some 20-odd Senators and these 
key administration officials, I asked 
myself, was there a clear expression of 
the justification for the United States 
to invade Hai ti? 

Candidly, Senator, I did not find it in 
that briefing. 

The matter is classified so we cannot 
go into specifics. But I did not leave 
with a clear understanding. I would 
like to ask the Senator if he left with 
a clear understanding of the justifica
tions that the administration would al
lege for any decision to invade Hai ti? 

There was a discussion about preserv
ing democracy in this hemisphere. If 
we look at the U.N. Charter, there is no 
clear mandate for the nations of the 
world, and particularly the nations 
that are part of the Security Council, 

to send forth their forces in support of 
the cause of democracy. I could show 
where there are 60-odd places on the 
globe today where conflict is taking 
place, human rights being violated, 
casualties, human suffering of enor
mous proportion-60 today, compared 
with a mere 30 such places 6 years 
ago-demonstrating how all over the 
globe the world is becoming a more un
stable place. 

But I ask the Senator, what was the 
clear justification that the Senator 
from Florida may have received that 
the Senator from Virginia did not re
ceive, as to the basis for the United 
States intervening militarily in that 
nation? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Senator, I must not 
have been even as vaguely articulate as 
I tried to be in my earlier statement. 
Because in part I was attempting to re
state what the President has said pub
licly, and what we have heard in other 
forums as to the basis of the United 
States interest. This is not an issue 
which is a question that you can con
vert to numerical certitude. 

It is an issue that finally comes to 
one of values and judgment. Is it in the 
United States vital interest that the 
principle of democracy in the Western 
Hemisphere be preserved? You can de
bate that issue. 

I might point out to my friend from 
Virginia that on June 5, 1991, during 
the administration of President George 
Bush, the United States supported and 
voted for a resolution called the 
Santiago accord, which was adopted by 
the Organization of American States 
which stated in its preamble that the 
charter of the Organization of Amer
ican States establishes that represent
ative democracy is an indispensable 
condition for the stability, peace, and 
development of the region. And under 
the provisions of the charter, one of 
the basic purposes of the OAS is to pro
mote and consolidate representative 
democracy. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
United States, in many forums, has 
taken a position that democracy in 
this hemisphere is a matter of vital na
tional interest. I also state that the el
oquent words of your fellow Virginian, 
Thomas Jefferson, I believe, estab
lished that one of the principles-the 
way in which the United States acts in 
a world, a principle we have acted upon 
on many occasions-is to protect those 
inalienable rights which he declared to 
be universal. 

I also believe that protecting the 
United States from the adverse con
sequences of the deterioration in Haiti, 
whether it be drugs or refugees, is in 
the interest of the people of the United 
States of America. 

Mr. WARNER. If you wish to quote 
Thomas Jefferson--

Mr. McCAIN. Regular order, Mr. 
President. I ask for the regular order. 

Mr. WARNER. If I can have 1 minute, 
I will sit down, Mr. President. 
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Mr. McCAIN. The Senator has not 

yielded the floor. Otherwise, I ask for 
the regular order. Some of us have been 
waiting to talk for some period of time. 

Mr. WARNER. I apologize to my col
league. If the Senator will yield for one 
question. He quotes Thomas Jefferson. 
I would like to quote Senator NUNN, 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, appearing on national network 
this morning. I quote him: 

When I think about whether to invade 
Haiti , I think we have to carefully think 
about what our mission ls going to be. If the 
mission ls to alleviate the refugee problem, 
then I think we first ought to try adjusting 
the sanction policy. If the mission ls to pro
tect American lives right now, they're not 
under threat. 

And the Senator and I know from the 
intelligence briefing this is a correct 
fact . 

If they come under threat, we have to be 
prepared to move rapidly. But 1f the mission 
ls to restore democracy, that's a different 
mission. It's not primarily a m111tary mis
sion. It's a nation-building mission, and we 
need to think through that one very care
fully . 

And, I say to the Senator from Flor
ida, that is the purpose of the commis
sion recommended by the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE]. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Could I answer the 
question, if there was a question? It is 
not my position that the Haitian issue 
is resolved when the military, illegit
imate regime is deposed and the demo
cratically elected President restored. 
That is a necessary prerequisite for 
what must follow, not the last chapter. 
Some of those things that need to fol
low after that were laid out in the Gov
ernors Island accord. We need to have 
an international presence in Haiti in 
order to create a passive environment 
in which democracy and its institu
tions can begin to function again. 

I might say that it is going to make 
it more difficult to create that inter
national peacekeeping course if we 
adopt a resolution such as this. 

Second, it is going to be necessary to 
have a very effective political reform, 
starting with the separation of the po
lice from the military, and economic 
reform, starting with creating the 
stimulus for the private sector to com
mence activities again in Haiti, if the 
benefits of democracy are going to be 
realized. 

So I agree that the military use , 
which is a use that nobody wants to 
have, is not an attractive option. It 
just happens to be, in my judgment, 
the only option we are going to have 
other than surrender, and it is not a 
substitute for those steps economically 
and politically that will have to follow. 
It is a necessary prerequisite to those 
steps. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 

Mr. LEAHY. Especially while the 
Senator from Virginia is also on the 
floor. The Senator from Virginia asked 
a question whether the meeting yester
day was justification for an invasion. 

Was it not clearly stated at that 
meeting, in answer to a specific ques
tion that was clearly stated by the Sec
retary of State on behalf of the admin
istration, that they oppose the amend
ment now pending before us? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the 
question is directed to me-

Mr. LEAHY. It is directed to Senator 
GRAHAM because he had the floor. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I was not present 
when that question was asked, but I 
know from subsequent inquiry that, in 
fact, the administration opposes this 
proposal for basically the reasons 
which I attempted to articulate. 

Mr. LEAHY. I wonder if the Senator 
from Florida had an opportunity to 
hear part of the discussion this morn
ing when I laid out that by the normal 
time it would take to get through this 
bill, conference and so on, that this 
study would actually come back, in all 
likelihood, after we have recessed for 
the November elections, and if that is 
the case, would the Senator agree with 
me that we really would not even be 
debating this issue probably until some 
time in February or March of next 
year? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I agree with the Sen
ator, and I will state again what our 
distinguished colleague, the minority 
leader, stated in reference to the Pan
ama crisis, that a contributing cause 
to that crisis was "when Congress first 
decided to start telling the President 
how he ought to manage a crisis. " 

I believe the best chance of our get
ting through this crisis without having 
to use force is if we speak with a sin
gle, firm voice to the military leader
ship in Haiti and they, in fact, believe 
that we are serious about the necessity 
of their removal. 

Mr. LEAHY. And moving to my final 
question-I ask this as manager of the 
bill-while every Senator will make up 
his or her mind based on what he or she 
feels, and not what anybody else tells 
them to do, is it not a fact that the 
military ruler of Haiti, General Cedras, 
has stated his support of this amend
meI}t while the President of the United 
States has stated his opposition to it? 

Mr. GRAHAM. On national television 
last night on NBC, General Cedras en
dorsed the principle of this resolution, 
which comes as no surprise. It is very 
consistent with his own self-interest. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, to pick 

up on that, President Aristide has 
come out in opposition to any U.S. in
vasion. So if we are bound by the views 
of foreign leaders, then I suggest that 
we then would not invade Hai ti since 
the elected President Aristide has 
come out against it. 

Before the Senator from Florida 
leaves the floor, I would like to, again, 
voice my respect for his knowledge, his 
articulate and impassioned arguments 
for his side. I have found it a very edu
cational experience debating him on 
many occasions in the past few weeks. 
I do believe that we share the same 
goal, and that is the restoration of 
freedom and democracy, not only in 
Haiti but throughout our hemisphere. I 
want to repeat my respect for his 
ample and articulate expression of his 
point of view. 

But I would also like to pick up with 
a little different view of something 
that the Senator from Florida was just 
discussing, and that is bipartisanship. I 
regret to tell the Senator from Florida 
and my colleagues that one of the rea
sons why I am in strong support of the 
Dole amendment appointing the com
mission is because there has been vir
tually no bipartisanship in addressing 
this issue. 

I just asked the Republican leader if 
he has been consulted in any way, 
asked his views of the Hai ti situation, 
asked his recommendations as to what 
should be done in Haiti , and his answer 
was no. 

Speaking for myself, which probably 
is not too important, nor have I, nor 
has any Republican Senator, that I 
know of, been consulted in any way. 

I point out to my colleague from 
Florida, and my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, that did not 
characterize the previous administra
tion's response to crises. 

Now, we all have a problem with the 
fact that the War Powers Act, which is 
a law that this body passed and over
came the veto of the President of the 
United States, has been routinely dis
regarded. I think it will be disregarded 
again in the case of an invasion of 
Haiti. But on this issue, and Bosnia and 
Korea, there has been no bipartisan 
consultation, and it is time that the 
White House woke up and started, if 
not consulting with the Senator from 
Arizona, which I do not expect, cer
tainly they could consult with the Sen
ator from Kentucky, the Senator from 
Kansas , and other leadership of the Re
publican Party. I suggest they do that 
soon, and if they had done that, they 
might not be facing what in all candor, 
Mr. President, is a very difficult vote 
not for those of us on this side of the 
aisle, but for those on the other side of 
the aisle. 

So I urge my colleagues to tell their 
leadership in the executive branch, let 
us sit down together and discuss these 
issues. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. McCAIN. I will be glad to yield to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Was not the Republican 
leader invited to the consultation that 
the distinguished Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. WARNER] , and others, were 
discussing that was held yesterday? 
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Mr. McCAIN. I would be more than 

pleased to answer that question be
cause I was there, I tell my friend from 
Vermont. Frankly--

Mr. LEAHY. We sat beside each 
other. 

Mr. McCAIN. I am astounded he 
would ask. There was no consultation. 
It was a briefing, in fact. As the Sen
ator from Vermont knows and I do, 
too, it was a briefing which could eas
ily be seen on any of the major net
works or read in any newspaper or 
magazine in America. I learned zero, 
zero, in additional information that 
was conveyed there. And there was no 
request by any of the individuals there 
for any advice or input or counsel from 
the Members who were in attendance. I 
think my friend from Virginia will 
agree with that. 

So, yes, questions were asked. Ques
tions were asked. No advice or counsel 
was requested nor, frankly, did the en
vironment lend itself to that. 

I say to my friend from Vermont, he 
knows as well as I do, the way to con
sult with people on this issue is to call 
them down to the White House, sit 
around a table or, as the Senator from 
Vermont told me he did in a previous 
adrr.inistration, go up to private quar
ters, sit there, and have a free ex
change of ideas and views. That is the 
way that we can consult in a bipartisan 
fashion. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
for a further question? 

Mr. McCAIN. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. LEAHY. The Senator knows, 

first off, that I feel this is an issue that 
should have significant consultation, 
to be sure, as I have said both on the 
floor and privately. And I wish the ad
ministration would make a stronger ef
fort at consultation with Members of 
both sides. 

But does the Senator also not agree 
with a suggestion made by me in re
sponse to a speech by the Senator from 
Pennsylvania this morning that maybe 
a better way to do this would be to 
have, not as an amendment to this ap
propriations bill, a freestanding resolu
tion under a specific period of time, a 
couple days or whatever it would take, 
where we debate whether the Congress 
would grant the President authority to 
invade or not to invade, somewhat 
similar to what we did prior to the Per
sian Gulf war? 

Would the Senator agree with me 
that a better procedure-I am not ask
ing him to back off from his support of 
this resolution-but a better procedure 
would be that both bodies might debate 
something similar to what we did in 
the Persian Gulf war and debate wheth
er we in the Congress, with our duties 
and responsibilities of warmaking, de
bate whether yea or nay, the President 
can do it if within his judgment as 
Commander in Chief he thinks he 
should or, no matter what his judg
ment is, the Congress would not allow 
him to do it? 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, in re
sponse to my friend from Vermont, 
first of all, let me say that in my deal
ings with the Senator from Vermont, 
he has al ways been bipartisan on these 
issues. We may have disagreed on nu
merous occasions, but there has been 
consultation and discussion. I was 
speaking, obviously, of the executive 
branch. 

But the problem with the proposal of 
the Senator from Vermont is that that 
would have to be triggered by a request 
from the White House for authoriza
tion. Otherwise, I think we would be 
acting in an unconstitutional manner. 

I voted against the amendment that 
was offered by my colleague from New 
Hampshire that prevented the Presi
dent of the United States from going 
into Haiti militarily not because I 
want the President to go in mili
tarily-and there are other Members in 
the Chamber in agreement with me
but because it violated constitutional 
principle. 

So if we somehow got to debate 
here-let me just finish my answer to 
my friend from Vermont. If we debated 
whether we should authorize the Presi
dent to invade Haiti or not without the 
executive branch requesting that, then 
I think we would be turning the proc
ess on its head. 

Mr. LEAHY. I am sorry, I say to my 
friend from Arizona; I did not state my 
question as well as I should. I am pre
supposing such a request from the ad
ministration. 

Mr. McCAIN. From the White House. 
Mr. LEAHY. In other words, I am 

saying-and I realize this is not the sit
uation before us-would not the best 
situation be that we do it similar to 
the Persian Gulf: There be a request; 
we have a debate in both bodies within 
a compressed period of time, something 
realistic, a couple days or so, and then 
vote either for it or against it? 

Mr. McCAIN. I say to my friend from 
Vermont that would be an ideal situa
tion. My understanding is that the ad
ministration says it is not contemplat
ing an invasion at this time, so there
fore it would put the administration, 
obviously, in a very awkward situa
tion. 

I agree with the Senator from Ver
mont; the best of all worlds would be if 
the executive branch came-after I an
swer the Senator from Vermont, I 
would like to respond to the Senator 
from Connecticut-if the executive 
branch came and said we want author
ization to use whatever force is nec
essary in Hai ti to protect American 
lives, restore democracy, stop the flow 
of refugees. I think that would be the 
best of all worlds, I say to my friend 
from Vermont. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield? 
Mr. McCAIN. I yield to the Senator 

from Kentucky. Then I will yield to my 
friend from Connecticut. He was wait
ing first. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank the Sen
ator from Arizona. 

The Senator from Vermont expresses 
a view that I mentioned to him pri
vately a few moments ago. If we had 
been in fact consulted, as the Senator 
from Arizona asserts-and he is cor
rect; we have not been consulted-the 
advice I would have given, I gather 
from listening to him, the chairman of 
the subcommittee would have given, 
and I am rather confident the advice 
the Senator from Arizona would have 
given is come up here and ask us for 
the authority. Come up here and ask us 
for the authority. 

My guess is that the authority would 
be granted. I might even vote for it. 
And then the administration would 
have that option, just as President 
Bush had that option, which they 
might or might not choose to use. It 
would be there. But that way we would 
have a sense of leadership from the ad
ministration, which I gather is exactly 
what the Senator from Arizona is say
ing. 

I am going to vote for the Dole 
amendment. I think it is a good amend
ment. But had I been consulted, I 
would have said to the President: Send 
up a resolution; let us have a good Per
sian Gulf-type debate; make your best 
case that you would like to have the 
military option; and my guess is Con
gress will give it to you. 

I thank my friend. 
Mr. McCAIN. I will briefly respond to 

the Senator from Kentucky and, before 
yielding to the Senator from Connecti
cut, make two quick points. There is a 
lesson from this debate that I hope the 
executive branch receives. That is, let 
us sit down and consult together . .Some 
may not believe it, but most of us are 
not comfortable in leveling criticism 
at the administration on the conduct 
of foreign policy because we still be
lieve in the old adage of partisanship 
being left at the water's edge. But we 
also have the overriding national inter
est which causes us to speak up. 

My second point is, especially given 
the presence on the floor of the Sen
ator from Connecticut, as well as the 
Senator from Rhode Island, that we 
need to sit down in a bipartisan group 
and work out this issue of the War 
Powers Act. We have violated the War 
Powers Act. We are telling the Amer
ican people we pass laws that we are 
supposed to abide by and we do not; 
and we pass laws that they are sup
posed to abide by and when they do 
not, they are punished. 

And so I would urge, especially with 
a lot of the collective knowledge we 
have in this body, that we try again to 
modify the War Powers Act so that it 
is a workable document rather than a 
law which is passed and fundamentally 
ignored, which I think erodes people's 
confidence in Congress. 

I would like to yield, without losing 
the floor, to my friend from Connecti
cut. 
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Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague 

from Arizona. I did not want to disrupt 
his thought. I knew he wanted to point 
out the issue of consultation. And 
again, I do not know if anyone objects 
here, but I think for purposes of the 
RECORD, it is noteworthy to point out 
since January 1993, on the subject of 
Hai ti, we have had 27 hearings and 
briefings in the Congress. 

I held two of them. One was an all
day hearing on Haiti just a few weeks 
ago; in fact, twice in just the last sev
eral months. 

I point out to my colleagues again
and I know people are busy-other than 
the ranking minority member, Senator 
COVERDELL of Georgia, no one showed 
up; nor did I have any requests other 
than from the Senator from Florida to 
testify before the hearing. The hearing 
is not a consultation per se. But clear
ly the administration was there testi
fying at great length about it. That is 
an opportunity granted, a public 
forum, but, nonetheless, an oppor
tunity to ask questions, to raise issues 
about various policies. 

Twenty-seven hearings and briefings 
are not insignificant. I point out again, 
knowing there are busy schedules, 
when you have an all-day hearing in
viting people from all different points 
of view to come and you get one col
league to show up, it certainly does not 
bode well when you get the issue about 
consultation and concern about the 
matter. So I really make that point be
cause it is, I think, worthwhile to note. 

I apologize to my colleague. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I say to 

my friend from Connecticut that he 
makes a very valid point. This issue 
has been ventilated through congres
sional hearings and by the Senator 
from Connecticut, who has a very im
portant position on the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. It has been certainly 
well ventilated in the media. 

But hearings and briefings, I know 
that my friend from Connecticut 
knows, are different from bipartisan 
consultation where people sit down and 
solicit the views of one another and try 
to have a consensus. We never achieve 
consensus in a hearing. We achieve 
consensus by sitting down with the 
same goal in mind that opponents as 
well as proponents of this amendment 
share and trying to work out some
thing that we can go and stand in front 
of the American people with and say 
we agree on this course of action. We 
have been able to do it in the past. I 
hope we can do it in the future. 

Mr. President, by the way, the Sen
ator from Connecticut is as well versed 
on this hemisphere 's issues as any 
Member of this body. I think he has 
played an important and vital role in 
informing the American people 
through his chairmanship of the sub
committee with jurisdiction on this 
issue. 

Mr. President, I want to mention sev
eral reasons why I believe it is impor
tant to pass the Dole amendment. 

Fundamentally, the overriding rea
son is that I believe we are lurching to
wards an invasion of Haiti. We are 
lurching towards that debacle without 
the full consultation and approval of 
the American people, without proper 
consultation with Congress and, in my 
view, without proper examination of 
what is at stake and what the con
sequences of an invasion of Haiti are. 

Mr. President, I do not say those 
words lightly. I think that the Senator 
from Florida-and I know the Senator 
from Connecticut and others-can 
make a compelling argument of the 
terrible tragedies that are unfolding on 
a daily basis, hourly basis in Haiti; the 
human rights abuses, the refugee prob
lem, et cetera. 

But several questions must be asked, 
and among them are: 

Have we a consistent policy towards 
Haiti? 

Is it really a solution to continue to 
support Aristide, who, although demo
cratically elected, has certainly con
ducted himself in office in a way which 
would give one grave and serious con
cerns about his return to power? 

What should our policy be? 
And, finally, as the Senator from 

Florida said, is it in the United States' 
vital national security interests? 

I would like to address those briefly. 
As far as the consistency in policy is 

concerned, we have reversed several 
policies regarding the situation in 
Haiti. They have changed very dra
matically. They have served, in my 
view, to confuse our allies and to en
courage our adversaries. As we all 
know, the first policy was that of can
didate Clinton who said: "I am appalled 
by the decision of the Bush administra
tion to pick up fleeing Haitians on the 
high seas and forcibly return them to 
Haiti." 

The second policy was after Presi
dent Clinton became President and he 
basically, after becoming aware of the 
hundreds of boats that were being built 
all over Hai ti to bring refugees from 
Haiti to Florida on Inauguration Day, 
basically announced a policy identical 
to the Bush policy. 

The third policy, and frankly the 
most disturbing one to me, Mr. Presi
dent, is policy by hunger strike. After 
a hunger strike by an individual and 
pressures from the Congressional Black 
Caucus, the new policy proposed to 
process refugees on ships off the coast 
and in third countries. The new policy 
took effect on June 16, 1994, and then 
began a new flood of refugees, exactly 
what we sought to avoid. 

Between June 16, when the policy 
changed, and July 7, roughly 14,000 Hai
tians were picked up at sea. That is a 
massive number, and, of course, one 
that would not be sustainable. We just 
could not at that level of refugees con-

tinue to find sufficient safe havens in 
order to accommodate them. 

The fourth policy came this last 
Tuesday. This was a policy once again 
designed to stem the flow of refugees. 
And the policy was that refugees would 
be taken to out-of-country processing 
centers. If they were found to have a 
legitimate claim of persecution, they 
would be allowed to stay in the refugee 
camp. If not, they would be returned to 
Haiti. 

This was backed up by statements 
from the administration such as the 
special envoy on this issue, Mr. Wil
liam Gray, who said: "Those who take 
to the boats will not have resettlement 
possibilities in the United States." 

One day later, apparently under pres
sure from the Congressional Black Cau
cus and others, a tougher policy de
signed to stem the flow was overturned 
for what could only be viewed as politi
cal reasons. Refugees would not have 
to prove a fear of persecution to stay in 
the third country refugee camps. 

Mr. President, hopefully, a bipartisan 
commission could come up with a con
sistent policy as regards Haiti. You 
cannot conduct foreign policy lurching 
from one press conference to another. 
You cannot conduct foreign policy by 
making off-the-cuff remarks on one 
day intimating that military action in 
Haiti is imminent and on the next day 
saying it is not an option that is seri
ously considered. You cannot do it, Mr. 
President, without ending in the kind 
of debacle that we have today. These 
policy flip-flops are painting us in a 
corner for which the only exit is an in
vasion of Haiti. 

Mr. President, I want to talk just a 
minute about Mr. Aristide because this 
policy has been consistent in one re
spect, and that is its insistence on the 
return of Aristide to power. 

The State Department in a 1991 
human rights report said that, under 
Aristide, "The government proved to 
be unwilling or unable to restrain pop
ular justice through mob violence." 

In January 1991, according to Msgr. 
William Murphy, of the Catholic 
Church: 

A group of thugs, supporters of 
newly-elected President Aristide, went 
on a rampage. They destroyed the old 
Cathedral, gutted the archbishop's 
house, and then went on to the nun
ciature, home of the Pope's representa
tive, where they completely destroyed 
the building, attacked the nuncio and 
his . press secretary, broke both legs of 
the press secretary, and roughed up and 
stripped the nuncio, which was saved 
only by the intervention of a neighbor. 

Did President Aristide do or say any
thing to oppose this action, and is 
there any evidence that his supporters 
carried it out? 

In August 1991, the democratically 
elected Parliament of Haiti met to 
question President Aristide 's Prime 
Minister Preval to consider voting no 
confidence in him. 
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According to a report by Donald 

Shultz and Gabriel Marcella of the 
Strategic Institute of the U.S. Army 
War College: 

During these sessions, pro-Aristide dem
onstrators filled the public galleries. Some 
openly threatened to lynch the opposition. 
On August 6, the deputy was assaulted and 
beaten. The following day the crowd stoned a 
home of another. On August 13, a mob of 
some 2,000 people surrounded the Parliament 
screaming threats of "Pere Lebrun," which 
means necklacing, if the legislators voted to 
censor the Prime Minister. Two deputie& 
were attacked. One of them was badly hurt. 
A mob torched the headquarters of the Au
tonomous Federation of Haitian Workers, 
and then went on to loot the offices of the 
Confederation of the Democratic Unity, 
burning barricades which were set up in var
ious parts of the city. Public transportation 
was halted. Businesses came to a standstill. 
Parliament adjourned without issuing a vote 
_on Preval. 

The report goes on to say: 
The government eventually moved to halt 

the government violence and restore order, 
but the message had been understood. 

To oppose Aristide was to court mob 
retaliation. In the weeks that followed, 
political party members attempting to 
hold meetings were threatened with 
necklacing, effectively bringing party 
operations to a near halt. Mr. Presi
dent, if this account is true, how does 
it square with the statement that re
storing President Aristide is to restore 
democracy? 

On July 26, 1991, a Captain Neptune, 
commander of the antigang unit of the 
police, arrested 5 Haitian youths in a 
supermarket parking lot in Port-au
Prince. According to reports, Neptune 
summoned an assistant second lieuten
ant, Richard Salomon, deputy chief of 
the antigang unit, who was the duty of
ficer that evening. Salomon arrested 
the youths and, with three of his men, 
took them to the antigang office at 
Port-au-Prince headquarters, where 
they were severely beaten and shot at 
point-blank range with several weap
ons. They were executed in a sugar 
plantation near police headquarters. 
Despite pressure from Cedras for an in
vestigation, Aristide publicly praised 
Salomon on September 11 and blocked 
the investigation. This terrible abuse 
of human rights is mentioned in the 
State Department's 1991 human rights 
report. 

Is this report true? Did President 
Aristide publicly cover up the torture 
and murder of 5 Haitian youths? The 
same report claims that the Aristide 
government made no effort to inves
tigate the death of an American citi
zen, Richard Andre Emmanuel , who 
was killed by mob violence in late Feb
ruary. Is this true? And has the 
Aristide government made any effort 
to identify the killers of this American 
citizen? Did President Aristide urge 
the use of necklacing in an address to 
students on Saturday, August 3, 1991? 
Did President Aristide, in an address to 
his followers on September 27, 1991, 

urge his followers, "If you want to 
shoot, go ahead"? 

In this speech, did he urge his fol
lowers who were brandishing tires and 
machetes that they use necklacing as a 
weapon against their enemies? Did a 
pro-Aristide mob in Les Cayes necklace 
the Reverend Sylvio Claude, the head 
of Haiti's Christian Democratic Party, 
2 days after this speech? 

As you know, the Reverend Claude 
had been a prisoner under Duvalier and 
was one of the country's foremost de
fenders of human rights; 

What evidence does the United States 
have in its possession that President 
Aristide ordered the September 1991 
murder of Roger LaFontant in his pris
on cell? Are there transcripts of inter
views of two of the participants in this 
murder, including the results of a lie 
detector test of one, which provide di
rect testimony that Aristide personally 
ordered this murder? 

These are not idle questions, Mr. 
President. The American people may 
risk American lives to restore Presi
dent Aristide to office. I suggest that a 
bipartisan commission should and 
would investigate these allegations, 
which are of the most serious nature, 
and perhaps force a change of adminis
tration policy, which I strongly favor, 
and that we do not insist on the return 
of Aristide to power. Instead, we call 
for a free and fair election. 

I have a couple more quotes from the 
U.S. Department of State's Country 
Reports on Human Rights. 

" President Aristide failed to condemn cat
egorically all reports of popular justice 
through mob violence." "The Haitian Gov
ernment repeatedly attempted to interfere 
with the judicial process or usurp it through 
mob justice." " On August 13, Parliament, as 
well as the officers of the number of Aristide 
Government critics, were attacked by mobs, 
who many observers believed were inspired 
by those close to the administration." "The 
most serious 1991 violation of freedom of 
travel occurred shortly after Aristide took 
office when hundreds of former officials of 
previous governments were subjected to a 
constitutionally questionable ban on foreign 
travel." " After his election victory, Presi
dent Aristide and his supporters often ex
cluded or intimidated their political oppo
nents, or those perceived as such." 

I believe that a bipartisan commis
sion would look very carefully into 
those charges. 

Mr. President, we need to ask our
selves two more questions: What is the 
effect of the present policy? The effect 
of the present policy in Hai ti is to 
ratchet down conditions on poor, hun
gry, starving Haitians, who are faced 
basically with two choices-starving to 
death, or getting on boats and going to 
sea in hopes of finding someplace 
where they can find food and a place to 
live decently. It is these sanctions 
which inconvenience the Haitian lead
ership and prevent them from flying to 
Miami and shopping that are causing 
the death and starvation of innocent 
women and children in Haiti. 

Mr. President, it is hard to justify 
that in exchange for the return of Mr. 
Aristide to power. So let us remember 
what the effect of this policy is: One, 
the sanctions are causing the starva
tion and death of innocent Haitians. 
The rich people in Haiti are not starv
ing. In fact, the ability of essential 
supplies to come in to feed many of 
these people has been dramatically im
paired. 

The second effect of this policy is to 
drive us to a situation where one of 
several things happens. First, an Amer
ican citizen is attacked somewhere in 
Haiti. Therefore, the United States, 
with its Marines, is ready to invade in 
order to "protect the lives of American 
citizens." Second, that because condi
tions are so bad, and the refugee prob
lem so large, that we must find it in
cumbent-since we have no other place 
to cut the continued flow of refugees 
-to go overthrow the government and 
put President Aristide back in power. 

Mr. President, the question must be 
asked not whether we can overthrow 
the Haitian Government. We can do 
that in 6 hours or less. The U.S. ma
rines could overthrow that Govern
ment in a New York minute. But once 
we are in power, how does the United 
States then run that country? How 
does the United States of America re
store democratic institutions where 
there have never been democratic in
stitutions? How does the United States 
of America react when the first mob 
forms and begins throwing rocks at the 
U.S. Marines? How does the United 
States react the first time a bomb goes 
off in a cafe or a hotel where American 
troops are quartered? I think our pre
vious experiences in Beirut and Soma
lia indicate what the answer to that is. 

Advocates of the administration pol
icy will say: Oh, well, bring in a multi
national group, and they will take over 
within a short period of time, and they 
will be able to run the country. That 
presupposes that there will be demo
cratic institutions that can be run. 
That presupposes that all the animos
ity generated by an invasion by a for
eign country will have dissipated. That 
presupposes that all of those Haitians 
that are presently in the Haitian mili
tary, who will simply have taken off 
their uniforms and melted into the 
local population, will no longer resist 
an American occupation. We have also 
learned, sadly, in Somalia and in other 
countries, that there is really only one 
military unit, one military organiza
tion that is capable of exercising the 
kind of discipline and military capabil
ity to keep things under control and 
even then not without casualties. 

So, Mr. President, if we invade Haiti , 
we should not only think of the initial 
effect, which I predict would be a rally
ing around the President on the part of 
the American people, it would be a 
long, drawn-out experience, not unlike 
that which we underwent between 1915 
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and 1934. I have heard it said on this 
floor that it is not the same as it was 
between 1915 and 1934. Mr. President , it 
is not the same, but there is an enor
mous chilling number of similarities 
between Port-au-Prince today and 
Port-au-Prince in 1915. There were no 
democratic institutions. There was vio
lence in the streets. There was a condi
tion of anarchy which made Woodrow 
Wilson feel as some in the administra
tion feel today, that the way to take 
care of all of these problems was to 
have the United States invade. Frank
ly, I think that that would be a very 
serious mistake today, as it was then. 

Finally, Mr. President, and I know 
there are others who are waiting to 
speak, we have to ask ourselves again, 
is it in the United States' vital na
tional security interests? 

I certainly understand the arguments 
of the Senator from Florida concerning 
refugees. I certainly understand the ar
guments other Senators are making 
here that we want to have democratic 
governments in countries in our hemi-
sphere. . 

With all due respect, I would say to 
my friend from Connecticut there was 
a very different view about restoration 
of democracy in Nicaragua and restora
tion and maintenance of democracy in 
El Salvador by those who are inter
ested in having an invasion of Haiti in 
order to restore democracy there. 

There were those of us, and I was 
heavily involved in this debate for 
many years, who thought that support 
with arms and ammunition and sup
plies for the freedom fighters in Nica
ragua was an appropriate method as 
opposed to invasion. 

I never supported the United States 
invasion of Nicaragua. There were 
those of us who felt that aiding El Sal
vador, in assisting them against an in
surgency which was at least to some 
degree orchestrated and assisted from 
Cuba, did not require a United States 
invasion. 

Now we find ourselves in a curious 
situation where there is a country that 
does not have democratic institutions, 
where there are human rights abuses, 
and people are calling for an invasion. 
It is a curious reversal of priorities in 
my view, Mr. President. 

So are the United States' vital na
tional interests at stake here? They 
could be, I guess, if things got bad 
enough, if there were enough people 
starving to death, if there were enough 
people being killed, if American citi
zens were being killed because of the 
desperate straits of the Haitian people, 
possibly. But if we adopt different poli
cies and if we do not invade that coun
try, I think our chances of achieving 
our goals are greatly enhanced. 

I was in a debate with a Member on 
the other side of the aisle some time 
ago, and I said we must respect the les
sons of history in Haiti. He said, well, 
that was history. That was a long time 
ago. 

Mr. President, our only guide to the 
future is things that happened in the 
past. We must examine our future 
plans in light of our experiences, as 
well as our knowledge of the present. 
Otherwise, we have no way of knowing 
what future actions to take. 

Finally, again, I would like to reit
erate my strong recommendation that 
domestic politics not drive foreign pol
icy and national security policy ever 
again. No matter who goes on a hunger 
strike, no matter who feels one way or 
another, our policy should be driven 
only by what the U.S. national secu
rity interests are. 

Let us address this issue in a biparti
san fashion. I know that I speak for 
every Member on this side that we 
want to consult, we want to advise and 
consent, which is the role of this body 
and the Members of this body, and 
hopefully we can stop this sharp divi
sion which is afflicting our country, as 
well as this body, over our Nation's 
policy toward Haiti. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PELL). The Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me just 
take a couple minutes, if I can here, to 
focus on the matter before us, and that 
is the wisdom of a commission. 

We have had ample opportunity, and 
will I presume over the coming weeks 
and months, to debate policies in Haiti. 
Let me just say to my colleagues that 
I, for one, have not been an advocate 
for the use of military force in Hai ti 
and have said publicly from the very 
beginning what my hopes would be. In 
fact, I felt very strongly that a well-de
signed sanctions effort ought to be able 
to produce the desired results. If it can
not work successfully in Haiti, we 
ought to scrap sanctions as a policy ev
erywhere in the world. If it cannot 
work in this country under these cir
cumstances, given the dependency of 
this little nation on Europe, the United 
States, and Canada, then sanctions as a 
foreign policy instrument ought to be 
forever relegated to the junk heap. 

But I believe sanctions can work. I do 
not think that the military invasion of 
Haiti is warranted. That may change. I 
would not remove the military option 
as a potential policy option. I would 
not take it off the table. I never did 
during the 1980's in Central America. I 
never believed you ought to ever say 
what you would never do. 

But in the particular case of Haiti, it 
seems to me we ought to be at least 
rallying around the sanctions policy, 
particularly when the military option 
is not one with which any of us agree. 
I have not heard anyone say they are 
for using the military option at this 
time. 

If that is the case, then what can we 
do to try to change the situation in 
Haiti? We can rally international sup
port, which this President has done. He 
has succeeded in garnering United 
States support for a resolution at the 

United Nations condemning the actions 
of the present holders of power in Haiti 
for throwing out the freely elected gov
ernment. Similar support has also been 
forthcoming from the OAS. 

Why is it, in this institution, we find 
it so difficult to rally around at least 
some points on which we agree? The 
imposition of sanctions ought not to 
create this kind of debate. 

The future use of military force is ob
viously left for future debate. 

I was informed at 2 o'clock in the 
morning by then Secretary of State 
James Baker when the Bush adminis
tration sent troops into Panama. At 
the time of the call they had already 
landed. That is all the notice I got in 
the previous administration. Is that 
the kind of consul ta ti on to which my 
colleague refers? I went to the national 
media and supported President Bush's 
decision. I supported the use of force in 
Panama in that instance. 

And I supported President Reagan's 
decision to use force in Grenada. 

There were no commissions formed in 
either instance. We all knew what was 
happening in . Panama. This did not 
happen overnight. There was great con
cern about Noriega, about the safety of 
American citizens, about the security 
of the Panama Canal, and about these
curity of United States military forces 
there. 

But I did not hear anybody in the 
body get up and offer to set up a com
mission on Panama. We all knew the 
deterioration in Grenada, the likely 
problems there. I did not hear anybody 
calling for a commission in either case. 

Can anyone tell me as to any crisis 
where this body went around and 
formed a commission ahead of time? 
The only one I know of is the so called 
Kissinger Commission, and that was 
set up pursuant to an executive order 
by President Reagan. It was a Presi
dentially established commission to 
look at Central America and included 
not just Members of Congress, but rep
resentation from organized labor, the 
academic community, and recognized 
experts in the field. 

So the notion of the commission as 
envisioned by this amendment is un
precedented. My colleague on the other 
side got up last week and properly 
pointed out that the amendment being 
offered by the Senator from New 
Hampshire to require prior congres
sional approval before any military ac
tion could be taken in Haiti was un
precedented and dangerous. 

I would not suggest that this particu
lar amendment offered by the Senator 
from Kansas, the minority leader, falls 
into that category. It is not a dan
gerous amendment. But it is not an 
amendment that we ought to be adopt
ing because it will come back to haunt 
us. I guarantee you, at some point in 
the future, on some other crisis, some
one on this side will get up and off er a 
commission for some future President. 
We need to think here. 
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My colleague just talked about his

tory. We create history every day in 
this body. If you are going to suggest 
that we pay attention to history as we 
formulate our policies for the future, 
then you also have to be conscious of 
what you do as you write history. 

If this amendment is adopted today, 
we are writing history for future Presi
dents and future Congresses, and it is 
an unwise step. 

If you disagree with President Clin
ton on Haiti, fine. We will debate it and 
discuss it. But do not go around creat
ing the precedent of establishing con
gressional commissions every time we 
do not like a foreign policy decision by 
the President. 

Why not a commission on North 
Korea? Why not one on Bosnia? Why 
not one on Somalia? Why not one on 
Rwanda? Why not go to all 60 crises 
around the world and form congres
sional commissions? How ridiculous is 
that? How ridiculous is that, and at 
what cost to the American taxpayers? 

Putting aside the issue of Haiti for 
the moment, and the merits or demer
its of sanctions and future military ac
tion, the notion of establishing a con
gressional commission is a foolish idea 
and it ought to be, just on its merits, 
rejected summarily. We should move 
on and debate and discuss the issue of 
Haiti and other foreign policy issues as 
this forum provides us the opportunity 
to do so, and has historically. 

So I hope · that on a bipartisan basis, 
thinking about history, thinking about 
the future, thinking about future 
Presidents, that we will reject this 
amendment. Whether it is on Haiti, 
North Korea, Bosnia, or about any 
other place in the world, for an ad hoc 
congressional commission to all of a 
sudden become the forum of resolving 
the particular crisis of the moment is 
not a sound idea. 

When it comes to the issue of Hai ti 
itself, we ought to be able to develop a 
consensus around what policy makes 
sense. President Bush set the precedent 
in the Persian Gulf. He set the prece
dent of building an international re
sponse to the crisis in Iraq and Kuwait. 

I think he did an incredibly fine job 
of not just acting unilaterally, which 
he would have been justified in doing, 
in my view, but he built an inter
national response within the world 
community. 

That took a lot of courage, a lot of 
hard work. It was tremendously pains
taking to go through that process. His 
efforts set a new framework by which 
we would respond or try to respond to 
future crises. 

In the case of Haiti, President Clin
ton has done much the same by going 
to the United Nations, by going to the 
OAS, by building the necessary inter
national consensus. 

I would think at least on the issue of 
sanctions, we all should be singing 
from the same hymn book. We should 

at least be trying to make that work. 
If my colleagues are so concerned 
about the use of military force in 
Haiti, then the one way I know to 
avoid that possibility is by strengthen
ing the sanctions implementation, not 
by calling the very policy into ques
tion. We all know the problems with 
it-the Dominican Republic, the Haiti 
elite who seek to circumvent it. All the 
efforts made to thwart the effects of 
the embargo. 

But you cannot, on the one hand, de
nounce the sanctions and say that it is 
a terrible thing that is going on in 
Hai ti and also exclude the use of any 
kind of military force unilaterally or 
multilaterally down the road to deal 
with the problem. 

What are the options at that point? 
Do we merely sit in the bleachers and 
watch one crisis after another unfold 
around the world and because of the 
cold war we do nothing; we absolutely 
do nothing? Is that the role of a great 
leader in the world? Do we lack the 
imagination and creativity to try and 
come up with some answers to these 
problems? That is the challenge of this 
body, to debate and discuss how you 
move forward. 

I know of no significant debate over 
the conditions that exist in Haiti 
today. They are deplorable. I know of 
no one who argues of the importance of 
a deteriorating situation in a country 
that is 95 miles from our shore. We 
ought to be able to rally at least on 
those points. . 

I, for one, as I said earlier, am not 
enthusiastic at all about a military op
tion here, for all the reasons that have 
been cited by people who are much 
more knowledgeable than I about the 
complications associated with military 
intervention. 

But, again, I do not know of anyone 
who would disagree with me that we 
ought to absolutely eliminate that op
tion from our potential options in 
terms of responding to this situation. 

So, Mr. President, I will not spend a 
great deal of time on this. 

I merely point out, by the way, that 
I do not know of anyone here who 
thinks that General Cedras and his bul
lies down there deserve any comfort 
and support from this institution. And 
yet, anyone who has read-and I will 
put it in the RECORD, Mr. President-
the comments of General Cedras in re
sponse to the Dole amendment, his re
sponse was that he strongly supports 
it. 

Now, my lord, that ought to be 
enough to cause concern here. Can you 
imagine? 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. DODD. I will in a second. Let me 
finish these thoughts and I will be glad 
to yield. 

But those remarks ought to concern 
every single Member of this body, 
whatever else. 

To provide some sort of cocoon of 
protection for the next 45 or 50 days 
here, that is just what this guy wants. 
That is what that crowd wants. If we 
are all in agreement that these fellows 
ought to go, that there ought to be a 
new chance in Haiti, then, on a prac
tical level, having an amendment like 
this adopted would, in my view, even 
make it that much more difficult to 
achieve the desired results. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I will yield 
to the Senator, if I could just finish 
this. 

Mr. WARNER. The Senator agreed to 
yield to me. 

Mr. DODD. I will yield to both. 
I come back, again, Mr. President, to 

the point of-putting aside the issue of 
Haiti-establishing congressional com
missions on each foreign policy issue 
before us would be taking an unprece
dented step, in my view. It would be a 
grave mistake. Second, on the issue of 
Haiti, at least as to where we are 
today, this body ought to be speaking 
far more closely with one voice. I do 
not expect unanimity. I know that is 
impossible. But we ought to at least 
say that this is a deplorable, dreadful 
situation. Sanctions at least are an op
tion which could avoid the use of mili
tary force and they may just produce 
the desired results. 

On those notes, we ought to be able 
to strike some agreement. 

With that, I am happy to yield to my 
colleague from Vermont, without los
ing my right to the floor. 

I am still holding the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to 

propound a unanimous-consent re
quest, if I might. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent-and I understand this has been 
cleared on both sides-that the vote on 
or in relation to the pending amend
ment occur at 4 p.m. today, and that no 
second-degree amendment be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have 
been here well over an hour waiting to 
speak. I do not object to when we set 
the vote. I would only ask that those of 
us outside the Foreign Relations Com
mittee have the opportunity to speak 
when this colloquy is finished, with the 
list of questions apparently of the Sen
ator from Connecticut, that others of 
us be allowed to speak. And if there is 
time for that, I will not object. 

Mr. LEAHY. I just made the request. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KERRY. If we are going to have 

a fixed time certain, there are still peo
ple who want to speak. I am in the 
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same situation as the Senator from 
North Dakota. I would like to get a . 
unanimous consent that at least em
braces those that are here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the specific request? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask the 
distinguished manager of the bill 
whether or not his request would em
brace the Senator from North Dakota 
and the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. LEAHY. How much time do they 
want? I will make it that way. 

Mr. DORGAN. Ten minutes. 
Mr. KERRY. Ten minutes. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that we vote 1 hour 
from now-that we vote at 4:05 p.m. 
this afternoon-on or in relation to 
this amendment, with no second-degree 
amendment being in order; that the 
Senator from North Dakota be recog
nized during that hour for 10 minutes; 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KERRY], be recognized during that hour 
for 10 minutes; and the Senator from 
Rhode Island, [Mr. PELL], be recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, parliamen
tary inquiry. Who has the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut has the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to 
object to the UC, Mr. President, I 
would like to be included in that, such 
that I could have no more than 5 min
utes to entertain brief questions and a 
colloquy with the Senator from Con
necticut. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, and that 
the Senator from Virginia be recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. For the purpose of the 
colloquy with the Senator from Con
necticut. 

Mr. LEAHY. For whatever purposes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield to 
my colleague from Virginia, if he has a 
question. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. President, I would like to engage 
in a brief colloquy for the purpose of a 
question with the chairman of the sub
committee of the Foreign Relations 
Committee which embraces this hemi
sphere. 

The question essentially arose out of 
a briefing we had yesterday. I have 
made reference to it before. I failed to 
indicate that the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff was also present 
at that time. It relates to the U.N. 
Charter. 

Time and time again, there was an 
assertion that the situation in Haiti 
threatens democracy, threatens stabil
ity in this hemisphere. But, as I exam
ine the charter, the chief purpose of 
the United Nations was to maintain 

international peace and security, to 
take effective collective measures for 
the prevention and removal of threats 
to the peace, and for the suppression of 
acts of aggression or other breaches of 
the peace; in other words, to confront 
aggression. 

Restoring democracy, in my judg
ment, was not one of the principles es
tablished in the U.N. Charter. 

Now, if the United States invades 
Haiti and American lives there pres
ently are not threatened-and there 
were no facts given to us in the Intel
ligence Committee or indeed in yester
day's briefing which, in the judgment 
of the Senator from Virginia, imply 
imminent danger to any Americans
and if other vital national interests are 
not at stake, there is a real question 
about the international legal justifica
tion for military intervention. 

I do not see the instability in region 
resulting from the problems in Haiti. 
Truly, I am compassionate regarding 
the Senator from Florida and the prob
lems of his State, as occasioned by the 
refugees, and such other nations and 
parts of the United States that have re
ceived an influx of the refugees. I am 
truly disturbed about the human rights 
violations. I am disturbed about many, 
many things, but it is not tantamount 
to the need for a U.S. invasion force to 
restore democracy. 

The nation right next door, the Do
minican Republic, conducted a demo
cratic election for president in May of 
this year, May 16 to be exact. Now to 
my question: Did the disturbances and 
violations that were then occurring in 
Haiti in any way affect that election so 
as to destabilize it, prevent it from 
happening? 

I say to the Senator from Connecti
cut, it did not happen. And, indeed, the 
normal orderly process of elections and 
governments in other nations in the 
hemisphere seem to be going forward. 

Mr. President, I ask that of the dis
tinguished chairman. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if I may 
reclaim the time, with regard to the 
elections in the Dominican Republic, 
the jury is still out. There continues to 
be great controversy over the conduct 
of that election. There may need to be 
additional elections in some areas of 
the country. As to whether the situa
tion had a destabilizing effect on the 
Dominican elections, I do not think so, 
although the subject of Haiti was an 
issue during the campaign. 

But by engaging even in a response 
to the question, I am not agreeing with 
the premise of the question of the Sen
ator from Virginia, and that is that 
there is absolutely no justification on 
the grounds of potential instability or 
restoring democracy as a legitimate 
rationale for U.S. involvement. 

Our colleague from Arizona recently 
raised the issue of the great concern 
expressed in this body during the 1980's 
about the $5 billion that was spent in 

El Salvador, along the deployment of a 
significant number of military advis
ers; and in Honduras where we had sig
nificant military presence as a result 
of our policy in opposition to the Gov
ernment of Nicaragua. One might 
argue that these situations constituted 
a kind of intervention. It did not 
amount to a battalion marching into 
the country, but nonetheless it was not 
benign. The arguments made at that 
time for justifying the expenditure of 
funds and for deploying military advis
ers was primarily to help restore de
mocracy in those countries and to pro
tect them from having democracy de
nied them. 

So I think we have to be careful 
about deciding here that these narrow 
concerns, only a canal or an oilfield, 
somehow, are the grounds under which 
we can exercise the option of the use of 
military force. 

Let me quickly point out, and I want 
to emphasize-and I do not think we 
ought to go into the details of the 
briefing yesterday, but this Senator 
certainly left that briefing without any 
impression that this administration is 
on the brink of a military invasion in 
Haiti. In fact, they very much want the 
sanctions to work. They are not enthu
siastic about sending military person
nel into Haiti. I know honest people 
can attend the same meeting and leave 
with different impressions. 

I have been in close contact with the 
administration. I have expressed to 
them my views as I have here on the 
floor. I do not think we need to use 
force to resolve this problem. At some 
point we may need to, but we do not 
today. So I think the more legitimate 
question is how do we make these sanc
tions work. How can we rally together 
here to express with one voice to the 
military leaders in Haiti that they 
should leave, and allow the legitimate 
government to return? We could pro
vide invaluable assistance in that ef
fort, instead of acting here as though 
we are divided over the issue of Haiti, 
which I do not think we are. I think we 
all would like democracy to come 
back. We would like to see the legiti
mate government restored in that 
country. We would like to see human 
rights abuses eliminated. 

Why can we not speak about what we 
agree upon and send the message to 
Gen. Raoul Cedras and his cohorts in 
Haiti that this body, this United States 
Senate, is united in its determination 
to stand up for a freely elected govern
ment and a people living in a country 
that is being deprived of that basic 
freedom? That would be a great asset. 
Instead, we are debating something 
that is not even remotely close to oc
curring. That is not a great service in 
the conduct of foreign policy. 

So , with all due respect, coming to 
the question of military force and jus
tifications for it, I think, as other 
Presidents have done, you can find ra
tionales. My colleague from Virginia 
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and I have seen that in the past-Gre
nada, Panama, the Dominican Repub
lic-in the use of advisers, whether it is 
Vietnam, Honduras, or El Salvador, 
Panama, we have found justifications 
when it has been necessary to do so. 
But at this point, how about trying to 
figure out a way that this body can 
play a constructive and supportive role 
and bring about the desired changes we 
all seek in Haiti? That would be a far 
more constructive debate, in my view. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator 
for his response to my question. As I 
listened to him clarify his remarks, the 
Senator is in support of the goals 
sought by the distinguished Republican 
leader in his amendment. Call it some
thing other than a commission, it is 
consultation here in the Congress to 
answer the very question the Senator 
raises. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, reclaiming 
my time if I can, I would just merely 
say to my colleague from Virginia, this 
is an unprecedented action, to form a 
commission. We did not form commis
sions on other crises. This is a subter
fuge. This is designed to divert and to 
draw attention in a different direction 
here. We do not need a commission. We 
have had 27 hearings in the last year 
and a half in this Congress. I have held 
two of them. One of them all day long. 

I say to my good friend from Vir
ginia, I had only one or two Members 
on the Republican side show up during 
those hearings where there was exten
sive debate and discussion of all views. 
Where was the great interest in Haiti 
on those days? 

All of a sudden there is a great inter
est in commissions and meetings and 
consultations. But the fact of the mat
ter is when we do our work here and we 
bring together the experts, the knowl
edgeable people representing a wide 
array of ideas and perceptions and 
views, no one shows. All of a sudden it 
gets to be a minicrisis here and every
body has a great interest. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if I 
might, I am going to be very brief on 
this. We debated this yesterday. We de
bated it for hours this morning. 

Let us not lose sight of what we are 
talking about. This is not a debate on 
whether we invade or do not invade. 
This is basically a way of giving an 
opening until next spring to Raoul 
Cedras. What this amendment does-let 
us not make any mistake about it-be
cause of the congressional schedule, 
the amount of time it will take to pass 
this bill, go through conference, get 
the conference passed, get it signed 
into law, this commission would not 
report back until we have adjourned 
for the year and we would debate on it 
in February or March of next year. And 
that is why Raoul Cedras likes this 
amendment. That is why General 
Cedras is in support of this amend
ment. It is why President Clinton op
poses this amendment. Because it gives 

a blank check to the rulers of Haiti; it 
removes all pressure from them until 
sometime next spring. They know it. 
Senators know it. The American people 
know it. That is why this amendment 
ought to be rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I would 
like to use my 10 minutes under the 
unanimous-consent request. 

I oppose the amendment offered by 
'the Republican leader, Senator DOLE, 
for the reasons I think were well ar
ticulated by my friends from Connecti
cut and Vermont and by others. How
ever, I would like to talk about the 
sanctions against Haiti for a moment, 
and about an amendment of mine on 
that subject. 

Although I have sat here awhile and 
listened to this debate, I may be one of 
the few Senators who does not claim to 
know what we should do in Haiti. But 
I understand what we should not do in 
Haiti. We should not, in Haiti, add to 
the burdens of those who are hungry 
and those who are sick. 

I support the international economic 
embargo. I understand the reason for 
the embargo. We are trying to bring 
pressure on a government that came to 
power by force and replaced someone 
who was elected at the ballot box. 

I respect that embargo and support 
it. But I also understand a little about 
Haiti and conditions in which the Hai
tian people live. 

I should say I do not claim to be an 
expert on Haiti. Many people here have 
traveled many times to Haiti. I have 
been to Haiti, but I am not a frequent 
visitor. The last time I saw Haiti was 
through an airplane window looking 
back as we took off. 

You could tell Haiti from the Domin
ican Republic. The Dominican Republic 
half of that island was green, and Haiti 
was brown, because in Haiti these des
perately poor people have cut down 
most of the vegetation for fuel. In 
places that used to be rain forests 
there are now deserts. 

This is a country where there is the 
most gripping, wrenching, awful, des
perate poverty I have ever seen in my 
life. These are people who are hurting 
badly. 

And while I support this embargo, I 
understand the committee will accept 
an amendment I am offering that says: 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Sec
retary of State, the Secretary of the Treas
ury, and the Administrator of the Agency for 
International Development should expedite 
approval of valid applications for emergency 
medical evacuation flights out of Haiti and 
for humanitarian aid flights to Haiti, where 
such aid consists of food, medicine, or medi
cal supplies, or spare parts or equipment for 
the transportation or distribution of human
itarian aid by nongovernmental or private 
voluntary organizations. 

What does this amendment say? It 
says we want it to be within the power 
of our officials to expedite flights in 

and out of Haiti that are emergency 
flights, that evacuate people out or 
that pring desperately needed food and 
medicine in. 

Why do I offer this amendment? 
Let me quote from a newspaper piece. 
You do not believe everything you 

read in the newspaper. I fully under
stand that. Let me at least give a de
scription. 

The headline reads, "Haiti's Tiny 
Victims. As Embargo Tightens, Hos
pital in Slum is Crowded with Malnour
ished Babies." 

I have leaned over the cribs in this 
hospital. It is St. Catherine's Hospital. 
It is in Cite Soleil where people live in 
open garbage dumps and sewer pits. I 
have had a dying child lifted up to put 
her arms around my neck. She did not 
want me to leave. I was the only thing 
she had, and I was only going to be 
there 5 minutes. 

The fact is, people in Haiti are suffer
ing desperately for lack of food and 
lack of medicine. 

The children in the pediatric ward of St. 
Catherine's Hospital lay in tiny cribs, many 
with intravenous needles providing vital 
nourishment sticking in their legs because 
the veins in their arms had collapsed. Those 
who could, cried. Most lay silent and listless. 

That is exactly what it is in that hos
pital. This hospital is not bad. I toured 
hospitals in Haiti that did not have 
doors. There are not enough hospitals, 
and in the hospitals, there is not 
enough medicine and not enough anes
thetic. 

My point is, yes, let us tighten the 
embargo against Cedras and the people 
who took power by force in Haiti. But 
let us make sure in every instance that 
humanitarian flights carrying medi
cine and food for Haiti get in and get 
out, and that we have people in our 
Government who will approve that 
with and through the United Nations. 

Two organizations that fly supply 
missions to Haiti have flown one flight 
each since early May. They used to fly 
several times a week. Twenty medical 
teams who have been planning the 
work in Haiti have had to cancel their 
plans because they knew flights had 
been shut down. This is a country 
where 51 percent of the children are 
malnourished; 51 percent of their chil
dren are malnourished. 

Let me talk about how aid gets in by 
air-if it does. 

Under Resolution 917, the members of 
the Security Council have 48 hours in 
which to object to a proposed waiver 
for a humanitarian flight to Haiti, a 
flight that would evacuate somebody 
who is desperately ill or get some des
perately needed medicine in. 

However, the private aid organiza
tions tell me that the waiver process is 
taking more than 2 weeks. Why does it 
take so long? Let me give an example. 

Say a private aid group wants to fly 
a humanitarian mission to Haiti with 
desperately needed medicine. The 
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Agency of International Development 
gets the application. They forward it to 
the Treasury Department and the 
State Department. At Treasury, the 
Office of Foreign Assets Control looks 
over the application. Then at State , 
the Office of Sanctions Policy checks it 
out. 

If the application is OK'd at this 
level , then it goes to the International 
Organizations Bureau at State, which 
forwards it to our U.N. mission in New 
York, which gives the application to 
the U.N. Secretariat, which distributes 
the application to the 15 Security 
Council members and tells them the 48-
hour clock has begun to run. All of this 
while some people are probably dying 
because they do not have medicine; all 
of this while kids are malnourished or 
starving because they do not have food. 

I hope, Mr. President, that this 
sense-of-the-Senate amendment-even 
as we retain the embargo, which is 
good policy-will send a signal to the 
poor people of Haiti , the people today 
who are hungry, who are suffering, who 
are sick, that we will not stand in the 
way of humanitarian flights , and that 
we will do everything we can to expe
dite the movement of food and the 
movement of medicine to the suffering 
people of Hai ti. 

This is a desperate situation. These 
are our neighbors. This is a country 
nearly as close to Washington, DC, as 
the capital city of my home State, Bis
marck, ND, is. You get on a plane and 
fly to Haiti, which is part of our neigh
borhood, and you will find some of the 
worst poverty in the entire world. We 
need to care about that. 

As I said when I started, I do not 
know what the answer is. When I was 
in Haiti, I thought what would I do if I 
had the opportunity to do anything 
there to fix it. The challenges Haiti has 
are so numerous and intractable and 
complex and deeply rooted that one 
barely knows where to begin. 

It is a difficult, difficult thing, but I 
know what we should not do. We should 
not, with this embargo, in any way pre
vent the flights of humanitarian aid to 
people who are suffering and who need 
international aid. So I ask that we, 
with the chairman and the ranking 
member's blessing, include this sense
of-the-Senate resolution. We can all 
agree on this message, notwithstanding 
our disagreements on other aspects of 
our Haiti policy. The Senate should say 
to a kid that is lying in a crib in that 
hospital today that we care about you, 
and if you need medicine, we are going 
to try to help people, help organiza
tions, help governments get you that 
medicine. If you are hungry we are 
going to try to help people get you that 
food. 

That ought to be a truly bipartisan 
message that we can send today by ap
proving this amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Post article I read from, 

as well as two letters from private re
lief groups that support this amend
ment, be inserted into the RECORD fol
lowing the conclusion of my remarks. 

Mr. President, I thank the chairman 
and the Senator from Kentucky, and I 
yield the floor. 

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

[From the Washington Post, June 30, 1994) 
HAITI'S TINY VICTIMS 
(By Douglas Farah) 

PORT-AU-PRINCE, HAITI.- The children in 
the pediatric ward of St. Catherine's Hos
pital lay in tiny cribs, many with intra
venous needles providing vital nourishment 
sticking in their legs because the veins in 
their arms had collapsed. Those who could, 
cried. Most lay silent and listless. 

One of the silent ones was 3-month-old 
Johanne Dessosiers, who weighed less than 
seven pounds and breathed with difficulty. 
Her mother sat nearby, looking lost. A nee
dle delivering dextrose for rehydration was 
taped to Johanne's left ankle, and her over
sized head had only a few tufts of discolored 
hair, indicating severe malnutrition. 

" Most do not even come here because they 
are malnourished; they come for other prob
lems, because almost all of them are mal
nourished," said Magid Cobdy, director of 
the hospital in the heart of Cite Soleil, the 
capital 's biggest slum. "Then they stay until 
they are healthy enough to leave." 

Those who have made it to St. Catherine's 
are the fortunate few. This is the only hos
pital in the sweltering slum, where about 
200,000 people live crammed into three square 
miles. In Cite Soleil , life always has been 
bad. Children play in the open sewers that 
cut through the rough streets lined with 
crowded tin shacks. 

"But things have gotten worse in the past 
18 months, " Cobdy said, " Many parents have 
no money to fee their children at all, so they 
leave them here even after they are treated. 
The embargo has made things dramatically 
worse . I would say that 90 percent of the 
children here [in the hospital) are malnour
ished." 

In an effort to force Haiti 's military re
gime to relinquish power and allow the re
turn of ousted president Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide, the United Nations, led by the 
United States, has placed Haiti under an al
most complete commercial embargo. The 
international community says the military 
is responsible for the embargo and can 
prompt its lifting by stepping aside. 

But, while inconveniencing the rich, the 
embargo has thrown hundreds of thousands 
of people out of work and caused the price of 
food and medicine to soar. As more and more 
people have lost jobs and basic food prices 
have doubled since December, people 's small 
reserves of cash or livestock have dis
appeared, leaving no safety net at all. The 
decline in economic well-being has led to a 
sharp drop in sanitary conditions, with gar
bage piling up and the area 's few clean water 
sources becoming fouled. 

Food and medicine are exempt from the 
embargo. But getting the necessary U.N. 
waivers is time-consuming, and the lack of 
fuel has forced prices up anyway. 

"They say you can bring in medicines, but 
the truth is there is no transport, " said a 
businesswoman who imports pharma
ceuticals. " Practically, we are not able to 
bring in anything. These are sanctions with
out thinking about the logistics." 

The main problem, according to health 
care professionals, is that many medicines 
must be kept within certain temperature 
ranges and have to be flown into the county. 
All commercial flights to the United States 
have been cut off, and charters require spe
cial U .N. approval. 

Private organizations are scrambling to 
find carriers and are trying to put together 
loads large enough to make chartering eco
nomically feasible. 

Cobdy said even dextrose and basic medi
cines are no longer available on the open 
market and must be imported. He said the 
hospital had two containers of medicine sit
ting in Miami, waiting for clearance through 
the embargo. 

A U.S. official acknowledged medicine 
shipments are " episodic, a day-to-day oper
ation" but said the United States felt it was 
" critical" to keep health programs going. 
The official, as others have, called sanctions 
a " blunt instrument" and said that " in and 
of themselves, they do not represent a pol
icy." 

" We recognize this falls fairly indiscrimi
nately on people," the official said. " We 
want sanctions that achieve their goal with
out hurting people who are not responsible, 
but sanctions really do not work so neatly as 
to do that. " 

Evidence of just how blunt an instrument 
the embargo is can be seen in the rising mal
nutrition. 

In Port-au-Prince, according to a monitor
ing report released in April by the U.S. 
Agency for International Development, 57 
percent of the children 5 and under were mal
nourished, up from 42 percent in 1992. About 
28 percent are considered severely malnour
ished , against 20 percent two years ago. 

Across the country, 51 percent of Haiti 's 
children were malnourished, according to the 
April report, and about 17 percent severely 
so. 

Karine Chassagne, a spokeswoman for the 
Centers for Development and Health, the pri
vate foundation that runs St. Catherine's, 
said the hospital has had to turn away a 
growing number of cases because its 42-bed 
pediatric ward is constantly full. The pa
tients are referred to other hospitals that 
have virtually no medicine either. Children 
who are left at St. Catherine's are turned 
over to the state welfare agency after their 
treatment. 

" Some of them refuse to go, even if it 
means dying, " Chassagne said. "That is how 
bad the other fac111ties are now. " 

In addition to malnutrition, diarrhea and 
other common ailments, Cobdy said, about 11 
percent of the children are HIV positive and 
will likely develop AIDS. Because AIDS 
breaks down the body's immune system, its 
symptoms are often those of the diseases it 
brings on. 

AIDS prevention programs have all but 
disappeared as the economic crisis has wors
ened, heal th care professionals said, losing 
most of the ground gained in the 1980s 
through education and the distribution of 
condoms. 

In the pediatrics ward, the mother of 
Merystil Leickensia, a wispy 5-month-old 
who weighs about eight pounds, gently 
stroked her daughter's gaunt arms. 

The treatment for severe malnutrition 
takes 20 days, and the hospital charges only 
a total of $3. " I have 10 other children," said 
the mother, Lesnier. 

" She has a bad heart, but now they told me 
she was sick from other things. I don't know 
what to do. She has to stay here but what 
am I supposed to do now?" 
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A nurse standing nearby said: 
" We don 't know what to tell them. It is a 

very difficult moment. " 

WORLD HUNGER YEAR, 
New York, NY, July 7, 1994. 

Hon. BYRON L. DORGAN' 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR BYRON: I want to commend you for 
your efforts to ensure that the people of 
Haiti receive needed humanitarian assist
ance and to speed the delivery of that sup
port. 

As you know, World Hunger Year has been 
concerned about hunger and poverty in Haiti 
for several years. Past issues of our quar
terly, Why magazine, have addressed the 
challenges facing that nation and the need 
for international assistance. 

Since the 1991 military coup ousting Presi
dent Aristide, the situation is Haiti has dra
matically worsened. Nearly a million Hai
tians each day rely on private voluntary or
ganizations to provide them with food for 
survival. Millions of others are affected by 
the critical shortage of medicine, anesthet
ics, and other necessities for basic health 
care. This crisis has caused tens of thousands 
of Haitians to flee their country, resulting in 
the drowning of thousands at sea. 

We at World Hunger Year understand that 
the political and diplomatic situation in 
Haiti is a difficult one, but we strongly be
lieve that the international community 
should not sit idly by while millions of inno
cent Haitian men, women, and children are 
caught in the crossfire. We support your ef
forts to speed the delivery of humanitarian 
assistance to this desperate people, and we 
thank you for your continuing commitment 
to the poor and hungry who share our planet. 

Peace, 
BILL AYRES, 

Executive Director. 

CATHOLIC RELIEF SERVICES, 
Baltimore, MD, July 13, 1994. 

Hon. BYRON DORGAN' 
Hart Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DORGAN: Thank you very 
much for your concern regarding assistance 
to Private Voluntary Organizations (PVOs) 
to enable us to continue our humanitarian 
assistance programs in Haiti. CRS is in 
agreement with the draft amendment to H.R. 
4426, stating that approval of applications for 
medical evacuation and aid flights should be 
expedited. 

The immediate initiation of regular char
tered flights into Port-au-Prince is essential 
to the continued functioning of our programs 
in Haiti and to our current efforts to in
crease outreach and beneficiary levels to in 
response to increasingly difficult conditions 
in Haiti. Office supplies and equipment, in
cluding computers, spare parts, vehicles, etc. 
are urgently required. 

Moreover, the safety of our staff members 
living and working in Haiti is fundamental. 
In this regard, we have been working with 
International SOS Assistance, the Agency 
for International Development and the De
partment of State to assure that waivers are 
obtained for medical evacuation flights with
in one hour of the request. We are deeply 
concerned that the procedures currently laid 
out recently required six hours for approval. 
This is unacceptable, and we would like to 
see this situation resolved without delay. 

Thank you again for your interest and sup
port of humanitarian programs. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL R. WRIST, 

(For Kenneth Hackett, Executive 
Director). 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

REID). The Senator from Oklahoma. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2245 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first, I 
ask unanimous consent to be added as 
a cosponsor to the Dole-Warner-Helms
McCain amendment. 

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I also 
wish to compliment Senators DOLE, 
MCCONNELL, and McCAIN for their 
speeches in favor of this resolution. I 
had the pleasure of witnessing and lis
tening to Senator McCAIN who spoke 
at length about this administration 's 
policy and really I must say, a failure 
of policy in regard to Hai ti. 

I also would like to echo his desire to 
have a bipartisan foreign policy. But I 
am very concerned about the direction 
that this administration is taking to
ward Haiti and what they might do in 
the upcoming weeks or months. They 
are certainly laying the groundwork, if 
not the greater probability, for an in
vasion. I think the risk to the lives of 
American men and women to reinstate 
Mr. Aristide would be a serious, serious 
mistake, one that probably will have 
some fatal consequences. I do not think 
it is worth the life of one U.S. military 
person to reinstate Mr. Aristide. 

Senator McCAIN talked about his 
questionable past as a leader. I have at
tended some of the briefings that 
talked about some of his involvement 
in encouraging necklacing. I just can
not imagine that we would risk the 
lives of U.S. men and women to rein
state somebody with such a question
able record in the past. 

I also am critical of the administra
tion's policy concerning Haiti. They 
have made a lot of changes. It was 
mentioned before that candidate Bill 
Clinton had a policy of: Well, we are 
going to reverse the Bush policy. But 
even before candidate Clinton was 
sworn into office, he changed that and 
he was right to change his policy. His 
policy as a candidate was irresponsible 
because it would encourage countless 
refugees coming to the United States. 
So he changed his policy even before he 
was sworn in as President of the United 
States, and he was right in doing so. 

Then he made a major change, actu
ally announced it on May 8 and it be
came effective on June 16. I think Sen
ator McCAIN referred to it as the 
"hunger strike policy" because of the 
hunger strike and also the pressure put 
on by the congressional Black Caucus 
to change policy. 

I noticed today's New York Times 
talks about: "With Persuasion and 
Muscle, Black Caucus Reshapes Haiti 
Policy." I will read the first paragraph: 

In March, the 39 Members of the congres
sional Black Caucus in the House introduced 
a bill to tighten the economic embargo 
against Haiti, sever its commercial air links 
to the United States, halt the summary re-

patriation of Haitian refugees picked up at 
sea and block financial assets held in Amer
ica by Haitian nationals. 

The measure has not yet come up for a 
vote in Congress. But now it hardly matters. 
Virtually all of its provisions have been 
adopted as President Clinton's policy toward 
Haiti. 

" It was a blueprint for what was done in 
the coming months," said a congressional 
staffer who closely follows Haiti. "This is 
what they rallied around and pushed for. And 
they got almost everything." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

WITH PERSUASION AND MUSCLE, BLACK 
CAUCUS RESHAPES HAITI POLICY 

(By Steven A. Holmes) 
WASHINGTON, July 13-In March, the 39 

members of the Congressional Black Caucus 
in the House introduced a bill to tighten the 
economic embargo against Haiti , sever its 
commercial air links to the United States, 
halt the summary repatriation of Haitian 
refugees picked up at sea and block financial 
assets held in America by Haitian nationals. 

The measure has not yet come up for a 
vote in Congress. But now it hardly matters. 
Virtually all its provisions have been adopt
ed as President Clinton's policy toward 
Haiti. 

" It was a blueprint for what was done in 
the coming months," said a Congressional 
staffer who closely follows Haiti. "This is 
what they rallied around and pushed for. And 
they got almost everything. " 

GROWTH OF BLACK CAUCUS 
The Administration's adoption of the 

group's ideas is indicative of the political in
fluence of the black caucus, whose numbers 
in Congress rose to 40 from 26 after the 1992 
election. But in pushing the Administration 
to take more robust action on behalf of the 
ousted Haitian President, the Rev. Jean
Bertrand Aristide, the caucus, in the eyes of 
some in Congress and the State Department, 
is leading the United States inexorably to
warc.l., military intervention-an issue that 
has divided the caucus itself. 

From the dismissal in May of Lawrence A. 
Pezzullo as the Administration 's special ad
viser on Haiti and his replacement by Wil
liam H. Gray 3d, a former member of the 
caucus, to the warmer embrace of Father 
Aristide and the new-found reluctance of his 
detractors in the Administration to make 
their private doubts public, the caucus has 
played a key role in steering Haiti policy in 
the Administration. 

Members of the caucus tend to describe its 
contribution to the Administration's Haiti 
policy in modest terms and to stress that 
others have also played a role. 

A ROLE IN POLICY CHANGE 
"We've made legislative suggestions in a 

number of areas and have had limited suc
cess in a number of areas," said Representa
tive Donald M. Payne, a New Jersey Demo
crat and the highest-ranking black law
maker on the House Foreign Affairs Commit
tee. " I think we certainly have played a role 
in the changing of the policy.'' 

But others say the influence of the caucus 
is more profound. 

"The basic components of the black caucus 
approach-the military is the problem, 
Aristide is the solution; we shouldn't move 
away from him even two inches; we should 
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do nothing that smacks of any kind of alter
native to Aristide, like work with a prime 
minister-all that has been adopted, " said a 
State Department official who requested an
onymity. 

One lawmaker who follows Haiti grumbled 
that Administration officials consult more 
with key members of the black caucus about 
the crisis than they do with the chairmen 
and ranking members of House and Senate 
committees with jurisdiction over foreign 
policy or Caribbean affairs. 

But the solicitation of the views of the 
caucus and the appointment of Mr. Gray 
have failed to silence criticism of the Admin
istration's policy by some caucus members. 
Last week representative Kweisi Mfume, 
Democrat of Maryland, the caucus chairman, 
termed the Administration's efforts "a pol
icy of anarchy, one that changes by the mo
ments." 

Representative Robert Torricelli, a New 
Jersey Democrat, suggested that the black 
caucus having gotten much of what it want
ed, is simply keeping the heat on. "It has 
been a spiral of influence," he said. "The 
President has listened and the voices have 
been raised. the President has responded and 
the voices have been raised further." 

HUNGER STRIKE BY ROBINSON 

To be sure, the group cannot take credit 
alone for having altered Administration pol
icy. It was a 27-day hunger strike by Randall 
Robinson, the director of the TransAfrica 
lobbying organization, that galvanized the 
public and the black caucus to place more 
pressure on Mr. Clinton to change his Haiti 
policy. Florida lawmakers and groups advo
cating the rights of refugees also played a 
role. 

Still the caucus's interest in the issue kept 
it alive when many of the caucus members' 
colleagues in Congress and some in the Ad
ministration might have let it die. Its accu
sations of racism in the treatment of Haitian 
refugees got the attention of a Democratic 
President. 

The caucus's 40 votes-39 in the House and 
one in the Senate-are an unspoken part of 
the calculation. While there has been no ex
plicit quid pro quo, some in Congress and the 
Administration are counting on the caucus 
to provide critical support for domestic ini
tiatives like health care, welfare reform and 
the crime bill. 

But while the caucus has helped push Mr. 
Clinton into a more confrontational stance 
against the military rulers who overthrew 
Father Aristide, the black lawmakers have 
yet to agree among themselves on the most 
critical question when it comes to Haiti: 
Whether m111tary force should be used to re
store democracy. 

Some, such as Representatives Major 
Owens of New York and Maxine Waters of 
California, have advocated armed interven
tion to restore Father Aristide. Others, like 
representative Ron Dellums of California, 
the chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, have voiced strong reservations on 
the use of m111tary force. 

"We have not been, generally speaking, a 
group that supported gun-barrel diplomacy." 
said Mr. Payne. " But we are seeing a chang
ing world. I don 't think any of the members 
of the caucus initially supported m111tary 
intervention and there are still some who op
pose it. But I do think the majority of the 
members are slowly moving toward the point 
where it might be the only solution at the 
present time." 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, this is 
a vacillating policy, one, I might men-

tion, set up and announced on May 8, 
almost identical to that which was 
pushed by the Black Caucus, and I 
guess Mr. Robertson, that has had a 
disastrous result. It has tightened up 
the economic leverage; it has tightened 
up the leverage on Haitians; it in
creased the poverty, the misery, the 
problems in Haiti; and it has greatly 
increased the number of refugees com
ing to the United States. 

I will read a couple things: 
The upsurge in the number of intercepted 

Haitians coincided with a more generous as
sessment of whether they were genuine polit
ical refugees eligible for resettlement in the 
United States. For example, of the 1,705 Hai
tians interviewed offshore at Kingston, Ja
maica, some 515, about one-third, were 
judged to be fleeing a "well-founded fear of 
persecution," the necessary legal standard 
for refugee or asylum status. This compares 
to a rate of about 5 percent judged to be po
litical refugees at interview centers inside 
Haiti. 

The simple message to Haitians: If you 
want to improve your chances of being 
judged a political refugee rather than an eco
nomic migrant, get in a boat. 

Mr. President, the net result was an 
upsurge of Haitians, thousands of Hai
tians, fleeing in boats. The policy of 
this administration, this change of pol
icy, has cost in all likelihood hundreds 
of lives-we do not know how many 
lives-hundreds of lives, where individ
uals would take their families and risk 
everything getting in an old, rickety 
boat, thinking they might have an in
creased chance of coming to the United 
States because of this change in admin
istration policy. 

They have modified this policy re
cently, and I think they have improved 
it, to discourage emigration. They said 
we are going to have "safe havens" in 
other areas, so we are not going to 
have emigration automatically to the 
United States. They said we are going 
to have greater repatriation back to 
Haiti. So that has discouraged some 
refugees. That is some improvement. 

But this administration's policy of 
tightening the sanctions has basically 
encouraged an exodus from Haiti, 
greatly increased the pain and suffer
ing of poor people, and I doubt it has 
really put that much pressure on the 
people they are trying to get the atten
tion of, the military junta that is now 
running Haiti. I do not exonerate them 
from wrong or evil, but I think the ad
ministration, through its efforts, has 
been largely unsuccessful, and has 
greatly increased the pain and suffer
ing among a lot of innocent individ
uals. 

The resolution that we have spon
sored by Senator DOLE and Senator 
WARNER, Senator McCAIN, and others, 
I think is very positive. It does say let 
us look at having a bipartisan commis
sion. There is a wealth of information 
in this body and in Congress and else
where, people I think would be willing 
to work together in a bipartisan man
ner to try to find some positive solu
tions. 

I do not think that Mr. Aristide is 
one of those solutions, and I do not 
think he should be the linchpin or the 
focal point or the foundation of United 
States efforts in Haiti. I think if we re
store Mr. Aristide with the military 
intervention, sure, it could be done. 
But we are going to be making a long
term commitment of U.S. troops, risk
ing lives, probably costing lives, to re
instate somebody who, as I mentioned 
earlier, has more than questionable 
credentials and background in human 
and civil rights. Anyone who would en
courage necklacing, which is probably 
one of the most _inhumane methods of 
killing and torture known-I question 
whether our Government should be 
backing such an individual. 

I happen to have a little difference of 
opinion with our colleague from North 
Dakota. I do not think we should be 
tightening the sanctions. My guess is 
we should be loosening them. I do not 
think this policy has done anything 
but increase the number of refugees 
fleeing to the United States. 

And I also really question whether or 
not the U.S. military should be in the 
business of nation building, and I think 
if we have a military invasion to rein
state Mr. Aristide, we are going to be 
in the nation building business for a 
long time, maybe 15 years, 10 · years. 
Who knows? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. McCONNELL. We just had an ex
perience with nation building within 
the last 2 years, I say to my friend 
from Oklahoma, we lost 18 servicemen 
who were out of the lOlst from Fort 
Campbell, KY, as the mission in Soma
lia slid from feeding people into nation 
building. 

So I want to commend the Senator 
from Oklahoma for his observation. We 
do not have to go back to 1915 and 
study the last time we were in Haiti to 
remember an experience that we have 
had where we used our military in na
tion building. We have had it within 
the last 2 years with an important les
son. We got out of there. 

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma 
for raising that point. 

Mr. NICKLES. I compliment my col
league, because I think he is exactly 
right. I do not believe we should forget 
the lessons in Somalia. And if one 
thinks, well, that could not happen in 
Haiti, it is closer to home, I would just 
totally disagree. If we go in and try to 
restore Mr. Aristide with bayonets, 
there are a lot of people who will not 
be eliminated in the first day or so who 
will be hiding in the hills, who will be 
not only against Mr. Aristide but now 
they will be against the United States. 
And so we will have some enemies. 

Can we occupy Hai ti successfully? 
Sure. But at what expense? And what 
happens when we leave? My guess is 
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probably quite comparable to when we 
left Somalia: You are going to see a re
turn to chaos. And I am afraid that is 
what you are going to see in Haiti. In 
other words, we restore Mr. Aristide 
and he is going to either eliminate all 
of his opposition, probably murder or 
jail them, or whatever, and they are 
going to try to eliminate him. And so 
there is going to be significant opposi
tion, probably for a long, long time, 
and we would be involved with United 
States military, which is not their 
role. They have not been trained for 
nation building; they have been trained 
to win wars. They were not trained as 
domestic police officers. 

I think this resolution is a step in 
the right direction. I compliment the 
sponsors of it. I hope we will be suc
cessful in passing it later this after
noon. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING _OFFICER. The 

manag0 r of the bill, the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we can 
debate whether we should be involved 
in nation building or not. I feel as a 
general rule we should not. We can de
bate whether we should invade Haiti or 
not. As I have stated before, there is no 
great desire in my State, nor do I sus
pect throughout the country, to invade 
Haiti. I am certainly not someone who 
is standing here suggesting we invade 
Haiti. 

But that is not the issue. That is not 
the issue with this amendment. This 
amendment, whether intended or not, 
will have the effect of giving a blank 
check to the military dictatorship in 
Haiti until sometime next spring. What 
this amendment says, in effect-let us 
not make any mistake about it-is 
that neither the President of the Unit
ed States nor the United States acting 
as part of the United Nations body or 
anything else can make any threat 
with any teeth in it until sometime 
next spring because basically it says 
that a congressional commission, study 
commission-boy, and that is going to 
thrill the American people, to know 
there will be another congressional 
study commission-that this congres
sional study commission will go out 
and report back sometime after we 
have recessed for the year so that we 
can debate next January or February 
or March about what we might do. 

That makes no sense at all. What it 
says is that while the Congress of the 
United States is gone for at least sev
eral months, the President cannot say 
or do anything with any force regard
ing Haiti. 

Now, I am not encouraging us to in
vade. I am not encouraging the United 
States to get into the exercise of na
tion building. But I do think that the 
President of the United States, as our 
chief foreign policy spokesperson, 
ought to have the ability to reflect the 
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full power of our great and powerful 
Nation. 

This will do just the opposite. We 
cannot have a situation where we pre
tend that the Congress does not know 
what is going on. Anybody can pick up 
the newspaper and read it. Anybody 
can turn on television and watch it. It 
is very easy to tell what is going on 
down there in Haiti. 

They are talking about not having 
consultation. Well, we had consulta
tion yesterday. There has been a whole 
list already put in the RECORD of the 
types of consultations we have had. It 
ii said that the distinguished Repub
lican leader was not consulted yester
day, but he was invited to the meeting, 
as were a number of the rest of us. 
Some went, some did not. But it was a 
very extensive discussion and consul ta
tion. 

The fact is, this says that the Con
gress, sometime after we have recessed 
for the year, can go out and study the 
matter. Whoop-de-do. That is going to 
start the ruling dictatorship in Haiti 
quaking in their boots. That is going to 
make them mend their ways. They will 
certainly stop the killing knowing that 
during our election campaigns, during 
the recess, during Christmastime, a 
group of Members of Congress will 
study this issue. 

Come on. Let us be serious. If we 
want to have a debate on whether we 
should or should not invade, let us do 
that. And we have had some debate on 
that issue. It was defeated in the Sen
ate. If we want to have another one, let 
us have a freestanding resolution and 
do just that. But let us not pretend on 
an appropriations bill that an amend
ment designed to put this subject off 
and to tie the hands of the President 
until sometime next spring is good for
eign policy. It is not. But it is why 
General Cedras supports this amend
ment and why President Clinton op
poses it, and I daresay any President, 
Republican or Democrat, would oppose 
it. But any dictator in the position 
General Cedras is in would be all for it. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the parliamentary procedure, the Sen
ator from Massachusetts is guaranteed 
10 minutes, and the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee 5 min
utes, so as long as everyone under
stands that. 

Mr. McCONNELL. That would leave 
10 minutes remaining. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senator from Georgia 
have at least 5 minutes of those 10 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, just 3 days 
ago the military leaders of Hai ti issued 
a direct challenge to the international 
community by expelling the United Na
tions and the Organization of American 

States human rights observers. France 
has announced that it will end all com
mercial flights to Haiti and other coun
tries are likely to take additional steps 
to increase pressure on the regime in 
response to the coup leaders' actions. 

If we adopt this amendment before 
us, the message we send to the coup 
leaders will be that instead of taking 
action, the United States is going to 
study, review, and analyze the si tua
tion. This amendment says that 45 days 
after this bill is enacted into law, the 
United States will issue a report and 
recommend policy options. I do not be
lieve this is the correct course of ac
tion for the United States, which has 
taken a leadership role on resolving a 
crisis only a few hundred miles from 
our border. 

As the commission reviews the situa
tion and issues its report, the coup 
leaders will continue to murder, rape, 
and terrorize its opponents. Haiti's 
rogue leaders will come to the conclu
sion that the United States is not seri
ous about its commitment to the res
toration of democracy in Haiti, as will 
other military leaders and potential 
dictators in the hemisphere. Clearly 
the coup leaders in Haiti support the 
concept of forming a bipartisan com
mission as General Cedras made clear 
several months ago, since it buys them 
time, and diminishes the pressure ex
erted by the international community. 

This amendment is not about wheth
er you agree with the current policy 
against Haiti; it is about limiting the 
power of the President. Congress has 
ample opportunity to express its opin
ion on United States policy toward 
Hai ti and there is no lack of inf orma
tion on the situation in Haiti. Adminis
tration officials have appeared at 26 
hearings, briefings, and consultations 
on Haiti since January 1993 and Mem
bers and cleared staff have access to in
telligence information on a daily basis. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I wish 
that this was really a serious debate as 
the time that has been consumed in the 
last hours might indicate. But this 
Senator at least cannot help but feel 
that there is a brazen, political ele
ment to this particular amendment 
that defies any of the assertions put 
forward to try to justify it and cer
tainly that defies any of the so-called 
merits that have been asserted on its 
behalf. 

We have heard talk about the Kissin
ger Commission as a precedent. But the 
Kissinger Commission was not imposed 
by a minority of the U.S. Senate that 
opposes almost anything a President 
does. It was set up by the President of 
the United States himself, Ronald 
Reagan, in an effort to try to enhance 
an already troubled policy in Central 
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America, Latin America. So the Presi
dent sought the Kissinger Commission 
as a means of enhancing his policy. It 
was not something congressionally 
mandated. 

Second, the Kissinger Commission in
volved people from outside the U.S. 
Congress. This amendment is such a 
patent charade it defies the imagina
tion. There is not a Member who is on 
this amendment who cannot accom
plish through their committee or their 
current responsibilities what this 
amendment seeks to do. Every single 
member of this so-called commission 
which the minority leader seeks to es
tablish is already a Member of Con
gress, already has responsibilities of 
oversight, and already should have 
done every single thing that this 
amendment calls on them to do. 

It is almost insulting that days into 
our policy in Haiti, years into it with 
respect to refugees, because it was 
after all President Bush who began the 
policy with respect to the refugees, 
that they now call upon on the Con
gress to assess the humanitarian, polit
ical, and diplomati'c conditions in 
Haiti. I mean, that is almost an admis
sion of dereliction of duty, that now 
they are coming to us and saying, "Oh, 
by the way, there is a problem in Haiti, 
and we ought to take 45 days to figure 
out what it is." 

You can laugh at that, if that is what 
this is about. But that is not what this 
is about. This is about the scorched 
Earth policy similar to that on health 
care, where we try to deny the Presi
dent any victory, deny the President 
any rights to exercise his responsibil
ity, deny him certainly what Presi
dents Reagan and Bush were granted 
by every Member of the majority here. 

This Senator learned about the inva
sion about 1 o'clock or midnight, I 
think it was, when we got a telephone 
call telling us the airplanes were in the 
air and the troops were being dropped. 
This Senator woke up in the morning 
to find pictures on national television 
of our Navy Seals landing in Somalia. 
There was not one 45-day commission. 
There was not one consultation about 
it. It just happened. 

Do you know, Democrats did not run 
to the floor, and, say "Stop the policy, 
let us have 45 days to figure out wheth
er it makes sense." We supported the 
President of the United States in both 
instances; most of us. And we sug
gested that, yes, the President has the 
right to conduct that foreign policy, 
though we might disagree with it ulti
mately. In these cases we thought it 
was appropriate. 

Why did we go into Somalia? We 
went into Somalia to feed people and 
to try to create some order out of 
chaos. I did not hear a lot of Repub
licans down on the floor questioning 
the vital national interest. There was 
no hue and cry about defining national 
security. What a brave President to put 

our troops in there in the interest of 
feeding human beings who are dying. 

They are dying in Hai ti. 
Here is the minority leader. He wants 

to come to the floor and figure out 
what is happening in Hai ti. He wants to 
determine what is happening in Haiti 
and suggests that Haitians may be put 
at risk if somehow the American mili
tary has not become involved. 

Haitians are at risk today in Haiti. 
They are taking the rickety boats, 
they are being eaten by sharks, and 
they are drowning because they are at 
risk today because a couple of thugs 
have taken over the government. What 
has happened to our friends on the 
other side of the aisle who used to rail 
against dictators and totalitarianism? 
Totalitarianism is what exists in Haiti 
today, brutal, repressive, oppressive to
talitarianism. Twelve young Haitians 
turned up in shallow graves yesterday. 
And they want 45 days to figure out 
what is happening in Haiti. 

This resolution is an admission of 
dereliction of responsibility to know 
what is happening in Haiti. What is the 
policy of those who say we are on the 
wrong track? They say lift the embar
go; in effect, capitulate, grant a vic
tory to the thugs who took over the 
government; tell them there is no price 
to pay, the international community is 
impotent, the United States of Amer
ica is impotent, and everybody is impo
tent in the face of those thugs who 
want to take over a government. And, 
by the way, if at the same time you 
want to involve yourself in drug 
schemes with thugs in Colombia and 
sell the drugs in America, go right 
ahead because the United States is not 
going to do anything about it. 

Is that the policy? I mean, think, 
maybe we ought to negotiate. Well, 
folks, we did negotiate. Cedras went to 
New York. There was a great discus
sion. They signed an agreement: Come 
on in, we are going to get out, here is 
the agreement. President Aristide, in 
fact, has bent over in a number of dif
ferent ways to include people who are 
totally inamicable to his political 
view. But he built a coalition. He 
turned over power to a Prime Minister 
who was acceptable to parties, and 
they still reneged. They still went back 
on their word. And now we have the 
very thug that was in charge of this op
eration applauding the Republicans for 
this particular amendment. They 
should be ashamed. 

General Cedras says this is a good 
amendment. General Cedras says by all 
means pass this. If ever there was a 
message to Members of the Senate, 
"Don't vote for this," it ought to be 
the support of General Cedras for this 
effort. 

Mr. President, the Members of the 
Senate voted 65 to 34 a few days ago to 
respect Presidential power. I was at 
that briefing yesterday. There is no im
minent military effort. It has been 

made very clear that there are a num
ber of different interests at stake here, 
but they have not ripened to a point 
where that should be considered. We do 
not have Americans in jeopardy today. 
We do not face a situation where there 
is chaos in the streets. We do not have 
the same numbers of refugees pouring 
out of the country. I read nothing in 
that, except that the military option is 
still very much on the table, and well 
it ought to be very much on the table. 

What President of the United States 
in his right mind, in an effort to try to 
leverage the United States in the diplo
matic arena, is going to take away one 
of the most important tools we have? I 
have never heard one Republican come 
to the floor and suggest that in Gre
nada, Panama, Somalia, or elsewhere, 
we ought to have a commission made 
up of only Congressmen who have the 
power to do what the commission is 
asking them to do, and they have not 
done it anyway. 

We have had 27 different briefings 
and consultations between the House 
and Senate. We have · had eight dif
ferent hearings in the Senate alone. So 
what is this? What is going on here? Is 
this an effort to tie the Senate up in a 
debate so that we are sending a mes
sage to the country that there is some
how great uncertainty about this 
President's foreign policy? Is that the 
message? Is the message that somehow 
we have to question, at every step, 
what this President is doing and weak
en him in the effort of simply question
ing and therefore create a self-fulfilling 
prophecy? Whatever happened to bipar
tisan foreign policy where we worked 
together to advance the interests of 
the United States of America rather 
than the interests of one party in re
turning to the White House? 

I have no illusions, because I know 
that the American people are not 
watching every nuance of a debate like 
this, and they are not even going to 
read some of the central stories about 
it. It is not engaged in the American 
public yet. But that is what this Sen
ator believes is going on. It is sad for 
this country. We agree that these thugs 
ought to go. We agree that democracy 
ought to be advanced. And we owe it to 
this President to have the opportunity 
to see if this policy could work and to 
speak in one voice about that. 

The administration made it very 
clear in the briefing yesterday that 
they intend to return, they intend to 
consult, they intend to talk to the 
leadership and follow the rules. 

So I respectfully hope that colleagues 
will summon the same sense of respon
sibility that they exercise in protect
ing the constitutional rights of the 
President, 65-34, and indicate again 
their willingness to stand up for the 
Constitution and for the prerogatives, 
and not to wind up in a situation where 
day-after-day and week-after-week we 
display such a split message that we in 
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fact enhance the ability of these thugs 
to continue to do what they are doing 
today. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Georgia is recognized. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

rise in support of the amendment, and 
lest there be any confusion about the 
reason for it, it is because I believe 
that it, in essence, is an expression of 
concern against invasion. We remove 
all the explanations about why some
thing is done or is not done. This reso
lution expresses a desire to go slow on 
the utilization of military interven
tion. 

I do take some exception with the 
analogy utilized by the Senator from 
Massachusetts. I am rather surprised 
that he would match Somalia with 
Haiti. The match is not a good one. It 
is true that we sent military forces to 
Somalia for the purpose of a humane 
distribution of food to nearly one-half 
million people who were destined to 
starve. No one took exception with 
that mission. But this administration 
decided to change that mission and 
make it one of military intervention in 
the outcome of a domestic crisis, which 
I might add, goes on yet today. And 
when that mission changed to one of 
being an interloper in a domestic dis
pute, to change who would lead the 
country, the United States and United 
Nations fell into disrepair and ulti
mately had to leave. 

This resolution argues that we 
should not do that again in Haiti. We 
have a severe-everybody admits-do
mestic crisis there. There is no moral 
standing for the leadership. But it is a 
domestic crisis, and we do not want to 
set the doctrine that the United 
States, through the use of its military, 
will intervene in every domestic crisis 
in this hemisphere or around the world 
to resolve it. 

Mr. President, I would like to remind 
my colleagues that in the last few 
years, there have been 10--I repeat, 10-
overthrows of democratic governments 
by dictators or the military in such 
countries as Ecuador, Honduras, Chile, 
Uruguay, and Argentina. Are we say
ing, as we come to the new century, 
that if there is a domestic turmoil, the 
doctrine of the United States will be to 
send in the marines and settle it; that 
we will flex our muscle and come into 
a domestic crisis and pick who will sit 
in power? 

I do not believe that ought to be the 
doctrine of this country as we come on 
the new century. Yes, we should exert 
international pressure and work for 
international cooperation; and, yes, we 
should try to be a good neighbor, but 
not a policeman and not a military 
hammer to settle every domestic crisis 
in our hemisphere. This resolution 
moves toward that expression. I might 

say again to the Senator from Massa
chusetts, this amendment-forgetting 
General Cedras--speaks to the will of 
the American people today who are 
telling this President, this administra
tion, and this Congress that this is not 
where American blood should spill. And 
they are right. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair reminds the Senators that there 
are 7 minutes left in the debate. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KOHL). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS IN EGYPT 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I would 
seek to address a question to the rank
ing member of the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee. As the Senator knows, 
priority is given in this bill, as has 
been the case for several years, to our 
relations with Egypt. One of the 
projects that we have supported with 
our financial assistance to Egypt has 
been the development of telecommuni
cations in that country. Telecommuni
cations are an essential element of the 
modern economic infrastructure of a 
nation and are of course vital to the 
economic growth of any country. The 
question that I would address to my 
colleague is whether he agrees with me 
on the importance of telecommuni
cations in fostering the growth of the 
economy, and especially the private 
sector, in Egypt? I would also ask if he 
would concur with me in concluding 
that this type of infrastructure, and 
the economic growth that it promotes, 
will enhance political stability as well? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
would agree with the Senator, that the 
development of modern telecommuni
cations plays a fundamental role in the 
economic and political development of 
Egypt. In fact, I have raised this issue 
on a number of occasions with the Ad
ministrator of AID and our Mission Di
rector in Cairo. I have been somewhat 
frustrated by their approach to Amer
ican commercial interests. 

Mr. GRAMM. Then the Senator also 
agrees with me that, in the process of 
procurement in connection with this 
assistance to Egypt, AID should follow 
procedures that do not disadvantage 
United States producers of tele
communications equipment and serv
ices, that we would expect AID to give 
United States producers, world leaders 
in this industry, full and fair opportu
nities in the procurement connected 
with this United States-funded project? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Absolutely. I 
would say to my colleague that it is 

misguided and inappropriate for the 
procurement process for a U.S. AID 
project to disadvantage in any unfair 
manner any U.S. producer from provid
ing goods or services for this project. 

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the Senator. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2245 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, what is the 
present business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is amendment No. 
2245. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to 
table the Dole amendment and ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on the motion of the 
Senator from Rhode Island to lay on 
the table amendment No. 2245. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] 
is absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] would vote "nay." 

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

The result was announced-yeas 57, 
nays 42, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bl den 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConclnl 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenlcl 

[Rollcall Vote No. 194 Leg.] 
YEAS-57 

Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Holl1ngs 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Mack 
Mathews 

NAYS--42 
Durenberger 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Lott 

NOT VOTING-1 
Wallop 

Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wofford 

Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowskl 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Warner 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2245) was agreed to. 

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

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo
ti0n on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was credible threats, it will be credible pol

agreed to. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if we 
could have order, please? 

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have 
now had 2 or 3 days of debate on this 
bill regarding Haiti. Obviously, be
tween now and 6 o'clock, if there is 
anything else submitted on Haiti we 
will be able to vote on it. I would hope 

· we will not have more. I hope we would 
feel there has been strong enough 
statements on this issue. 

I appreciate those Senators who 
voted with the position that I had 
taken as manager of the bill; with the 
position of the distinguished chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee in 
moving to table this. 

Mr. President, I would note that I did 
not question the concern of Senators, 
of all Senators, on Haitian policy. It is 
a difficult question. I would suggest 
that it is not a question that can be 
settled on amendments to this appro
priations bill. It is something that is 
going to be difficult enough for the 
President and his Cabinet to grapple 
with. I urge the President and his Cabi
net to continue real consultation with 
both Republicans and Democrats alike, 
the leadership of the House and the 
Senate, on this issue. I urge the Presi
dent to seek a consensus among us. 

That consensus does not mean that 
the President is necessarily going to 
take a position that is a popular one. 
Quite often, in such major foreign pol
icy issues, the decision cannot be made 
by public opinion polls or by what 
might be popular at the moment. But 
usually, if these decisions are to work, 
they require bipartisan cooperation 
and bipartisan support. I suspect that 
that is available. 

I hope, though, we would not have 
amendments to this bill that are de
signed more, as happens on occasion, to 
raise polarizing opinions than the con
sensus necessary. But in this case, the 
Senate did absolutely the right thing. 
Had this amendment been agreed to, it 
would have given a time of isolation 
for General Cedras which would ex
tended well into next spring, a time 
isolating him from the pressures of the 
United States, of the United Nations, 
and others. It would have given a green 
light at least well into the spring for 
any actions to be taken by the dicta
torship in Hai ti. 

So I am glad that we did not give 
them that green light. I am glad the 
President now has the ability to con
tinue at least to seek the support of 
our allies, but also, if he is to make 
threats or to take steps necessary to 
carry out U.S. policy, that they will be 

icy. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ken
tucky, Senator McCONNELL. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
say to my friend, I am not aware of any 
more amendments on Hai ti. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the pending amendments and 
the committee amendments be laid 
aside in order to off er a series of 
amendments for my colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to 
object, and I shall not, I understand 
this is so as to comply with the stand
ing unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. McCONNELL. That is right. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Further reserving 

the right to object, what is the proce
dure? 

Mr. McCONNELL. If I can respond to 
the Senator from Arkansas, under the 
unanimous-consent agreement, amend
ments have to be in before 6 o'clock. I 
am simply complying with the unani
mous-consent agreement. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Would the Senator be 
willing to offer one for me while he is 
doing it? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I will be happy to. 
Mr. BUMPERS. If he prefers, I will 

ask the distinguished floor manager on 
this side. 

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, who 

has the floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator making the request has the floor. 
Is there any objection to the request? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Am I correct that if 
we submit amendments to the manager 
of the bill, that the manager of the bill 
will offer them and they will be consid
ered to be in compliance with the 6 
p.m. deadline? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I have no further ob
jection. 

Mr. McCONNELL .. Mr. President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that it 
be in order for ine to off er the fallowing 
amendments to the desk en bloc; that 
they be considered as having been of
fered under the terms of the consent 
agreement; and that they be laid aside 
for further consideration at a later 
time. 

The amendments are as follows: 
Six McConnell amendments, one rel

evant, one on the Middle East, one on 
AID, congressional presentation, docu
ments reform, NIS; a Helms-Murkow
ski amendment; a Dole-Murkowski 
amendment; a Murkowski Japan Com
mission amendment; a Nickles amend-

ment; a Pressler U.N. amendment; a 
Helms-Roth U.N. amendment; a 
McCain Cambodia amendment; a 
McCain IESC amendment; a McCain 
NATO amendment; a Helms Colombia 
amendment; a Helms Israel amend
ment; a Cohen Germany amendment; 
and two Domenici relevant amend
ments. 

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

The Senator from Vermont is recog
nized. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
standing unanimous consent agree
ment, it be in order for me, under that 
unanimous consent agreement, to send 
to the desk amendments on behalf of 
Senator WELLSTONE regarding Indo
nesia; Senator LAUTENBERG regarding 
an extradition matter; myself regard
ing Indonesia; Senator BUMPERS re
garding the People's Republic of China; 
Mr. GRAHAM regarding Colombia and 
Bolivia; Mr. GRAHAM regarding Peru; 
and Mr. DORGAN regarding Haiti. 

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

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

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari
zona. 

Mr. McCAIN. If I am correct in the 
parliamentary situation, I ask the 
pending amendment be laid aside in 
order that my amendment be consid
ered at this time. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2265 TO THE COMMITTEE 
AMENDMENT ON PAGE 2 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is agreed to on both sides. 
It is to eliminate an earmark in the 
bill which directs funds to certain or
ganizations which promote democratic 
institution building in China. 

I believe we all agree on the need to 
support such democracy programming 
to further our Nation's interests and 
the democratic aspirations for the peo
ple of China. 

I believe, however, that funding se
lections for democracy building, as 
with all Federal grants, should be sub
ject to merit-based competition. 

The amendment will delete the ear
mark and clarify that the funds should 
be allocated based solely on competi
tion. 

I would like to note that one of the 
organizations which is identified to re
ceive the earmark is an organization 
on which I serve as chairman of the 
board of directors. I am honored the 
committee thinks highly enough of the 
organization to select it for this pro
gram. 

It is not an earmark, but we request 
the funds should be subject to competi
tion. Yet, I want to be clear that I op
pose congressional earmarks. Funds 
should be competitively allocated for 
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democracy building in China, just as 
they should be in any other area of 
Federal grantmaking. 

I believe the amendment will accom
plish this goal. I want to thank the 
managers of the bill for accepting this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN) 

proposes an amendment numbered 2265. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the pending committee 

amendment add the following: 
"Provided further, That of the funds appro

priated under Title II, not less than $600,000 
shall be available to support democracy pro
grams in the People's Republic of China: 
Provide further that the Agency for Inter
national Development shall make these 
funds available for the activities described in 
the previous proviso on a grant basis to U.S. 
non government organizations, on a competi
tive selection basis, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law. " 

Provided further that the following section 
of the bill is null and void. "Provided further 
that of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $600,000, shall be 'avail
able to support parliamentary training and 
democracy programs in the People's Repub
lic of China: Provided further That the Agen
cy of International Development shall make 
funds available for the activities described in 
the previous proviso on a grant basis to the 
International Republican Institute and the 
National Democratic Institute, notwith
standing any other provision of law." 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am cer
tainly ready to accept the amendment 
of the Senator from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any further debate on the McCain 
amendment? If not, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

So the amendment (No. 2265) was 
agreed to. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2266 

(Purpose: To require a report on NATO 
eligibility criteria) 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. McCONNELL]. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
am about to call up an amendment 
that is at the desk under the UC agree
ment. I am trying to ascertain what its 
number is. I will report to the Chair 
momentarily. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator wants to describe what 
it is while they locate the number? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I call up amend
ment No. 2266, which is already at the 
desk under the UC agreement. I ask for 

·its immediate consideration. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON

NELL) proposes an amendment numbered 
2266. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Assuming the 
amendment might have been about to 
be read, let me ask unanimous consent 
the reading be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following: 
SEC. . 
(a) Within 60 days of enactment of this 

Act, the President shall submit a report to 
the Committee on Appropriations defining 
specific military, economic and political 
standards required to gain admission to 
NATO; Provided further, that such report is 
not limited to the principles enunciated in 
the Partnership for Peace; Provided further, 
such report shall include an assessment of 
measures which would be necessary to guar
antee the armed services of Poland, Hun
gary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Lithua
nia, Latvia and Estonia are capable of mili
tary interoperability with NATO and fulfill
ing other member responsibilities. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, 120 days after enactment of this Act, ex
cess defense articles made available under 
sections 516 and section 519 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 shall be provided to 
carry out the measures identified in sub
section (a) with regard to military interoper
ab111ty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any debate on the amendment? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, for 
nearly half a century, NATO has ad
vanced U.S. interests in peace and in 
security in Europe. With the end of the 
cold war, it seemed appropriate to reas
sess NATO's future role in the region. 

Because of its success, because its 
role has been so central to Europe's 
stability, many of us felt it would be 
prudent to expand its influence east 
and draw in former members of the 
Warsaw Pact. A number of Senators 
have had a great interest in NATO ex
pansion: Senator BROWN, Senator 
SIMON, and others, and there may be 
other amendments on this subject yet 
on this bill. 

Unfortunately, the administration 
has opted to take a wait and see ap
proach which they called the Partner
ship for Peace. 

Now, Mr. President, from my per
spective, the administration missed a 
historic opportunity to turn adversar-

ies into permanent allies to advance 
our global interests in peace. Instead of 
defining our interests, we deferred to 
Russian sensitivities. The administra
tion claimed they did not want to draw 
any new lines. My view, Mr. President, 
is that they did not want to make any 
tough choices. 

At the time of the NATO summit, the 
administration offered a number of na
tions eager to join NATO the assurance 
that participating in the Partnership 
was a first step in that direction. 

So 21 nations, including Russia, en
dorsed the principles in the Partner
ship calling for expanded regional co
operation. Then they waited and won
dered what the whole arrangement 
really meant. 

I questioned Secretary Christopher 
and Deputy Secretary Talbott about 
the Partnership, asking them what 
could these nations expect from par
ticipation in the PFP. They assured me 
each nation would work out terms of 
participation which reflected their own 
capabilities. I kept hearing that the 
goal was to strengthen cooperation. To 
what end, I asked. And I must say to 
date it is still rather murky. 

Now, Mr. President, several nations 
have now advanced detailed plans out
lining their interests in integrating 
specific defense capabilities as a step
pingstone toward NATO admission. 
Those plans are still under consider
ation and no doubt will be carefully 
considered right through the end of 
this century. 

My frustration and the frustration of 
the Polish leadership, the Lithuanians, 
the Hungarians, and others stems from 
a sense of futility over this Partnership 
for Peace exercise. This is really a pe
culiar shell game which has been dif
ficult to argue against and even more 
difficult to defeat. 

The administration maintains that 
many of these nations interested in be
coming members of NATO do not meet 
the appropriate standards for admis
sion which, of course, raises the obvi
ous question: What are the standards? 
What are the standards to get into 
NATO, Mr. President? 

In a hearing before the Foreign Oper
ations Subcommittee, Secretary Chris
topher told me he meant the standards 
in the NATO Charter. So I picked up 
the charter, and pointed out that the 
only standard appears to be a commit
ment to support the alliance and its 
goals of regional peace and security. So 
there are not any clearly defined stand
ards for admission into NATO, and in 
effect admission into NATO is if mem
bers of NATO want to allow you in. 
There are no standards. 

The next argument is whatever the 
standards, the partnership is the appro
priate stepping stone, the PFP. Yet, 
here again no common requirements 
for participation are spelled out in the 
PFP either. Each country endorses 
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principles and then negotiates inte
grated agreements for joint military 
activities. 

Mr. President, this is bound to 
produce distrust, competition, and dis
appointment. Believing an annual joint 
exercise will trigger admission, a par
ticipant may eventually learn that 
their neighbor integrated air defenses, 
and conducted joint air exercises, giv
ing them an advantage. 

My amendment is an effort to define 
just what a nation must do to be eligi
ble for admission into NATO. It is 
quite simple. To define just what a na
tion might do to be eligible for admis
sion to NATO, the amendment essen
tially has three parts. 

First, it asks for the administration 
to report on the military, political, and 
economic standards and obligations 
which must be fulfilled to secure ad
mission into NATO. In other words, we 
are asking the administration to really 
think through that which has never 
been thought through, certainly not in 
the post-cold-war period. What are the 
standards for admission to NATO? 

Second, it asks the administration to 
assess what measures must be taken to 
meet those standards by seven specific 
nations: Poland, Hungary, the Czech 
Republic, Slovakia, Lithuania, Latvia, 
and Estonia. 

So we have said in No. 1, what are the 
standards. In No. 2, these are the coun
tries. 

Finally, the amendment would make 
available excess defense articles from 
our NATO inventories to improve the 
capabilities of those nations in order to 
meet the standards which this amend
ment calls upon the administration to 
set. We are not writing the standards. 
We are simply asking the administra
tion to write the standards. I think 
that is a reasonable approach. For 6 
months these nations have been told 
they do not qualify for NATO admis
sion. Yet no one can define with any 
precision what test they have failed to 
meet. 

Let us go over that again. Imagine 
desiring to enter an organization like 
NATO. It is sort of like getting into a 
club, I guess. What do I have to do to 
get in? And you are told by the mem
bers of the club, " We cannot reveal to 
you the requirements for membership. " 
It is an incredibly frustrating experi
ence for the nations of Eastern Europe 
that have had so much frustration over 
the last 50 years under the domination 
of the old Soviet regime. 

So we are saying here we are calling 
on the administration, not writing it 
for them, not telling them what the 
standards ought to be, but to come up 
with some standards so that those who 
seek to get in will know what they 
have to do to get in. 

The frustration that I am referring 
to was evident again last week during 
the President's trip to Europe. As re
ported in the New York Times, the 

President's major address in Poland 
was characterized as " more an exhor
tation than a plan of action. " His 
vagueness on when Poland would be 
welcomed into NATO provoked the 
Foreign Minister of Poland to com
ment, " Our expectations were not com
pletely fulfilled . I would have liked our 
dialog on NATO to have gone much fur
ther than it did. " 

Imagine the foreign minister saying 
that publicly, presumably while the 
President was just there or had just 
left. 

This disappointment was echoed by 
the chairman of the parliament's for
eign affairs committee, the Polish for
eign affairs committee, who said Presi
dent Clinton's speech "Did little to sat
isfy our security expectations. To us 
this represents a lack of momentum." 
This is the Polish chairman of the for
eign affairs committee. 

Clearly, when you look at this, you 
would have to agree. It seems past time 
to move beyond exhortation and de
velop a clear plan of action. 

There has been a lot of discussion 
here today on other amendments, and 
yesterday on other amendments about 
the Congress is trying to tell the Presi
dent what to do. We are not writing the 
standards for him under this amend
ment. We are asking him to come up 
with clear standards. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, this 
will be a good exercise for all of NATO 
to try to discover for the first time, 
other than opposition to communism, 
what the criteria for admission to the 
most effective treaty alliance in the 
world ought to be. 

I do not want to see NATO's strength 
compromised nor its capabilities de
graded. That is why I would like to 
hear what the administration has to 
say about the standards it expects 
should be upheld to safeguard NATO's 
effectiveness and its future. 

Without a sense that they can and 
will be offered a real opportunity to 
participate in the most important trea
ty which has shaped European history, 
many may seek alternatives. I think 
we need to think that through. In the 
absence of a real opportunity to get 
into NATO, what alternatives might be 
sought by those countries, bearing in 
mind the last 50 years and there fear of 
renewed Russian national ambitions? 
This holding pattern may encourage 
Central and Eastern Europeans to form 
an alliance with a nuclear nation such 
as Ukraine or resurrect old ties. 

My view is that this is a dangerous 
and unnecessary risk, and there is a 
sensible alternative. There really is a 
sensible alternative. Spell out the ex
pectations, and offer these new and 
struggling democracies the guidance, 
and the means to fulfill the goals. Tell 
them what the standards are, and help 
them meet those standards so that 
they can be admitted into NATO. 

We can work toward a common pur
pose, or we can abandon these nations 

to regional and ethnic and religious ri
valries protected only by the uncer
tainties of the Partnership for Peace. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
this amendment as an affirmation of 
NATO's important role, both now and 
in the future . 

Mr. President, this is an issue unlike 
a lot of foreign policy issues we deal 
with with an American constituency. I 
have, for example, earlier this year on 
similar amendments received letters 
from the Polish-American Congress, 
also from the Slovakian Ambassador, 
and the Polish Foreign Minister, and 
many of us have gotten similar let
ters-I am certain I am not the only 
one who has-expressing in slightly dif
ferent ways the very same frustration. 

I ask unanimous consent that those 
letters appear in the RECORD at this 
point. ' 

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

POLISH-AMERICAN CONGRESS, 
Annandale, VA, February 28, 1994. 

Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR McCONNELL: In view of 

your greatly valued support for our concerns 
over the security of Poland and other na
tions of East Central Europe, I felt you may 
be interested in seeing my recent memoran
dum on the subject to the National Security 
Council. 

As you know, there have been a number of 
important developments since President 
Clinton visited Brussels. Prague, and Mos
cow. They further strengthen the case for 
your Amendment and the Senate Resolution 
that Poland, Hungary and the Czech and Slo
vak republics be accepted without delay as 
members of NATO. 

Time is not on our side, and the extension 
of the Alliance may be much more risky 
when the worst (and unfortunately the most 
likely) scenario becomes a reality. 

With deep appreciation for your under
standing of this problem, I remain. 

Yours sincerely, 
JAN NOWAK, 

National Director. 

POLISH-AMERICAN CONGRESS, 
Annandale, VA, February 25, 1994. 

Hon. RICHARD SCHIFTER, 
Special Assistant to President and Counselor, 

National Security Council, Old Executive 
Building , Washington , DC. 

DEAR MR. SCHIFTER: Thank you very much 
for offering me the opportunity to share with 
you our concerns. Let me summarize briefly 
my main talking points. 

The Partnership for Peace (PFP) does not 
fully satisfy the security needs of East 
Central Europe, but it is perceived by us as 
a first step in that direction. 

We welcome the continuation of the Ad
ministration's dialogue with our ethnic com
munities initiated in Milwaukee by Vice 
President Gore and Deputy Director Berger, 
and we are looking forward to our meeting in 
the White House on March 2. It is greatly ap
preciated that the Administration listens to 
our views and takes them into consideration. 
I particularly have in mind inclusion in the 
drafting of the PFP framework document of 
international rules of conduct, as proposed 
by us in Milwaukee. It is our understanding 
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that these rules would exclude from future 
membership in NATO any state guilty of 
using coercion or intimidation in dealing 
with other countries. Making respect for sov
ereignty and territorial integrity a condition 
of PFP partnership provides a certain pro
tection against great power expansionism. 

We also welcome public assurances by the 
President, Vice President, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the United States 
Ambassador to the United Nations that any 
threat to East European countries subscrib
ing to the PFP would be considered a threat 
to the United States. While such pronounce
ments do not provide guarantees of security 
in any formal sense, they will remain on the 
record. 

There are still four remaining sources of 
our concern: 

(1) The imperialistic rhetoric emanating 
from policymakers in Moscow has not, so 
far, met with any unequivocal rejection or 
opposition from the United States. 

(2) United States attention and support re
main focused on Russia, to the exclusion of 
other CIS states. 

(3) Developments in Russia are likely to 
make the future extension of NATO to the 
east more difficult and risky than today. 

(4) The high cost of PFP membership may 
prove incompatible with the policy of eco
nomic austerity and balanced budgets re
quired by international financial institu
tions. 

Enclosed please find a few relevant 
quotations from statements by Russian pol
icymakers in the past few weeks. There is a 
visible escalation in the claims to domina
tion over other countries of the former So
viet bloc. It appears that the lack of any re
sponse from the United States and its allies 
may be creating a dangerous perception in 
Moscow that the West will not attempt to 
oppose the reintegration of the Soviet Union 
under the banner of Russian nationalism. 

Any attempt to achieve this goal by force, 
blackmail or economic pressure will create a 
threat to the former Warsaw Pact countries. 
It is therefore in the interest of the peace 
and security of Europe and the United States 
that warning signals should be given to Mos
cow at this early stage, when Russian for
eign policy is still in its formative stage. 

The failure of economic reforms in Russia 
and even partial return to the old economic 
system would unleash hyperinflation. The 
further deterioration of economic conditions 
will favor extremist and authoritarian ele
ments on both wings of the political spec
trum. Under such circumstances, the exten
sion of NATO would pose greater risk of con
frontation with Russia in the future. Time 
may not be on our side. This is why, in our 
opinion, the United States should not post
pone the issue until the worst scenario be
comes a reality. 

We take the position that East Central Eu
rope should be integrated as soon as possible 
in the Atlantic and European community. 
The old lines of division were created in the 
Cold War. They should not be allowed to sep
arate the Western democracies from coun
tries which are struggling to consolidate 
their independence, democratic systems and 
a free market economy. Petrification of the 
old lines dividing the continent is detrimen
tal to the enlargement of democracy and 
should be ended as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 
JAN NOWAK, 

National Director. 

QUOTATIONS 
Andrei Kozyrev, at his press conference in 

Beijing: 

Talk about neo-imperialism diverts atten
tion from the real problems associated with 
the specific role of Russia in maintaining 
stability in the Confederation of Independent 
State, which is in the vital interest of the 
vast region of Central Asia.-Siegodnia, No. 
19, 211194. 

Andrei Kozyrev, at the meeting with heads 
of the North Caucasus region: 

Voices are raised in the West about Rus
sian imperial ambitions. They are teaching 
us the rules of good behavior. We do not need 
any lessons about the rules of the UN or the 
CSCE. What we need is practical assistance 
in the implementation of those rules in the 
Caucasus and the entire post-Soviet area.
Siegodnia, No. 22, 214194. 

Viktor Komplektov, Minister for Special 
Assignments, at the round table discussion 
on Russian foreign policy: 

We repeat continuously that foreign policy 
should have some priority list. Reactivation 
of the Soviet Union is now put forward as the 
first priority. Does this reflect the frame of 
mind of our people? In my view it does. Rus
sia is now being called an empire, not in the 
socialist but in the old Russian sense of the 
word. * * * We should conduct an active pol
icy to the near abroad in accord with this old 
tradition.-Niezawisimaje Gazietta, No. 20, 
Feb. 1994. 

Pavel Grachev, Minister of Defense, in an 
interview with Interfax, February 2, 1994: 

We cannot support PFP if it becomes ave
hicle for the gradual extension of NATO to 
the countries of the former Warsaw Pact and 
Baltic states without consultation and the 
consent of Russia. 

EMBASSY OF THE 
SLOVAK REPUBLIC, 

February 2, 1994. 
Hon. MITCH McCONNELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR McCONNELL: I wish to ex
press our sincere gratitude and admiration 
for your initiative and efforts to speed up the 
process of admitting the new democracies of 
the Central Europe to NATO. 

Your amendment No. 1279 to the State De
partment Authorization Bill expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding the participa
tion of new democratic nations of Central 
Europe in The North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation is a great contribution to the vital 
discussion about NATO's future. 

We support the idea that it is in the inter
ests of the Western Countries to enlarge the 
space of stab111ty and security in Europe and 
to offer the new democracies, which hav~ 
demonstrated both the capability and will
ingness to join NATO, an unambiguous 
chance to become part of this most reliable 
security structure in Europe in the nearest 
future. 

Central European countries on their un
paved roads of transition have to face a num
ber of difficulties and challenges including 
the lack of security guarantees. 

I am convinced that the NATO security 
umbrella would enable the Central European 
countries to .concentrate on a quick eco
nomic and political transformation. The ex
isting security vacuum and possible desta
bilizing effects generated by a negative de
velopment in the close proximity may have 
negative influence on the process of the ad
vanced stabilization in Central Europe. 

The Slovak Republic like other countries 
of the Visegrad Group have passed a vital po
litical decision to strive for its integration 
into European and Transatlantic political, 
economic and security structures. Therefore 

it also has launched numerous diplomatic 
activities aiming to demonstrate its desire 
and preparedness for incorporation into 
NATO without needless delay. 

Slovakia by sharing the same democratic 
principles and values like NATO countries is 
ready to be an active participant in projects 
and missions within the framework of the 
" Partnership for Peace". At the same time 
we will continue our diplomatic efforts for 
convincing Russia that our participation in 
NATO is not posing a threat to its security. 

I would be glad to inform you on our ap
proach and activities connected with 
Slovakia's goal to reach a full NATO mem
bership. In this connection enclosed find the 
Memorandum of the Government of the Slo
vak Republic on joining Partnership for 
Peace by the Slovak Republic. 

I wish to thank you once again for the at
tention you pay to the problems and con
cerns of new democracies of Central and 
Eastern Europe. 

Sincerely 
PETER BURIAN, 

Charge d'Affaires a.i. 

REPUBLIC OF POLAND, 
MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 

Warsaw , February 2, 1994. 
Senator MITCH MCCONNELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: I would like to 
thank you for your interest in and support 
for the Amendment No. 1280, concerning the 
extension of NATO membership. In my opin
ion, the Amendment is an important step in 
the right direction: the issue of NATO mem
bership is of great significance to Poland and 
we are grateful for your opinions. 

The Amendment will , I believe, influence 
the process of admitting new democratic na
tions of Central and Eastern Europe to 
NATO and will serve the important objective 
of deepening the trust between our countries 
and the United States. 

Yours sincerely, 
ANDRZEJ OLECHOWSKI. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
clearly, not only what these countries 
in Eastern Europe are saying, but the 
Americans who came from those coun
tries who live in many of our States 
can give us some criteria that can be 
met. It is so murky now. And vague 
promises that someplace sometime 
down the road admission into NATO 
might be possible is not enough. 

I commend the President for moving 
in that direction with the Partnership 
for Peace. But it is obviously that the 
PFP has not satisfied the concerns 
that those countries have, and that the 
American constituents of all of us who 
came from those countries have, that 
we are unwilling to provide clear guid
ance as to how a country could aspire 
to be a member of NATO. 

We are not writing the guidelines for 
the President under this amendment. 
We are saying simply, Mr. President, it 
is high time maybe, after 50 years and 
after communism died, if NATO contin
ues to have admission-and we all be
lieve, I think, that it does-and if we 
believe there might be some cir
cumstances under which it ought to ex
pand-and I think we all believe those 
circumstances are there-what are the 
criteria? What are the criteria? 
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So this amendment calls upon the ad

ministration to come to grips with the 
issues of establishing the criteria for 
admission into NATO, and once those 
criteria are determined it suggests that 
there are seven countries that are 
clearly first line candidates for admis
sion, and that we ought to through for
eign assistance and military coopera
tion to provide them help in meeting 
the guidelines. 

And to our friends, the Russians, I 
say there is nothing to be threatened 
about here-nothing to be threatened 
about. But you can understand-we can 
all understand-the nervousness of 
those countries that were under the 
Soviet boot for all of these years, par
ticularly when they hear utterances 
from people like Zhirinovsky, and 
when they hear these expressions from 
Russian leaders, you can imagine their 
concern. 

So I hope this is something the Sen
ate might adopt. I do not think it is in 
any way threatening to the adminis
tration. We are not substituting our 
judgment for their judgment. We are 
simply suggesting to them that they 
decide what NATO is all about. What is 
the mission in the post-cold-war pe
riod? 

Madam President, I want to, at this 
point, ask for the yeas and nays on my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MURRAY). Is there a sufficient second? 

There is not a sufficient second. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. 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. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that my name be 
added as a cosponsor to the McConnell 
amendment. 

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

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I 
might observe for the body that this 
simply gives the administration an 
ability to lay out in a report the kind 
of cooperation they feel is appropriate 
and needed. It is not, at least in my 
view, binding on the administration in 
terms of forcing them to do something 
they wish not to do. It- simply makes it 
clear that the Senate has an interest in 
doing the appropriate things in co
operation with these countries. 

I strongly support the McConnell 
amendment. I think it is a plus to this 

bill. I support it because I think it has 
implications beyond simply the re
quested report. I support it because I 
think it is terribly important that this 
Nation do all it can to make sure that 
the dark wall of domination not fall 
over these countries again. 

This amendment does not commit us, 
but it certainly sends a message that 
we have an interest in the freedom of 
these nations; that we care about their 
opportunity to determine their own 
destiny; that we believe the family of 
mankind should be concerned about 
their independence and their opportu
nities to control their own world and 
their own future. 

This is a small step, but it is an im
portant step. It sends a signal that this 
Nation still cares about freedom and 
democracy, and that the slowness that 
has developed in Europe with regard to 
extending the umbrella of NATO is one 
that we are concerned about. This, I 
think, sends a message that we intend 
to move forward in that process and, as 
such, I commend the Senator from 
Kentucky. I think he is one that still 
holds that torch of liberty aloft for 
others in the world to see and appre
ciate. I think his effort here is particu
larly important. 

I might observe that his measure in
cludes some countries other than the 
ones we spelled out in the Brown
Simon amendment, which at the appro
priate time we will offer. But with re
gard to the Slovak Republic, let me 
mention that I, this day, talked to the 
Ambassador of Slovakia, and he indi
cated in strong terms that Slovakia is 
interested in entering NATO and co
operating with NATO in working to
ward peace and freedom within the 
NATO framework. So the fact that Slo
vakia is not included in my amend
ment in no way indicates a reluctance 
or failure or unwillingness of the Slo
vak Government to enter NATO. I 
must say that I am delighted that Slo
vakia is included in the McConnell 
amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 

I commend the Senator from Colorado. 
He and the Senator from Illinois have 
been very involved in these NATO is
sues. We have had discussions at var
ious times about different approaches 
to it. I am glad that he and Senator 
SIMON are going to offer their amend
ment as well, which I intend to sup
port. 

There are some nuances or slight dif
ferences between these approaches on 
these NATO amendments, but I think 
the message is clear. If I may speak for 
myself-and I think I am also speaking 
in similar language to Senator 
BROWN-the message is clear that there 
has to be some criteria for admission 
to NATO, or just tell them no. If it is 
never going to happen, the best thing 
the President could do would be to look 
them in the eye and say: NA TO is 

never going to expand, and it is never 
going to develop a post-cold-war mis
sion, and we do not know, quite frank
ly, what is going to happen to NATO. 

It seems to me that if NATO is going 
to be a vibrant, living organization, it 
must change like all organizations do 
with changed conditions. We have an 
enormous number of recently freed 
Eastern Europeans, who are looking to 
us for some clear guidelines to getting 
into an organization that they view is 
central to the defeat of the old Soviet 
Union. 

So I commend the Senator from Colo
rado for his excellent work in this area. 
This is an area in which I expect all of 
us to continue to work in the coming 
months, until we get · a better result 
from the administration than we have 
gotten to date. 

Mr. BROWN. If the Senator will 
yield, I cannot help but reflect-and I 
know every Senator has strong feelings 
in this area-I cannot help but reflect 
on how terribly important this issue is 
that the Senator has brought to the 
floor. Every Senator, I believe, has 
read of the tragedy of 1939, of the fail
ure of the free world to respond when 
Poland sought to maintain its freedom 
and independence. I cannot imagine 
anyone that does not pray, when they 
reflect upon the failure of the free 
world to come to the defense of Poland. 

Everyone knows that the failure to 
maintain Polish freedom added to the 
challenge and burden of maintaining 
American freedom as the years of 
World War II advanced. Everybody 
knows if we had stood up at that time, 
that the loss of life in World War II 
would have been a small fraction of 
what it eventually turned out to be. 

I suspect that every Senator is well 
aware of the tragedy that occurred 
when our Government-the Govern
ment of the United States-urged the 
freedom fighters in Poland, the resist
ance leaders, to surrender to Soviet au
thorities, and what I believe is a true 
conviction that they would be 
negotiated with and be involved in 
developing the leadership and control 
of Poland after the war. I think every 
Senator is aware of the fact that the 
Soviet authorities then turned around, 
rather than negotiate with those lead
ers, arrested them, imprisoned them, 
tried them and executed them. 

Everyone's heart breaks who thought 
the second time we failed to guarantee 
or failed to cooperate or failed to aid in 
securing the peace and independence 
and freedom of the Polish people. 

I know of no one who looks at the 
Yalta agreements, that saw Poland fall 
behind the Iron Curtain, who does not 
regret-and I do not mean to suggest 
that everyone agrees that the com
promises that were made there were 
bad; obviously there are differing opin
ions on that-but I know of no one who 
would not, if they had their preference, 
have insisted that Poland be guaran
teed its freedom and independence. 
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I cannot help but reflect on the fact 

that we are now at a crossroads where 
history could repeat itself, where the 
question of whether Poland remains 
free and independent and able to deter
mine their own destiny is very much 
on their table. And the question is 
whether or not we make a clear state
ment that we believe Poland ought to 
be free and Poland ought to be the 
master of their own destiny, or wheth
er we send a message that the freedom 
and independence of Poland and other 
countries in Central Europe is in play. 

My own belief is that if we are am
biguous at this time in history, if we 
fail to step forward, if we fail to make 
our convictions clear, if we fail to 
stand up for the freedom of the Polish 
people, the Czech people, and the Hun
garian people, that we send an invita
tion that it is all right for other coun
tries to reassert control over Central 
Europe, that it is all right for others to 
seek to dominate them once again. 

That is not a message that it is in 
our interest to send, nor is it a message 
in the interest of the people of those 
countries to send, nor do I believe it is 
in the interest of any free people 
around the world. 

So I once again commend the Sen
ator. I think by acting here today, we 
send a very strong message, one that 
has enormous potential in years ahead. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I thank my friend from Colorado. 

It seems to me that reasonable · peo
ple would conclude that the Soviet 
Union, the Russians, should not be of
fended by this. After all, they are sup
posed to be our allies now. They are 
professing not to have nationalist am
bitions anymore. 

That certainly has not been the pol
icy of the Yeltsin government. 

So what is the problem here? I mean, 
who are we worried about offending
an ally? I do not think the Russians 
should view NATO anymore as an 
enemy. We are supposedly all develop
ing a friendship here. 

But what we are talking about here 
with this amendment and what Sen
ator BROWN and others have talked 
about on amendments that they have 
offered on other bills is reassuring 
countries in Eastern Europe, who have 
had a recent-they have actually had 
this experience before, but they cer
tainly had it in the last 50 years-a 
horrible experience with occupation. 

Now, our assumption is the Russians 
have changed, but just in case that 
may not be true, just in case that may 
not continue-who is to say what could 
happen if the Russian election in 1996 
produced a new President who appealed 
to the Russian people to forget their 
internal problems and reassert their 
nationalism? It will not be the first 
time a politician in a country any
where in the world running for election 
seeks to divert attention away from 
domestic problems by focusing on 
international affairs. 

What if someone gets elected Presi
dent of Russia who says, "My principal 
goal is to reassert the Soviet empire"? 

It seems to me it would be exceed
ingly difficult to carry out that cam
paign message if NATO by that time 
had, in a friendly and nonthreatening 
way, simply moved out to include some 
very, very obvious candidates for ad
mission to this collective security um
brella. 
. So what we are saying in this amend
ment, Madam President, is define the 
criteria. Maybe that was not necessary 
in the forties. It was pretty clear what 
the motivation was in pulling NATO 
together in the forties. It was to stop 
communism. 

But at this point, maybe they do 
need some criteria for NATO, and we 
are asking the administration to draft 
some criteria so that these aspiring 
Eastern European countries will have a 
sense of what standards they have to 
meet in order to get in. And beyond 
that, once we draft the criteria, let us 
help them meet that criteria with the 
transfer of military equipment or 
whatever we may have in excess capac
ity to help bring them up to whatever 
standards we may conclude that NATO 
would require its members to meet. 

We do not know what the standards 
are today. They are not written down. 
There is not a word about what the 
standards are. 

That is what this amendment is 
about. I hope the Senate will approve 
it. I think it makes a lot of sense. It 
will really hold out some genuine hope, 
Madam President, to the aspiring 
members of NATO that there are spe
cific criteria written down that they 
.could meet, and actually meet with our 
assistance. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. Madam President, may I 

ask the distinguished manager on this 
side of the bill, is it his intent to pro
ceed now to a rollcall vote on his 
amendment? I hope that he will. 

Mr. McCONNELL. We have the yeas 
and nays. I do not know whether there 
are other speakers. I do not see the 
manager. 

Mr. HELMS. May I ask the manager 
of the bill, would it be appropriate for 
me to ask unanimous consent to be 
recognized to call up amendment No. 
2254 after this amendment has been dis
posed of? 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I cer
tainly will not have any objection. 

I was thinking. We have been sort of 
trying to see about possibly going back 
and forth. I wonder if we could just 
hold on just for a minute and let me 
just check. Sooner or later, we are 
going to get rid of them anyway. I 
know we are going to be here very, 
very late tonight voting on them. So I 
am perfectly willing to. Let me check 
on that. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I am not sure who 
has the floor. Does the Senator from 
North Carolina have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina has the floor. 

Mr. HELMS. I have the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. The Senator was ad

dressing a question, and I was striving 
to answer. 

Mr. HELMS. Would it be in order for 
me to ask unanimous consent that I be 
recognized to call up this amendment 
unless a Senator designated by the dis
tinguished manager of the bill on the 
other side has an amendment to offer? 
Would that be all right? 

Mr. LEAHY. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 

from North Carolina allow me just to 
add one amendment to the list? 

Mr. HELMS. Absolutely. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kentucky. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2293 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
concerning World Bank loans to countries 
acting to enforce the Arab boycott of Is
rael) 
Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 

consistent with the unanimous consent 
agreement under which we are operat
ing, I send to the desk an amendment 
by Senator BROWN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON

NELL] for Mr. BROWN, proposes an amend
ment numbered 2293. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, add 

the following new section: 
"SEC. . Loans to Nations that enforce the 

Arab boycott of Israel. 
"The President should use the voice and 

vote of the United States in all multilateral 
banks of which the United States is a mem
ber to ensure that no loans are given to na
tions which support or encourage the pri
mary, secondary or tertiary boycott of Is
rael. " 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] 
has an amendment at the desk, and as 
soon as we ascertain the number, I am 
going to ask unanimous consent that it 
be withdrawn and one that apparently 
corrects an error in it replace it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2289 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that amendment 
No. 2289, on behalf of Mr. BUMPERS and 
others, be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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So the amendment (No. 2289) was 

withdrawn. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2294 

(Purpose: To delete funding for parliamen
tary training and democracy in the Peo
ple's Republic of China) 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the amend
ment I now send to the desk be sub
stituted in its place under the earlier 
unanimous consent agreement. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab

sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. 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. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will withhold. 
The clerk will report the last amend

ment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY), 

for Mr. BUMPERS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2294. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the pending committee 

amendment add the follows: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, none of the funds appropriated 
under this Act shall be available to support 
parliamentary training and democracy pro
grams in the People's Republic of China." 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment by the Senator from Ken
tucky be temporarily laid aside so that 
the Senator from North Carolina may 
be recognized to offer an amendment. 

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

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2295 

(Purpose: To clarify the intent of Section 577 
of H.R. 4426 regarding the U.N. War Crimes 
'Tribunals) 
Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk which 
has been agreed to by all concerned. I 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS) proposes an amendment numbered 
2295. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In Section 577, strike "other bodies" and 

insert in lieu thereof, " commissions". 
Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I rise 

today to offer an amendment that 
would clarify a provision adopted ear
lier in these proceedings. I feel obliged 
to do so in light of the fact that this 
provision could be misinterpreted. 

Chairman LEAHY offered an amend
ment creating section 577 in the bill
amendment No. 2110-that appro
priated up to $25 million in goods and 
commodities to be offered to the Unit
ed Nations in its efforts to investigate 
war crimes. 

I only wish to clarify what I under
stand was the intent of the committee 
that these funds should be directed to 
investigate charges regarding genocide 
or other violations of international hu
manitarian law. My proposed technical 
changes clarify that the funds being 
made available will only be used for 
tribunals and commissions whose sole 
responsibility is the investigation of 
crimes of genocide or other violations 
of international humanitarian law. 

I understand this amendment has 
been agreed to by the managers of the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If there is no objection, the amend
ment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 2295) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, for 
the interest of those who may be 
watching back in their offices, we are 
going to have at least one rollcall vote, 
I would guess, around a quarter of 6. If 
there is any other amendment requir
ing a rollcall vote, if any Senator could 
bring that matter forward, possibly be
fore then, we may be able to stack 
some votes. 

I say around a quarter to 6, and that 
is assuming there are not other Sen
ators who wish to speak on the McCon
nell amendment. 

But I urge Senators who have amend
ments that they want considered to 
come forward. 

I could think of very few places I 
would rather be than on the Senate 
floor. A few come to mind-at my home 
with my family, accomplishing some 
things in my office, back in Vermont 
with friends. But, other than that, of 
course, I would much rather be here. 
And I expect the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky and I are going to be 
here until the wee hours of the night. 

I just urge those who may not find 
this the place that they love the most, 
that they may want to come forward 
and move their amendments with the 

idea that we may get out before mid
night this evening. 

But we will continue. We have a 
number of amendments at the desk. By 
6 o'clock tonight, we will have a finite 
number of amendments at the desk. It 
would be my intention to start dispos
ing of those. 

But I do not want any Senator to 
come over at 11 o'clock tonight and 
suddenly say I really want to speak on 
this amendment, when they probably 
have a good opportunity to do that 
right now. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2266, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I send a modification of my amend
ment to the desk. 

Mr. LEAHY. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent to modify the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. McCONNELL. I ·send the modi
fication to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 2266), as modi
fied, reads as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

SEC. . 
(a) Within 60 days of enactment of this 

Act, the President shall submit a report to 
the Committee on Appropriations, the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and Armed 
Services defining specific military, economic 
and political standards required to gain ad
mission to NATO; Provided further, that 
such report is not limited to the principles 
enunciated in the Partnership for Peace; 
Provided further, such report shall include 
an assessment of measures which would be 
necessary to guarantee the armed services of 
Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, 
Slovkia, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia are 
capable of military interoperability with 
NATO and fulfilling other member respon
sibilities. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, 120 days after enactment of this Act, ex
cess defense articles made available under 
sections 516 and section 519 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 shall be provided to 
carry out the measures identified in sub
section (a) with regard to military interoper
ability. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so or.dered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2296 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that an amendment 
on behalf of Senator LEVIN be offered 
appropriately under the overall unani
mous consent agreement. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], 
for Mr. LEVIN, proposes an amendment num
bered 2296. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On Page 22, after line 12, add the following 

new sections: 
( ) Funds made available in this Act for 

assistance to the New Independent States of 
the former Soviet Union shall not be used to 
support activities or projects that will sig
nificantly harm biological diversity or envi
ronmental quality. 

( ) Funds made available in this Act for 
assistance to the New Independent States of 
the former Soviet Union shall be subject to 
the provisions of section 117 (relating to En
vironment and Natural Resources) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I will 
just note that there are about 14 min
utes left if anybody is wanting to offer 
an amendment under the unanimous 
consent agreement entered into a cou
ple weeks ago. They have just about 14 
minutes left to do so. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, may I 
ask my friend when he desires to ask 
for the rollcall vote to begin? 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the 
amendment of the Senator from Ken
tucky is one that reflects substantially 
on the jurisdiction of another commit
tee, in this case the Committee on 
Armed Services. We are checking with 
the leadership of the Armed Services 
Committee to see if they are going to 
have a position on it. That is why we 
have not gone to a rollcall vote yet. 

Madam President, I am going to re
serve the remainder of whatever time I 
have, and I will yield the floor and at 
the appropriate time I will call up 
amendment No. 2254 relating to the re
marks that I have just made. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent · that amendments 2282, 2294, 
2272, 2281, and 2275 be considered sec
ond-degree amendments to the com
mittee amendments which they pro
pose to amend. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
have no objection. 

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

AMENDMENT NOS. 2297 AND 2298 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that an amendment by Senator 
DOLE and an amendment by Senator 
SPECTER and Senator SHELBY may be 
offered under the unanimous consent 

agreement under which we are operat
ing. 

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

The clerk will report the amend
ments. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON
NELL] proposes amendments en bloc num
bered 2297 and 2298. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2297 

Mr. McCONNELL offered amendment 
No. 2297 for Mr. DOLE. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 10, line 10 after the word "law" 

and before the period (.) add the following 
new proviso: 

"Provided further, that of the funds appro
priated under this heading, not less than 
$15,100,000 shall be made available for the Co
operative Association of States for Scholar
ships Program and not less than $3,000,000 
shall be made available for the East Central 
European Scholarship Program" 

AMENDMENT NO. 2298 

(Purpose: To enhance congressional review of 
efforts to fac111tate peace in the Middle 
East and for other purposes) 
Mr. McCONNELL offered amendment 

No. 2298 for Mr. SPECTER, for himself, 
and Mr. SHELBY. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(a) On page 102, line 1, strike all that fol

lows after "Gaza" through the end of line 3 
and insert a period after "Gaza". 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

SEC. . (a) ADDITIONAL CONGRESSIONAL EX
PECTATION .-Section 583(b)(5) of the Middle 
East Peace Fac111tation Act is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of subpara
graph (C); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (D) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(E) amending its National Covenant to 
eliminate all references calling for the de
struction of Israel. 

ENHANCE CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF THE 
OBLIGATION OF FUNDS TO THE PLO 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
have sought recognition to speak brief
ly on an amendment offered by me and 
Senators SHELBY, D'AMATO, CRAIG, and 
GRAMM and which is being accepted by 
the distinguished managers of the bill. 

Several weeks ago, joined by Senator 
SHELBY as cochair and 12, now 13 other 
Senators-a broad bipartisan group-I 
announced the formation of a new Sen
ate caucus intended to monitor compli
ance by the PLO with the Mideast 
peace accords and to provide watchful 
oversight of State Department mon
itoring of PLO compliance. 

The other Senators who have thus far 
joined this caucus. are Senators BROWN, 
BRYAN, D'AMATO, DURENBERGER, 
INOUYE, LAUTENBERG, LIEBERMAN, 
MACK, MCCONNELL, PRESSLER, REID, 
SIMON' and HELMS. 

The amendment which is being ac
cepted today-and I would like to 
thank the distinguished chairman, 
Senator LEAHY, and ranking member, 

Senator McCONNELL, for their coopera
tion in reaching agreement on the im
portant principles advanced by this 
legislative action-will give Congress 
the statutory tools to ensure that 
United States taxpayer funds not be re
leased for the benefit of the PLO unless 
the PLO complies with its freely under
taken obligations to renounce and con
trol terrorism and to live in peace with 
Israel. 

Under existing law, the PLO is classi
fied as a terrorist organization prohib
ited from receiving, directly or indi
rectly, United States taxpayer funds 
unless the President suspends this pro
hibition by certifying that the PLO is 
honoring its commitments to renounce 
terrorism and live in peace with Israel. 

As the months have passed since the 
historic handshake on the White House 
lawn, however, there has been both a 
pattern of PLO violations of the ac
cords--continued terrorism, unde
nounced and unredressed by Chairman 
Arafat and no change to the Palestin
ian National Covenant to eliminate 
calls for the destruction of Israel-and 
a distinct lack of State Department 
vigilance in monitoring the PLO non
compliance. 

Regarding PLO violations, the Zion
ist Organization of America has issued 
a series of weekly reports, as well as 
summary studies, which charge the 
PLO with scores of terrorist acts, none 
of which have led to discipline by the 
PLO. Without accepting ZOA data, or 
any other data, as beyond critical re
view, clearly there is a pattern of PLO 
violation that cannot be ignored. 

Regarding the State Department re
ports on PLO compliance, for example, 
Senators LIEBERMAN and MACK have 
pointed out that these reports have 
read "like a defense of the PLO's 
lapses.'' 

In response to this situation specifi
cally, the amendment being accepted 
today does the following: 

First, it strikes the "national inter
est" proviso from section 565 of the 1995 
Foreign Operations appropriations bill 
concerning "Limi ta ti on on Assistance 
for the PLO for the West Bank and 
Gaza." This leaves the President with 
only certification of PLO compliance 
with the peace accords, under the 
Peace Facilitation Act, as the means 
to obligate appropriated funds. This is 
as it should be. Would it be an urgent 
national interest of the United States 
for the President to provide United 
States funds to a PLO which the Presi
dent was not able to certify as in com
pliance with the peace accords, a PLO 
still engaged in terrorism and pledged 
formally to the destruction of Israel? 
Clearly, it would not. 

Second, the amendment amends the 
Peace Facilitation Act so as to express, 
with the force of law, an expectation 
by the Congress that the PLO will 
honor its pledges and actually amend 
its National Covenant, eliminating 
calls for the destruction of Israel. 
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Let me remind my colleagues of just 

some of what makes up the PLO's Cov
enant. The document makes no ref
erence to any principle of peaceful co
existence but instead speaks repeatedly 
of the "liberation" of the entire terri
tory of the former British Mandate. It 
affirms "armed struggle" as the strat
egy for this "liberation" and speaks of 
a "national duty to repulse the Zionist, 
imperialist invasion from the Great 
Arab homeland and to purge the Zion
ist presence from Palestine." 

Adding to the law governing the re
lease of taxpayer dollars to the PLO a 
clear statement of a congressional ex
pectation that this genocidal tract will 
be changed sends a powerful message. I 
wish to make the point for the record, 
however, that if the PLO has still 
failed to act to change its charter, I 
will seriously consider asking the Sen
ate to make such action by the PLO an 
explicit condition on Presidential au
thority to obligate funds appropriated 
for the benefit of the PLO. 

As we are all aware of the PLO's 
record of treachery and butchery-of 
Americans as well as Israelis and oth
ers-this amendment will help ensure 
that United States funds are not spent 
for the benefit of the PLO without real 
compliance with the terms of the peace 
accords. 

Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, Sen
ator SPECTER and I offered the pending 
amendment before the recess to ensure 
that taxpayer dollars would not be 
used to subsidize terrorists. I am 
pleased that we could work out an 
agreement for the committee to accept 
a modified version of this amendment. 
On June 15, I joined Senator SPECTER 
as the cochair of the bipartisan Peace 
Accord Monitoring Group. The group is 
committed to monitoring PLO compli
ance with last September's Peace Ac
cords, and as part of this commitment, 
to making sure that the PLO complies 
fully with the accords before one dime 
of taxpayer money is sent to the West 
Bank or the Gaza Strip. 

Madam President, since the signing 
of the peace accords, the record of PLO 
compliance has been less than stellar. 
The PLO has neither f oresworn terror
ism nor submitted changes to its char
ter's call for the destruction of Israel. 
Unfortunately, the State Department 
continues to gloss over or simply ig
nore these and other violations of the 
accords. 

Madam President, I believe that the 
American taxpayer is already per
plexed enough that his or her money is 
being sent to a group directly respon
sible for the murders of U.S. citizens. 
We do not need the State Department 
further adding to this confusion and 
disbelief by failing to ensure that the 
PLO reforms itself in return for these 
dollars. If the executive branch will not 
see that our taxes are well spent in this 
situation, then it is incumbent upon 
the Congress to guarantee compliance 

with the peace accords before the Unit
ed States sends its support to an 
unreformed terrorist organization. 

This amendment would allow the 
President to obligate funds appro
priated for the West Bank and Gaza 
only if he can certify PLO compliance 
with the accords. He could not waive 
compliance requirements by invoking 
the vague language of the "national in
terest" as would be allowed by the ap
propriations bill before us. In addition, 
the amendment would add a congres
sional expectation to the Peace Facili
tation Act that as a condition for con
tinued assistance the PLO amend its 
charter to delete its call for the de
struction of Israel. 

Madam President, these safeguards 
are necessary to protect the taxpayer 
from unwittingly subsidizing terror
ists. I personally am skeptical that the 
PLO will actually reform itself by re
nouncing terrorism and agreeing to 
peacefully coexist with Israel. 

Having been heartened by the cere
monies on the White House lawn this 
past September, I sincerely hope that 
this peace agreement will form the 
basis of a lasting peace in the Middle 
East. However, a lack of vigilance and 
a blank, unconditional check to the 
same organization that was connected 
to the attack on the Achille Lauro will 
not ensure or guarantee peace. Rather, 
turning a blind eye to a lack of compli
ance with the peace accords will in fact 
aid in the undermining of the peace 
process and make it even more likely 
that the PLO will not reform itself. 

Madam President, the American tax
payer is already skeptical of foreign 
aid in general, let alone giving money 
to terrorists. This amendment is a step 
to making sure that any aid to the 
PLO is tied to full compliance with the 
accords. I thank the chairman and 
ranking member for accepting this 
amendment to protect the taxpayer 
and appreciate their cooperation in 
this matter. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Madam President, I 
rise today in support of Senator 
SPECTOR'S amendment that would con
dition American aid to the PLO upon a 
commitment by them to adhere to the 
Middle East Peace Agreement and to 
remove from its national covenant any 
reference to the destruction of Israel. I 
would like to commend the Senator 
from Pennsylvania for offering this 
amendment, and I am pleased to be a 
cosponsor of it. 

I feel that the PLO has a long way to 
go before it convinces this Senator 
that it is truly committed to peace 
with Israel. One need look no farther 
than today's New York Times, to see 
that Yasir Arafat himself tried to 
smuggle into Gaza, four known arch 
terrorists. One of these murderers, has 
been identified by Israel as being the 
mastermind of the Ma'alot school mas
sacre in 1974, in which 22 IsraeU school 
children were murdered. 

Madam President, if Yasir Arafat in 
fact did smuggle a man who murdered 
22 schoolchildren into Gaza, then I 
have even less confidence in his com
mitment to peace then before. 

Let me just finish by saying that I 
feel that this is a worthwhile amend
ment artd it will hopefully go some way 
towards ensuring greater compliance 
by the PLO with the recently signed 
peace agreements. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the New York Times article 
concerning this situation be included 
in the RECORD following the text of my 
remarks. 

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

[From the New York Times, July 14, 1994) 
ISREAL BARS PALESTINIAN OFFICIALS FROM 

GAZA 
(By Joel Greenberg) 

GAZA, July 13.-Israel barred new officials 
of the Palestinian National Authority from 
entering Gaza and Jericho today in a dispute 
over the arrival here of four P.L.O. men, two 
of whom allegedly planned a 1974 attack on a 
school in which 22 Israeli students were 
killed. 

The dispute strained the self-rule accord 
between Israel and the Palestine Liberation 
Organization and highlighted a lingering 
lack of trust. It also touched a raw nerve in 
Israel, where the raid on the high school, in 
the northern town of Maalot, is remembered 
as one of the most horrific terrorist assaults. 

Though three of the four men had left Gaza 
for Egypt by the end of the day, Israel said 
no new officials of the Palestinian authority 
would be allowed into the self-rule zones 
until the fourth man was sent back to Egypt. 

"As long as all of the four who entered ille
gally are not outside the area, no officials of 
the Palestinian National Authority will be 
allowed to come in," said Obed Ben-Ami, a 
spokesman for Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Rabin. 

Mr. Ben-Ami said the four, who had joined 
Yasir Arafat's entourage when he returned 
to Gaza on Tuesday from Egypt, had not 
been given permission to enter. Israel con
trols the border crossing, and under its 
agreement with the P.L.O., it must approve 
the entry of Palestinian officials. 

Mr. Ben-Ami said two of the men had 
planned the Maalot raid, in which three Pal
estinian gunmen took scores of students hos
tage. When Israeli soldiers stormed the 
school, the gunmen opened fire killing 22 
students and wounding dozens more. The 
gunmen also died in the assault. 

The alleged mastermind of the attack, who 
arrived today, was Mamdouh Nofal, now a 
leader of the Palestinian Democratic Federa
tion, a P.L.O. group that strongly supports 
the accord with Israel. With him were 
Mustafa Liftawi, the former head of the 
P.L.O.'s Western Sector group, which had 
planned dozens of attacks on Israel; Jihad 
Amarin, a member of the same group, and 
Nihad Jayusi. Mr. Amarin was reportedly 
still in Gaza tonight. 

Two rightist opposition parties submitted 
a no-confidence motion in Parliament, say
ing the Government should have arrested the 
men. 

Dr. Ahmad Tibi, an adviser to Mr. Arafat 
who mediated the men's departure, said the 
Israeli objections had little basis. 

"The person responsible on behalf of the 
Palestinian people for everything that was 
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done in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is 
Yasir Arafat, and this man shook hands with 
Yitzhak Rabin," Dr. Tibi said in a radio 
interview. " With that we turned over a new 
leaf. The goal is to overcome and forget the 
past. The people who carried out these acts 
now support the peace process." 

But Mr. Ben-Ami said the men posed a se
curity risk. " Mr. Arafat committed himself 
to carry out the accord," he said. " It's not 
certain that other people who want to reach 
the area are indeed coming in order to imple
ment the agreement. " 

At the Allenby Bridge crossing into the 
West Bank, Israel barred a group of 18 Demo
cratic Federation members from entering 
Jericho from Jordan. The party leader, Yasir 
Abed Rabbo, who holds the information and 
culture portfolio in the ·Palestinian author
ity, was also prevented from crossing from 
Egypt into Gaza. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2282, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. I ask unanimous con

sent that I be allowed to modify my 
amendment at the desk, No. 2282, and I 
send the modification to the desk. 

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

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
The modification is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the Committee 

amendment, insert the following: 
SEC. . RESTRICTION ON U.S. GOVERNMENT OF· 

FICES U.S. OFFICIAL MEETINGS IN 
JERUSALEM. 

(1) None of the funds appropriated by this 
or any other Act may be obligated or ex
pended to create in any part of Jerusalem a 
new office of any department or agency of 
the United States government for the pur
pose of conducting official United States 
government business with the Palestinian 
Authority over Gaza and Jericho or any suc
cessor Palestinian governing entity provided 
for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of Prin
ciples; and 

(2) None of the funds appropriated by this 
or any other Act may be obligated or ex
pended for any officer of employee of the 
United States government to meet in any 
part of Jerusalem with any official of the 
Palestinian Authority over Gaza and Jericho 
or any successor Palestinian governing en
tity provided for in the Israel-PLO Declara
tion of Principles for the purpose of conduct
ing official United States government busi
ness with such Palestinian Authority. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
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. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending amendment be considered a 
second-degree amendment to the com
mittee amendment. 

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

Mr. McCONNELL. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is amendment No. 
2266. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2266, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the pending McConnell 
amendment for a number of reasons. 

This amendment is far more than 
simply an amendment that would re
quire the President to report the pros 
and cons and whether something is fea
sible. 

This amendment would require a re
port to accomplish certain specific 
goals within 60 days. 

Goal No. 1, the President is told by 
this amendment that he must report to 
us as to the specific . military, eco
nomic, and political standards that are 
required to gain admission to NATO on 
the part of all the partners that have 
signed the Partnership for Peace agree
ment. 

That language runs right smack 
against the NATO Charter which says 
that NATO will define criteria for 
membership. Not that the United 
States unilaterally will define the cri
teria for membership to NATO, but 
that the 16 NATO nations as equal 
NATO members will define who gets 
into NATO and who does not and what 
the criteria are. 

But what this amendment does is 
usurps that NATO authority which be
longs to all the NA TO members and 
says that the President of the United 
States shall submit a report to the 
three committees defining specific 
military, economic, and political 
standards required to gain admission 
to NATO. 

So the first reason that I believe this 
amendment should be defeated is be
cause it takes unto ourselves a respon
sibility which belongs to us and our 
NA TO partners now, and I think in 
doing so is going to create real mis
chief inside of NA TO between ourselves 
and our partners. 

So problem one is that internally to 
NATO it creates a problem because 
what belongs to NATO now, which is 
the determination of the criteria of 
membership to NATO, which belongs to 
all of the NATO nations, is sudderlly by 
this amendment told to be the respon
sibility just to the President of the 
United States to determine what the 
criteria are for membership to NATO. 

But it also creates a problem, I be
lieve, between NATO and our new part
ners in Eastern Europe because it sin
gles out certain countries for which the 
criteria will be specified, and leaves 

out more countries that have signed up 
as partners for peace in terms of what 
criteria will be available for them to 
become members of NATO. 

I happen to be one who has believed 
over the past few months that the 
Partnership for Peace has moved this 
process forward. I also believe, and I 
think I may share this actually with 
my friend from Kentucky, that we 
should try to push the process of be
coming partners and establishing cri
teria faster. In fact, I have said so pub
licly, that we should try to get that 
criteria established so that countries 
that have signed the Partnership 
agreement will know what that cri
teria is. 

I have also stated that I believe that 
when those countries do become mem
bers of NATO, that it would be useful 
to have a special relationship estab
lished between NATO and Russia. 

But in any event, this goes way be
yond that. This amendment does not 
just require the President to establish 
criteria for all partners. It singles out 
certain partners and says that just for 
those partners the President must es
tablish criteria, thereby drawing new 
lines in Europe. We are drawing the 
lines under this amendment. It is not 
the criteria which will determine 
which states will be able to join and 
which states will not. But this amend
ment singles out certain states for 
which specific criteria must be de
signed, and leaving out a whole host of 
other states, including some good allies 
of ours, like Sweden and Finland that 
are left out of this list, by the way. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I pose a 

brief observation and question to my 
friend from Michigan. 

I read this, and I have not heard the 
explanation of the Senator from Ken
tucky of what perhaps the answer to 
this. 

But the part of this resolution that 
involves me is section (b) , and perhaps 
there are changes in language where it 
could be worked on. 

I think I understand where the Sen
ator is coming from and I understand 
that we want to begin to have inter
operability, or work toward interoper
ability, with Poland, Hungary, the 
Czechs, and others. I think with the 
Senator from Michigan we are not 
ready to narrow down that list yet but 
NATO will have to make that decision. 

But this paragraph (b) says: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, 120 days after enactment of this act, ex
cess defense articles made available under 
section 516 and section 519 of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 shall be provided to 
carry out the measures identified in sub
section (a) with regard to military interoper
ability. 

Section (a) says: " Provided such re
port shall include an assessment of 
measures which would be necessary to 
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guarantee" that armed services to 
these seven countries "are capable of 
military interoperability with NATO 
and fulfilling other member respon
sibility. " 

When you use the word "guarantee" 
and basically mandate the turning over 
of defense articles, without regard to 
cost, without regard to transportation, 
without regard to any kind of prelimi
nary assessment of need, it seems to 
me we are mandating for these coun
tries that are in the Partnership for 
Peace what we never achieved for 
NATO. We do not have complete inter
operability, unfortunately, in many as
pects, of military equipment with our 
own allies. 

We have been basically prepared to 
defend Western Europe in partnership 
for the last 40 years. As a matter of 
fact , as recently as the Grenada oper
ation, we did not have interoperability 
within the Navy and Army within our 
own military services. 

We are talking here, in a floor 
amendment that cannot be amended, 
as I understand the procedure, we are 
talking about turnirig over excess de
fense articles that guarantee that 
interoperability and do it in 120 days. 

I would say to my friend from Michi
gan, the way I read this amendment, it 
is mission impossible, if the words are 
to be taken as they are written. If they 
are not to be taken as they are written, 
then what we need really is an amend
ment here so that we basically get the 
information that the Senator from 
Kentucky seeks without imposing basi
cally conditions that are impossible; 
meaning making the amendment real
ly, I think, something that really can
not be supported on the floor in good 
conscience. 

So I hope the Senator from Kentucky 
will agree to work on his amendment 
and take out some of the language, like 
" guaranteed" and recognize that inter
operability is a process that takes 
years and years, and not single out cer
tain countries in the Partnership for 
Peace to the exclusion of all the oth
ers. 

I happen to think these are the ones 
that are more likely to move toward 
the front of the list, but I do not think 
we, on the floor of the Senate, should 
be making that decision tonight when 
NATO is going to make that decision. 

So I guess my questions to the Sen
ator from Michigan is whether he 
agrees with these observations, par
ticularly with regard to paragraph (b) 
on excess defense articles. And I guess 
my question to the Senator from Ken
tucky is, is he willing to work on this 
amendment so that we can get him this 
information without basically these 
exact words. 

I pose the first question to the Sen
ator from Michigan. I know he has the 
floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I respond 
by saying, I think the observations the 

Senator from Georgia has made as to 
(b) and (a) are right on point. 

It is not just (b), which the Senator 
has focused on, which does purport to 
mandate a transfer to comply with the 
guarantee in (a), but also the singling 
out provisions of (a) which the Senator 
from Georgia has pointed to as also 
being a pro bl em. 

And I would like to see both those 
problems addressed in any modifica
tion of this amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I say to 

my friend from Kentucky, I think this 
amendment could basically be modified 
in a way that would produce the infor
mation required here, but the way the 
amendment here now basically in
cludes certain countries, it makes the 
Senate of the United States, at 6:30 at 
night, after seeing the amendment for 
just a few minutes, vote and make a 
decision about who is going to be out 
by implication and then, as the Sen
ator has already heard, it requires the 
turning over of the equipment to guar
antee a result which is usually, at best, 
a 10- or 15-year process, even among 
our own military services. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Is the Senator 
asking me a question? 

Mr. NUNN. I guess the question is, 
Would the Senator be willing to modify 
his amendment? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, let 
me respond to the observations by both 
the Senator from Georgia and the Sen
ator from Michigan. 

It seems to me this is a little like 
deja vu all over again. We have been 
visiting the issue on the floor of the 
Senate most of this year and I am sure, 
as members of the Armed Services 
Committee, you have been contemplat
ing the future of NATO for some time 
now, particularly in the wake of the 
end of the cold war the difficulty 
maybe of determining what the mis
sion may.be for the future. 

I have had a number of exchanges 
with members of the State Department 
about the absence of criteria. There a.re 
none, as the distinguished chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee knows .. 
Not only are there no criteria, there is 
no interest in developing any that I am 
aware of. 

And I think an awful lot of other peo
ple, both in this country whose ances
tors came from Eastern Europe and 
ambassadors of those countries, from 
whom I and others hear from on a 
weekly basis, cannot understand why 
there cannot be some established cri
teria so that any country that could 
reasonably aspire to be a member of 
NATO might be able to ascertain what 
the criteria might be. 

So the fundamental goal of this 
amendment was to ask the President 
to get serious about addressing that 
question, 

Nothing, I would say to my friend 
from Michigan, prohibits him from 
consul ting with his allies in the proc
ess of doing that. That is not prohib
ited by implication. 

With regard to the excess defense ar
ticles transfer, the Senator from Geor
gia is the expert, but it is my under
standing that those are transferred 
anyway. I mean, are not excess defense 
articles transferred? That happens. I do 
not know what the cost of that is to us, 
but they are usually given away, no 
matter what. 

And our feeling here is that even 
though it says "shall," it does not real
ly say when. Even though it says 
" shall, " it does not really specify ex
actly what time at which those articles 
would be transferred. 

My final observation is with regard 
to the listing of the seven countries. 

It would be perfectly all right with 
me to include every country in Eastern 
Europe. The reason I specified the 
seven is because those are the seven 
that most people seem to feel might 
likely be the first candidates for ad
mission. Bu.t if we would like to widen 
the array of possibilities even further, 
I am sure that would be reassuring to 
other Eastern European countries who 
might aspire someday to be part of the 
NATO umbrella. 

So those are just some random obser
vations to the comments of the Sen
ator from Georgia and the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. If I could quickly re
spond, I think it would be helpful, for 
instance, to urge the President to pro
pose criteria to NATO for admission of 
all partners, and then which partners 
can meet the criteria, would meet the 
criteria. I think it would be useful to 
urge the President to try to rec
ommend those criteria within a fixed 
period of time. 

But that is very different from this, 
which is a requirement that the Presi
dent set specific criteria for certain 
countries. 

Mr. McCONNELL. If the Senator will 
yield, the President does not want to 
do that. I wish he did. I have asked the 
question numerous times. They do not 
want to establish criteria for admission 
to NATO. They want to have some 
Catch-22 situation where nobody can 
ever ascertain the answer to the ques
tion. I do not understand it. 

Mr. LEVIN. Again, the resolution of 
my friend from Kentucky goes way be
yond that. You are talking about spe
cific criteria for specific countries you 
listed, not criteria we are urging the 
President to propose to NA TO for all 
countries. That is very different . NATO 
establishes the criteria, not us. 

I think my friend from Georgia want
ed to intervene. 

Mr. McCONNELL. If the Senator 
from Michigan would be prepared to 
support my amendment if I broadened 
it and did not specify which country, 
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that is a change this Senator would be 
willing to make. 

Mr. LEVIN. There are a number of 
changes I would like to suggest. 

We ought to change the excess equip
ment and whose responsibility is it to 
guarantee interoperability. Is that the 
responsibility of the United States of 
America or is that the responsibility of 
other nations? 

I would suggest a number of changes 
here would make this amendment ac
ceptable, at least to me. One of them 
would be that it is the Senate's desire, 
sense of the Senate, however we phrase 
it, that the President, within a reason
able amount of time, determine what 
criteria for membership to NATO he 
will recommend to NATO for all part
ners. That would be one of the changes 
that I would recommend, so that what
ever partner met those criteria would 
in fact be eligible for admission to 
NATO as a recommendation of the 
President to NATO, not a unilateral 
determination by this President as to 
who is going to be allowed to come into 
NATO and who is not. 

And the other part is the part that 
the Senator from Georgia spent some 
time relative to , and that has to do 
with the equipment and whose respon
sibility it is to assure interoperability. 

We cannot guarantee interoper
ability, so changes in the language rel
ative to section (b) I think would also 
make this amendment much more ac
ceptable, at least to me. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Let me say I am 
not interested in making it into a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. Of 
course, the Senator from Michigan can 
feel free to vote against this and urge 
others to do so, as I gather he is pre
pared to do. With regard to some of the 
other suggestions, I am perfectly will
ing to discuss them with him. But I am 
not interested in turning it into pap. 
The Senator from Michigan can feel 
free to oppose. That is what we do fre
quently around here. But with regard 
to some of the other suggestions, I am 
certainly open to expanding the mem
bership opportunities to a greater num
ber of frustrated Eastern European 
countries. That would be perfectly all 
right with me. So that is one we can 
work on right there. 

And with regard to the interoper
ability problem, that is something we 
can discuss, too. So I would be happy 
to move on to other amendments, and 
maybe we could have some discussion 
of this and see if it is not possible to 
reach some kind of accommodation. 

Mr. President, maybe we can move 
on and deal with some other amend
ments, and let me talk to the Senator 
from Michigan and see if there is some 
chance of a meeting of the minds here, 
although we tried this before on a simi
lar issue on a previous bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thought we succeeded, 
as a matter of fact. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Sort of. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
some very real pro bl ems with the 
amendment pending. Rather than to 
prolong the debate, they are the same 
problems the Senator from Michigan 
and the Senator from Georgia have 
raised. 

I think we are talking about doing in 
3 or 4 months by legislative fiat, some
thing that is going to require some 
very extensive work at the diplomatic 
level, certainly at the military level, in 
trying to carry this out. I do not think 
we 100 Members of the U.S. Senate can, 
by some kind of legislative fiat, do 
what is probably going to take hun
dreds and hundreds of extremely expe
rienced men and women in the United 
States and in these other countries to 
try to work out. And even then, they 
will not be able to do all the things 
within the interoperability and other 
issues raised here. 

I discussed here earlier our own inva
sion in Grenada, where our ships could 
not talk to each other, the Navy could 
not talk to the Army, the Army could 
not talk to the Air Force, our intel
ligence people in Washington could not 
talk to intelligence people on the 
ground in Grenada, and so on. You just 
cannot do these things overnight. 

But it would be helpful, and I cer
tainly would have no objection, if the 
proponents of the legislation and the 
opponents wanted to set it aside with
out losing any of the rights the Sen
ator from Kentucky would have, set it 
aside temporarily and go on to some
thing else. I am stuck here all night 
with this thing anyway, so I am happy 
to do whatever might move the thing 
along. We probably have at least an
other 6 or 7 hours of work this evening, 
to say nothing about what might hap
pen tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. We can argue 
about interoperability. But the issue 
here is criteria for admission to NATO, 
whether NATO will now, or ever, be ex
tended to include the countries of East
ern Europe, which have recently been 
occupied-for 50 years-by the former 
Soviet Union. So I am perfectly happy 
to discuss with the Senator from 
Michigan some of the details of this. 
But let us not get too hung up on the 
fine points. The principle is, are there 
going to be criteria for admission to 
NATO? My fear is the administration 
prefers no criteria at all. 

Are there going to be criteria for ad
mission to NATO and are we going to 
help countries meet those reasonable 
criteria and thereby expand the NATO 
umbrella into Eastern Europe? That is 
the fundamental question. 

So I will be happy to have some dis
cussions with my friend from Michi
gan, as we have previously, on this 
issue, and see if we cannot reach some 
meeting of the minds. · 

Otherwise, what I suggest to the Sen
ator from Michigan is simply vote 

against the amendment. That is the 
way we decide things around here. We 
do not need to hold up the Senate. Let 
us just have a vote and then move on 
to the next amendment because I, like 
my friend and colleague from Vermont, 
am going to be here until the end of 
the evening anyway. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, why do we 
not urge someone else to process an 
amendment, and I will huddle with my 
friend from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, there is 
another more substantive issue though, 
of course. And that is, this is an 
amendment I certainly saw just within 
the past couple of hours. It asks, on an 
Appropriations Committee bill, appro
priations for foreign operations to un
dertake something and to make a con
clusion about something that could re
quire a great deal of debate and 
thought by both the Armed Services 
Committee and the Foreign Relations 
Committee. This is a matter of very 
great significance. 

To handle it simply as an amend
ment--technically, as the Senator from 
Kentucky knows, an amendment that 
is not even within the Senate Rules be
cause it is legislation on appropria
tions; that is probably not the first 
time that has happened, but it is legis
lation on appropriations of a major na
ture. For us to go forward with it when 
it is something that should be a mat
ter, not only within the Congress but 
within our own administration, for 
some significant debate-I do not think 
the Senate has before it enough infor
mation to be prepared to take a step of 
this nature, nor could I imagine us ever 
being able to complete-by complete I 
mean sign into law-a foreign aid bill 
that had this with it. Those are my 
views and the views of only one Sen
ator. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I do 
not believe this is the only amendment 
on the NATO issue we are going to 
have on this bill. In order to facilitate 
this one, might I suggest we go ahead 
and have a vote at 7? It gives 15 min
utes for the Senator from Michigan and 
myself to see if we can work this out. 
If not, maybe he will have the votes 
and the amendment will be defeated. 

But rather than hold the Senate up, 
why do we not go ahead and dispose of 
this amendment? The chairman and I 
have been urging people to offer 
amendments. I have offered mine and I 
would like to get it disposed of. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I think 
there are a number of Senators inter
ested in looking at the language of 
this, because this goes way beyond the 
question of whether or not criteria are 
going to be established for admission 
to NATO. I happen to favor the estab
lishment of criteria for admission to 
NATO. I favor that. 
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This amendment says the President 

will tell us what those criteria will be 
for NATO, not that NATO will estab
lish the criteria. This amendment says 
the President of one out of 16 nations 
belonging to NATO will take unto our
selves that determination. That is 
going to fracture NA TO and weaken 
NATO instead of strengthening it. This 
amendment also, then, talks about an 
assessment of what is necessary to 
guarantee interoperability-to guaran
tee interoperability-something which 
we have been unable to achieve with 
our NATO allies, as the Senator from 
Georgia points out, much less with the 
newcomers which we hope will join 
NATO. 

And then paragraph (b) talks about 
implementing that guarantee in sub
section (a) through the transfer of 
American property to these new na
tions. So there are a lot of problems 
with section (a). It draws new lines. We 
pick out the countries that we say spe
cific criteria should be adopted for. 

I favor criteria. But I also favor any 
country that can meet those criteria 
being admitted into NATO. I do not 
favor us picking and choosing the 
countries on the floor of the Senate. I 
favor the criteria being established by 
NATO-not by us unilaterally-and 
then every Partner for Peace, many 
more than the number that have been 
identified in this amendment, any 
Partner for Peace that can meet those 
criteria ought to be allowed into NATO 
and we should not draw the line here 
and say one country is in because here 
are the specific criteria; another coun
try does not get specific criteria. 

There are some pretty good allies and 
friends of ours who are left out of this 
amendment. I think it is a divisive 
amendment. It will weaken NATO, and 
it will hurt our chances to strengthen 
and broaden NATO. I think it is going 
to take some time to modify it. I am 
perfectly happy to sit down with my 
friend from Kentucky to try to do so, 
but I caution there are a lot of other 
Senators that I think have some feel
ings on this who might want to partici
pate in those discussions relative to 
the language that would go into -the 
final amendment. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, at 
the risk of being redundant, several of 
the things the Senator from Michigan 
has suggested I am open to discussing. 
But I would like to move forward. We 
are all interested in finishing the bill. 
I will be happy to discuss it with him, 
or we can just go to a vote, if he is 
ready to vote. 

I do not know if anybody else i.s here 
to speak on this. If they are not here to 
speak, maybe one way to resolve it is 
simply go to a vote. The Senator may 
well prevail, and then we will be 
through with this amendment and 
move on to others. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. I suggest the absence of 

a quorum. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator from Vermont withhold his re
quest? 

Mr. LEAHY. I withhold. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, there are 

several problems with this amendment. 
First, it puts the United States in the 
position of guaranteeing that certain 
Central European countries' forces are 
interoperable with NATO. It mandates 
that the President report on what 
would be necessary to guarantee inter
operability, and it then instructs him 
to provide excess defense articles nec
essary to make those forces interoper
able. I do not see how we can ask the 
President to provide those guarantees. 
That is not the sole responsibility of 
the United States. 

Second, the amendment singles out 
certain countries, which I believe 
draws dangerous new lines in Europe. 
It sets a dangerous precedent by spe
cifically naming some countries and 
not others. 

Third, I am concerned by the breadth 
of this amendment. Namely, paragraph 
(b) would require the President to pro
vide Poland, Hungary, the Czech Re
public, Slovakia, and the Bal tic coun
tries whatever excess defense articles 
are necessary to make their forces 
interoperable with NATO. 

At this point, we do not know what is 
required to make those countries' 
forces interoperable. Accordingly, we 
are setting ourselves up to provide po
tentially limitless excess defense arti
cles. This is far too open-ended. 

What would happen if the President 
wanted to provide excess defense arti
cles to other friends and allies other 
than those named in this amendment? 
If this amendment is adopted, I am 
concerned that the President's hands 
will be tied. He will have to provide ex
cess defense articles to those Eastern 
European nations-perhaps to the det
riment of our other friends and allies. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I think 
the only thing we can do to get this de
cided is to move to table, which I am 
about to do. I think the Senator from 
Kentucky has nothing further. 

Mr. McCONNELL. No, Mr. President, 
I think it is a good idea. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
table and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table amendment No. 
2266, as modified. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN], and 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. RIE
GLE] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] 
is absent on official business. 

The result was announced-yeas 53, 
nays 44, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bid en 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Danforth 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
DeConcinl 
Dole 
Domenic! 

[Rollcall Vote No. 195 Leg.) 
YEAS-53 

Feinstein Metzenbaum 
Ford Mitchell 
Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Harkin Murray 
Hatfield Nunn 
Heflin Packwood 
Holllngs Pell 
Inouye Pryor 
Jeffords Reid 
Johnston Robb 
Kassebaum Rockefeller 
Kennedy Sarbanes 
Kerrey Sasser 
Kerry Shelby 
Leahy Wellstone 
Levin Wofford 
Mathews 

NAY~4 

Feingold McCain 
Gorton McConnell 
Gramm Mikulski 
Grassley Murkowskl 
Gregg Nickles 
Hatch Pressler 
Helms Roth 
Hutchison Simon 
Kempthorne Simpson 
Kohl Smith 
Lau ten berg Specter 
Lieberman Stevens 
Lott Thurmond 

Duren berger Lugar Warner 
Faircloth Mack 

NOT VOTING-3 
Boren Riegle Wallop 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2266), as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, Sen
ators have been asking what is going to 
be the order. I know the Senator from 
North Carolina had asked prior to this 
vote if he might be recognized for an 
amendment, unless there was a Demo
crat Senator seeking recognition. That 
is the normal practice of going from 
side to side, the last amendment being 
for the Republican side, the next for 
the Democratic side. 

If there is not a Democrat seeking 
recognition to propose an amendment, 
we then would go to the Senator from 
North Carolina. But it would be my 
hope to start shortening the time on 
amendments to keep the votes going so 
we might have made good progress by 
midnight or 1 o'clock or so. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2294 
(Purpose: To delete funding for parliamen

tary training and democracy in the Peo
ple 's Republic of China) 
Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I have an amendment 

that I would like to offer at this point. 
If I understand the procedure set out 
by the distinguished floor manager, the 
time is now ripe to offer an amendment 
on the Democratic side. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes. Madam President, I 
answer my friend from Arkansas this 
way. There is no unanimous consent. 
But it has been the usual agreement of 
comity going from side to side. The 
Senator from North Carolina is not on 
the floor right now, but I can represent 
that he had said earlier that if there 
was no Democrat seeking recognition, 
he asked to be recognized next. 

There is now one seeking recogni
tion. So it is in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 

It is in order for the Senator to do 
that at this time. That is now the 
pending question. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, 
what is t-.he pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's amendment numbered 2294. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I ask that the 
amendment be reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP
ERS], for himself, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. 
BROWN, proposes an amendment numbered 
2294. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the pending committee 

amendment add the following: · 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, none of the funds appropriated 
under this Act shall be available to support 
parliamentary training and democracy pro
grams in the People 's Republic of China. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President
Mr. WARNER. Parliamentary in

quiry, Madam President. Would the 
Senator be kind enough to advise the 
Senate as to whether or not a rollcall 
vote is required, and how much time 
might be consumed on debate? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I say to the Senator 
from Virginia, my guess is that a roll
call vote will be required. I would defer 
to the Senator from Kentucky on that. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I would say to the 
Chair, there certainly will be a roll call 
vote required. We could have a rel
atively short time for debate. 

Mr. WARNER. Did the Senator give a 
time limit? 

Mr. McCONNELL. As far as I am con
cerned, 15 minutes on this side is 
enough. 

Mr. BUMPERS. So 30 minutes equal
ly divided is agreeable to me. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, re
serving the right to object. I will yield 
the manager's time on this side to the 
Senator from Arkansas under his con
trol. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Senator public of China. And the thing that 
very much. makes it even more offensive , besides 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator being an oxymoron, is the fact that 
from Vermont yield? $600,000· would not be enough to trans-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the port the people to China and pay their 
Senator so request that there be 30 hotel bill, to teach the Chinese par
minutes for each side, to be equally di- liamentary procedure and give them 
vided? democracy programs, even if they 

Mr. BUMPERS. No. The request was wanted them. 
for 30 minutes equally divided, 15 min- Madam President, we are spending 
utes on each side. $13 billion in the very bill we are debat-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there ing at this moment, trying to win 
objection? friends around the world with money. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. We are parcelling out $13 billion to 
Mr. JOHNSTON. If the Senator from countries all over the globe, hoping 

Arkansas will yield, considering those that when push comes to shove, they 
of us who want to see our visiting will remember who their friends were, 
daughters and granddaughters, I won- and they will be on our side in any con
der if it is possible to have votes troversy that might arise in their re
stacked so that we can have a window? gion of the world. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me ask my co- Why, out of this $13 billion, would we 
sponsors, Senator BROWN and Senator set aside $600,000 to teach China, one of 
DORGAN, if they have any objection to the last two or three autocratic, tyran
stacking this vote. Does the Senator nical, Communist governments-why 
from Colorado have any objection to would we spend $600,000 which, admit-
that? tedly, is just a pittance, on such a 

Mr. BROWN. I have no objection. country which could not possibly 
Mr. DORGAN. I have no objection. amount to a hill of beans. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I want the Senator Madam President, China has a $10 

from Louisiana to have the oppor- billion to $15 billion trade deficit 
tunity to visit his granddaughter. That against this Nation, and we debate con
is much more important than anything stantly here about prison labor and 
we will do here tonight. human rights violations and the autoc-

Mr. LEAHY. Perhaps we can leave it racy that exists in China, which is still 
this way, and I ask unanimous consent a hard-line Communist nation. 
that what I am saying not come out of Not only are we spending $13 billion 
the time of either side. in this bill, this afternoon in Appro-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without priations we appropriated $35 million 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, what to the National Endowment for Democ-
I will do is this: During this debate, racy. And the National Endowment for 

Democracy is supposed to do exactly 
and prior to the time of the vote, I will what this s6oo,ooo is designed to do
try to make sure there is another vote 
coming up that is also going to have a teach people why democracy is supe-

rior to other systems. 
time agreement, so we can put the two The distinguished Senator from Ken-
together. But I would not agree to tucky and the Senator from Arizona 
start stacking until that time. I tell very thoughtfully offered an amend
my friend from Louisiana that I know 
the situation he is in. I have been there ment to this, to strike a provision 
many times myself. I would like to get which was in the original bill that said 

this money would go to two of the four 
two or three votes so we do not end up core grantees of the National Endow-
with a 2-hour quorum call. ment for Democracy, namely, the Na

Mr. BUMPERS. Do I understand the tional Democratic Institute and the 
Senator to say he is, at the present 
time, objecting to stacking the votes? International Republican Institute. 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator is, but I Madam President, would you like to 
suspect that by the time we are going know who that is? That is the Demo
te get done, we are going to be able to cratic Party and the Republican Party. 
do that. They are two of the biggest grantees of 

Mr. BUMPERS. As I understand the the National Endowment for Democ
situation, Madam President, there are racy. And until the Senator from Ken-
30 minutes equally divided, 15 minutes tucky struck that from the bill, it pro
on a side, and the vote is not yet or- vided that this $600,000 would go to 
dered to be stacked with other votes. them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- I am very pleased that he struck 
that, in case this amendment fails. But 
his amendment also said this will be 
granted to some nongovernmental 
group to go to China to teach China de
mocracy and parliamentary training. 

ator is correct. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Let me read to you 

the language of the bill I object to: 
Provided further that of the funds appro

priated under this heading "Agency for 
International Development" not less than 
$600,000 shall be available to support par
liamentary training and democracy pro
grams in the People 's Republic of China. 

That is almost an oxymoron, to talk 
about democracy and the People 's Re-

Madam President, China has 1.2 bil
lion people. You tell me what you 
think $600,000 is going to do to promote 
democracy in China. It is not a lot of 
money, Madam President. It is more 
than most people in this body pay in 
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income taxes each year. And even 
though it is a small amount, we ought 
not to be wasting it on something like 
that. 

The Agency for International Devel
opment has serious challenges. There 
are other earmarks in this bill, and I 
compliment the Senator from Vermont 
and the Senator from Kentucky on 
some of the other earmarks in here. 
They are for health items, and they are 
for things people really need. I am of
fering this amendment, and I hate to 
take up the Senate's time for a mere 
$600,000, but it is such a sheer utter 
waste, I could not resist it. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re
mainder of my time. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Colorado. I would like to announce 
that Senator BRYAN of Nevada and 
Senator FEINGOLD of Wisconsin, as well 
as the Senator from Colorado and the 
Senator from North Dakota, have co
sponsored this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam.President, I will 
not take all 5 minutes, but I want to 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas for bringing this matter 
forth and having the courage to speak 
out. 

This is a pretty straightforward prop
osition. We have the leaders of our par
ties, the Democratic Party and the Re
publican Party, and other big interest 
groups who found out a way to tap the 
Government till. By getting together, 
they figured out that they can divide 
the money from the U.S. Treasury. 

Is it the best way of spending the 
taxpayers' money; that is, giving it to 
big special-interest groups when they 
agree? I do not think so. We have had 
talks about this in the past. One of the 
problems with this is that this money 
gets awarded in other areas without 
competitive bidding. 

Frankly, some of the money ends up 
being used by both parties to support 
people who no longer have a job in Gov
ernment, and my impression at least is 
that some of the people are committed 
and dedicated and do a wonderful job 
on these projects and some of them 
could not get a job anywhere else. 

The simple fact is if we are going to 
be careful in using the taxpayers' 
money, it ought to go through a regu
lar procedure with AID or whatever 
other program you want to do. But 
what this is is a procedure of having fi
nally agreed on the maximum amount 
we are going to give to the political 
parties-something I think everybody 
in this Chamber ought to be a little 
hesitant about-having finally agreed 
on that maximum limit, then someone 
is figuring out a new way to get around 
the limit. That is what this is. This is 
the way to get around the limit. This is 
the way to say, yes, we agreed on the 
limit as to how much we were going to 
hand out to political parties. By the 

way, we figured out a nice project. In
deed, this is. It has a wonderful pur
pose, and we are going to slip in a little 
provision in the process to give more 
money to them. 

Madam President, this is not right. 
This is a way around reasonable limits. 
This is a way around reasonable con
trols. This is a way around a proper ap
proach to spending the money. 

The last thing in the world either the 
Democratic Party or the Republican 
Party needs is a bunch of party insid- · 
ers deciding and dividing the public 
treasury without reasonable scrutiny, 
without fair controls, and without in
sisting on proper accounting for the 
money. 

After having fought this through 
about the limit that they should re
ceive, this is a way around those lim
its. I think it is wrong. I think it is a 
mistake. And frankly, I think the 
members of the Democratic Party and 
Republican Party who take advantage 
of their position to divide up the public 
treasury in this manner ought to be 
ashamed of themselves. 

I have said that to the Republican 
Party leadership. I know others have 
said that to the Democratic Party 
leadership. But to take advantage of 
your power because you control the 
party, to take money out of the treas
ury is just plain wrong, and there 
ought to be a limit to it. 

I commend the Senator from Arkan
sas for having the courage to stand up 
and try to insist that at least some 
limit stands on how much they take 
away from the taxpayers of this coun
try. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time to the Senator from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

If no one yields time, it will be de
ducted equally from both sides. 

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. SIMON. Madam President, if no 

one wants to speak further on this, I 
wonder if all time could be yielded 
back. I know Senator BROWN has been 
waiting to offer an amendment that he 
and I are cosponsoring along with 
many other Members. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
in answer to my friend from Illinois, I 
think the time is going to be used. 
There are a couple of speakers in oppo
sition to the Bumpers amendment. 
Senator SIMON and Senator BROWN will 
be next in line. 

Mr. BROWN. If the Senator will 
yield, would it be all right if Senator 
SIMON spoke with regard to the upcom
ing amendment until someone else ar
rives to speak on the pending amend
ment? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
under the agreement, the time reserved 

prior to the vote on the Bumpers 
amendment is to discuss the Bumpers 
amendment, and we will be doing that 
shortly. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
did not understand what the Senator 
from Kentucky just said. 

Mr. McCONNELL. It is my under
standing under the agreement the 30 
minutes referred to is for discussion of 
the Bumpers amendment. The Senator 
from Arkansas has been discussing it. 
The Senator from Colorado has been 
discussing it. The Senator from Ari
zona and the Senator from Kentucky 
are about to discuss it. 

So the answer to my friend from Illi
nois is that we will be discussing the 
Bumpers amendment during the time 
allotted for that shortly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. SIMON. Madam President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I note 

the presence of the Senator from Ver
mont here. If he wishes to speak on 
this, I certainly will yield. If he does 
not, I ask unanimous consent that this 
be temporarily set aside, with everyone 
keeping their time, so that I could 
speak on the Brown amendment for 3 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
reserving the right to object. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I object. 
I say I want the Senator from Illinois 

to have time to speak on this amend
ment that is pending at this time. I 
have one other speaker who wishes to 
be heard. 

I would like to yield such time to the 
Senator from North Dakota as he may 
wish to use within the limits of the re
maining time I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas has 6 minutes and 
12 seconds remaining, which is yielded 
to the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me retract that, 
Madam President. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota is recognized 
for 4 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, 
thank you very much. 

I thank the Senator from Arkansas. 
The Senator does a service to this Sen
ate by offering this amendment,. which 
would strike $600,000 of funding for par
liamentary training in mainland 
China. 

Simply, this is a waste of money. It 
is only $600,000, but it is still $600,000. 
As the fellow said as he spit in the 
ocean, every little bit helps. And 
$600,000 is a lot of money to some folks, 
and we ought not waste it. 
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The issue here, as Senator BUMPERS 

has said, is giving $600,000 to the two 
political parties, in effect, and saying 
go to China and teach them parliamen
tary training and democracy programs. 
They need to learn about parliamen
tary training and democracy programs. 

With due respect, the issue is not 
learning in China. The issue is yearn
ing. They yearn for freedom and they 
yearn for democracy. 

Have we forgotten that those stu
dents in Tiananmen Square built a pa
pier-mache Statue of Liberty and then 
were slaughtered? Have we forgotten 
that shortly after that Bush adminis
tration officials were over there drink
ing wine with Chinese leaders? 

China knows about democracy. That 
is what Tianamen Square was all 
about. They fully know about democ
racy. We do not have to spend $600,000 
flying people from the Democratic and 
Republican parties over there to give 
seminars. What a waste of money. 

My Lord, we have so many needs and 
so many problems in this country, and 
we are going to spend $600,000 on this 
program? This · funding ought not to 
have been in this bill in the first place. 

When the Senator from Arkansas of
fered this amendment this year, I told 
him at the time it was too timid. He 
and I would have liked to repeal the 
whole National Endowment for Democ
racy program. What a waste of millions 
of dollars. 

But this $600,000 is in this bill, and in 
my judgment, it is a waste of money. 
Let us dump it. Let us adopt this 
amendment and demonstrate that we 
understand the difference between 
what is needed and what is not, what 
works and what is waste. 

What would Harry and Louise think 
of this, for God's sake, sitting on the 
couch, talking about what Government 
is doing? 

"Harry, did you hear what they are 
going to do next? They are going to 
send people to China to teach democ
racy." And Harry would say, "Gee. 
Don't they know about democracy? 
They were over there fighting and 
dying for it." 

China's knowledge of and desire for 
democracy is clear and obvious. To 
spend $600,000 to try to spur China's de
sire for democracy is not only ridicu
lous, it is insulting. 

Let us do the right thing. Let us pass 
this amendment. Just start 1 inch 
down the road, and hopefully down the 
road a way we will repeal the National 
Endowment for Democracy for good 
and stop wasting the taxpayers' 
money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
me 30 seconds? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Vermont 30 sec
onds. I yield him a minute. He cannot 
speak for only 30 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont is recognized. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
think the Senator from Arkansas is 
right and the Senator from North Da
kota is right. I will vote for his amend
ment. In fact, I will join in doing away 
with the National Endowment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 

never has so little money generated 
such elaborate rhetoric. 

Let me just say that this vote is 
about democracy in China. It is wheth
er you support giving reformers in 
China a chance or not. It is a vote to 
provide aid to organizations which are 
working with legislators working with 
democratic activists in China, and 
there are democratic activists in 
China. 

No funds; I repeat, no funds. This de
bate reminds me of the big shootout we 
had over the National Endowment for 
Democracy recently. But I want to say, 
this is not about the NED. I know there 
are heated passions here that tend to 
come to the fore when we talk about 
the NED. 

The NED has always prevailed in the 
Senate, but this is not about that. I 
kind of wish it were, because I know 
what the outcome of the votes would 
be if it were about NED. The Senator 
from Arkansas would probably be de
feated. 

But there are not any funds directed 
to either the International Republican 
Institute, the National Democratic In
stitute, or any other organization, 
frankly. The provision in the bill spe
cifically says that the funds should be 
available on a competitive basis. Just 
on a competitive basis. 

Among the organizations that might 
qualify for this would be the Ford 
Foundation, or the AFL-CIO, or maybe 
even the University of Arkansas. 

So I do not think, to be perfectly 
frank with you, this deserves an exten
sive debate. But it seems to me that if 
you would concede there are some 
democratic reformers active in China
and I know there are-and that this 
might be a way to provide some organi
zations a chance to help them move 
forward, this should not be all that 
controversial. 

But, the Senate can work its will on 
it. It seems to me this is largely about 
a democracy in China. 

The 10 most wanted Tiananmen 
Square dissidents who escaped to the 
U.S. strongly support this particular 
provision of the bill. Let me repeat, for 
those of you who think this may be a 
rerun of MFN, the 10 most wanted 
Tiananmen Square dissidents who es
caped to the U.S. strongly support this 
provision. 

So let us not make this into, what we 
used to say in law school, a Federal 
case. It is an important provision to 

those dissidents who had the courage 
to stand up to the government in 
Tiananmen Square. 

Beyond that, Madam President, I rest 
my case. I thought the Senator from 
Arizona was going to speak to this 
amendment, but he is not here yet. 

That basically concludes my observa
tions. I hope the Bumpers amendment 
will be defeated. But I am sure China 
will move forward with or without it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, have 

the yeas and nays been ordered on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, they 
have not. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I ask for the yeas 
and nays, Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the rollcall 
vote on this amendment, which would 
take place at the expiration of the time 
under the unanimous-consent agree
ment, occur immediately following the 
next rollcall vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? There being none, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. HELMS] and the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] be added 
as cosponsors. 

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

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
am prepared to yield back such time as 
I have. I just want to make one closing 
point. 

As they say, $600,000 is not much 
money. But it is too much to waste. If 
we were really serious about trying to 
help China democratize, $600 million 
would be a more appropriate figure. 
You might accomplish something with 
that. · 

But you will not accomplish any
thing with $600 million, $60 million, $6 
million, $600,000 trying to teach democ
racy to the same people who slaugh
tered young innocent students in 
Tiananmen Square because they want
ed democracy. 

To follow up on what the Senator 
from North Dakota said on Harry and 
Louise, there has to be a better way. 
Why squander $600,000? 

Madam President, I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
let me say, probably in conclusion, this 
is not about providing money for the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 
This is about earmarking some funds 
for organizations that are interested in 
promoting democracy in China to com
pete for. 
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The 10 most wanted Tiananmen 

Square dissidents who managed to es
cape support this provision. This is not 
about MFN. This is not about the NED. 
This is a symbol for the 10 most wanted 
Tiananmen Square dissidents who 
managed to escape the country. 

Madam President, how much time do 
I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven 
minutes and 9 seconds. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I am going to re
serve the remainder of my time, be
cause I understand there might be at 
least one other speaker on this side. 

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

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that this amend
ment be set aside and the time re
served, and that I be able to speak for 
3 minutes on the Brown amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, re
serving the right to object, and I defi
nitely will not object, but has the 
Brown amendment been offered? 

Mr. McCONNELL. It is at the desk. 
Mr. LEAHY. I would only urge, while 

Senator SIMON is speaking, that some
body could probably call the Senator 
from Colorado and they could bring up 
his amendment. If we could do that 
next, it would probably make some 
sense. 

I do not object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator from Illinois calling up the 
Brown amendment? 

Mr. SIMON. I am not calling up the 
Brown amendment. I am just asking 
unanimous consent to speak on the 
Brown amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I think we all understand each other. 
The clock is not running on the Bump
ers amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

The Senator from Illinois is recog
nized. 

Mr. SIMON. Thank you, Madam 
President. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2248 

Mr. SIMON. My colleague from Colo
rado has offered an amendment that is 
cosponsored by a great many on both 
sides and I hope can be accepted and I 
think should be noncontroversial that 
says the President may-and I under
line "may"-transfer excess defense ar
ticles under section 516 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 or under the 
Arms Export Control Act to Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic. 
Later, other nations could be added if 
other nations establish solid democ
racy. 

These three have led the way. And I 
am pleased to say that other nations in 

that area are moving in this direction. 
When others want to add other nations, 
I will probably support that when those 
nations appear to qualify. 

But it does seem to me that we ought 
to recognize that, to the extent that we 
can encourage security cover for these 
nations, it is desirable. 

For those who feel, and particularly 
some of my friends in the State De
partment feel, that this is an anti-Rus
sian thing, not at all. The reality is, 
when the time comes when democracy 
is well-established in Russia, then Rus
sia can become part of this whole alli
ance. In fact, the real military threat 
to Russia long term is not from Po
land, not from Hungary, not the Czech 
Republic, but it comes from China. 

And so I think this amendment by 
my colleague from Colorado makes 
sense. I am pleased to be a cosponsor. I 
hope it can be accepted without con
troversy by the Senate. 

Madam President, if no one desires to 
speak, I question the presence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. Who yields 
time? 

AMENDMENT NO. 2294 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, 
could I ask the Senator from Kentucky 
if he will yield me some time? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
how much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky has 10 minutes 57 
seconds. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I yield to the Senator from Arizona 
however much time within that limit 
he may desire. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I 
will ask another question of the Sen
ator from Kentucky, who is the rank
ing member, in the absence of the 
other manager of the bill. I ask, first of 
all, did the committee propose this to 
be part of the bill? The funding? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
yes, I say to my friend from Arizona, it 
did. The subcommittee did. It was sub
sequently approved by the full commit
tee. 

We have been sort of kicking this 
around here on the floor. I do not want 
to represent the arguments of the 
other side, but I think underlying 
those arguments is the notion that 
there are no reformers in China. I know 
there clearly are. This rather small 
amount of money would be available on 
a competitive bid basis for organiza
tions like the Ford Foundation or the 
AFL/CIO, or for that matter the Uni
versity of Arkansas, to help with the 
development of democratic institutions 
within the country. 

The final observation I will make, 
that I did make earlier on the floor, is 
that the 10 most wanted Tiananmen 
dissidents who managed to get out of 
the country and are here in the United 
States strongly support this funding. 
So I am a little mystified, I would say 
to my friend from Arizona, how this 
has become a matter of such con
troversy. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, the 
reason why I asked my colleague is be
cause I think there is a little more to 
this than that. Here is $600,000 of a $14 
billion piece of legislation that seems 
to have aroused all this. What we are 
really talking about is the National 
Endowment for Democracy, which the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
knows, coincidentally, the cosponsors 
of this amendment have tried to kill 
several times. They got beat badly in 
the House the other night. They know 
they will get beat badly here. So we 
have to go through this exercise. 

Is it apparent to my friend from .Ken
tucky that the Senator from Arkansas 
and the Senator from Colorado know 
better what is best for China? They are 
not, obviously, experts on China. They 
know better than General Scowcroft, 
former National Security Adviser; 
Larry Eagleburger, former Secretary of 
State; Jim Lilley, former Ambassador 
to China; Doug Paal, NSC's Director of 
Asian Affairs, and the agency's 10 most 
wanted. So they know much better 
than these individuals; is that not a 
correct assumption to make, if you 
support this amendment, I ask my 
friend from Kentucky? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I will say the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy is 
not specified in here as a recipient of 
this money, but the debate did sound 
remarkably similar to the one we have 
had here on several occasions on which 
the Senator from Arizona and I had 
participated. I asked the staff here ear
lier if they could give me the outcome. 
Maybe the Senator has the outcome. 
The last time we had the NED battle 
here it was rather lopsided. The Sen
ator from Arizona is certainly correct, 
it sounds quite similar. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my friend from 
Kentucky. Again, I am astounded at 
the knowledge of China and the situa
tion there. Frankly, I am incredibly 
impressed by the Senator from Colo
rado and the Senator from Arkansas, 
especially. Frankly, their in-depth 
knowledge of China had somehow es
caped me over the years. But it is clear 
to me they know more than Larry 
Eagleburger, General Scowcroft, Doug 
Paal, and the Chinese dissidents who 
fled to this country who believe they 
know what is best for their country. So 
I certainly hope my colleagues will 
take into consideration the different 
balance of views here. 

What this is, as my friend from Ken
tucky knows, is some way to get at, 
again, the National Endowment for De
mocracy, a debate we have had many 
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times in the past and we will probably 
have in the future. All this malarkey 
about people who are involved in the 
National Endowment for Democracy, I 
have to say to my friend from Ken
tucky, I resent it, from the Senator 
from Colorado especially, who also 
knows better. 

The fact is, in the view of almost 
every unbiased expert, the National 
Endowment for Democracy has done 
some very important and credible 
things, which is why the last time the 
National Endowment for Democracy 
was attacked, literally every editorial 
page in America, conservative and lib
eral, took on the opponents by name. I 
have never seen such support from col
umnists, from David Broder to George 
Will, et cetera, et cetera. 

I do not want to waste the time of 
this body. We can decide. This body can 
decide very quickly. Shall we take the 
word of Gen. Brent Scowcroft, former 
National Security Adviser to the Presi
dent; Larry Eagleburger, former Sec
retary of State; Jim Lilley, former Am
bassador to China; Doug Paal? 

Let me tell you, Madam President, 
what Chai Ling-I am sure that is a 
mispronunciation of his name-a 1989 
Tiananmen student commander twice 
nominated for the Nobel Peace Prize, 
said: "Unless China starts constitu
tional reforms, setting up its own 
checks and balances mechanism within 
its system, it is unrealistic to expect 
outside pressure to change the situa
tion. After escaping from China and 
living in the U.S. and studying at 
Princeton University, I am more con
vinced than ever that China's future is 
through constitutional reform." 

That is what this amount of money is 
for. 

I am sure Mr. Chai Ling, having been 
gone since 1989, is not as up to date as 
the Senator from Colorado nor the Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

They are much more aware. In fact, 
they may even travel there in the 
meantime. Or Liu Binyan, who said: 

All people-
Obviously with the exception of the 

Senator from Arkansas and the Sen
ator from Colorado-

All people concerned about China's future 
and democratization have reached consensus 
that China's transformation must be peace
ful and gradual. During the process of peace
ful transformation, the most important 
thing is to implement the constitution and 
gradually amend it. Whether China avoids 
great turmoil depends on successfully imple
menting gradual political reform. 

And another dissident says the same 
thing. 

It is clear here. And finally, Madam 
President, here we are-I feel like I am 
in a ludicrous position. I opposed an 
amendment prohibiting the President 
going into Haiti. I opposed an amend
ment tying the President's hands on 
Bosnia. I opposed amendments time 
after time that have prospectively pro-

hibited the President from taking cer
tain action. And here I am, again, op
posing an amendment that says that 
the President cannot do something. 

It is a priority for AID, and I thought 
that those who opposed just recently 
the Dole Haiti amendment might not 
want to tie the President's hands in 
this instance. 

Madam President, I say to my friend 
from Kentucky, I thank you for your 
support. It is not that big a deal. If this 
body wants to kill this $600,000 because 
they feel that all these people are 
wrong, then so be it. But I do not think 
it deserves, frankly, a great deal more 
debate. 

I yield to my friend from Kentucky. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 

I want to thank my friend from Ari
zona for his very persuasive observa
tion. The last time we had this de
bate-the position the Senator from 
Arizona and I are advocating-on an
other matter, the outcome was 74-23. 

Even though this amendment does 
not specify any recipient agency-it 
could be the Ford Foundation or the 
AFL-CIO-I certainly share the Sen
ator's view: Why are we here trying to 
knock out a relatively modest amount 
of money to try to help this vast coun
try move in the direction we all hope it 
will go? 

I thank the Senator from Arizona for 
his fine remarks. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, 
there is one more point I would like to 
make, and it needs to be on the record 
again. 

When I found out that this money 
was earmarked for the National En
dowment for Democracy, I came down 
here with an amendment, which the 
distinguished managers of the bill were 
kind enough to accept, which removed 
that. 

This money, if it is appropriated, will 
go on a competitive basis conducted by 
the Agency for International Develop
ment. 

So I say to my friend from Kentucky, 
our attacks on the National Endow
ment for Democracy may be misguided 
because they may not get the money, 
depending on what AID decides. 

I reserve the remainder of the time of 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I rise 

simply--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has 

expired--
Mr. McCONNELL. How much time do 

I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 2 minutes. 
Mr. McCONNELL. I think the case 

against the amendment has been ade
quately stated by the Senator from Ar
izona and, hopefully, by myself. I will 
be glad to give the Senator from Colo
rado my last 2 minutes. Then we can 
move on to his next amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. I will not take 2 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I 
simply want the RECORD to indicate 
the way the Senator from Arizona has 
summarized the issue, and the impact 
of his amendment, I believe, is accu
rate. I believe the McCain amendment 
significantly improved the measure 
that was in the bill. 

I think the Senator is to be praised 
for that. I certainly think that his ef
forts made a significant improvement 
in the measure and one that I think, 
whether this particular amendment is 
adopted or not, will have been a help. I 
yield back any remaining time. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MI
KULSKI). All time has expired. The Sen
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, ab
sent the unanimous-consent agreement 
that we entered into earlier, there 
would be a roll call vote now. I see the 
Senator from Colorado on the floor. He 
also has an amendment which I believe 
he is going to bring up. There may be 
someone to speak on this side. I would 
like to know if perhaps we can get a 
time agreement on that, and then if 
there is going to be a rollcall vote on 
that, then we would know when the 
time would be, because we would have 
two rollcall votes together, and that is 
probably about as late as I would want 
to go before we had some more rollcall 
votes because I find as we have the 
rollcall votes, a lot of the Senators who 
cannot seem to be reached by phone to 
work out these time agreements are 
suddenly on the floor. 

Mr. BROWN. If the chairman will 
yield, I know the distinguished chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, Senator PELL, has an interest in 
the Brown-Simon amendment. I know 
he will want to be heard on it. I offer to 
the chairman that I will be happy to 
agree to whatever time limit the Sen
ator from Rhode Island would wish to 
place on the amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Let us do this . Why do 
we not set 1 hour evenly divided, if 
that would be OK with the Senator 
from Colorado, and if we do not need 
the time, we can always yield it back. 

Mr. BROWN. For my purposes, I 
would be happy to agree with that. I 
believe it is possible to conclude it 
more promptly than that. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, par
liamentary inquiry. Are we now on the 
Brown amendment? I ask unanimous 
consent that when the Brown amend
ment is brought up-and I understand 
from the Senator from Colorado he is 
about to do that momentarily-that 
when it is brought up, that there would 
be 1 hour evenly divided in the usual 
fashion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 
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Mr. McCAIN. Reserving the right to 

object. I ask the Senator from Ver
mont, following that would he antici
pate two rollcall votes? 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the 
Senator from Arizona is correct, we 
would. I would also note that I am 
doing this only because it would take 
longer to go on the hot line to find out 
who wants to speak. I hope on this side 
we will be yielding back a considerable 
amount of that time. But then there 
would be a vote-let me state it this 
way. 

I ask unanimous consent that we now 
go to the Brown amendment; that 
there be 1 hour evenly divided in the 
usual fashion; at the end of that hour, 
there be a vote on, or in relation to, 
the Brown amendment, with no second
degree amendment to it in order; and 
that upon the completion of that vote, 
whatever it is-rollcall or otherwise
that we then immediately vote on the 
Bumpers amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HELMS. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. I feel the need to have a 
short quorum call. I want to discuss it. 

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

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

Mr. HELMS. I have no objection to 
the request. 

Mr. LEAHY. I renew my request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest of the Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. COHEN. Reserving the right to 
object, is it clear that an hour must be 
consumed? 

Mr. LEAHY. No. Time could be yield
ed back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none , and it 
is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO . 2248 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is the Brown 
amendment. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I be

lieve we have called up for consider
ation amendment 2248, and I ask unani
mous consent that the following Mem
bers be added as cosponsors: Senators 
ROTH, MIKULSKI, DOLE, WARNER, DO
MENIC!, LIEBERMAN, HELMS, PRESSLER, 
FEINGOLD, NICKLES, McCAIN' and SIMON 
as well. 

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

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
CRAIG be added as a cosponsor, and 
Senator COHEN. 

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

Who yields time? 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may proceed. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, this 
amendment is quite straightforward. It 
merely adds the authority for the 
President to extend to the countries of 
Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hun
gary an ability to participate with our 
Defense Department as many other 
countries do. Let me be specific. Cur
rently, we have the ability to transfer 
excess defense articles to other coun
tries around the world. Those include, 
in addition to our NATO allies , Egypt, 
Israel, Morocco, Oman, Bahrain, and 
Senegal. This amendment would add 
Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Repub
lic to the existing list of countries. 
These three countries are anxious to 
participate with us. They are anxious
to become part of NATO. They have de
mocratized their nations. They are 
anxious to work with our military and 
they are anxious to stand among the 
countries that not only believe in de
mocracy and freedom but are willing to 
defend it, and they seek an opportunity 
to have closer ties with the West. 

Members will ask whether or not the 
President should be authorized to put 
these three countries in the same cat
egory as Senegal or Oman. It is my be
lief that they more than qualify and 
should be included. It would also put 
the three countries in a list of coun
tries that are authorized to receive 
leases and loans of major defense 
equipment. It would put them among 
nations with whom the United States 
maintains cooperative military airlift 
agreements. Let me emphasize, Madam 
President, this amendment does not re
quire the President to take any of 
these actions. It leaves the final deci
sion with the President. 

Why should the Senate support the 
NATO Participation Act of 1994? If I 
may, I would like to share with the 
body a letter that I received from 
former Secretary of State Henry Kis
singer. His letter reads as follows. 

Thank you for bringing to my attention 
the Brown-Simon " NATO Participation Act 
of 1994" and your plan to offer it as an 
amendment to the Foreign Operations Ap
propriations bill. 

In my view, continuing security in Europe 
hinges upon a stable NATO alliance open to 
early membership by countries like Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic. Ambiguous 
western security arrangements for the heart 
of Europe will not serve the cause of peace 
there. Rather they will generate uncertainty 
and instability. 

The " NATO Participation Act" sends a 
strong indication of the United States' sup
port for Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re-

public. By extending to these fledgling de
mocracies some of the most important secu
rity benefits that U.S. law extends to exist
ing NATO members, the Act will speed their 
transition into NATO. 

Madam President, that is exactly the 
purpose of my amendment. 

Dr. Kissinger concludes: 
I strongly support the Brown-Simon 

amendment and urge your colleagues of both 
parties to join in passing it at its earliest op
portunity. 

Madam President, this is not a par
tisan amendment. It is offered to the 
body with the leadership of Senator 
SIMON, who has long been concerned 
about not only the plight of Poland but 
the plight of those in Central Europe, 
along with three other Democratic 
Senators who have been leaders in this 
particular area. 

I am particularly interested in the 
plight of Central Europe, Madam Presi
dent, for this reason. The year before I 
was born, the world saw Poland dis
appear as it was engulfed by Germany 
and the Soviet Union. Many important 
historians looking back on those 
events cite the perception created by 
democracies of the world that they 
would not stand with Poland as the im
petus behind the Nazi invasion. Be
cause our support was ambiguous, be
cause those of good faith who believe in 
democracy did not stand together, each 
country fell separately to the totali
tarian aggressors. 

Imagine the millions of lives that 
could have been saved if democracies 
had stood up at the time Poland was 
threatened. Other Members will recall 
the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia. 
Then, the leadership of the West, hop
ing against hope, abandoned Czecho
slovakia, believing this offering would 
satiate Hitler's appetite. It did not. 
Tragically, after swallowing up a por
tion of Czechoslovakia, the Nazi hun
ger remained. While the West stood si
lent, the Nazi hordes finished off the 
remainder of this once prosperous na
tion and proceeded on their path. 

Other Members will recall the val
iant struggle of the Polish underground 
during World War II against the Nazi 
invaders. As the end neared, the Soviet 
Army asked these partisans to surren
der and negotiate for control of the 
country, for the bringing of democracy 
and stabilization to Poland. The Polish 
underground leaders were reluctant to 
do so and only agreed to surrender to 
the Soviet authorities after the United 
States urged and assured them that 
they would be well treated and that 
they, indeed, would be a respected part 
of the leadership they sought to bring 
to their country. 

The tragedy of history is that those 
valiant leaders of the Polish under
ground were arrested, were imprisoned 
and eventually executed. The defenders 
of freedom and the defenders of the 
fight against the Nazis in Poland were 
executed. And what did the United 
States do? Tragically, little. 
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I do not want, for this generation, for 

it to be said that we did not do what we 
could to make sure these same events 
do not happen again. 

Madam President, how can we look 
at the Czech Republic and not feel 
twangs of the heart. How can we not 
wonder if there was something the 
United States could have done at the 
time that would have stopped their 
misery and circumvented the cold war? 
How can we even think about Poland 
and wonder if we could not have done a 
better job to stand with the Polish peo
ple? How can we even think about pre
serving freedom in this world and not 
know that it is important for men and 
women who sincerely believe in free
dom and democracy to stand together? 

Now, the facts are these, at least as 
this Member sees it. There are radical 
elements within Russia today that 
would like to reassert their control 
over Central Europe. Thankfully, 
thankfully, we believe the leadership of 
the country does not share that enthu
siasm. 

Madam President, I believe that if we 
make our intentions with regard to 
Central Europe unclear, if we are un
willing to make it clear that they are 
part of the family of free nations, if we 
are unwilling to show that they have a 
right not only to protect freedom but 
to be part of the defense network that 
stands up for it, then I believe we send 
a signal that reasserting domination 
over the Central European powers is all 
right; that once again free men and 
women will stand idly by while their 
freedom and independence is crushed. 

Madam President, that would be a 
tragedy. This amendment will begin to 
make our intentions clear; namely, 
that we intend to take the issue off the 
table; that reasserting control over Po
land, Hungary, or the Czech Republic 
will no longer be considered viable by 
anyone in Russia; that Russia will feel 
an obligation to respect the freedom 
and independence of these countries 
just as we feel an obligation to respect 
their freedom and independence. 

I offer this resolution only because 
the governments of those countries 
have expressed their interest in becom
ing part of NATO, not because we are 
pushing them to join. We should not do 
anything to jeopardize the hard won 
and cherished freedom that these coun
tries now enjoy. By moving quickly, by 
holding out the hand of friendship and 
participation, we can short circuit 
those who would reassert domination 
over central Europe. 

Madam President, I ought to mention 
that, in addition to these three Repub
lics, the Slovakians have indicated an 
interest in joining NATO and, as a 
matter of fact, would like to be in
cluded in this amendment. They are 
not included in this amendment, and 
my sense is that it is not appropriate 
to change the amendment at this time. 
But I must say my own feeling is that 

Slovakia should be considered as a can
didate for NATO membership. I person
ally favor their inclusion, and I hope 
that at some time in the future, we can 
consider them and make our feelings 
known to the Senate. 

But my hope is also that we do not 
miss this opportunity to send a clear 
signal that we want Poland and the 
Czech Republic and Hungary to enjoy 
the freedom and the independence that 
they sacrificed so much for and long 
for so greatly. 

Madam President, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I re

tain the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 

yield such time as he may need to the 
Senator from Rhode Island, the chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I thank 
my colleague. 

Less than 2 weeks ago, the Senate 
adopted an amendment to the Defense 
Department authorization bill that ad
dressed the issue of participation in al
lied defense cooperation. As I said at 
the time, we should encourage the 
President to use existing authorities to 
provide excess defense articles and 
other benefits to our friends particu
larly our friends participating in 
NATO's Partnership for Peace. 

I am concerned, however, by any at
tempt to draw unnecessary lines in a 
newly undivided Europe as the pro
posed amendment would do. The ad
ministration has worked very hard to 
be inclusive in developing NATO's 
Partnership for Peace. For example, 
Russia joined the Partnership with no 
special conditions-on the same terms 
as other countries. If we begin to dif
ferentiate now, we undermine the con
cept of a whole and free Europe. We 
fought the cold war for a half century 
with hopes that one day, we could 
bring down the Iron Curtain that bifur
cated Europe. Why on earth would we 
want to redraw lines that we struggled 
so hard to erase? 

The amendment before us specifi
cally mentions Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic as countries that 
should be eligible to receive excess de
fense articles. I want to emphasize that 
those. countries are already eligible for 
excess defense articles, and the Presi
dent has, in fact, already offered Po
land and Hungary excess equipment. 
Both countries, however, have declined 
the offer due to financial difficulties. I 
reiterate: the President has already 
tried to do what this amendment asks, 

but was turned down by the relevant 
countries. 

This amendment would also amend 
existing law to specifically mention 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub
lic as eligible to receive other benefits 
such as communications support, 
leases and loans of defense equipment, 
and cooperative military airlift agree
ments. Again, under existing law, the 
President already has the authority to 
grant these benefits to Poland, Hun
gary, the Czech Republic, as well as to 
other countries that he determines are 
appropriate. 

Madam President, I wish to stress 
that Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic are all members of NATO's 
Partnership for Peace, and are ex
tremely deserving of military coopera
tion and benefits. Indeed, they have 
been offered the type of assistance that 
this amendment would authorize. Ac
cordingly, I believe this amendment is 
unnecessary and would serve only to 
draw new lines between our friends in 
Central and Eastern Europe, and would 
make a division rather than unifica
tion. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I re

serve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont has 26 minutes 24 
seconds. The Senator from Colorado 
has 19 minutes 10 seconds. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee has accurately 
advised the body that these countries 
are now able to receive some excess de
fense articles. I think it is fair to de
scribe them as nonlethal items that 
can be shared with these countries. 

The amendment before us provides 
authorization. Let me emphasize that 
it is authorization; it is not a require
ment. It is merely discretionary for the 
administration and provides authoriza
tion that extends not only to sub
section (b) but also includes sub
sections (c) and (d). 

It merely adds options for the Presi
dent that he does not now enjoy. It ex
tends to Poland, the Czech Republic, 
and Hungary the ability to participate 
in these programs, should the Presi
dent decide. 

I think it is fair to describe the addi
tional areas as ones that go beyond 
nonlethal equipment, ones that involve 
a broader range of military hard ware 
capabilities. Let me emphasize how im
portant this change is. It is important 
because these countries want to com
municate with us, they want to develop 
joint procedures, they want to work 
with our personnel, and they want to 
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learn from our personnel. The ability 
to work together in these areas ex
pands their ability to become effective 
allies. 

Madam President, let me emphasize 
again what is important here. The 
NATO Participation Act goes far be
yond simply the hardware which we 
might share, the joint exercises that 
we might perform, or the good will 
that might come from closer coopera
tion. What comes here, frankly, is a 
signal, a signal that we care about 
these countries, a signal that we want 
to be close to these countries, a signal 
that we understand that it is impor
tant that they remain free, a signal 
that we are not only interested in their 
freedom, but willing to wor~ with them 
toward that future. 

Madam President, let me also empha
size how important it is right now. 
Right now, these countries are deciding 
what their future will be. If we turn 
our back on them, if we ignore them, if 
they gain the impression we do not 
care about their security, they will be 
forced to make other security arrange
ments. 

What a tragedy it would be if, when 
finally they have achieved their peace 
and freedom and independence, that we 
would treat them with disdain. Wheth
er we realize it or not, our willingness 
or unwillingness to work with them is 
viewed as a strong sign of what their 
future will be. Will it be to the West or 
will it be to the East? Surely, it is in 
our country's interest to make sure 
that they receive a strong signal of our 
interest, our friendship, and our will
ingness to work with them. 

The Senate earlier tonight had gone 
on record in opposition to the McCon
nell amendment. 

The NATO Participation Act is a bit 
milder than the McConnell amend
ment. It has a number of cosponsors 
that did not support the McConnell 
amendment. While it is not as strong
at least in some ways-as the McCon
nell amendment, it does send a ~Qsitive 
signal. I think it would be a tragedy if 
what comes out of our deliberations to
night is a negative signal to those who 
seek our help and comradeship in pre
serving their freedom. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the analysis that I asked be prepared 
by the Congressional Research Service 
on this particular subject be printed in 
the RECORD at this time. 

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

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
Washington, DC. June 28, 1994. 

SUBJECT: Current Statutory Authority for 
Certain Defense-Related Activities In
volving Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic 

TO: Hon. Hank Brown 
FROM: American Law Division 

This memorandum responds to your re
quest for an analysis of whether the Presi-

dent currently has statutory authority to 
undertake the defense-related activities that 
would be authorized in a proposed amend
ment to S. 2182, 103d Cong., 2d Sess. (1994), 
the Department of Defense (DOD) authoriza
tion bill for FY 1995. The amendment, ac
cording to the text that you have provided to 
us, would authorize the transfer of excess de
fense articles to Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic under the Arms Export Con
trol Act and the Foreign Assistance Act, and 
would specifically extend the authorities of 
various other defense-related statutes to 
cover leases and loans of defense articles to 
and various cooperative defense activities 
with these countries. The amendment would 
add Section 1017 to the proposed bill. Given 
the brevity of our deadline, we are providing 
only a preliminary discussion of the provi
sions that may be implicated by the pro
posed amendment. Except for indicating 
AECA eligibility dates for Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic, we do not discuss 
Executive Branch implementation of the 
provisions discussed below. 

Section 1017(b) would authorize the Presi
dent to transfer excess defense articles under 
the foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (FAA) 1 or 
the Arms Export Control Act (AECA) to Po
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. 

As a general matter, §620(f) of the FAA 
pro hi bi ts the furnishing of assistance to any 
Communist country unless the President 
makes certain findings. Until October 1992, 
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, the 
Hungarian People's Republic, and the Polish 
People's Republic were specifically listed as 
Communist countries for purposes of the pro
hibition. These countries were removed from 
§620(f) list in §901 of the FREEDOM Support 
Act, Pub. L. No. 102-511, 106 Stat. 3355. At 
present, there do not appear to be any other 
general FAA provisions specifically prohibit
ing FAA assistance to the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, or Poland. 

Section 517 of the FAA 2 specifically au
thorizes the President to transfer excess de
fense articles, without cost to the recipient 
countries, for modernization of the defense 
capabilities of countries of NATO's southern 
flank. The term "excess defense article'' is 
defined in §644(g) of the FAA as "the quan
tity of defense articles (other than construc
tion equipment, including tractors, scrapers, 
loaders, graders, bulldozers, dump trucks, 
generators, and compressors) owned by the 
United States government, and not procured 
in anticipation of military assistance or 
sales requirements, or pursuant to a military 
assistance or sales order, which is in excess 
or the Approved Force Acquisition Objective 
and Approved Force Retention Stock of all 
Department of Defense Components at the 
time such articles are dropped from inven
tory by the supplying agency for delivery to 
countries or international organizations 
under this Act." 

Eligible recipients under §516 are (1) NATO 
member countries on the southern flank of 
NATO that are eligible for United States se
curity assistance and which are integrated 
into NATO's military structure; (2) major 
non-NATO allies on the southern and south
eastern flank of NATO which are eligible for 
United States security assistance; and (3) 
those countries which, as of October 1, 1990, 
contributed armed forces to deter Iraqi ag
gression in the Arabian Gulf, and which ei
ther received Foreign Military Financing 
(FMF) assistance in FY 1990 or are in the 
Near East region and received FMF assist
ance in FY 1991 on FY 1992. A member of 

Footnotes at end of article. 

NATO on the southern flank of NATO is de
fined to mean Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain, 
and Turkey (§516(e)). While category (2) is 
not defined in the statute,3 it would not ap
pear that Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic fall within any of the three cat
egories of authorized recipients for purposes 
of this section.4 

Section 518 authorizes the President to 
transfer nonlethal excess defense articles 
and small arms to friendly countries for re
source conversation and management pur
poses. 

Section 519 authorizes the President to 
transfer to countries for whom an FMF pro
gram is justified for the fiscal year in which 
the transfer is authorized, such nonlethal ex
cess-defense articles as the President deter
mines necessary to help modernize the de
fense capabilities of such countries, in ac
cordance with the provisions of the section. 
Transfers are authorized only if (1) the 
equipment is drawn from existing stocks of 
the DOD, (2) no DOD funds available for pro
curement of defense equipment are expended 
in connection with the transfer, (3) the 
President determines that the transfer will 
not have an adverse impact on the military 
readiness of the United States and (4) the 
President determines that transferring arti
cles under § 519 is preferable to selling them, 
after taking into account the potential pro
ceeds from, and the likelihood of, such sales, 
and the comparative foreign policy benefits 
that may accrue to the United States as the 
result of either a transfer or sale.s Transfers 
may be made under this section notwith
standing any other provision of law, ·except 
title V of the National Security Act of 1947. 
Further, the Foreign Operations Appropria
tions Act for FY 1994, Pub. L. No. 10~7. pro
vides at § 555, that § 519 may be used in FY 
1994 to provide nonlethal excess defense arti
cles to countries for which United States for
eign assistance has been requested and for 
which receipt of such articles was separately 
justified for the fiscal year, without regard 
to the restrictions in § 519(a). 

The President also has special authority 
under the FAA to transfer defense articles in 
emergency situations or notwithstanding 
other provisions of law. Section 506 author
izes the President to direct the drawdown of 
defense articles from Department of Defense 
stocks in the event of an unforseen emer
gency requiring immediate military assist
ance to a foreign country or international 
organization and the emergency requirement 
cannot be met under the authority of the 
AECA or any other law except §506. Section 
614(a) authorizes the President to authorize 
the furnishing of FAA assistance without re
gard to any other provision of the FAA, the 
AECA, any law relating to receipts and cred
its accruing to the United States, and any 
Act authorizing or appropriating funds for 
use under the FAA if he determines and noti
fies Congress that to do so is important to 
the security interest of the United States. 
Section 614(b) authorizes the President to 
make sales, extend credit, and issue guaran
tees under the AECA if the President deter
mines and notifies the Congress that doing 
so is vital to the national security interests 
of the United States. The amount of assist
ance that may annually be provided under 
these special authorities is limited by stat
ute. 

The Arms Export Control Act authorizes, 
inter alia, government-to-government sales of 
defense articles and services to eligible coun
tries.a Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re
public have been rendered eligible for AECA 
transactions as provided under § 3 of the 
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Act.7 Section 21 authorizes the President to 
sell defense articleia and defense services 
from DOD stocks to any eligible country or 
international organization if the country or 
organization agrees to pay in United States 
dollars-(A) in the case of a defense article 
not intended to be replaced at the time the 
agreement is entered into, not less than the 
actual value of the article or (B) in the case 
of a defense article intended to be replaced 
at the time the agreement is entered into, 
the estimated cost of replacement of the ar
ticle. While §21 does not use the term "ex
cess defense article," its reference to defense 
articles that are not intended to be replaced 
would appear to indicate that excess defense 
articles may be sold under this provision. A 
preference for sales of excess defense articles 
would also appear to be indicated in § 21(1), 
which provides that sales of defense articles 
that "could have signlflcant adverse effect 
on the combat readiness of the Armed Forces 
of the United States shall be kept to an abso
lute minimum." The statute was recently 
amended, however, to require the President 
to "first consider" the technological impact 
of sales of excess defense articles from 
stocks before entering into such sales.8 The 
Act also authorizes the President to enter 
into contracts for the procurement of de
fense articles for cash sales to any foreign 
country or international organization (§22) 
and to finance the procurement of defense 
articles by friendly countries and inter
national organizations (§ 23). Foreign Mili
tary Financing (FMF) programs may be es
tablished under the authority of §23 of the 
AECA for countries determined to be eligible 
for AECA programs. As indicated earlier, a 
country for which an FMF program is in ef
fect for a particular fiscal year may be the 
recipient of excess non-lethal defense arti
cles provided under § 519 of the FAA. 

Section 1017(c) would eliminate the legisla
tive review requirement set forth in § 63 of 
the AECA for leases of defense articles under 
§ 61 of the AECA and loans of defense articles 
under the military assistance provisions of 
the FAA (Part II, Chapter 2) above certain 
amounts, where such leases or loans are 
made to the Czech Republic, Hungary or Po
land. Under current law, legislative review 
does not apply with respect to loans or leases 
to NATO, any member country of NATO, 
Japan, Australia, or New Zealand. Neither 
Poland, Hungary, nor the Czech Republic are 
speclflcally exempted from this requirement; 
nor is there a general provision allowing for 
their exemption from § 63. 

Section 1017(d) would amend §65 of the 
AECA to speclflcally allow the Secretary of 
Defense to loan to Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic supplies and equipment for 
the purposes of carrying out a program of co
operative research, development, testing or 
evaluation. Under current law, such loans 
may be made to a country that is a NATO 
ally or to a country that is a major non
NATO ally. Pursuant to §65(d), these coun
tries include a member country of NATO 
(other than the United States) or a foreign 
country other than a member nation of 
NATO designated as a "major non-NATO 
ally" under 10 U.S.C. §2350a(i)(3). 

Section 2350a authorizes the Secretary of 
Defense to enter into memoranda of under
standing (or other formal agreements) with 
one of more major allies of the United States 
for the purpose of conducting cooperative re
search and development projects on defense 
equipment and munitions. A major ally of 
the United States is defined in § 2350a(i)(2) as 
a member nation of NATO (other than the 
United States) or a "major non-NATO ally." 

The term "major non-NATO ally" is defined 
in §2350a(i)(3) as "a country, other than a 
member nation of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization, that is designated as a major 
non-NATO ally for purposes of this section 
by the Secretary of Defense with the concur
rence of the Secretary of State." Were Po
land, Hungary, or the Czech Republic to be 
designated "a major non-NATO ally" under 
this provision of Title 10, the country or 
countries so designated would apparently be 
eligible to receive the materials, supplies or 
equipment referred to in §65. The proposed 
amendment, however, would seemingly allow 
the loan of §65 items to the Czech Republic, 
Hungary or Poland without the need for a 
special country determination under Title 
10. 

Section 1017(e) would amend 10 U.S.C. 
§ 2350c(e)(l)(B) to specifically allow the Sec
retary of Defense to enter into a cooperative 
military airlift agreement with the govern
ment of the Czech Republic, Hungary for Po
land for the transportation of the personnel 
and cargo of the military forces of that coun
try on aircraft operated by or for the mili
tary forces of the United States in return for 
the reciprocal transportation of the person
nel and cargo of craft operated by or for the 
military forces of the other country. Section 
2350c allows the Secretary to enter into such 
agreements with the government of "any al
lied country." Under current law (22 U.S.C. 
§ 2350c(e)), the term "allied country" is de
fined as: (A) a country that is a member of 
NATO; (B) Australia, New Zealand, Japan, 
and the Republic of Korea; and (C) any other 
country designated as an allied country for 
the purposes of this section by the Secretary 
of Defense with the concurrences of the Sec
retary of State. Again, were the Czech Re
public, Hungary or Poland to be designated 
an "allied country" under §2350c(e)(l)(C), the 
Secretary of Defense could seemingly enter 
in to a cooperative military airlift agree
ment with the country or countries so des
ignated. The proposed amendment would pre
sumably allow the Secretary to enter into 
such an agreement with Poland, Hungary or 
the Czech Republic without first making a 
special country determination under 
§ 2350c(e)(l)(C). 

Section 1017(f) would amend 10 U.S.C. 
§ 2350f(d)(l)(B) to specifically allow the Sec
retary of Defense to enter into a bilateral ar
rangement with Poland, Hungary or the 
Czech Republic or to enter into a multilat
eral arrangement with these countries under 
which, in return for being provided commu
nications support and related supplies and 
services, the United States would agree to 
provide to those countries, an equivalent 
value of communications support and related 
supplies and services. Section 2350f(a) allows 
the Secretary to enter into such agreements 
with the government of "any allied coun
try." Under current law (22 U.S.C. §2350f(d)), 
the term "allied country" is defined as: (A) 
a country that is a member of NATO; (B) 
Australia, New Zealand, Japan, and the Re
public of Korea; and (C) any other country 
designated as an allied country for the pur
poses of this section by the Secretary of De
fense with the concurrence of the Secretary 
of State. As with the two preceding provi
sions, were Poland, Hungary, or the Czech 
Republic to be designated an " allied coun
try" under § 2350f(d)(C), the Secretary of De
fense could presumably enter into § 2350f 
agreements with the country or countries so 
designated. The proposed amendment would 
seemingly allow the Secretary to enter into 
such agreements with Poland, Hungary, or 
the Czech Republic, either bilaterally or 

multilaterally, without first making a spe
cial country determination under 
§ 2350f( d)( C). 

We hope that this information is helpful to 
you and that you will call on us if you have 
any additional questions. 

JEANNE J. GRIMMETT, 
Legislative Attorney. American Law Division. 

FOOTNOTES 

i Section 503 of the Foreign Assistance Act pro
vided the authority for the FAA grant m111tary as
sistance program (MAP). Grant assistance formerly 
provided under the MAP ls now apparently provided 
under the Foreign M111 tary Financing (FMF) pro
gram established under the Arms Export Control 
Act. See, e.g., Congressional Presentations for Secu
rity Assistance Programs for FY 1991 and FY 1992, 
prepared by the Department of State and the De
fense Security Assistance Agency of the Department 
of Defense. 

2sectlons 516 and 519 of the FAA were recently 
amended to require the President to consider the ef
fect of a transfer of an excess defense article on the 
national technological and Industrial base. Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 
1995, Pub. L . No. 103-236, §731. 

3Thls category was added ln the DOD Appropria
tions Act, 1988, Pub. L. No. 100-202, § 8143, 101 Stat. 
1329--89. 

4 See infra note 7 regarding dates of these coun
tries' AECA el1gib111ty. 

5 Estonla, Latvia, and Lithuania have been made 
eligible to receive nonlethal excess defense articles 
under §519 without regard to the restrictions ln 
§519(a). FREEDOM Support Act of 1992, Pub. L. No. 
102-511, § 906(a). 

6Sections 21 and 61 of the Arms Export Control 
Act were recently amended to require the President 
to consider the effect of a sale or lease of an excess 
defense article on the national technological and in
dustrial base. Foreign Relations Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995, Pub. L . No. 103-236, §731. 

7 Poland and Hungary were determined to be eligi
ble on December 6, 1991; the Czech Republic and Slo
vakia on December 27, 1993. 

&Pub. L. No. 103-236, §731, adding §21(k). 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator from Colorado finished? 
Mr. BROWN. Yes. 
Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time to the Senator from Ken
tucky? 

Mr. BROWN. I yield such time as he 
may consume to the Senator from Ken
tucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I commend the Senator from Colorado 
for his amendment and for his work in 
this area. He is absolutely correct 
when he says what this is about is 
sending a signal. If the Senate was un
willing, on a vote of 53 to 44, to go 
quite as far as the Senator from Ken
tucky was willing to go, maybe it will 
be willing to go as far as the Senator 
from Colorado is now advocating. 

I think the Senator from Colorado is 
offering an excellent amendment. I 
think he shares my view that the peo
ple of Eastern Europe are waiting 
around to see if there is ever going to 
be a time that we will make a mean
ingful gesture. With all due respect to 
the President, I do not believe anybody 
believes the Partnership for Peace is a 
meaningful gesture. I suppose the Sen
ator is talking to the same people I am, 
and I do not find anybody who is con
vinced-the ambassadors of those coun
tries or the Americans whose ancestors 
came from those countries and care 
about their fate-that the Partnership 
for Peace is anything other than words. 
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So what we have been groping for 

here in amendments to previous bills 
and in amendments to this bill, is 
something tangible , something mean
ingful, that sends-as the Senator from 
Colorado put it-a very clear signal 
that there is a future , at least for some 
of those countries, sometime soon, in a 
new and expanded NATO. So I hope the 
Brown amendment will be approved. 

It seems to me that, as he indicated, 
if you thought the McConnell amend
ment was a little too strong-and the 
Senate by a very narrow vote reached 
that conclusion-then maybe this is 
the amendment that they are willing 
to pass that will send that signal we all 
feel is so important for the people in 
Eastern Europe. 

I thank the Senator from Colorado 
for his fine contribution. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I 
have no wish to unnecessarily prolong 
the debate. At this point, if the other 
side would like us to yield back time 
and move to a vote, I would be happy 
to comply. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, 
again, we have a matter that-on my 
time, of course-we have a matter that 
was raised on the defense authorization 
bill and was opposed at that time. It is 
really not something that should be on 
this bill. 

With little debate before a commit
tee that has not considered this mat
ter, we will decide to start dumping le
thal weapons in Eastern Europe. We 
have no way of knowing where these 
weapons will end up. There is a proce
dure being followed as to how they 
might go. I know we send weapons all 
over the world, but every so often this 
comes back to haunt us. We are decid
ing legislation on an appropriations 
bill to make a major policy decision. It 
would normally be done on the defense 
authorization bill or elsewhere. But we 
want to do it here. 

That is a decision the Senate is going 
to have to make. I am willing to yield 
back the remainder of my time. The 
only reason I have not, I tell the Sen
ator, is we are checking to see if there 
are other Senators who may need to 
speak. 

So I am going to suggest, in a mo
ment, the absence of a quorum, and ask 
that the time run equally. With that, 
Madam President, I do suggest the ab
sence of a quorum and ask that the 
time run equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BROWN. 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. BROWN. Madam President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Brown 
amendment No. 2248. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that that amend
ment be temporarily set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2293 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
concerning World Bank loans to countries 
acting to enforce the Arab boycott of Is
rael) 
Mr. BROWN. Madam 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 Colorado [Mr. BROWN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2293. 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, 

add the following new section: 
"SEC. . LOANS TO NATIONS THAT ENFORCE 

THE ARAB BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL. 
"The President should use the voice and 

vote of the United States in all multilateral 
banks of which the United States is a mem
ber to ensure that no loans are given to na
tions which support or encourage the pri
mary, secondary or tertiary boycott of Is
rael." 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I rise 
in support of amendment No. 2293. I 
will simply go through it. It is quite 
succinct. 

It says: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, add 

the following new section: Loans to nations 
that enforce the Arab boycott of Israel. The 
President should use the voice and vote of 
the United States in all multilateral banks 
of which the United States is a member to 
ensure that no loans are given to nations 
which support or encourage the primary, sec
ondary, or tertiary boycott of Israel. 

Some may ask why in the world is 
this appropriate on this measure. Let 
me try and respond to that. 

Shockingly, even though we are 
many years down the road after the 
Egypt-Israel accord, even though we 
have made enormous progress in terms 
of bringing peace in the Middle East, 
even though there is every reason to 
hope that the Palestinians may develop 
a peaceful cohabitation with Israel, 
tragically and shockingly, a number of 
countries in the Middle East continue 
to engage in the very intensive effort 
to boycott Israel. Specifically, Middle 
Eastern countries continue to urge 
American businesses not to do business 
with Israel. Shockingly, many of them 
even threaten to cut off business with 
American companies if those compa
nies continue to do business with Is
rael. 

This is simply not acceptable. The 
purpose of this amendment is to make 

our feelings clear that this kind of ac
tivity not only is no't acceptable but is 
one that should be addressed through 
the very influential arm of those mul
tilateral banks which have so much in
fluence in the Middle East. 

I believe by using our vote and using 
our voice of influence we can have a 
significant and a substantial impact on 
those countries that continue to insist 
on this kind of extortion against Amer
ican businesses. 

Madam President, there are many 
others who have expressed their views 
on this in other measures that have 
come before the Senate. But I believe 
that this measure expresses the feel
ings of all American citizens and their 
sense of outrage that American busi
nesses should be subjected to this kind 
of influence, pressure, and extortion. 
My hope is that the Chamber will in
clude this as a sense of this body's feel
ings on this practice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam !>resident, I un
derstand this amendment will be ac
cepted. 

I ask unanimous consent, while the 
principals are on the floor now, that we 
agree on this amendment, but as to the 
amendment on which the yeas and 
nays have been ordered that we begin 
the rollcall vote on that at 9 o'clock. 
So whatever remaining time remains 
each side would have to yield back an 
appropriate amount so that we have 
that vote at 9 o'clock and that Bump
ers vote would follow immediately. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Ten minutes. 
Mr. LEAHY. And the Bumpers vote 

be a 10-minute vote. I make that re
quest, Madam President, that the 
Brown amendment on which the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, the roll
call vote on that begin at 9 p.m., and 
that immediately following that we go 
to the rollcall vote on the Bumpers 
amendment on which the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and that the 
Bumpers amendment vote be a 10-
minute vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to this unanimous consent 
agreement? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2293 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I am 
willing to accept the amendment of the 
Senator from Colorado, the current 
amendment. 

If that is accepted we can probably 
clear up a few other amendments be
tween now and the hour of 9 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the pending amend
ment? 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo
rado. 

The amendment (No. 2293) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the 
Senator from Colorado has time re
maining on his amendment as we do on 
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this side. I wonder now since we will 
have a vote at 9 p.m. if we might yield 
back all that time except for 5 minutes 
evenly divided and then in that 10 min
utes between now and 8:55 p.m. the 
Senator from Kentucky and I can prob
ably dispose of a pile of amendments. I 
would make that request. I wonder if 
the Senator from Colorado would have 
any objection? 

Madam President, between 8:55 p.m. 
and 9 p.m. we will see what we can 
process. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2257, 2258, 2269, 2273, 2274, 2276, 

2277, 2278, 2283, 2286, 2287, 2288, 2292, 2296, AND 2298, 
EN BLOC 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
now for me to call up en bloc the fol
lowing amendments, that they be con
sidered en bloc, agreed to en bloc, and 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table en bloc. These amendments 
are: 2257, 2258, 2269, 2273, 2274, 2276, 2277, 
2278, 2283, 2286, 2287, 2288, 2292, 2296, and 
2298. 

I note that this has been cleared with 
the concurrence of the ranking mem
ber, the Senator from Kentucky. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
the Senator from Vermont is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Vermont? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
reserving the right to object, we need 
to withdraw one of the amendments 
that the Senator from Vermont read. I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
amendment 2273. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend
ment 2273 offered by the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. DOLE], is withdrawn from 
the request by the Senator from Ver
mont. 

The amendment (No. 2273) was with
drawn. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
amend my unanimous consent request 
accordingly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re
quest of the Senator from Vermont? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendments were agreed to as 

follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 2257 

(Purpose: To limit the provision of 
assistance to Nicaragua) 

Mr. HELMS offered amendment No. 
2257. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, section 
557 of the bill prohibits foreign aid to 

the Government of Nicaragua, unless 
certain conditions are met. I thank the 
managers for their cooperation and I 
welcome Senator McCONNELL as a prin
cipal cosponsor. 

The provision is identical to a provi
sion in last year's bill, with one excep
tion-language is missing that would 
require a full and independent inves
tigation into the terrorist network in
volved in the Santa Rosa arms cache. 
Senators will remember that the Santa 
Rosa arms cache exploded on May 23, 
1993. That huge arms cache made clear 
that a Nicaraguan terrorist network 
was involved with kidnapping, gun-run
ning and other illicit activities. 

I am confident that omitting this 
language was an oversight. Normally, 
it would be perfectly reasonable to as
sume that substantial progress would 
be made on a year long investigation. 
But that's not the case. During the 
past year the Nicaraguan Government 
has done next to nothing. So, my 
amendment corrects this oversight by 
simply inserting into section 557 the 
identical language from last year's for
eign aid bill regarding an investiga
tion. 

The Congress considers Nicaraguan 
Government attempts to satisfy the 
conditions in last year's bill to be a 
tota~ failure. In fact, the Nicaraguan 
Government didn't even make an ef
fort. If Mrs. Chamorro would have sat
isfied even one condition I am sure the 
managers of the bill would have 
dropped that particular condition from 
the section. But that didn't happen. 

What the Nicaraguan Government 
purports to be an investigation into 
the activities of terrorists in Nica
ragua, is merely a dog-and-pony show 
to fool the gringos. The Sandinista
controlled National Police is conduct
ing the investigation, so Mrs. 
Chamorro has put the fox in charge of 
the henhouse. 

The situation is so blatant that even 
the State Department admitted to my 
office recently that no progress had 
been made on the investigation. That's 
why this amendment is needed. [I add 
parenthetically, Mr. President, that 
the State Department also told us that 
no progress had been made on any of 
the other conditions.] 
It will be impossible, in my judg

ment, for Nicaragua to satisfy all the 
conditions in last year's bill before the 
end of the fiscal year. The managers of 
the bill understand that fact and that's 
why they included all of last year's 
conditions in this year's bill. I can't 
imagine that the State Department 
will approve sending more bilateral 
foreign aid to Ni-caragua until those 
conditions are satisfied. To remind the 
Senate, those conditions are regarding: 
(1) terrorism; (2) property rights; (3) 
human rights; (4) civilian control of 
the military; (5) civilian control of the 
police; and (6) judicial reform. 

As I stated earlier, Mr. President, 
there hasn't been an investigation into 

the numerous terrorist arms caches 
found in Nicaragua. Naturally, since 
there has been no investigation, there 
have been no prosecutions. It is a fact 
that Sandinista military authorities 
knew of the existence of these arms 
caches-and the United States Con
gress wants all those at the highest 
levels of the Nicaraguan Government 
who knew of their existence to be pun
ished. 

Properties stolen from U.S. citizens 
are not being returned. When I checked 
recently, the Nicaraguan Government 
had made significant and tangible 
progress resolving only 22 property 
claims of United States citizens. This 
is a miserable effort considering the 

· fact that more than 650 Americans, 
owning more than 1,500 properties, 
have outstanding claims. I am in
formed that the Nicaraguan Govern
ment may resolve several of the high 
profile cases soon. But, Congress has a 
right to expect much more from the 
Chamorro Government, in light of the 
fact that American taxpayers have 
handed over more than $1 billion to her 
government in a few short years. 

Regarding the condition pertaining 
to the recommendations of the Tri
partite Commission, last year I re
ported that 300 demobilized and dis
armed former resistance members were 
murdered by the Sandinistas. At the 
time, only two people were in jail as a 
result of the Commission's rec
ommendations. The only change from 
my report last year is that more de
mobilized and disarmed former Resist
ance members have been murdered, and 
nothing is being done about it. Those 
same two people are still the only peo
ple reportedly in jail. 

There is no civilian control over the 
military. General Ortega is still head 
of the Sandinista Popular Army. They 
say he'll retire next year, but I've got 
to see it happen before I can believe it. 
I am confident that Mrs. Chamorro will 
replace Ortega with another Sandinista 
thug. Furthermore, nothing has been 
done to put the Sandinista National 
Police under civilian control. 

Finally, significant and tangible re
form of the Nicaraguan judicial system 
means that corruption and bribery 
must end. The only way of accomplish
ing this is for Mrs. Chamorro to ap
point non-Sandinista judges so that the 
Sandinistas will no longer hold the ma
jority. But she has done the exact op
posite. She has appointed virtually all 
Sandinista judges or judges who always 
vote with the Sandinistas. 

Mr. President, the Nicaraguan Gov
ernment has broken every single one of 
those promises it has made to the Unit
ed States government, not to mention 
promises it made to the long-suffering 
people of Nicaragua. The days of bro
ken promises are over. 

There should be no more foreign aid 
to the Government of Nicaragua until 
after it complies with each condition. I 
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am persuaded that withholding aid 
until after real progress is made is the 
only way to restore freedom and de
mocracy to the Nicaraguan people. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2258 

(Purpose: To limit the authority to reduce 
U.S. Government debt to certain countries) 

Mr. HELMS offered amendment No. 
2258. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this 
amendment is to Section 561 called 
"Authority to Reduce Debt". More spe
cifically, Section 561 provides author
ity to cancel various debts owed by for
eign governments to the United States. 
I welcome the able Senator from Ari
zona (Mr. McCAIN) as a principal co
sponsor of this amendment. 

The bottom line, in my judgment, is 
that the entire Section 561 should be 
stripped from the bill. Otherwise Con
gress might as well propose that money 
be handed out willy-nilly to foreign 
countries. (Of course, that money being 
given away so freely belongs to the 
U.S. taxpayers.) The bottom line is 
that canceling these debts owed by 
these countries is just more foreign aid 
with the American taxpayers again left 
holding the bag. 

Now, Mr. President, Section 561 iden
tifies four conditions that would make 
a country ineligible to have its debt 
canceled: (1) excess military spending, 
(2) support for terrorism, (3) non
cooperation in narcotics control mat
ters, and (4) human rights abuses. My 
amendment simply adds a fifth condi
tion. No nation can be eligible to have 
its debt to the U.S. Government can
celed if it confiscates, without just 
compensation, property owned by a 
U.S. citizen. 

The United States Government has 
already forgiven billions of dollars in 
debt owed by numerous countries that 
have stolen property of U.S. citizens. 
The word "stolen," Mr. President, is 
justified because these governments 
are refusing to compensate American 
property owners. My office has received 
appeals from American citizens with 
legitimate claims that their property 
has been confiscated by countries, in
cluding Argentina, El Salvador, Hon
duras, Jamaica, Nicaragua, and Uru
guay. Every one of these countries 
have had their debts to the U.S. Gov
ernment forgiven during the past 5 
years. 

In fact, from 1990 to 1993, our Govern
ment canceled $1.399 billion owed to 
the United States by these six coun
tries. Nicaragua alone had $284.3 mil
lion in debts owed to the United States 
forgiven, while that government flatly 
refused-and still refuses-to resolve 
hundreds of property claims of United 
States citizens. This makes no sense, 
Mr. President, and if Congress has any 
concern for American citizens who 
have been ripped off by foreign govern
ments, this amendment will be ap
proved overwhelmingly. 

I have done my best to help these 
Americans. So has the excellent staff 

from the minority on the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. Bud Nance and I have 
written letters to administration offi
cials pleading for help. We have re
quested assistance, both in writing and 
in face-to-face meetings, from foreign 
officials. My office has produced sev
eral detailed reports on the subject. We 
modified U.S. foreign aid law-known 
as the Hickenlooper and Gonzalez 
amendments-to enable U.S. citizens to 
gain compensation for confiscated 
property. We are assisting U.S. citizens 
with their property claims every day. 

Nevertheless, these foreign countries 
are thumbing their noses at these 
American citizens whose properties 
have been confiscated. The Clinton ad
ministration continues to jump to the 
defense of these foreign governments. 
Secretary Bentsen told me on June 24-
and Secretary Christopher told me on 
June 30-that the administration 
would waive the recently modified 
Gonzalez amendment in order to sup
port multilateral bank loans to Nica
ragua, despite the fact that Nicaragua 
refuses to resolve the vast majority of 
hundreds of outstanding property 
claims. This is an outrageous treat
ment of American citizens by the offi
cials of their Government. 

Sure enough, a few days later, the 
United States voted to give Nicaragua 
$173 million in new loans from the 
International Monetary Fund [IMF]. 
And, guess what, Mr. President? In 
September, the Nicaraguan Govern
ment intends to ask the Paris Club-
that's the official entity established by 
the major industrial countries to co
ordinate debt policy-to cancel $500 
million it owes to various multilateral 
banks. 

There can and will be no progress on 
these cases unless and until real pres
sure is brought to bear on the offending 
government-and financial pressure is 
one of the strongest means available. 
The U.S. Government shouldn't hand 
out foreign aid to these countries, and 
if an offending country owes the U.S. 
Government money, all confiscated 
property cases should be resolved be
fore any debt is canceled. 

Mr. President, for years now, I have 
received letters from hundreds of 
American citizens who have had their 
homes and/or businesses confiscated in 
various countries around the world. 

Last year a letter came from Louis 
Valentine of Vermont describing how 
he was treated-which is typical of the 
way Americans have been treated. 

In 1972, the Honduran Government 
forced Mr. Valentine to hand over two 
prime commercial lots in exchange for 
allowing his wife to travel to the Unit
ed States for emergency medical treat
ment. Mr. Valentine has spent the last 
13 years working to receive compensa
tion for property confiscated by the 
Honduran Government. He won his 
case in court-several times-but the 
Honduran Government refused to pro-

vide compensation. And bear in mind, 
Mr. President, that another 50 Ameri
cans have filed property claims with 
the United States Embassy in Hon
duras. And in 1991, the United States 
Government forgave $333 million owed 
by Honduras. 

I am aware that the manager of the 
bill, Senator LEAHY, pressed the former 
President of Honduras to resolve Mr. 
Valentine's case. But, nothing was 
done. I know that Vice President GORE 
asked the new Honduran president, 
President Reina, to resolve this case 
quickly. But Mr. Valentine waited and 
waited. 

My office facilitated meetings be
tween Mr. Valentine and Honduran 
government officials in Honduras in 
February. We featured the Valentine 
case prominently in a recent commit
tee report on expropriations. But, 
nothing happened. Friendly persuasion 
was not getting the job done. 

On June 13, we received another let
ter from Mr. Valentine. Let me read 
some pertinent remarks: 

In spite of the fact that President Reina 
has issued strict and special orders to the 
Ministry of Economy to pay our company 
* * * not one cent has been disbursed as yet. 

In the interim, I had a mild heart attack in 
Honduras-due, the cardiologist says, to the 
thirteen years of stress and strain in connec
tion with this case* * *my wife and I are re
turning to Honduras on the 14th to continue 
the struggle. Any additional pressure you 
can generate at your end will be greatly ap
preciated. 

Mr. President, yesterday, United 
States Ambassador to Honduras, Bill 
Pryce, called to tell me that the Hon
duran Government finally-after more 
than 13 years-compensated Mr. Valen
tine. 

Well, Mr. President, I appreciate 
President Reina resolving this one 
case. But Mr. Valentine was not the 
only American waiting to be com
pensated. The Honduran government 
should compensate for property taken 
from all American citizens before they 
are eligible to have the $95 million that 
they currently owe to the United 
States Government forgiven. And 
that's precisely what this amendment 
requires. 

Mr. President, Secretary Christopher 
stated at his confirmation hearing be
fore the Foreign Relations Committee 
that he intended to have an American 
Desk at the State Department. I've re
minded the Secretary of his statement 
on numerous occasions. Well, with all 
due respect, Mr. President, if there is 
in fact an American Desk down at 
Foggy Bottom, it must be hidden in a 
dark corner in the basement. More 
needs to be done. Foreign countries 
should understand there will be a price 
to pay if they confiscate, without just 
compensation, property owned by U.S. 
citizens. 

Congress must make the State De
partment put American interests first. 
I imagine that some Senators might 
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ask, "Which countries will be affected 
by this amendment? Will it hurt a 
country we like?" Well, we shouldn't 
fret about which countries will be af
fected. The over-riding principle is that 
Congress should give top priority to 
protecting the rights of American citi
zens abroad. 

This amendment will make it per
fectly clear to all those countries ask
ing the U.S. taxpayers to forgive their 
debt, that all American property 
claims must be settled beforehand. 
Such countries should have three 
choices: First, to give the property 
back; second, to provide fair compensa
tion for the property; or third, to be re
fused debt forgiveness. It's that simple, 
and it's fair to American citizens. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2269 

Mr. McCONNELL offered amendment 
No. 2269. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 53, line 11, strike the word "Pro

vided" and insert the following: 
Provided, That only those activities, pro

grams, projects, type of material assistance, 
countries, or other operations referred to 
under this paragraph which have been justi
fied through Congressional Presentation doc
uments and/or budget justification docu
ments presented in the same format and in 
the same level of detail as provided in fiscal 
year 1993 shall be considered to be justified 
under the language of this paragraph: Pro
vided further 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
over the last several months, in hear
ings of our subcommittee and in meet
ings with administration officials, I 
have expressed my concern about the 
inadequacy of the administration's 
budget justifications for its foreign as
sistance program. The chairman of the 
subcommittee has likewise expressed 
such concern. 

During a hearing at which the AID 
Administrator testified, I pointed out 
that there are domestic regulatory 
agencies with $40-million budgets 
which provide more justification mate
rial than AID provided for the $1.2-bil
lion RussiaJNIS and Eastern European 
programs. Indeed, we got more infor
mation on some individual projects in 
Uganda than we did for all of Russia. 

I finally found it necessary to object 
to any-more money flowing to Russia 
and the NIS until the administration 
agreed to rework and supplement their 
justification material, also known as 
congressional presentation documents, 
for Russia and the NIS and submit 
them to us before the beginning of the 
new fiscal year. 

Expressed in its simplest form the 
appropriations procedure I am address
ing today is as follows: 

First, we receive budget requests 
from the administration for various 
broad appropriations categories; 

Second, the administration provides 
us with detailed documentation-the 
budget justification material-telling 
us exactly how they plan to spend the 
money; 

Third, Congress appropriates the re
quested money assuming it will be 
spent in the manner and for the spe
cific purpose requested, or in some 
cases through the law or in accom
panying reports, Congress tells the ad
ministration to spend the funds pro
vided in some other fashion. 

Fourth, throughout the year, the ad
ministration sometimes finds, for good 
fiscal or policy reasons, that its spend
ing decisions need to change. Perhaps 
they want to spend funds justified for 
one purpose or project for something 
which they have not requested funds or 
to spend more for that purpose or 
project. The administration is allowed 
to make such changes, by law, by noti
fying the committee through what is 
commonly called the reprogramming 
process. 

Fifth, the committee reviews these 
changes, and while it almost always ac
cedes to the administration's requests, 
it can say "no" or perhaps suggest 
modifications. 

The amendment I have offered ad
dresses these last two parts of the proc
ess which the administration is now 
trying to short-circuit by not sending 
us notifications for certain changes 
they wish to make in AID's Develop
ment Assistance Program. Specifically, 
they seek to eliminate projects as the 
base for notification for the Develop
ment Assistance Program, contrary to 
what they have done for at least the 
last 18 years. This change would elimi
nate congressional approval or input to 
most of the changes, heretofore made 
by this and previous administrations. 

I do not believe Congress should give 
such wide latitude to the administra
tion. While this stated goal-reduction 
of time-consuming paperwork-is laud
atory, I do not believe it should come 
at the expense of Congress' constitu
tional power over Federal spending. 

This issue is not new. A reading of 
the history of the appropriations proc
ess, since the creation of the Appro
priations Committee in 1867, records 
many attempts by the executive 
branch to usurp or restrict congres
sional spending power. During times of 
national emergency, Congress has tem
porarily given the executive more lati
tude over spending decisions. This was 
true during the Civil War, World War I, 
World War II, and during many of the 
Vietnam war years. Now is not such a 
time. 

I am not trying to argue that the at
tempt by the Department of State and 
AID to usurp congressional spending 
authority is comparable to some of 
these earlier, more significant battles 
between the legislative and executive 
branches, but it is in the same family. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2274 

(Purpose: To amend the Japan-United States 
Friendship Act to broaden investment au
thority and to strengthen criteria for 
membership on the Japan-United States 
Friendship Commission) 
Mr. McCONNELL offered amendment 

No. 2274 for Mr. MURKOWSKI and Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . UNITED STATES PANEL OF THE JOINT 

COMMITTEE ON UNITED STATES
JAPAN CULTURAL AND EDU
CATIONAL COOPERATION. 

Section 4 of the Japan-United States 
Friendship Act (22 U.S.C. 2903) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(d) The membership of the United States 
Panel of the Joint Committee on United 
States-Japan Cultural and Educational co
operation shall be drawn for among individ
uals who are deeply fam111ar with Japan and 
United States-Japan relations, as dem
onstrated in their professional careers, and 
who have performed distinguished service 
in-

"(1) law, business, or finances; 
"(2) education, training, or research at 

post-secondary levels; 
"(3) the media or publishing; 
"(4) foundation or philanthropic activity; 
"(5) the American arts, culture, or the hu-

manities; or 
"(6) other aspects of American public life." 

SEC. . BROADENING INVESTMENT AUTHORITY. 
Section 7 of the Japan-United States 

Friendship Act (22 U.S.C. 2906) is amended
(1) in subsection (b)-
(A) in the first sentence, by inserting ", at 

the direction of the Chairman of the Com
mission," after "'Secretary')"; and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking "in 
interest bearing obligations of the United 
States or in obligations guaranteed as to 
both principal and interest by the United 
States" and inserting "in instruments or 
public debt with maturities suitable to the 
needs of the Fund"; and (2) in subsection (c), 
by inserting ", at the direction of the Chair
man of the Commission," after "sold". 

AMENDMENT NO. 2276 

(Purpose: To reaffirm the applicability of 
section 401 of Public Law 103-236, relating 
to the establishment of an independent of
fice of Inspector General within the United 
Nations) 
Mr. McCONNELL offered amendment 

No. 2257 for Mr. PRESSLER. 
The amendment is as follows: 
On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the following new section: 
UNITED NATIONS OFFICE OF INSPECTOR 

GENERAL 

SEC. . The Senate hereby reaffirms that 
section 401 of the Foreign Relations Author
ization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995 (Pub
lic Law 103-236) remains in effect, including 
all its terms and conditions relating to the 
establishment of an independent office of In
spector General within the United Nations. 
REAFFIRM THE CREATION OF AN OFFICE OF THE 

INSPECTOR GENERAL: PUT AN END TO U.N. 
WASTE, FRAUD, AND ABUSE 

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I 
offer this amendment today to reaffirm 
section 401 of the Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act-now Public Law 
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103-236. The language in section 401 
makes portions of U.S. assessed con
tributions to the regular U.N. budget 
contingent upon the United Nations 
creation of an independent Office of the 
Inspector General [OIGJ. I offer this 
amendment today to reaffirm section 
401, because the U.N. General Assembly 
is considering currently the adoption 
of a resolution which would create an 
inspector general subject to the au
thority of the U.N. Secretary-General. 
The OIG-under the current General 
Assembly draft-would not be inde
pendent. This is an unequivocal viola
tion of the language in section 401-
language which is now public law. 

On January 26, 1994, this body voted 
overwhelmingly to adopt my amend
ment which called for the creation of 
an independent Inspector General of
fice at the U.N. In fact, my colleagues 
voted 93 to 6 to adopt the amendment 
which has become section 401 of the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act. 
Our support for this measure must be 
unwavering. We must send a clear and 
unequivocal message· to our U.S. Rep
resentative, Madeleine Albright, and 
the U.N. General Assembly that the 
United States will not stand idly by 
while the United Nations slaps us in 
the face. 

While some of my colleagues may 
question the relevance of this amend
ment to an appropriations bill, I must 
say that the importance and imme
diacy of this issue transcends questions 
of germaneness. What is happening at 
this very minute is that the U.N. Gen
eral Assembly is trying to undo what 
has been done already. If the United 
Nations wishes to create an OIG which 
does not meet the stipulations set 
forth in section 401 of the Foreign Re
lations Act-that's fine. But the U.N. 
General Assembly must realize that if 
they act in such a fashion, 10 percent of 
U.S. assessments to the regular U.N. 
budget will be withheld. And if the 
United Nations continue to disregard 
section 401, 20 percent of the U.S. con
tributions will be withheld in fiscal 
year 1995 as well as 50 percent of the 
funds appropriated for supplemental 
assessed peacekeeping contributions. If 
that's what the United Nations wants
that is what the United Nations will 
get. 

It seems that the United Nations has 
chosen to bite the hand of the largest 
hand that feeds it-the United States. 
Think about this: In 1990, the U.S. 
peacekeeping contribution was $97 mil
lion. In 1994-95, the U.S. contribution is 
$3 billion. I am amazed that the world 
body would consider adopting a resolu
tion establishing an OIG which did not 
meet the mandates in the Foreign Re
lations Authorization Act. I am 
amazed that the United Nations so fla
grantly disregards the necessity of U.S. 
financial support. I am offering this 
amendment to reaffirm the language in 
section 401, because I want everyone to 

know what is going on at the United 
Nations. I ask my colleagues to join me 
again in supporting the creation of an 
independent U.N. Office of the Inspec
tor General. If United Nations budg
etary and management reform is to be 
meaningful, the terms of any U.N. reso
lution authorizing an independent OIG 
must be clear, unequivocal, and must 
reflect the congressional intent of sec
tion 401 of the Foreign Relations Au
thorization Act. 

Last week, I sent a letter to Ambas
sador Albright urging her to press the 
General Assembly to adopt a resolution 
which would adhere to the congres
sional language in section 401. Today, 
along with my colleagues Senator 
DOLE, and Senator HELMS, and others 
we are sending another urgent letter to 
Ambassador Albright. We want every
one to understand the extreme impor
tance of this issue. I urge my col
leagues to support reaffirming the lan
guage in section 401-language 93 of my 
colleagues supported during the Roll 
Call vote in January. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter to Madeleine Albright and the 
text of section 401 be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC, July 14, 1994. 
Hon. MADELEINE K. ALBRIGHT, 
U.S. Representative to the United Nations, U.S. 

Mission to the United Nations, New York, 
NY. 

DEAR AMBASSADOR ALBRIGHT: We under
stand that the United Nations General As
sembly will be considering the resolution 
creating the Office of Inspector General 
(OIG) at the U.N. in the next forty-eight 
hours. We further understand that the terms 
of the draft resolution do not currently meet 
the criteria for an independent office of an 
inspector general as defined by Section 401 of 
United States Public Law 103-236, the For
eign Relations Authorization Act for fiscal 
years 1994 and 1995. 

We write to urge you to press the General 
Assembly to adopt a resolution which meets 
the stringent standards as outlined in Sec
tion 401. 

Section 401 was adopted by the Senate on 
January 26, 1994, during deliberations on the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, by an 
overwhelming 93 to 6 vote. As you must be 
well aware, the Section dictates that the 
United States withhold assessed contribu
tions to the regular U.N. budget in the event 
the OIG is not established. Additionally, if 
the U.N. General Assembly fails to create an 
office that adheres to the type required in 
the section, the United States will be forced 
to withhold 10 percent of the U.N. contribu
tions assessed this fiscal year. If the office is 
still not established according to the guide
lines, by fiscal year 1995, the U.S. will have 
to withhold 20 percent of assessed contribu
tions, as well as one half of the funds appro
priated under Section 102(d) of Public Law 
103-236 for supplemental assessed peacekeep
ing contributions. 

According to Section 401, the United Na
tions is to have established an independent 
office "to ·conduct and supervise objective 

audits, inspections, and investigations relat
ing to the programs and operations at the 
United Nations" that will have "access to all 
records documents, and other available ma
terials relating to (those) programs and oper
ations". We are including a copy of Section 
401. 

Lasting U.N. management and budgetary 
reform hinges on the creation of the OIG. 
Consequently, the terms establishing the of
fice must demonstrate unequivocally the 
independence of the OIG and define clearly 
its specific oversight responsibilities. We 
urge you to work diligently to ensure the 
independence of the OIG since the value of 
the OIG rests largely on its independence 
from the dictates of the U.N. bureaucracy. 
At this crucial moment, it is imperative that 
U.S. pressure to reform U.N. mismanage
ment be unwavering. 

Now is a critical time for you, as our U.S. 
Representative to the U.N., to demonstrate 
to the General Assembly the U.S. commit
ment to end U.N. malfeasance. Your influ
ence in the drafting and adoption of a U .N. 
resolution advocating the establishment of 
an independent OIG is crucial. 

The stakes are high, the opportunity fleet
ing. Without significant and immediate ac
tion to improve the efficiency of U.N. oper
ations, Congressional wi11ingness to fund 
U.N. activities will diminish further. We 
urge you to take immediate action. 

Sincerely, 
JESSE HELMS, 
ROBERT DOLE, 
LARRY PRESSLER. 

SEC. 401. UNITED NATIONS OFFICE OF INSPEC
TOR GENERAL. 

(a) WITHHOLDING OF PORTION OF CERTAIN 
ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS.-Until a certifi
cation is made under subsection (b), the fol
lowing amounts shall be withheld from obli
gation and expenditure (in addition to any 
amounts required to be withheld by any 
other provision of this Act): 

(1) FY 1994 ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS FOR UN 
REGULAR BUDGET.-Of the funds appropriated 
for "Contributions to International Organi
zations" for fiscal year 1994, 10 percent of the 
amount for United States assessed contribu
tions to the regular budget of the United Na
tions shall be withheld. 

(2) FY 1995 ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS FOR UN 
REGULAR BUDGET.-Of the funds appropriated 
for "Contributions to International Organi
zations" for fiscal year 1995, 20 percent of the 
amount for United States assessed contribu
tions to the regular budget of the United Na
tions shall be withheld. 

(3) SUPPLEMENTAL ASSESSED PEACEKEEPING 
CONTRIBUTIONS.--Of the funds appropriated 
for "Contributions for International Peace
keeping Activities" for a fiscal year pursu
ant to the authorization of appropriations 
under section 102(d), 50 percent shall be with
held. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.-The certification re
ferred to in subsection (a) is a certification 
by the President to the Congress that-

(1) the United Nations has established an 
independent office of Inspector General to 
conduct and supervise objective audits, in
spections, and investigations relating to the 
program and operations of the United Na
tions; 

(2) the Secretary General of the United Na
tions has appointed an Inspector General, 
with the approval of the General Assembly, 
and that appointment was made principally 
on the basis of the appointee's integrity and 
demonstrated ability in accounting, audit
ing, financial analysis, law, management 
analysis, public administration, or investiga
tions; 
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(3) the Inspector General is authorized to
(A) make investigations and reports relat

ing to the administration of the programs 
and operations of the United Nations; 

(B) have access to all records, documents, 
and other available materials relating to 
those programs and operations; and 

(C) have directed and prompt access to any 
official of the United Nations; 

(4) the United Nations has procedures in 
place designated to protect the identity of, 
and to prevent reprisals against, any staff 
member making a complaint or disclosing 
information to, or cooperating in any inves
tigation or inspection by, the Inspector Gen
eral; 

(5) the United Nations has procedures in 
place designed to ensure compliance with the 
recommendations of the Inspector General; 
and 

(6) the United Nations has procedures in 
place to ensure that all annual and other rel
evant reports submitted by the Inspector 
General are made available to the General 
Assembly without modification. 

(c) SPECIALIZED AGENCIES.-United States 
representatives to the United Nations should 
promote complete Inspector General access 
to all records and officials of the specialized 
agencies of the United Nations, and should 
strive to achieve such access by fiscal year 
1996. 

(d) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this part, 
the term "Inspector General" means the 
head of an independent office (or other inde
pendent entity) established by the United 
Nations to conduct and supervise objective 
audits, inspections, and investigations relat
ing to the programs and operations of the 
United Nations. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2277 

(Purpose: To state the sense of the Senate 
concerning Japan and Germany becoming 
permanent members of the United Nations 
Security Council) 
Mr. McCONNELL offered amendment 

No. 2277 for Mr. HELMS and Mr. ROTH. 
The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . Sense of the Congress concerning 

German and Japanese permanent member
ship in the United Nations Security Council. 

In the past five years, the United Nations 
has engaged in more peacekeeping oper
ations than in the preceding forty; 

The Security Council is the U.N. body 
chiefly responsible for matters of peace and 
security; 

Any country accorded permanent member
ship in an expanded Security Council must 
be capable of fulfilling all of the responsibil
ities equated with such status, including par
ticipation in any U.N. military operations; 

According permanent membership to na
tions not capable of carrying out these re
sponsibilities will allow those countries to 
play a central role in shaping U.N. peace
keeping and peacemaking operations which 
could endanger the lives of American and 
other troops, but in which their own forces 
could play no part; 

Japan and Germany, as the world's second 
and third largest economies, respectively, 
have attained levels of global reach and in
fluence equal to or surpassing current per
manent members of the Security Council; 

Germany and Japan have announced their 
desire to gain permanent membership in the 
Security Council; 

Japan currently maintains that its con
stitution prohibits the country from carry
ing out all the peacekeeping and peace-

making responsibilities that permanent 
membership entails; 

Japan's ruling coalition government ap
pears unwilling to address these issues, even 
in the face of a potential crisis on the Ko
rean peninsula which may well require mul
tilateral m111tary action; 

The German High Court, sitting in 
Karlsruhe, Germany, ruled, on July 12, 1994, 
that the German constitution contains no 
prohibition against the overseas deployment 
of Germany's armed forces in multilateral 
peacekeeping operations. 

Now, therefore, be it the sense of the Sen
ate that: 

(1) Since Germany has addressed the prob
lem of its participation in multilateral mili
tary activities, the U.S. should support that 
nation's prompt elevation to permanent Se
curity Council membership; 

(2) Japan be encouraged to discuss thor
oughly and openly its own problems in par
ticipating in such activities, and take what
ever steps are necessary to enable it to fully 
engage in any form of U.N. peacekeeping or 
peacemaking operation; and 

(3) The United States should actively sup
port Japan's effort to gain permanent mem
bership only after Japan take such steps 
* * *. 

* * * * * 
Mr. ROTH. Madam President, when 

the Senate considered the State De
partment authorization bill, I attached 
an amendment to that bill expressing 
the sense of the Senate regarding an 
issue which I believe holds considerable 
importance for this country. Both Ger
many and Japan had voiced their de
sire to become permanent members of 
the U.N. Security Council and the Clin
ton administration had indicated its 
support for council expansion in gen
eral and for Japan and Germany per
manent membership in particular. 

I had no objection to such an expan
sion, and stated my support, in prin
ciple, for Tokyo and Bonn gaining per
manent membership. Japan and Ger
many's economies now are the world's 
second and third largest. They enjoy 
global reach and influence extending 
far beyond that of many current per
manent Council members. Their ele
vation to permanent membership 
would, consequently, appear perfectly 
logical. 

However, I was disturbed because, 
while both nations were seeking per
manent Security Co • .mcil seats, both 
interested their respective constitu
tions as preventing their militaries' 
from participating fully in U.N. peace
keeping or peacemaking activities. It 
seemed to me that, if Japan and Ger
many were to be accorded elevated sta
tus in the United Nations, then they 
should be able to fulfill all of the re
sponsibilities consonant with that sta
tus. In particular, I felt that they could 
not be granted permanent Security 
Council seats while they simulta
neously were unable to participate in 
any military undertakings approved by 
that body. 

I ask my colleagues to consider the 
reaction of the American people if they 
were ever to witness Japanese and Ger-

man diplomats, casting votes in favor 
of military operations which could en
danger the lives of United States sol
diers while they simultaneously had no 
legal authority to send their own 
Armed Forces to engage fully in those 
operations. 

Consequently, the Senate accepted 
my proposal that the United States 
Government, in principle, support Jap
anese and German permanent Security 
Council membership; but that, in prac
tice, it do nothing to further this ini
tiative until those countries had ad
dressed the constitutional problems 
which prevented their participation in 
multilateral military activities. 

The day before yesterday, I came to 
the floor to report major progress on 
this issue. On that day, the German 
High Court, sitting in Karlsruhe, ruled 
that the German Constitution, or 
"basic law," contains no prohibition 
against German participation in multi
lateral military activities outside 
NATO territory. 

Let us not fool ourselves. This ruling 
will not prompt a rush to German mili
tary activity around the globe, be it 
under the United Nations or NATO 
flag. The real significance of this rul
ing is that Germany, as a prospective 
permanent member of the U.N. Secu
rity Council, has placed itself in the 
same position as the current perma
nent members of that body. Germany 
is no longer seeking special status. It 
no longer wishes to join the club with
out fulfilling all its obligations as a 
member of that club. 

This approach, in my opinion, dem
onstrates the maturity of German de
mocracy. Its participants recognize 
that with enhanced status comes en
hanced responsibility. Germany has 
boldly stepped forward to shoulder 
those responsibilities. In light of this 
ruling by the German High Court and 
the positive manner in which it was re
ceived by the government of Chan
cellor Kohl, I see no reason why the 
United States Government should not 
immediately throw its weight behind 
an enthusiastic diplomatic campaign 
to a ward Germany a permanent seat on 
an expanded Security Council. And I 
believe strongly that our support for 
German membership not in any way be 
made contingent on Japan's efforts to 
attain the same status. 

I ardently believe that Japan should 
gain permanent membership as soon as 
possible, but only after it addresses its 
own perceived constitutional prohibi
tions against fully participating in 
United Nations peacekeeping and 
peacemaking operations. Indeed, I be
lieve it critical that Japan take up this 
question as quickly as possible. 

The world's most serious near-term 
security problem confronts us right 
now on the Korean peninsula. While we 
all hope a negotiated solution is 
achieved, precious little time is left be
fore North Korea may begin extracting 
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more weapons grade plutonium from 
its spent nuclear fuel. As I said on this 
floor yesterday, should negotiations 
between the United States and North 
Korea break down, the next step we 
will take will be to move the issue to 
the U .N. Security Council. 

Unfortunately, Japan has not only 
steadfastly avoided serious public dis
cussion of the problems posed by North 
Korea, but its leaders languish in eso
teric legal debate over what Japan can 
and cannot do should the United Na
tions call for economic sanctions to be 
imposed on the North, a blockade insti
tuted, or most important, should the 
Security Council resolve that military 
action be permissible. 

Yet under currently accepted inter
pretations of the constitution, if war 
did erupt, consider the following: 

Unless Japan were directly attacked 
by the North, Japan's 700 fighter 
planes, its state-of-the-art antisub
marine technology, its minesweepers, 
and its personnel would sit idly by as 
Americans, Koreans, and perhaps U.N. 
forces lost their lives. 

In addition, the United States would 
need to use its own military equipment 
and personnel based in Japan. Under 
current treaty agreement with Tokyo, 
however, the United States must seek 
prior consultation with Japan for use 
of American forces in time of conflict. 
Whether Japan would be prepared to 
consent without wavering has yet to be 
resolved. 

As shocking as it may sound, Japan 
would not even be able to use its own 
self defense planes and ships to evacu
ate the 8,000 Japanese nationals living 
in South Korea. 

The possibility of war on the Korean 
peninsula is terrible even to con
template. But common sense dictates 
that all countries be prepared now, be
fore a crisis erupts. Japan faces some 
of the very same tough choices as Ger
many regarding the use of its forces in 
U.N. actions. But Japan should not for
get that the American drafters of its 
Constitution held that it in no way un
dermined that nation's ability to par
ticipate in regional security arrange
ments or U.N. activities. 

It took the Diet a full year to enact 
its U.N. peacekeeping operations legis
lation after the gulf war to permit 
Tokyo to play only modest roles in 
U.N. peacekeeping operations. We do 
not have the luxury of that kind of 
time in dealing with North Korea. 

I urge the Government of Japan to 
demonstrate the resolve exhibited by 
our colleagues in Bonn. If it does so, 
the United States will then be in a po
sition to support Japan's permanent 
membership in the Security Council. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2278 

Mr. McCONNELL offered amendment 
No. 2278 for Mr. McCAIN. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At an appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following new section: 

(a ) FINDINGS.-The Senate finds that-
(1) Peace in Cambodia promotes stability 

in Southeast Asia. 
(2) The newly democratic nation of Cam

bodia is engaged in a continuing military 
struggle against the Khmer Rouge. 

(3) Peace talks between the government of 
Cambodia and the Khmer Rouge have repeat
edly broken down. 

(4) The Cambodian Parliament took action 
on July 6, 1994 to outlaw the Khmer Rouge. 

(5) Ceding any position in the freely elect
ed government of Cambodia to the Khmer 
Rouge is not in the interest of the Cam
bodian people and is incompatible with a 
constructive U.S.-Cambodia relationship. 

(6) Cambodian officials have requested 
military assistance from a number of na
tions, including the United States. 

(7) The U.S. administration, in consulta
tion with its allies, is in the process of deter
mining the appropriate type and level of U.S. 
military assistance to Cambodia. 

(8) Congress is concerned that absent prop
er training, professionalism and adequate 
salaries, providing Cambodian forces with 
arms and ammunition will not be beneficial. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-lt is the Sense 
of the Senate that-

(1) In concert with interested democratic 
nations, the U.S. should provide non-combat 
military training assistance to the newly 
democratic government of Cambodia. 

(2) Military Assistance should include ef
forts to establish an orderly and equitable 
promotion process, establish an effective 
command structure, establish a viable and 
effective system of military justice, estab
lish effective logistics, establish modern 
communications networks, establish depend
able accounting procedures, ·promote human 
rights and respect for the rule of law and 
promote respect for civilian leadership of the 
military. 

(3) The President should make every effort 
to fully utilize requested 1994 and 1995 levels 
of IMET for Cambodia to expand the pro
gram beyond its current scope. 

(4) The President should consider qualified 
Cambodians for admission to U.S. military 
academies. 

(5) The President should dispatch as soon 
as possible a military attache to the U.S. 
Embassy in Cambodia. 

(6) Lethal assistance should not be pro
vided to Cambodia until such time as the 
President can certify the professionalization 
of the Cambodian Armed Forces. 

(7) No military assistance should be pro
vided the Cambodian Armed Forces if the 
Government includes members of the Khmer 
Rouge or if the Constitution promulgated on 
September 24, 1993 fails. 

(8) No military assistance should be pro
vided in concert with the Democratic Peo
ples ' Republic of Korea. 

(9) The President should convey to Thai
land United States concern over the contin
ued support for the Khmer Rouge by ele
ments of the Thai military and to urge the 
Thai Government to intensify its efforts to 
terminate that support, in accordance with 
the Paris Peace Accords. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, the 
amendment that I am offering today 
encourages the President to provide 
non-lethal military assistance to Cam
bodia as it seeks to defeat on the bat
tlefield a force which has refused to 
compete at the ballot box-the Khmer 
Rouge. 

It specifies non-combat military 
training assistance to help Cambodia 

do the following: establish an orderly 
and equitable promotion process, es
tablish an effective command struc
ture, establish a viable and effective 
system of military justice, establish ef
fective logistics, establish modern 
communications networks, establish 
dependable accounting procedures, pro
mote human rights and respect for the 
rule of law and promote respect for ci
vilian leadership of the military. 

The amendment further calls on the 
President to fully utilize requested 1994 
and 1995 levels of IMET for Cambodia 
and to expand the current program be
yond its current scope of language 
training. It calls on him to admit 
qualified Cambodians to United States 
military academies and urges him to 
dispatch as soon as possible a military 
attache to the United States Embassy 
in Cambodia. 

There are issues that are deserving of 
greater attention than our policy to
ward Cambodia. Yet there are few 
causes more compelling than that of 
assisting the newly democratic govern
ment of Cambodia as it attempts to put 
a heart-rendering history of brutality 
and civil war behind it. 

The success of Cambodia's demo
cratic experiment and its suc~ss in de
fending democracy againsVarmed op
position also have geopolitical signifi
cance. A breakdown of the governing 
institutions in Cambodia and a return 
to a wider civil war may once again in
flame tensions between Vietnam and 
China, a development that in the· 1ast 
decade led to a Vietnamese occupation 
of Cambodia. Vietnam has the poten
tial to become an engine of economic 
growth in east Asia. War in Cambodia 
is in no one's best interest. 

Recent reports already indicate that 
the struggle against the Khmer Rouge 
has begun to turn against the Cam
bodian government forces. It has lost 
control of key Khmer Rouge strong
holds held by government forces only 
months ago. It is now in control of less 
territory than when it began its offen
sive reports of corruption and inepti
t-qde cast doubt on the possibility of a 
favorable turn in the war. 

In its time of crisis, the government 
of Cambodia has approached those it 
considers its best friends, including the 
United States, for assistance. We 
should support their efforts with the 
best that our Nation has to offer. 

It is premature to speak about sup
plying the Cambodians with weapons 
and ammunition. But the Cambodian 
armed forces could certainly benefit 
from access to United States military 
doctrine and expertise. Through Inter
national Military Education and Train
ing [IMET], access to our military 
academies, the appointment of a mili
tary attache to the embassy in Phnom 
Phenh, ~-1d other selected in-country 
assistance, we can provide the assist
ance Cambodia needs. 

But let me be clear. Although the 
United States and our allies may be 
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able to assist with know-how, the real 
work must be done by the Cambodians 
themselves. Administration officials 
and some of my colleagues have ex
pressed reservations about becoming 
involved once again in a conflict in 
Southeast Asia. Their reservations are 
well-founded. We must stay engaged in 
Cambodia. It is a priority. But it is not 
a national security interest high 
enough to warrant risks to U.S. serv
icemen and women. 

The recent battles for Pailin and 
Anlong Veng illustrated disturbing 
weaknesses in Cambodia's armed 
forces. According to press reports, de
spite their superior numbers, govern
ment forces retreated in the face of the 
KR attack and in their flight nearly 
lost control of the nation's second larg
est city. The most disturbing aspect of 
this incident was that, far from being a 
tactical retreat, it was apparently led 
by commanding officers deserting their 
posts. 

It is no surprise that Cambodian offi
cers were the first to flee. There are far 
too many of them to be adequately 
trained. At last count, the officer corps 
comprised roughly 60 percent of the 
160,000 man 'Jambodian military. King 
Sihanouk himself has referred to Cam
bodia's command structure as an in
verse pyramid. Reports are that in lieu 
of regular pay, some troops have re
ceived promotions. Others have appar
ently paid for extra stripes. Reform of 
this system is essential to an orderly 
command structure and I believe the 
United States may be able to offer 
some assistance in this regard. 

Until the issue of corruption is set
tled, lethal assistance is not an option. 
We simply cannot supply arms that 
may end up in the hands of the Khmer 
Rouge, on the black market or in the 
hands of soldiers engaged in illegal ac
tivity. As long as there is an economic 
incentive and no judicial disincentive 
for corruption, such end uses are not 
unlikely. 

An effective first step would be a sur
vey of the Cambodian military edu
cation system. One way to effectively 
combat corruption is to better under
stand how soldiers are trained. Once we 
understand this, we may be able to pro
vide advice on how to build better in
stitutions, from the ground up if nec
essary. 

Selected officers can be brought to 
the United States to train unde:· IMET. 
To date IMET assistance for Cambodia 
has been used for a very limited 
amount of English language training. 
Although proficiency in English is a 
necessary prerequisite for further 
training, the focus of IMET ought to be 
on helping Cambodia reform its mili
tary into an effective fighting force. 
There are other sources for funding 
language training. 

Cambodia has attempted in the past 
to acquire the assistance it needs 
through North Korea. I have been criti-
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cal of this choice of allies in the past, 
and I would reiterate my words of cau
tion to the government of Cambodia. 
There are more appropriate allies for a 
new democracy. Western nations will 
find it impossible to provide assistance 
in concert with the outlaw regime of 
North Korea. 

At the same time, those of us in the 
West, the United States, France, Aus
tralia and others must give careful 
consideration to Cambodian pleas for 
assistance. The trips to Pyongyang by 
senior military officials last spring 
were attempts to address the real needs 
of the Cambodian armed forces. If we 
cannot move expeditiously to provide 
the necessary assistance, we can expect 
them to go to the powers that can. Not 
only must we make clear that North 
Korea is an unacceptable ally, we must 
provide them with an alternative. 

In addition to drawing attention to 
the needs of the Cambodian military, 
the amendment that I am offering calls 
on the President to raise with the Gov
ernment of Thailand support within 
the Thai military for the Khmer 
Rouge. All of our assistance will be for 
nothing, if outside support for the 
Khmer Rouge does not cease, including 
the illegal trading in gems and timber 
that flourishes along the border. 

I am pleased to see that the Appro
priations Committee has followed up 
on the concerns expressed in the 1994 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act 
by making military training assistance 
to Thailand subject to formal congres
sional oversight. I am also pleased that 
the committee has required from the 
Secretary of State a report on Thai 
military support for the KR. This will 
give the Members of the Senate ample 
opportunity to see how well Thailand 
has lived up to the pledges it freely un
dertook as a party to the Paris Peace 
Accords. 

Finally, I want to make one more 
plea on behalf of the Cambodian peo
ple. Earlier this year, I introduced leg
islation enabling the President to 
grant Most Favored Nation status to 
Cambodia. MFN for Cambodia is non
controversial and non-partisan. The ad
ministration has proposed attaching it 
to the GATT implementing legislation. 
In my view this would not be inappro
priate and I urge the Finance Commit
tee when it begins the mark-up process 
of the implementing legislation next 
week to include MFN for Cambodia. 

The Cambodian people need our as
sistance. I hope we can help them as 
they seek to develop a free market de
mocracy and a responsible, effective 
armed forces. I would like to thank the 
managers of the bill for enabling the 
Senate to address these issues. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2283 

(Purpose: To encourage Germany to assume 
full and active participation in inter
national peacekeeping activities, and for 
other purposes) 
Mr. McCONNELL offered amendment 

No. 2283 for Mr. COHEN. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. _. POLICY REGARDING GERMAN PARTICI

PATION IN INTERNATIONAL PEACE
KEEPING OPERATIONS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) for more than four decades following 

the Second World War, Germany was a di
vided nation; 

(2) notwithstanding the creation of the 
Federal Republic of Germany on September 
7, 1949, and the German Democratic Republic 
on October 7, 1949, the Four Allied Powers re
tained rights and responsibilities for Ger
many as a whole; 

(3) the Federal Republic of Germany ac
ceded to the United Nations Charter without 
reservation, "accept[ing] the obligations 
contained in the Charter ... and solemnly 
undertak[ing] to carry them out", and was 
admitted as a member of the United Nations 
on September 26, 1973; 

(4) the Federal Republic of Germany's ad
mission to the United Nations did not alter 
Germany's division nor infringe upon the 
rights and responsibilities of the Four Allied 
Powers for Germany as a whole; 

(5) these circumstances created impedi
ments to the Federal Republic of Germany 
fulfilling all obligations undertaken upon its 
accession to the United Nations Charter; 

(6) Germany was unified within the Federal 
Republic of Germany on October 3, 1990; 

(7) with the entry into force of the Final 
Settlement With Respect to Germany on 
March 4, 1991, the unified Germany assumed 
its place in the community of nations as a 
fully sovereign national state; 

(8) German unification and attainment of 
full sovereignty and the Federal Republic's 
history of more than four decades of democ
racy have removed impediments that have 
prevented its full participation in inter
national efforts to maintain or restore inter
national peace and security; 

(9) international peacekeeping, peace
making, and peace-enforcing operations are 
becoming increasingly important for the 
maintenance and restoration of inter
national pei:tce and security; 

(10) United Nations Secretary General 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali has called for the 
"full participation of Germany in peacekeep
ing, peacemaking, and peace-enforcing meas
ures"; 

(11) the North Atlantic Council, meeting in 
ministerial session on June 4, 1992, and De
cember 17, 1992, stated the preparedness of 
the North Atlantic Alliance to "support, on 
a case-by-case basis in accordance with our 
own procedures, peacek.eeping activities 
under the responsibility of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe" and 
" peacekeeping operations under the author
ity of the United Nations Security Council"; 

(12) the Federal Republic of Germany par
ticipated in these North Atlantic Council 
meetings and fully associated itself with the 
resulting communiques; 

(13) the Western European Union (WEU) 
Ministerial Council, in the Petersberg Dec
laration adopted June 19, 1992, declared that 
" As the WEU develops its operational capa
bilities in accordance with the Maastricht 
Declaration, we are prepared to support, on a 
case-by-case basis and in accordance with 
our own procedures, the effective implemen
tation of conflict-prevention and crisis-man
agement measures, including peacekeeping 
activities of the CSCE or the United Nations 
Security Council"; 

(14) the Federal Republic of Germany pre
sided over this Western European Union Min
isterial Council meeting and fully associated 
itself with the Petersberg Declaration; 
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(15) the Federal Republic of Germany, by 

virtue of its political, economic, and mili
tary status and potential, will play an im
portant role in determining the success or 
failure of future international efforts to 
maintain or restore international peace and 
security; 

(16) the Federal Constitution Court of Ger
many has ruled that the Basic Law of Ger
many permits the Armed Forces of Germany 
to participate in international military oper
ations, including combat operations, con
ducted under a system of collective security, 
including the United Nations, the North At
lantic Treaty Organization, and the Western 
European Union; 

(17) Germany is currently engaged in a de
bate on the proper role for the German mili
tary in the international community; 

(18) one important element in the German 
debate is the attitude of the international 
community toward full German participa
tion in international peacekeeping, peace
making, and peace-enforcing operations; 

(19) it is, therefore, appropriate for the 
United States, as a member of the inter
national community and as a permanent 
member of the United Nations Security 
Council, to express its position on the ques
tion of such German participation; and 

(20) distinctions between peacekeeping, 
peacemaking, and peace-enforcing measures 
are becoming blurred, making absolute sepa
ration of such measures difficult, if not im
possible. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 
the Congress thatr-

(1) an appropriate response under current 
circumstances to Germany's past would be 
for Germany to participate fully in inter
national efforts to maintain or restore inter
national peace and security; and 

(2) the President should strongly encour
age Germany, in light of its increasing polit
ical and economic influence, its successful 
integration into international institutions, 
and its commitment to pE:ace and democratic 
ideals, to assume full and active participa
tion in international peacekeeping, peace
making, and peace-enforcing operations. 

Mr. COHEN. Earlier this week, 
Madam President, the German con
stitutional court issued a historic rul
ing putting to rest once and for all the 
assertion that Germany's Basic Law 
prevents it from engaging in any mili
tary operations beyond defense of 
NA TO territory. 

The court, affirming what the vast 
majority of German constitutional 
scholars had long maintained, ruled 
that German armed forces can partici
pate in international military oper
ations, including combat operations, 
conducted under NATO, the United Na
tions, or the Western European Union, 
so long as a majority of the Bundestag 
approve. 

The court's decision removes the per
ception of a legal impediment to Ger
man participation in such operations 
and makes clear that political will is 
the primary factor determining wheth
er Germany will fulfill its inter
na tional responsibilities. 

When the Federal Republic joined the 
United Nations 20 years ago, it did so 
without reservation. The Federal Re
public's deed of accession to the U.N. 
states that it "accepts the obligations 

contained in the Charter of the U.N. 
and solemnly undertakes to carry them 
out." Yet, while it has contributed to 
U .N. peacekeeping efforts financially 
and occasionally with military person
nel for humanitarian functions, the 
Federal Republic declared itself unable 
to fully participate notwithstanding its 
obligations and its economic and mili
tary resources. 

Similarly, while the Federal Repub
lic has been a fai thfull ally within 
NATO for nearly four decades, it has 
hesitated now that NATO is extending 
its operations eastward in accord with 
its new mission to support inter
national peacekeeping. 

The same is true with regard to the 
Western European Union, which last 
year also declared its intent to support 
international peacekeeping oper
ations-ironically at a meeting at 
which Germany presided. 

This hesitation was understandable 
so long as Germany was a divided na
tion, lacking full sovereignty and, in 
the first decades after the war, still 
coming to grips with the Nazi era. But 
Germany's situation and status have 
changed, removing these impediments 
to the Federal Republic's full and ac
tive participation in international 
military operations. 

To their credit, Chancellor Kohl, De
fense Minister Ruehe, and other promi
nent political figures in Germany have 
worked to enable the .Federal Republic 
to meet these responsibilities. They 
have gradually enhanced Germany's 
level of involvement in selected mili
tary missions. This has included de
ployment of German destroyers to the 
Adriatic to help monitor the U.N. em
bargo on the former Yugoslavia, de
ployment of a small German contin
gent to Somalia, and German military 
personnel helping to operate NATO 
AWACS planes during the Gulf War and 
to monitor the Bosnian no-fly zone. 

While these efforts by the German 
government are to be commended, it is 
disturbing that some Germans, par
ticularly in the political opposition, 
have argued that even if the constitu
tional question were settled-as it now 
has been-Germany will for reasons of 
history not be able to participate fully 
in international military operations. 

Some have even argued that German 
troops cannot be sent anywhere that 
was overrun or occupied by Germjln 
forces during the Second World War
an area that extends from the Atlantic 
to the Caucasus, from the Maghreb to 
the Barents Sea-an area, moreover, 
which includes many of the regions 
now undergoing or expected to undergo 
communal, ethnic, and religious con
flict. Such an effort to circumscribe 
Germany's international role would es
sentially nullify the constitutional rul-
ing issued this week. t, • 

Madam President, Germany cannot 
hide from history, but neither can it 
hide behind history. 

We cannot accept the argument that 
the events of history forever bind na
tions and their leaders. One of the prin
cipal reasons war has returned to the 
Balkans is that leaders there insist 
upon dredging up old grievances to jus
tify digging fresh graves. 

Germany-whose citizens have forth
rightly grappled with the aggression 
and atrocities of the Nazi era, built a 
solidly democratic state, and securely 
anchored Germany in international in
stitutions-should not now invoke the 
past to avoid the responsibility to 
build a better future. 

Claims by some in Germany that the 
world community does not want Ger
many to fulfill its obligations in these
curity sphere mischaracterize inter
national opinions in an effort to ma
nipulate the German domestic debate, 
and we have an obligation to set the 
record straight. It is especially impor
tant that we do so now, since the con
stitutional court's ruling will prompt 
many Germans to re-examine the polit
ical factors affecting potential German 
military operations. 

The amendment I am. offering would 
express the sense of the Senate that an 
appropriate response to Germany's 
past would be for it to participate fully 
in international efforts to restore or 
maintain international peace and secu
rity. And it calls on the President to 
strongly encourage Germany to assume 
full and active participation in peace
keeping, peacemaking, and peace-en
forcing operations-that is, in the full 
spectrum of international ·military op
erations from blue-helmet missions to 
future Desert Storm-type operations. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
a press release issued by the Federal 
Constitutional Court regarding its de
cision. 

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

PRESS RELEASE ISSUED BY THE FEDERAL 
CONSTITUTIONAL COURT, NO. 29/94 

In the proceedings on the dispute over the 
deployment of German forces the Federal 
Constitutional Court (Second Panel) has 
ruled that the Federal Republic of Germany 
is at liberty to assign German armed forces 
in operations mounted by the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization [NATO] and Western 
European Union [WEU] to implement resolu
tions of the Security Council of the United 
Nations [UN]. The same applies to the as
signment of German contingents to peace
keeping forces of the UN. However, the Basic 
Law requires the Federal Government to ob
tain-in principle the prior-explicit ap
proval of the German Bundestag. The ruling 
was sought by the SDP and FDP groups in 
the Bundestag. 

According to Article 24 (2) of the Basic 
Law, the Federation may become a party to 
a system of collective security and in so 
doing consent to limitations upon its sov
ereign powers. The Federal Constitutional 
Court also sees in this power conferred by 
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the Basic Law the constitutional foundation 
for an assumption of responsibilities that are 
typically associated with membership of 
such a system of collective security. Hence 
German servicemen may be deployed within 
the scope of UN peacekeeping missions even 
if the latter are authorized to use force. The 
objections submitted by the applicants on 
constitutional grounds to the participation 
of German forces in the UNOSOM II mission 
in Somalia, in the NATO/WEU naval oper
ation in the Adriatic to monitor a UN em
bargo on the Federative Republic of Yugo
slavia, and in the AWACS monitoring of the 
ban on flights in the airspace over Bosnia
Herzegovina, likewise imposed by the United 
Nations, are therefore rejected. German serv
icemen may also be integrated into NATO 
formations which are deployed within the 
framework of UN operations. This, according 
to the Court, is covered by parliament's ap
proval of Germany's accession to NATO and 
the UN Charter. 

The Court also finds, however, after thor
oughly analysing the provisions of the Basic 
Law relating to the status of the armed 
forces in the constitutional system, that the 
Federal Government is required to obtain 
the Bundestag's explicit approval for each 
deployment of German armed forces. Such 
approval must in principle be obtained prior 
to their deployment. The Bundestag must 
decide on the deployment of armed forces 
with a simple majority. Once parliament has 
given its approval, the decision on the mo
dalities of deployment, especially the ques
tion of the size of the force and the duration 
of their deployment and on necessary coordi
nation within and with the governing bodies 
of international organizations, falls within 
the government's sphere of competence. The 
nature and extent of parliament's involve
ment is for parliament itself to decide within 
the scope of these constitutional constraints. 

A violation of Article 59 (2) of the Basic 
Law could not be found because the Panel's 
votes were equally divided. The applicants 
had argued that the deployment of NATO 
forces under the auspices of the United Na
tions constituted a substantive change in the 
NATO Treaty and that any such change re
quired the approval of parliament under Ar
ticle 59 (2) of the Basic Law. Four members 
of the Panel, whose opinion carries the deci
sion, take the view that the members of 
NATO, by taking the contentious measures, 
had clearly not done so with the intention of 
already extending the NATO Treaty to in
clude further tasks. In the opinion of the 
other four members of the Panel, the Federal 
Government was involved in a progressive 
extension of the NATO Treaty in a manner 
which threatened to undermine the 
participatory rights of the Bundestag. They 
held that this constituted a direct threat to 
those rights. 

With this decision the Federal Constitu
tional Court has recognized the long-dis
pu ted admissib111ty of the deployment of 
German forces under a United Nations man
date but at the same time made their deploy
ment in each individual case subject to the 
approval of the German Bundestag. 

Justices BockenfOrde and Kruis explained 
in a dissenting opinion that the application 
of the FDP parliamentary group ought to 
have been declared inadmissible and re-
jected. ; 

AMENDMENT NO. 2286 
(Purpose: To allocate funds for support of 

human rights and other nongovernmental 
organizations in Indonesia) 
Mr. LEAHY offered amendment No. 

2286 for Mr. WELLSTONE. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the following new section: 
SUPPORT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND OTHER NON
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS IN INDONESIA 
SEC. . Of the funds appropriated by this 

Act, $250,000 shall be made available to sup
port nongovernmental human rights organi
zations in Indonesia, and $250,000 shall be 
made available to .support nongovernmental 
environmental organizations to assess or 
otherwise address acute environmental prob
lems, particularly those affecting indigenous 
people, in Indo.qesia. . 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
the amendment I am offering today is 
designed to provide modest but critical 
assistance to non-governmental human 
rights and environmental organiza
tions in Indonesia. I am particularly 
interested in ensuring that adequate 
funds be made available to organiza
tions which monitor, and act to im
prove, humanitarian and environ
mental conditions in East Timor. I ask 
that Senators SIMON, PELL, and HARKIN 
be added as original cosponsors of the 
amendment. 

Late last month, the Senate voted to 
remove a provision from this bill which 
would have prohibited the use of Unit
ed States military equipment provided 
to the Government of Indonesia from 
being used by Indonesian &ecuri ty 
forces in East Timor. Believe it or not, 
despite the Indonesian Government's 
abysmal human rights record, includ
ing persistent abuses by its security 
forces against innocent civilians, the 
Senate voted to remove this provision 
from the bill. This amendment, along 
with the one being offered by Senator 
LEAHY which I have cosponsored, will 
send a strong message to the Indo
nesian Government that they cannot 
continue to allow their security forces 
to abuse their people. The Leahy 
amendment, developed with the help of 
Senator FEINGOLD and others, codifies 
current United States policy prohibit
ing the sale or licensure for export of 
small arms and crowd control items, 
until the administration certifies to 
Congress that the Indonesians are: 
First, reducing their troop presence in 
East Timor; second, complying with 
human rights conditions; and, third, 
participating constructively in efforts 
at the United Nations to peacefully re
solve the status of East Timar. I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

As I have said, my amendment is de
signed to send a strong signal of United 
States support for non-governmental 
organizations working to address the 
persistent problems of human rights 
abuses and environmental degradation 
in Indonesia, including East Timar. It 
provides $250,000 to non-governmental 
human rights organizations, and 
$250,000 to non-governmental environ
mental organizations, to support their 
important work. 

I do not need to rehearse here the 
long and sad litany of human rights 
abuses in recent years by Indonesian 

security forces in East Timar. But I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at the end of my statement a number 
of documents on human rights condi
tions there, including reports from to
day's newswires about the brutal beat
ing of student protesters in Dili yester
day, and statements by Asia Watch on 
the incident and on human rights con
ditions in East Timar generally. 

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

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. The students in

volved in yesterday's incident were re
portedly beaten mercilessly with clubs 
by security forces for exercising their 
right to peaceful political protest; one 
of the worst such violent incidents in 
almost 3 years. Ironically, this incident 
took place at the same time that the 
United Nation's Special Rapporteur on 
Torture and Arbitrary Killings is in 
East Timor to look into the follow-up 
investigation regarding those still 
missing after the 1991 massacre, and 
other killings, when one might have 
expected the security forces to be on 
their best behavior. This modest 
amount of assistance, coupled with 
continuing political support from the 
United States and others, should be 
very helpful to the coalition of human 
rights, legal aid, and other organiza
tions in Jakarta and elsewhere ·who are 
working to monitor and improve 
human rights conditions there. It is a 
concrete sign to them and others fight..: 
ing for human rights that they are not 
alone, and that the United States will 
not stand idly by while Indonesian se
curity forces continue to abuse the 
East Timorese people. 

The amendment provides $250,000 for 
assessment of acute and urgent envi
ronmental problems in Indonesia. The 
Indonesian Archipelago is one of the 
most biologically diverse and valuable 
regions on earth. It contains nearly 10 
percent of the world's rain forests and 
almost 40 percent of the regional rain 
forests. And it is second only to Brazil 
in the rate of decline of such forests 
due to logging, agriculture, mining, 
and other commercial uses. Pristine 
rain forests unique in all the world and 
populated by indigenous peoples-such 
as the 350,000 square kilometer region 
known as Irian Jaya-are being rav
aged by mining and logging interests. 
This funding is designed to com
plement existing efforts by non-govern
mental organizations to assess and ad
dress environmental degradation there. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. I am grateful to the man
ager of the bill, Senator LEAHY, for 
agreeing to accept it. I urge its adop
tion. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From Human Rights Watch] 

INDONESIAN TROOPS CLASH WITH EAST TIMOR 
STUDENTS 

(By Jeremy Wagstaff) 
JAKARTA, July 14 (Reuter).-Indonesian se

curity forces attacked student protesters in 
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Dili on Thursday, beating demonstrators 
with clubs in the worst such incident in the 
troubled territory in nearly three years, resi
dents said. 

Speaking by telephone from Dili, residents 
said about 20 students were badly injured 
when security forces stopped a protest march 
less than 50 metres (yards) from its starting 
point at the local university. 

"They wanted to leave to campus but we 
did not allow them, because we want them to 
stay there to avoid anything unnecessary," a 
police spokesman said by telephone from 
Dili. He denied there had been any beatings 
or arrests. 

Indonesia, which has ruled East Timor 
since its 1975 invasion, still faces widespread 
criticism after troops gunned down dem
onstrators at a cemetery in November 1991. 
Up to 200 protesters were killed. 

Security forces were still surrounding the 
campus on Thursday where up to 300 stu
dents were holed up, shouting anti-police slo
gans, residents said. 

More than 70 protesters were being held at 
a nearby military barracks after fleeing the 
military assault, they said. 

"It has been very tense in the last two 
weeks and it has just got worse today. The 
situation is critical," one resident said by 
telephone from Dili. 

Local members of the International Com
m! ttee of the Red Cross had taken more than 
20 injured to nearby hospitals, according to 
residents. One eyewitness saw five students 
injured, mostly from beatings. 

A spokesman at the local hospital said 
only one person, a bystander at the clash, 
had been brought to the hospital. 

Indonesia has faced a dwindling guerrilla 
band and simmering resentment against its 
sometimes brutal rule in the mainly Catho
lic territory. Churchgoers last month at
tacked two Indonesian soldiers after they 
abused the sacrament. 

A protest march on the local parliament 
resulting from the incident ended peacefully 
on Monday, and the military have vowed to 
discipline the two soldiers involved. 

Local church leaders have said that despite 
efforts by the local military, security forces 
continued to abuse the population of 750,000 
in the former Portuguese colony. 

The situation had worsened in recent 
weeks, residents said. 

Four protesters were jailed after staging a 
small demonstration in front of visiting 
journalists in April. 

Two soldiers were court-martialed for mur
der this year after they shot dead local civil
ians in separate incidents. Thursday's at
tempted protest march appeared to have 
been prompted by a fight on Wednesday be
tween students on the university campus, 
when some East Timorese attacked three 
other students for taunting two Catholic 
nuns. Residents said the three had been 
badly injured and taken to the hospital. 

Residents said streets around the campus 
had been blocked off by truckloads of mili
tary and local mobile brigades. 

A U.N. special rapporteur on torture and 
arbitrary killings, Baore Waly Ndiaye, vis
ited East Timor this week to monitor Indo
nesian investigations into the 1991 massacre 
and other killings. He said he had yet to 
complete his report. 

HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH/ASIA, 
Washington, DC, July 14, 1994. 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN EAST TIMOR 
Human rights Watch/Asia on Thursday 

called on the Indonesian government to 
allow unhindered access to East Timor by In-

donesian nongovernmental human rights or
ganizations and the international press to 
investigate today's violent dispersal of a pro
test march in Dill, East Timor, in which sev
eral people were injured and dozens arrested. 
The protest took place after an incident on 
the campus of the University of East Timar 
when, according to press reports, a group of 
students attacked three other students who 
had made insulting remarks to two Catholic 
nuns. Hundreds of students massed on the 
campus, planning to march to the office of 
the provincial parliament building, but they 
were intercepted by security forces who at
tacked the students with clubs. 

"From the facts thus far available, it 
seems as though the response of the police 
and military, including the beating and ar
rest of so many students, was wholly dis
proportionate to the nature of the security 
problem they faced," said Sidney Jones, Ex
ecutive Director of Human Rights Watch/ 
Asia. "Whatever the origins of the clash on 
campus, the students had a right to assemble 
peacefully and march to the parliament 
building, and it looks as though the military 
not only violated that right but did so with 
excessive use of force." 

HRW/Asia said only a thorough investiga
tion by respected human rights organiza
tions such as the Indonesian Legal Aid Insti
tute Foundation (YLBHI) and the Institute 
for Public and Social Advocacy (ELSAM) 
would enable the facts surrounding the inci
dent to come to light. These NGOs would 
also be able to access the response of the se
curity forces and the local government. 

The incident took place a day after a dis
cussion on East Timor at a meeting of the 
United Nations Special Committee on 
Decolonization. At that meeting, Human 
Rights Watch/Asia delivered a brief state
ment on the human rights situation in East 
Timar, the text of which follows: 

The lengths to which the Indonesian gov
ernment went to try and prevent the Asia
Pacific Conference on East Timor (APCET) 
from taking place in Manila from May 31 to 
June 2 reflect its efforts to control freedom 
of expression not only inside Indonesia but 
beyond its own borders. 

ACCESS TO EAST TIMOR BY HUMAN RIGHTS 
ORGANIZATIONS 

Despite the claims of Indonesian Foreign 
Minister in early May that he was inviting 
Amnesty International and Asia Watch (now 
Human Rights Watch/Asia) to visit East 
Timar, no human rights organizations have 
been given access since Asia Watch and the 
International Commission of Jurists were al
lowed to attend selected sessions of the 
Xanana Gusmao trial in March 1993. Human 
Rights Watch/Asia was explicitly refused 
permission to visit East Timar in June 1994. 

France Libertes, a human rights founda
tion headed by Mme. Danielle Mitterand, has 
also been refused access. One of the people 
invited to the Manila conference but subse
quently denied a visa by the Philippines gov
ernment (at Indonesia's request), Mme. 
·Mitterand had asked the Indonesian govern
ment through private channels in September 
1993 whether she and the Paris-based Inter
national League for Human Rights could 
visit East Timor; she was told that it was 
"not the right time" and to wait another six 
months. After six months, Frances Libertes 
made another request, this time not men
tioning Mme. Mitterand's name. The request 
was turned down. 

It is not only international human rights 
organizations that have difficulty getting to 
East Timar; some Indonesian human rights 
organizations do as well. In early May, a 

seminar on the topic of sustainable develop
ment and the environment was due to take 
place at the University of East Timar, co
sponsored by a number of Indonesian NGOs 
including members of a coalition called the 
Joint Committee for the Defense of the East 
Timorese (Komite Bersama Pembelaan 
Masyarakat Timor Timur.) The coalition in
cludes some of Indonesia's most respected 
NGOs: the Legal Aid Institute (Yayaysan 
Lembaga Bantuan Hukum Indonesia); the In
donesian Council of Churches (Parpem 
Persekutuan Gereja-Gereja Indonesia or 
PG!); the Institute for Social Advocacy and 
Study (Lembaga Stud! dan Advokasi 
Masyarakat or ELSAM); and the Catholic or
ganization, LPPS Caritas Katolik. A week 
before the seminar was to take place, the 
military commander for the region that in
cludes East Timor called the university rec
tor and told him the conference would have 
to be postponed. When it eventually did take 
place, the Indonesian NGOs were not per
mitted to attend, nor was Florentino 
Sarnmento of ETADEP, an East Timorese 
environmental NGO. 

CONCLUSION 

In short, Mr. Chairman, East Timar re
mains a troubled place where human rights 
abuses continue. Greater openness-defined 
as freedom for East Timorese to gather in 
private houses without permits and to freely 
express their own opinions, unhampered ac
cess by foreign journalists, less control over 
foreign visitors, and access by international 
human rights organizations---would almost 
certainly help prevent such abuses and en
sure some form of redress for the -victims. 
But if the last few months are any indica
tion, the trend is not toward openness but 
the reverse. The closure on June 21 of thrP-e 
important news weeklies in Jakarta has im
plications for East Timar, because it sug
gests a desire to control information that 
the politically powerful find offensive. Re
stricting information prevents problems 
from being aired and solutions from being 
found on all fronts, not just human rights. 
For East Timar as well as Indonesia, that 
may prove very damaging. 

HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH/ASIA, 
Washington, DC, July 14, 1994 

STATEMENT OF HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH/ASIA TO 
THE DECOLONIZATION COMMITTEE OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the oppor
tunity to address this committee. As you 
know, Human Rights Watch/Asia, formerly 
Asia Watch, takes no position on the politi
cal status of East Timar, but it believes that 
full information on the human rights situa
tion there must inform the committee's de
liberations and discussions on the issue of 
decolonization. 

East Timor is neither a Rwanda nor a 
Bosnia. It is not a place where massive car
nage is taking place nor does it have con
centration camps with emaciated prisoners. 
It is a place, however, where arbitrary deten
tion and torture are routine, and where basic 
freedoms of expression, association and as
sembly are non-existent. Disappearances and 
politfoally-motivated killings have become 
relatively rare, but when cases are reported, 
controls on information and access to the 
territory are such that it is virtually impos
sible, even for Indonesian non-governmental 
organizations, to conduct investigations that 
would meet international standards for im
partiality and thoroughness. The Indonesian 
Human Rights Commission, which for all its 
many flaws, has at least been a useful sound
ing board for complaints from the Indonesian 
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public, had not, as of June 1994, visited East 
Timor or looked into any of the many re
ported cases of human rights violations 
there. 

The Indonesian government has taken 
some steps for which it deserves credit. We 
welcome, for example, the visit to East 
Timor just concluded of Mr. Bacre Waly 
N'Daiye, a distinguished Senegalese lawyer 
who is currently Special Rapporteur on Sum
mary and Arbitrary Executions for the Unit
ed Nations Commission on Human Rights. At 
the same time, however, we note that East 
Timorese sources tell us repeatedly of the 
extensive security preparations taken by the 
Indonesian military in advance of high-pro
file visits of foreigners to East Timor. These 
preparations often involve the rounding up 
of potential "trouble-makers"-as we under
stand happened before Mr. N'Daiye's visit; 
warnings to residents in areas the group is 
likely to visit; and booking by officials of 
most of the rooms in either of the two hotels 
in Dili where the visitor is likely to stay. 

On June 30, the Indonesian government, 
through the intercession of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) also al
lowed the family of resistance leader Xanana 
Gusmao to visit him in Cipinang Prison, Ja
karta. It was the first time in almost twenty 
years that Gusmao was able to see his wife. 
Emilia, and their two children, all residents 
of Melbourne, Australia. The humanitarian 
gesture was welcome-but it came after 
Gusmao had been in prolonged solitary con
finement in Cipinang, without access to visi
tors or newspapers. allegedly for smuggling 
out letters to supporters. The United Nations 
Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment 
of Prisoners, in Article 37, state that pris
oners should be allowed " under necessary su
pervision" to communicate with family and 
friends and to be kept informed regularly of 
news. 

In this connection, we regret the decision 
of the Indonesian government to move six 
East Timorese sentenced in connection with 
events in October and November 1991 from 
Dili to Semarang, Central Java, where they 
will have no access whatsoever to friends and 
family. The transfer of prisoners, including 
Gregorio da Cunha Saldanha, Francisco Mi
randa Branco and Jacinto dos Neves 
Raimundo Alves, all sentenced in connection 
with the peaceful demonstration on Novem
ber 12, 1991 on which Indonesian troops 
opened fire, took place on June 9, 1994. 

Finally, we welcome the decision of the In
donesian government to allow seven East 
Timorese students who had sought asylum at 
embassies in Jakarta to leave for Lisbon last 
December under ICRC auspices. 

These positive steps notwithstanding, the 
human rights situation in East Timor con
tinues to be grim. 

DISAPPEARANCES 

As we noted above, new cases of disappear
ances are rare. But there are hundreds of 
outstanding, unresolved cases. No progress 
has been made on accounting for those who 
remain missing in the aftermath of the No
vem ber 1991 Dili massacre, for example, or, 
indeed, for more recent incidents. 

In May 1994, relatives of Gaspar Luis Xa
vier Carlos in Dili revealed to a visitor that 
Gaspar remained missing after his arrest by 
military intelligence (Satuan Gerakan 
Intelejen or SGI) on September 3, 1992, just 
prior to the summit meeting in Jakarta of 
the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM). Aged 30 
at the time of his disappearance, Gaspar was 
an employee in Dili of a national bank, Bank 
Bumi Daya. His family was told by the mili
t ary that he was arrested in connections 

with security measures being taken in con
nection with the Jakarta summit. Gaspar, 
other sources said, had been planning to go 
to Jakarta with a few others to present in
formation to NAM delegates about the situa
tion in East Timor, but security officers be
came aware of their plans. In addition to 
Gaspar, a man named Malacu is reported to 
have been arrested and severely tortured; his 
fate is not known. Gaspar was taken to the 
SGI office in Colmera, Dili and from there a 
few days later to the Comarca prison in 
Balide, Dili. Shortly thereafter, he was 
taken out of the prison at night and has not 
been seen since. The family has made re
peated inquiries to the military in Dili with
out success, and recently sought help from 
Indonesia's National Commission on Human 
Rights. Gaspar's wife and two children re
main in Dili. His employers, Bank Bumi 
Daya, fired him after his arrest, and the fam
ily has no regular source of income. 

In its report to the United Nations Com
mission on Human Rights, the UN Working 
Group on Enforced or Involuntary Disappear
ances reported that of twenty disappearance 
cases from Indonesia and East Timor submit
ted by the Working Group to the Indonesian 
government for clarification, the govern
ment reported that five had returned home. 
"In the remaining 15 cases, the names of the 
persons contained in the Government's reply 
did not correspond to the names of the miss
ing persons contained in the lists of the 
Working Group."1 

1 Commission on Human Rights, Report of the 
Working Group on Enforced or Involuntary Dis
appearances, E/CN, 4/1994/26, December 22, 1993, p. 66. 

It should be noted that in its resolution 
1993197 in March 1993, the UN Commission on 
Human Rights urged the Government of In
donesia to invite the Special Rapporteur on 
the Question of Torture, the Special 
Rapporteur on Extrajudicial, Summary or 
Arbitrary Executions, the Working Group on 
Arbitrary Detention and the Working Group · 
on Enforced or Involuntary Disappearances. 
The Special Rapporteur on Summary Execu
tions has just left East Timor, but no invita
tion has been extended to the Working Group 
on Arbitrary Detention or the Working 
Group on Disappearances. 

EXTRAJUDICIAL EXECUTIONS 

Several cases of summary executions have 
been reported to HRW/Asia since our last 
presentation to this committee, although be
cause of lack of access, we have not been 
able to independently confirm the incidents. 
Even it the facts as stated could be verified, 
it is possible in the two cases described 
below that there were circumstances, not 
known to HRW/Asia, that could affect the 
characterization of these killings as 
extrajudicial executions. But it is important 
to recognize that East Timorese in Lautem 
reported these incidents as such to Indo
nesian human rights monitors in Jakarta, 
suggesting, at the very least, that a full in
vestigation should be undertaken , with pros
ecution of those responsible should the exe
cutions be confirmed. 

In the first case, in the hamlet of 
Assalaino, Lautem district, a farmer and fa
ther of four named Tito Teles, aged thirty
three, was reportedly killed by members of 
army battalion 611 on November 1, 1993 as he 
was leaving his home to go hunting. He had 
reportedly obtained a permit from security 
forces in the region to hunt in an area known 
as the " free zone", as he had on two other 
occasions. People in t~1e village heard him 
calling his dog as he was moving toward the 
zone, but special forces hidden along the 
path from the village opened fire. When the 

dog returned alone to Tito's house. villagers 
questioned the security forces who claimed 
they had no knowledge of Tito's where
abouts. Only after Tito's body was discov
ered on November 2 did they acknowledge 
the shooting. 

In the second case, a fifteen-year-old ele
mentary school student named Ilario 
Rodrigues, son of Teofila and Benefito 
Rodrigues of the hamlet of Foema-a, Souro 
village, Lautem, was shot and killed on July 
30, 1993 by men described by villagers as 
army commandos as he was going into a 
nearby garden to cut down coconuts to sell. 
He was a student of State Elementary 
School No. 6 in Souro. His body was imme
diately buried by those who shot him; it was 
exhumed the next day by his neighbors. It is 
not clear why he was killed. 

ACCOUNTABILITY 

The Indonesian commander in East Timor, 
Colonel Johny Lumintang, had disciplined 
some Indonesian soldiers responsible for 
abuses; two soldiers were court-martialled 
for murder earlier this year, according to a 
July 5 Reuters dispatch, and two others have 
been detained after committing sacrilege in 
a Catholic church in Remexio by spitting out 
the sacrament during communion. The inci
dent occurred on June 28, 1994. (Eleven vil
lagers, it should be noted, were then de
tained for then attacking the soldiers.) 

It would be a welcome development if sol
diers were routinely held accountable for 
abuses in East Timor, and it will be impor
tant for the human rights community, both 
Indonesian and international, to monitor the 
prosecutions and punishments in the above 
cases. But until the climate of fear substan
tially changes in East Timor and people feel 
both free to register complaints against 
members of the armed forces and confident 
in the legal system in place there, many sol
diers will continue to act with impunity. 

CONTROLS ON FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION 

A single incident demonstrates the extent 
of restrictions freedom of expression in East 
Timor. From April 12 to 15, 1994, twenty-six 
foreign journalists were taken on an official 
visit to East Timor at the invitation of the 
Indonesian government. (Over seventeen 
years after Indonesia's annexation of East 
Timor, access to the territory remains re
stricted, and journalists must apply for spe
cial travel permits.) The day before they 
left, on April 14 at about 7:00 a.m .. a small 
group of East Timorese held a pro-independ
ence demonstration in front of the Mahkota 
Hotel in D111 where the journalists were 
staying. 

The demonstration became the focus of 
most of their subsequent articles, to the In
donesian government's great indignation. On 
April 17, a military spokesman in Dili, Major 
L. Simbolon, accused the journalists of " de
fecting" from the official agenda and con
ducting an " investigation" rather than look
ing at "existing reality. " 

But it was the demonstrators who in fact 
represented East Timor's "existing reality. " 
Following the demonstration, they were 
briefly arrested for questioning, then re
leased. After the foreign reporters were safe
ly out of East Timor, however, the real ar
rests took place. On May 1, Nuno Corvelo 
was picked up. On May 2, it was Rui 
Fernandes's turn. And on May 8, nine more 
young people were arrested: Pedro de Fat
ima; Rosalina dos Santos. twenty-two; 
Octavianus; Miguel de Deus, aged twenty; 
Marcus; Pantaleao Amaral; aged eighteen; 
Lucas dos Tilman; Anibal; and Ishak Soares, 
twenty-two. All are D111 residents . 
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A week after their arrest, their families 

had not been informed of their whereabouts 
and were too frightened to ask. At least six 
were, in fact, taken to the regional police 
command (Polwil) in Dili; the Indonesian 
government never acknowledg-ed holding 
more than six. 

The trials of three of the eleven began on 
June 16. At issue was not <·only the dem
onstration, but the fact that the young men 
had taken part in an " illegal meeting" on 
April 13 at Pedro de Fatima's home in 
Kuluhun, Dili, to discuss the display of pro
independence banners that the journalists 
would be able to see. According to inter
national standards on human rights, the 
meeting was a peaceful exercise of freedom 
of assembly, just as the demonstration itself 
was a legitimate exercise of freedom of ex
pression. 

But the Dili court saw it differently. On 
June 24, Pentaleao Amaral, Ishak Soares and 
Miguel de Deus were sentenced to twenty 
months in prison after being found guilty of 
violating Article 154 of the criminal Code, 
spreading hatred toward the Government of 
Indonesia. On July 7, Rosalina dos Santos 
was given the same sentence for creating 
public disorder and inciting separatist senti
ments. The defendants were not represented 
by legal counsel. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2287 

(Purpose: Regarding the extradition to the 
United States of Mohammad Ismail Abequa) 

Mr. LEAHY offered amendment No. 
2287 for Mr. LAUTENBERG. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the foilowing new section: 
REGARDING THE EXTRADITION TO THE UNITED 

STATES OF MOHAMMAD ISMAIL ABEQUA 
SEC. -. (a) The Senate finds that-
(1) Mohammad Ismail Abequa is a natural

ized United States citizen who is alleged to 
have strangled his estranged wife, Nihal 
Abequa, in Morris County, New Jersey on 
July 3, 1994; 

(2) Mohammad Ismail Abequa fled to 
Amman', Jordan on July 5, 1994, with the cou
ple's two children Sarni and Lisa, aged 3 and 
6 years old, respectively; 

(3) New Jersey officials have confirmed 
that Mohammad Ismail Abequa arrived in 
Amman on July 6, 1994, via an international 
flight from London and that he had the two 
children in his custody upon arrival in Jor
dan; 

(4) Mohammad Ismail Abequa reportedly 
has a record of wife beating and child abuse 
while living in New Jersey, and the children 
could be in danger; 

(5) the children have a close relative, 
Nihal's sister, who, reportedly, will care for 
and nurture them in New Jersey; and 

(6) the personal involvement of King Hus
sein of Jordan in finding the children quick
ly could prevent their serious injury by 
Abequa. 

(b) The Senate hereby expresses its con
cern both that Mohammad Ismail Abequa be 
brought to justice and that the safety of the 
two children held by Abequa be ensured. 

(c) It is the sense of the Senate that-
(1) The Government of Jordan should use 

its resources to apprehend and extradite Mo
hammad Ismail Abequa to the United States 
where he will be afforded the due process of 
the. laws of the State of New Jersey; and 

(2) the appropriate officials of the Depart
ment of Justice and the Department of State 
should work aggressively toward that goal. 

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. This Sense-of
the-Senate amendment calls on King 
Hussein of Jordan to use the resources 
of the government of Jordan to appre
hend and extradite Mohammad Ismail 
Abequa to the United States where he 
will be afforded the due process of the 
laws of the State of New Jersey. 

It also calls on the appropriate offi
cials at the Justice Department anl:I 
State Department to work aggressively 
toward that goal. 

Madam President, Mohammad Ismail 
Abequa is a naturalized U.S. Citizen 
who is believed to have murdered his 
estranged wife, Nihal Abequa, in Mor
ris County, New Jersey on July 3, 1994. 
Mohammad Ismail Abequa fled to 
Amman, Jordan on July 5, , 1994 with 
the couple's two children Sarni and 
Lisa, aged 3 and 6 years old. 

New Jersey officials have confirmed 
that Mohammad Ismail Abequa arrived 
in Amman on July 6th v:i.a an inter
national flight from London and that 
he had the two children in his custody 
upon arrival in Jordan. 

I am concerned both with bringing 
Mohammad Ismail Abequa to justice, 
and with the safety of the two children 
being held by Abequa. 

Mohammad Ismail Abequa reportedly 
has a record of wife beating and child 
abuse while living in New Jersey, and 
the children could be in danger. The 
children have a close relative, Nihal's 
sister, who, reportedly, will care for 
and nurture them in New Jersey. 

The direct involvement of the Gov
ernment of Jordan in finding the chil
dren quickly could prevent their seri
ous injury by Abequa. King Hussein has 
a critical role to play in ensuring that 
a man who is believed to have savagely 
murdered his wife will be brought to 
justice. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that a copy of an article that 
appeared in the Star Ledger be printed 
in the RECORD. I also ask unanimous 
consent that copies of a letter I, along 
with Representative ROBERT 
TORRICELLI, sent to King Hussein and 
the Attorney General Reno be printed 
in the RECORD. 

I urge my colleagues to approve this 
amendment. 

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

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, July 14, 1994. 

His Majesty Hussein I, 
King of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, 

Amman. 
YOUR MAJESTY: We request your personal 

involvement in the apprehension and extra
dition to the United States of Mohammad 
Ismail Abequa, a naturalized U.S. citizen 
who fled to Amman, Jordan on July 5, 1994. 
Mohammad Abequa is believed to have stran
gled his estranged wife, Nihal, in Morris 
County, New Jersey on July 3d. Following 
the murder of his wife, Abequa kidnapped 
the coupie•s two children Sarni and Lisa, 
aged 3 and 6 years old. 

New Jersey officials have confirmed that 
Abequa arrived in _Amman on July 6th via an 

international flight from London. He had the 
two children in his custody upon arrival in 
Jordan. 

Our immediate concern is the safety of the 
two children being held by Abequa. He has 
record of wife beating and child abuse while 
living in New Jersey, and they could be in 
danger. Your personal involvement in find
ing the children quickly could prevent their 
serious injury by Abequa. The children have 
a close relative, Nihal 's sister, who, we un
derstand, will care for and nurture them in 
New Jersey. 

We urge you to use the resources of the 
government of Jordan to apprehend and ex
tradite Abequa to the United States. He is a 
U.S. citizen and a fugitive of U.S. justice. 
The people of New Jersey are horrified by 
Nihal's brutal murder, and with your assist
ance, will afford Abequa the due process of 
the laws of the State of New Jersey. 

We make this direct appeal to you with the 
hope of preventing further harm, to innocent 
children and bringing to justice Ii- man who 
has been accused of savagely murdering his 
wife. While our request is extraordinary, 
Your Majesty, we are sure you appreciate 
the need for expeditious action. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT G. TORRICELLI. 
FRANK R. LAUTEN:BERG. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, July 14, 1994. 

Hon. JANET RENO, 
Attorney General, Department of Justice, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR JANET: We are forwardin'g to you a 

copy of a letter we sent to King Hussein of 
Jordan regarding the extradition to the 
United States of Mohammad Ismail Abequa, 
a naturalized U.S. citizen who fled to 
Amman, Jordan on July 5, 1994. 

Mr. Abequa is believed to have murdered 
his wife ; Nihal Abequa, in Morris County 
New Jersey on July 3, 1994. He fled to Jordan 
with their two children. 

We understand that the Justice Depart
ment must request extradition of Abequa 
through the State Department before Jor
danian officials will feel compelled to take 
official action to seek and apprehend 
Abequa. We would ask that you make such a 
request expeditiously. We appreciate your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT G. TORRICELLI. 
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG. 

MIDEAST MANHUNT 
(By Brian T. Murray, Kevin Coughlin and 

Joe Terri to) 
The murder of a New Jersey woman landed 

in the court of international diplomacy yes
terday when authorities confirmed that the 
prime suspect-her husband-flew · to his 
homeland of Jordan with their two children 
last week just hours before detectives 
launched a nationwide manhunt. 

"I believe (Jordan's) King Hussein will co
operate in the case. I've met him many times 
and know him fairly well. He's very respon
sible. He will see enormous ramifications if 
he does not cooperate here," said Rep. Rob
ert Torricelli (D-9th. Dist.), a member of the 
House Foreign Relations Committee, who 
noted that there is no extradition treaty 
with Jordan. 

The congressman was in touch with Morris 
County Prosecutor Michael Murphy, whose 
office is trying to bring 45-year-old Moham
mad Ismail Abequa to justice in the July 3 
strangulation of his 40-year-old wife, Nihal 
(Nina). Because her body was stuffed under a 
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bed in a plastic bag, the crime went unde
tected until after noon July 6, giving Abequa 
time to flee the country, said Murphy. 

"Our office is in the process of working 
with the State Department and Interpol to 
secure his return to the United States," said 
Murphy, who described the getaway as "ex
tremely well-planned," But he added he was 
"cautiously optimistic" that Jordan will 
help in returning Abequa and his children. 

With his children in tow and using his Jor
danian passport to get them aboard, Abequa 
took a flight out of Nashville at 8 p.m. July 
5 and landed in Gatwick Airport in Great 
Britain, where he boarded another plane to 
Amsterdam. There he bought three tickets 
to Amman, Jordan, where he is believed to 
have arrived on the day police found his 
wife's body in her Parsippany-Troy Hills 
apartment. 

Although Jordan and the United States do 
not have an extradition treaty, Torricelli 
said Jordan has been responsive on "con
stituent problems" in the past and would not 
risk harming Jordanian-U.S. relations by 
harboring a fugitive like Abequa. Addition
ally, the queen of Jordan, Noor al Hussein, is 
American-born and was educated at Prince
ton University. 

Police in Jordan are willing to cooperate 
and search for suspects in heinous crimes 
committed in other countries, according to 
Ayman Aamiry, second secretary of the J or
danian Embassy in Washington, DC. "We 
don't want a criminal on our hands," he said. 

If the suspect is captured and cannot be ex
tradited, he could be tried in a Jordanian 
court, according to Aamiry. 

However, Murphy said he would not want 
to explore that option until all efforts to re
turn Abequa have been exhausted. 

A trial in Jordan would require U.S. offi
cials to issue a formal summons, Aamiry ex
plained. Arguments could be made in person 
or via sworn affidavits, he added, noting that 
the procedure is common in civil matters. 

Aamiry also said U.S. law enforcement au
thorities could have Interpol, the inter
national police agency, ask Jordanian au
thorities to arrest Abequa. The U.S. Em
bassy in Amman could press the issue with 
Jordan as well, he said. 

Abequa and his wife had been separated 
since December 1992 and she sued for divorce 
in April, accusing him of beating her and the 
children, 6-year-old Lisa and' 3-year-old 
Sarni. Abequa also threatened to abscond 
with the children, claiming he did not want 
them raised in the United States, an obses
sion which Murphy identified as one Of the 
motives for the killing. 

Nina Abequa was so scared of her abusive 
husband that she thought of sneaking off to 
Arizona with her children last winter. She 
even wanted to bring her mother and sister, 
fearing they might be subject to reprisals if 
they remained behind, according to Rena 
Moosa, an executive recruiter who tried to 
find her an insurance job in Arizona. 

"She said she wanted to· go somewhere 
where he didn't know where she was," said 
the recruiter, whose own experiences with 
marital problems forged a long-distance 
friendship with Abequa over the last three 
years. 

They last spoke by phone two or three days 
before Abequa's d.eroth. At that time 
Abequa's Fourth of July holiday weekend 
plans only included visiting with her family. 
Moosa said there was no mention of a visit 
from her husband, which other friends said 
happened the afternoon of July 3, the day the 
woman disappeared. 

Moosa said before that fateful weekend, 
Nina Abequa's fears had subsided. She had 

not heard from her husband in months and 
no longer felt threatened by him, despite 
knowing that the naturalized U.S. citizen 
had returned from Jordan to Tennessee, 
where he occasionally lived. Nina Abequa ex
pected to start later this month in a better
paying job Moosa found for her with an in
surance firm in Hartford. 

"She loved those kids. They were her 
whole life. Everything revolved around 
them," said Moosa, who said she has night
mares that Mohammad Abequa reiterated 
threats to take the children to Jordan while 
Nina was in her death throes. "That would 
have made her berserk." 

A gentle woman with a "sweet little lilting 
voice," Nina Abequa made an unfortunate 
joke in one of her last calls to Moosa. 

"'I hope I'm not the next Nicole Simp
son,'" Moosa quoted Nina Abequa as saying 
with a slight laugh. "I said, 'Nina, don't even 
say something like that!'" 

The children were last seen by a friend of 
Abequa's in Nashville last week, when the 
murder suspect stopped to sell his car there 
for $700 before making his flight out of the 
country. 

"The kids were fine," said Morris County 
Prosecutor's Detective Gary Denamen, who 
interviewed the unidentified friend. "They 
were under the impression from their father 
that they were going on a vacation or some 
kind of trip." 

"They were unaware that their mother was 
dead," Murphy added. 

It was late on July 3 that Abequa made his 
arrangements to fly out of Nashville toward 
Jordan. Police believe he got to Tennessee 
via a domestic flight out of Newark either 
July 3 or July 4, and it was Nashville detec
tives who discovered Saturday that Abequa 
and the children ;had left the country. 

"The way the body was concealed gave him 
time to leave this country," Murphy said, 
noting Nina Abequa was not found until 12:20 
p.m. July 6, after her sister telephoned police 
reporting that she had been missing for days. 

The body was found by a police officer, and 
detectives later found bloody materials in a 
dumpster near her apartment, indicating 
Abequa had cleaned up the crime scene. Mur
phy said the woman was bleeding from the 
mouth and nose but that she had been par
tially concealed in a plastic bag and covered 
by blankets. The air conditioning also was 
left on, he said, which further prevented im
mediate detection of the body. 

"There .. were some signs of resistance * * * 
There were hand marks around her neck, 
probably caused by her trying to remove his 
hands from her neck," he said, referring to 
self-inflicted scratches. 

The fact that Abequa had a Jordanian 
passport made his flight easier. While even 
young children who are U.S. citizens gen
erally are required to have passports to leave 
the nation, that is not always the case when 
their parent holds a foreign passport. 

Gary Sheaffer, spokesman for the U.S. 
State Department's bureau of consular af
fairs, noted that in some Middle Eastern na
tions, children under 12 are allowed to enter 
the country as long as they are with a parent 
who has a passport. He also pointed out that 
normally it is not very difficult for U.S. citi
zens to get immigration documents once 
they arrive in the Middle East. 

Sheaffer said he believes Abequa "probably 
wouldn't have any trouble talking his way 
through" to get permission to bring the chil
dren into the country with him. 

Getting Abequa returned to the U.S. may 
be difficult. But getting the children back 
could pose an additional problem, according 

to authorities, who noted that Abequa has an 
extensive family in the homeland he fre
quently visited since immigrating in 1985 and 
becoming a U.S. citizen in 1990. 

Murphy said the family of the murdered 
woman is concerned about the children and 
whether they will have to go through Jor
danian courts to secure their return. 

"Her sister is anxious to have the children 
returned to her so that she can raise them," 
Murphy added. 

"We're going to have to work delicately in 
the international forum with Jordan * * * 
We're going to do everything we can to get 
him back and hopefully the children," he 
added. 

If Abequa is captured and tried by Jor
danian authorities, his ties to that country 
could give him the upper hand in a murder 
trial, according to Christopher Taylor, an as
sistant professor of religion and Middle East
ern studies at Drew University in Madison. 

"A lot of these things generally turn out to 
be which family has more clout," said Tay
lor. Nihal Abequa has no known family in 
Jordan. 

Taylor explained that sometimes in Middle 
Eastern courts, the influence of a defend
ant's family can have as much influence as 
evidence in court. He said the wealthy or 
families with higher status have more influ
ence on court proceedings than poorer, blue
collar families. 

One way Abequa could attempt to get 
around murder charges in a Middle Eastern 
courtroom would be to claim there were "ex
tenuating circumstances," ·such as that his 
wife was an adulteress, which could excuse 
murder under Islamic law, Taylor said. 

Taylor added that diplomacy also could 
come into play. He pointed out that since 
the Persian Gulf War, Jordan has been try
ing to repair its damaged relations with the 
U.S., and that could help American efforts to 
gain custody of Abequa. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2288 

Mr. LEAHY offered amendment No. 
2288. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, i~sert 

the following: 
INDONESIA 

SEC. . The United States should continue 
to refrain from selling or licensing for export 
to the Government of Indonesia defense arti
cles such as small or light arms and crowd 
control items until the Secretary of State 
determines and reports to the Committees 
on Appropriations that there has been sig
nificant progress made on human rights in 
East Timor and elsewhere in Indonesia, in
cluding in such areas as: 

(1) complying with the recommendations 
in the United Nations Special Rapporteur's 
January 1992 report and the March 1993 rec
ommendations of the United Nations Human 
Rights Commission; 

(2) significantly reducing Indonesia's troop 
presence in East Timor; and 

(3) participating constructively in the 
United Nations Secretary General's efforts 
to resolve the status of East Timor. 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I wish 
to support the amendment offered by 
Senator LEAHY on Indonesia and ask to 
be added as a cosponsor. 

His amendment is a welcome state
ment on the foreign aid bill, reiterat
ing our policy of refusing to sell weap
ons to the Indonesian military that 
could be used to violate human rights. 

Just today, we have learned new rea
sons for the wisdom of this policy and 
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the reason for our need to watch close
ly and to be deeply concerned about 
the human rights situation in Indo
nesia. 

Today at least 20 people were injured 
by the Indonesian military in East 
Timor as security forces used riot
sticks to break up a student dem
onstration. The demonstration fol
lowed several recent incidents in which 
Indonesian soldiers were accused of in
sulting two Catholic nuns and abusing 
the sacrament while ostensibly taking 
communion in a Catholic church. 

On Tuesday the United States offi
cially denounced Indonesia's arrest of 
42 students on a hunger strike in the 
Indonesian capital of Jakarta. The stu
dents were protesting last month's ban 
of three Indonesian news magazines. 
The United States Embassy stated 
"their detention while on the Legal 
Aid Foundation's private grounds 
makes the actions of the Indonesian 
authorities even more objectionable." 

These arrests follow a pattern on re
cent government-sponsored violence 
against Indonesian labor and human 
rights activists. 

In May 1993, a 25-year-old labor activ
ist was raped and killed in East Java. 
Evidence linked her murder to the 
military. Last March the body of an
other labor organizer was found float
ing in a river. Again evidence linked 
his murder to the military. 

Violence continues to be the main 
means by which the government con
trol dissent. The most visible examples 
was in East Timor on November 21, 
1991, when troops opened fire on a 
peaceful demonstration protesting In
donesian occupation of East Timor. At 
least 100 and possibly as many as 250 
killed. The number is imprecise be
cause many disappeared during · that 
massacre and remain unaccounted for. 

In the Aceh region of Indonesia, an 
estimated 2,000 civilians have been 
killed by the military between 1989 to 
1993 during its counter-insurgency 
campaign. 

As Amnesty International notes in 
its 1994 annual report, President 
Suharto maintains a centralized and 
authoritarian government that exer
cises "strict and comprehensive con
trols on all aspects of social develop
ment and severe restrictions on civil 
and political rights." 

This policy of strict control, I do not 
believe, can be long maintained in In
donesia. With its rapid economic 
growth, spreading middle-class, there 
are increasing demands within Indo
nesian society for change. 

We must demonstrate clearly that 
the United States supports the forces 
for democratic change in Indonesia and 
will not allow our economic, aid, or 
military interests with the Indonesian 
Government inhibit our support for 
such change. 

This amendment demonstrates that 
our priority in Indonesia remains pro-

meting human rights and building de
mocracy. 

INDONESIA 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Madam President, 2 
weeks ago, the Senate tabled a com
mittee amendment by a vote of 59 to 35 
which would have placed.what I believe 
were unenforceable and mischievous 
conditions on the sale of military 
equipment (later revised to lethal mili
tary equipment) to Indonesia under the 
Foreign Military Sales Program. I be
lieved then, and believe today, that the 
statutory language proposed would 
have had serious, unintended con
sequences on our important bilateral 
relationship with Indonesia. In my 
judgment, this restriction would have 
resulted in Indonesia seeking other 
suppliers for the military equipment 
they need, and would have lessened 
what influence we have with moderniz
ing voices in Indonesia, ultimately un
dercutting our efforts to promote 
American values and principles, includ
ing regard and respect for human 
rights, in Indonesia. Further, in my 
view it would inevitably have spilled 
over into the commercial arena with 
unfortunate consequences for the rea
son that the United States Munitions 
List covers literally thousands of 
items, including spare parts, commu
nications equipment, advanced com
puter technology, satellites and other 
items. 

I again point out to my colleagues 
that this administration has under
taken a thorough review of our policy 
toward Indonesia during the past year. 
As a result, a comprehensive strategy 
has been developed to promote our Na
tion's vital security, political, human 
rights and economic interests with this 
key nation in Southeast Asia, the 
fourth largest country in the world 
which has worked cooperatively with 
the United States in promoting peace
ful solutions to potentially dangerous 
problems in the Spratly Islands, in 
Cambodia and other UN peacekeeping 
operations, and in promoting non
proliferation. 

This comprehensive policy was suc
cinctly and eloquently stated in a let
ter written by the Secretary of State 
to Chairman LEAHY on June 29, 1994, 
which I inserted in the RECORD during 
debate on this issue 2 weeks ago. It is 
worth quoting this summary again: 

The United States has important eco
nomic, commercial, security, human rights 
and political interest in Indonesia. Our chal
lenge is to develop a policy that advances all 
our interests, that obtains positive results 
and reduces, to the extent possible, unin
tended negative effects. 

Will this comprehensive policy of en
gagement on many fronts work to help 
us achieve our many objectives? I be
lieve it will. To be sure there are some 
parts of it I would disagree with, and 
there are other parts with which others 
will disagree. Overall, however, I be
lieve the administration has tried to 

strike a balance which will keep us en
gaged with pro-western voices within 
the Indonesian military and in Indo
nesia. 

It is my view that a stable, friendly 
Indonesia is in our Nation's best inter
est. One only has to look back 30 years 
to understand and appreciate the dan
gers to our Nation's interest of a re
turn to instability and the politics of 
konfrontasi. Maintaining a friendly, 
stable Indonesia is even more impor
tant today, in the post cold war and 
post-Philippines era. We are facing 
many challenges in the Asian region. 
Indonesia has played and continues to 
play a key balancing role which is in 
our fundamental interest. 

It is also my view that a stable, 
friendly Indonesia offers the best hope 
for achieving a better life for all the 
people of Indonesia. Stability and en
gagement with the west have in part 
set the stage for economic reform, 
which in turn has brought about impor
tant changes in Indonesia. The inci
dence of poverty for example has been 
reduced from 60 percent in 1970 to 
about 14 percent today, and the dis
tribution of wealth in general is equiv
alent to that in the United States. 
Other strides have been made which 
have resulted in a better life for the 
men, women and children of Indonesia: 
education is now mandatory through 
nine grades, for females as well as 
males; since 1950 the literacy rate 
among adults has increased dramati
cally from below 20 percent to about 74 
percent today; the incidence of mater
nal mortality and infant mortality 
have been greatly reduced; access to 

· health care has improved dramatically 
for all income groups and throughout 
the nation; the average life span has 
been increased for men and for women. 
Widely recognized and lauded family 
planning programs have addressed the 
very serious population issues Indo
nesia faces, and Indonesia has become 
self-sufficient in the production of rice. 
All of these achievements and others 
have improved in dramatic and tan
gible ways the lives of Indonesians 
from all economic strata and in all ge
ographic locations. In East Timor for 
example just 10 percent of the popu
lation was literate in 1975, when the 
Portuguese pulled out. There were only 
50 schools and no colleges at that time. 
Today, East Timor has nearly 600 ele
mentary schools, 90 middle schools and 
3 colleges. In 1975 East Timor had only 
two hospitals and 14 health clinics; 
today there are 10 hospitals and 197 vil
lage health clinics. Interestingly, the 
number of Catholic churches has quad
rupled since the Portuguese pulled out. 

Since 1967, a foundation for social 
stability has been constructed and con
tinues to be strengthened. To be sure, 
Indonesia continues to face many dif
ficult challenges. Poverty has been 
greatly reduced, but 14 percent of the 
population-some 27 million people-
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still live in poverty. Many of these peo
ple live in remote areas and have few 
skills; it will not be easy to reverse 
their situation and solutions will be 
long term. Indonesia also continues to 
face the inherent difficulty of uniting 
over 200 different ethnic groups speak
ing some 300 languages and dialects in 
a nation of islands spread across over 
3,000 miles of water. I understand the 
concerns in Indonesia about the poten
tially devastating impact of a return to 
instability, given the troubled history 
Indonesia had following independence 
in 1949, but I also believe the founda
tion which has been built over the past 
25 years is stronger than many in Indo
nesia realize and that more openness 
will strengthen this foundation, not 
challenge it. 

As with all nations, including our 
own, for every step forward there have 
been occasional steps backward. The 
United States has and should continue 
to press for and encourage forward 
movement and should speak out when 
steps are taken backward. The com
prehensive policy put forth by this Ad
ministration recognizes this. As Sec
retary Christopher put it in his June 
29, 1994 letter to Chairman LEAHY: 

This Administration is steadfastly pursu
ing the objective, shared with Congress, .of 
promoting an improved human rights envi
ronment in East Timor and elsewhere in In
donesia. We are trying to pursue our agenda 
aggressively, working with Indonesians both 
inside and outside the Government, using 
our assistance, information, and exchange 
programs to achieve results. At the same 
time, we have raised our human rights con
cerns at the highest levels in meetings with 
Indonesian officials. As a direct expression of 
our concerns, our current policy is to deny 
license requests for sales of small and light 
arms and lethal crowd control items to Indo
nesia. In accordance with U.S. law, we make 
these decisions on a case-by-case .· basis, ap
plying this general guidance. 

The State Department in conjunction 
with USAID ha~ also tried to move ag
gressively to give support through our 
development assistance programs to 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) 
in Indonesia, to support voices of plu
ralism and those who support change. 
My own view is that increased engage
ment in this manner will help promote 
the long term changes we all support 
and seek and in the end will lead to a 
more open, free and democratic sys
tem. 

The challenge we face is articulating 
and steadfastly implementing a com
prehensive policy which will encourage 
change, and result in more openness 
and respect for human rights, while 
maintaining a close and cooperative re
lationship with a stable and friendly 
Indonesia. 

We cannot achieve this by poking In
donesia in the eye, engaging in highly 
public debates in which Indonesia feels 
humiliated and subject to disrespect. 
We will achieve this through firm, 
steady and quiet diplomacy in which 
Indonesia is treated with the respect 

and dignity which is her due as an 
independent nation. 

As I understand it, this amendment 
codifies part of our comprehensive pol- · 
icy toward Indonesia which was articu
lated in Secretary Christopher's letter 
of June 29, 1994. It will come as no sur
prise to my colleagues to learn that my 
preference is to have no statutory lan
guage. I do not think this is necessary, 
and I believe it could make it more dif
ficult for the Administration to adjust 
to changed circumstances in the fu
ture. Nonetheless, since the Adminis
tration has apparently agreed to this 
language I will not take issue with it. 
I would point out however that this is 
only part of our policy and that my ac
quiescence is based on my belief that 
the Administration will continue to 
pursue a multifaceted policy which rec
ognizes that our relationship with In
donesia is complex and based on many 
interests: security, economic, commer
cial and political. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the full text of Secretary 
Christopher's letter be printed in full 
at the end of my remarks. 

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

SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, June 29, 1994. 

Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Foreign Oper

ations. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As you work on the 

FY 1995 Foreign Operations Appropriations 
bill, we would like to provide you with a 
clear statement of the Administration's pol
icy towards Indonesia and reiterate our ob
jections to language which would place re
strictions on arms sales or transfers to that 
country. 

This Administration is steadfastly pursu
ing the objective, shared with Congress, of 
promoting an improved human rights envi
ronment in East Timor and elsewhere in In
donesia. We are trying to pursue our agenda 
aggressively, working with Indonesians both 
inside and outside the Government, using 
our assistance, information, and exchange 
programs to achieve results. At the same 
time, we have raised our human rights con
cerns at the highest levels in meetings with 
Indonesian officials. As a direct expression of 
our concerns, our current policy is to deny 
license requests for sales of small and light 
arms and lethal crowd control items to Indo
nesia. In accordance with U.S. law, we make 
these decisions on a case-by-case basis, ap
plying this general guidance. 

East Timor remains a high priority for our 
human rights efforts in Indonesia. In 1993-94, 
there was considerably greater access to 
East Timor on the part of international 
groups such as the International Commission 
of Jurists, Human Rights Watch, foreign and 
domestic journalists, parliamentarians, and 
diplomats. We understand that the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 
is expanding its on-the-ground presence in 
East Timor and has, with the cooperation of 
government authorities, worked out satisfac
tory access arrangements for visits to de
tainees. The expanded USAID program in
cludes projects designed to strengthen indig
enous NGOs active in agriculture, health, vo
cational training, and microenterprise. On 

the security front, the Indonesian Govern
ment has reduced its troop levels in East 
Timor by two battalions. In East Timor, as 
well as elsewhere in Indonesia, we have seen 
evidence of improved military accountabil
ity and self-restraint under new military 
leadership. 

We clearly recognize that more needs to be 
done. We continue to push for a full account
ing for those missing from the 1991 shootings 
in East Timor and for reductions or 
commutations of sentences given to civilian 
demonstrators. We have also urged further 
reductions in troop levels and efforts at rec
onciliation which take into account East 
Timor's unique culture and history. But we 
do not see new restrictions on sales of de
fense equipment warranted by any deteriora
tion in conditions; indeed we believe efforts 
to support military reform and promote 
military professionalism, discipline and ac
countability should be encouraged. 

!MET restoration would be an important 
tool to this end. We therefore welcome the 
fact that the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee language for the Foreign Operations Bill 
for FY 1995 would remove the existing legis
lative prohibition regarding !MET for Indo
nesia. 

The United States has important eco
nomic, commercial, security, human rights, 
and political interests in Indonesia. Our 
challenge is to develop a policy that ad
vances all our interests, that obtains posi
tive results and reduces, to the extent pos
sible, unintended negative effects. In this re
gard, the provision restricting military sales 
or transfers to Indonesia in the Foreign Op
erations Appropriations bill is unnecessary 
and inconsistent with our policy objectives 
in Indonesia. 

Please be assured that we will continue to 
work aggressively to promote better human 
rights observance throughout Indonesia. We 
are committed to doing so in what we believe 
is a comprehensive, effective, and results
oriented manner, and will continue to keep 
in close contact with you and other Members 
interested in these matters. 

Sincerely, 
WARREN CHRISTOPHER. 

INDONESIAN COOPERATIVE MARKETING PROJECT 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Madam President, I 

rise to bring to the attention of the 
managers of this bill a very important 
proposal, endorsed as a high priority by 
the U.S. Agency for International De
velopment's [USAIDJ mission as well as 
the American Ambassador to Indo
nesia, to provide funding in the amount 
of $5 million over the 1995 to 1998 period 
under the Public Law 480 title II pro
gram to develop a coffee and fishing 
marketing cooperative system on East 
Timor, in Aceh and in the eastern Indo
nesian islands. 

While I understand that funding for 
the Public Law 480 program is provided 
in the Agriculture and related Agencies 
appropriations bill, I believe it is im
portant to raise this issue during con
sideration of this bill which funds 
USAID. Under the Food for Peace Act, 
USAID has the responsibility for sort
ing out the priorities for those few 
projects which will receive support 
under title II. Without the strong sup
port of USAID, this project may well 
be passed over since there are many 
other worthy projects competing for a 
limited amount of resources. 
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The importance which our Jakarta 

USAID Mission accords this project 
was seen in the allocation of approxi
mately $2 million in Development As
sistance [DA] funds earlier this year to 

. begin necessary planning and start up 
funds for it. Moreover, the Assistant 
Secretary of State for Legislative Af
fairs, Wendy Sherman, stated in a let
ter to me dated February 23, 1994, that 
our Jakarta USAID Mission and the 
United States Embassy in Jakarta 
both believe this project "can poten
tially have a significant impact in East 
Timor and elsewhere. As you are 
aware, as part of our efforts to promote 
an improvement in the human rights 
situation in East Timor, we are work
ing hard to expand USAID and USIS 
programs there; this project would be 
an excellent vehicle." 

This project is designed to help raise 
the income of coffee and other farmers 
as well as fishermen on East Timor in 
particular. Roughly two-thirds of the 
population of East Timor is engaged in 
farming; half of these farmers are en
gaged in coffee production. Although 
the quality of the coffee grown on 
Timor is excellent, particularly the 
TimTim arabicas which account for 
about 70 percent of Timor's coffee pro
duction, coffee prices received by these 
farmers have been characterized as ex
tremely low, well below half the FOB 
levels similar grades and qualities re
ceive in Sulawesi, Java, Flores, and Su
matra. 

Because of this history of low prices, 
production of coffee has decreased sub
stantially and in too many cases, farm
ers are beginning to sell land, which 
will have a serious, adverse long-term 
impact on the economic prospect for 
this depressed area. 

To be sure, part of the low prices 
farmers on Timor.have received was at
tributable to the 'collapse of the inter
national coffee marketing agreement. 

But an even larger part is attrib
utable to a lack of competition in mar
keting mechanisms. 

This project is designed to bring com
petition to the now virtual marketing 
monopoly by developing and support
ing a cooperative for the -procurement 
anq marketing of coffee, as well as sup
porting value added processing of the 
coffee crop aimed at penetrating the 
niche gourmet and organic markets. 
The latter seems particularly promis
ing since fbr many years coffee produc
tion on East Timor has been largely 
pesticide-free. 

Highly successful projects in develop
ing cooperatives have been undertaken 
with USAID's support on Java and else
where, and have created about 14,000 
jobs. It is very likely that similar suc
cesses could take place on East Timor 
with USAID's support. 

It is urgent that the momentum 
begun with the initial funds provided 
by USAID be continued in fiscal year 
1995 and beyond. Much effort has been 

made to gain approval and support for 
this project among farmers on East 
Timor and from the Government of In
donesia. Without a continuing commit
ment from the United States, however, 
this support could erode and we would 
lose the opportunity to make a signifi
cant and permanent improvement in 
the lives of many who live in East 
Timor. 

I am told this project will only be 
funded if it receives a high priority 
from USAID and from the State De
partment because the demands are so 
great for this program. Already, 3 
months before the fiscal year 1995 be
gins and allocations are made, USAID 
has some 60 applications for title II as
sistance on hand; undoubtedly, more 
will be filed between now and October. 
I urge those officials to review this pro
posal, and I hope they will look at it in 
the context of income levels and needs 
on East 'l'imor which are in fact great
er than t:rfose Indonesia-wide. I also 
hope that some consideration will be 
given to the need to strengthen NGOs 
in East Timor, which this project 
would do. If they concur with my as
sessment I hope they will communicate 
their support for it immediately to the 
team which is in the process of making 
the fiscal year 1995 Public Law 480 deci
sions~ 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from Lou
isiana makes a good case for this 
project. Reviewing the information he 
has provided to me and to my staff, I 
believe this project has merit and I 
urge USAID to accord it serious consid
eration during the allocation decisions 
now being made under the Public Law 
480, title II program 

There are many pressing cases com
peting with this proposal, from Asia 
and from other regions around the 
world, far more than there are re
sources under the title II program to 
fund. In fact, I am told that approxi
mately 60 applications totaling about 
$400 million are pending for the ap
proximately $300 million which is 
available under this program, which 
was reauthorized in title XV of the 1990 
Farm bill. 

During the daunting task the admin
istration will have as it sorts through 
these proposals, many of which are 
compelling and equally worthy, I hope 
the administration will give some 
weight to the particular policy consid
erations involved in this proposal. A 
goal all of us have shared with respect 
to our policy vis-a-vis East Timor has 
been to improve the lives of the people. 
This project offers real potential in 
this respect. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I too have re
viewed the information the Senator 
fron\ Louisiana has provided to me and 
to my ·• staff on this project, and am 
pleased to join my colleague from Ver
mont in urging the U.S. Agency for 
International Development to accord it 
a high priority. USAID will play a key 

role in deciding which of the many pro
posals for title II funds are approved, 
so it is equally appropriate that this 
colloquy occur on this bill. 

This project offers a positive ap
proach to our policies affecting East 
Timor and one which would help in a 
concrete and immediate way a substan
tial part of the population. In addition 
to raising income, critically important 
in this very poor area, this proposal 
would also give skills needed by the 
people of East Timor to improve their 
economic situation. As the Senator 
from Vermont points out, these skills 
are transferable to other areas and 
hold out the promise of improving peo
ple's lives in other areas, too. This may 
be the most important and enduring 
part of the project and one which will 
reap benefits for many years. There
fore, I urge USAID to give some consid
eration to this feature of the proposal 
and hope it can be funded. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I appreciate very 
much the comments of my colleagues 
and hope this proposal will be given the 
support and priority it deserves this 
year. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, two 
weeks ago, late in the night, the Sen
ate voted on a provision regarding In
donesia. The provision was, to my 
mind, very simple and straightforward. 
It simply said that any agreement to 
sell arms on the United States muni
tions list to Indonesia must include an 
agreement that our weapons would not 
be used in East Timor. It sent the sig
nal which I think the Senate shares 
unanimously: Our weapons should not 
be used for the abuse of human rights. 

Indonesia has sustained a brutal 
military occupation of East Timor 
since 1975. Every human rights organi
zation in the world has criticized Indo
nesia's human rights record, particu
larly ·n East Timor. 

The State Department has consist
ently reported human rights violations 
by Indonesia's military. In this year's 
report, the State Department acknowl
edges that "largely cosmetic changes 
in the force structure resulted in mini
mal reductions in troop presence" in 
East Timor. It also said: 

Extrajudicial arrests and detention, tor
ture of those in custody, and excessively vio
lent techniques for dealing with suspected 
criminals or perceived troublemakers con
tinued in many areas of Indonesia. Legal 
safeguards against arbitrary arrest and de
tention are frequently ignored. The armed 
forces continued to be responsible for the 
most serious human rights abuses. 

We do not w~nt to support human 
rights abuses in East Timor. We do not 
want United States weapons involved 
in massacres of .peaceful protestors or 
interrogations of activists with views 
differing from the Indonesian· armed 
forces. We do not want United States 
arms used to kill and torture the peo
ple of East Timor. 

The Senate, though, did not send 
that message 2 weeks ago. However, I 
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do not think the Senate intended on 
sending the opposite message. That 
would be, quite bluntly, unconscion
able. The amendment offered today 
corrects any misconception which may 
have been perceived, and assures the 
Indonesians that they do not have a 
carte blanche to use our weapons indis
criminately for human rights abuses in 
East Timor. 

The amendment offered today clari
fies the sentiment in the Senate by 
codifying the United States position on 
human rights and arms sales to Indo
nesia. I have advocated a much more 
comprehensive arms ban, but by 
targetting small arms and crowd cqn
trol weapons, the United States is tak
ing a step toward separatin'~ itself from 
responsibility from human rights 
abuses in Indonesia and particularly 
East Timor. It is especially important 
that we have established a linkage be
tween arms sales and human rights. 

The Indonesian occupation of East 
Timor has been a longstanding issue of 
international concern. Since 1975 thou
sands of Indonesian troops have occu
pied the island, restricting freedom of 
expression and association, and bru
tally punishing those who do not agree 
with the regime of occupation. 

Just 5 days after the Indonesian inva
sion of East Timor in December 1975, 
the United Nations General Assembly 
called immediately for Indonesia to 
withdraw its armed forces and recog
nize the right of self-determination for 
the people of East Timor. 

Since then the United Nations has 
adopted eight resolutions affirming 
human rights in East Timor-two call
ing on Jakarta to withdr~w " without 
delay"-and the United States Con
gress has passed five resolutions con
demning Indonesian actions in East 
Timor. 

In 1994, the U.N. Commission on 
Human Rights and the U.N. Sub,.. 
commission on Prevention of Discrimi
nation and Protection of Minorities 
passed resolutions about the continu
ing human rights abuses in East 'Fimor 
and urging the Indonesian Government 
to allow access to East Timor by hu
manitarian and human rights organiza
tions. The March resolution was the 
first time the U.S. supported such a 
resolution in the U.N. 

However, despite all these resolu
tions, the Government of Indonesia has 
blatantly disregarded the will of the 
international community. Instead, it 
has occupied East Timor with a brutal 
hand, resettling hundreds of thousands 
of East Timorese in camps in the late 
1970's. The International Red Cross ac
cuses the government of deliberately 
starving more than 100,000 East Timor
ese during the same period. According 
to both Amnesty International and the 
Indonesian-appointed Governor in East 
Timor, the conflict has taken 200,000 
East Timorese lives-one third of the 
original population in East Timor
since 1975. 

Throughout the 1980's the Indonesian 
military controlled East Timorese vil
lages and the movements of East 
Timorese residents. There were several 
waves of killings and disappearances. 

In the past 3 years, human rights 
groups have reported that the repres
sion in East Timor has continued 
unabated. Torture of detainees remains 
a common practice. Human rights 
groups are barred from doing their 
work. Even Senators BOREN and PELL 
were refused visas to East Timor in 
1991. 

Human rights monitors list numer
ous cases of those hospitalized for such 
injuries by the armed forces as broken 
hands, pulled out fingernails, and gun
shot wounds. 

The most public of the atrocities in 
East Timor was, of course, the Dili 
massacre on November 12, 1991. In front 
of reporters ' cameras-on videotape we 
all saw repeated on the evening news
the Indonesian military opened fire on 
a peaceful demonstration for self-deter
mination, killing at least 100 East 
Timorese, and maybe as many as 250. 
At least 66 people are still unaccounted 
for. 

The Indonesians have been unrepent
ant and irresponsible in administering 
justice in the massacre. 

Moreover, the comments by Indo
nesian military brass indicate their 
lack of remorse: 

General Syafei, military commander 
in East Timor, said, " If something 
similar to the November 12 event were 
to happen under my leadership, the 
number of victims would probably be 
higher." 

General Herman Mantiri, regional 
commander, said, " We don' t regret 
anything. What happened was quite 
proper . . . they were opposing us . . . 
even yelling things against the govern
ment ... that is why we took firm ac
tion." 

General Try Sutrisno said, " Such 
people must be shot and we will shoot 
them. " Sutrisno is now vice president 
of Indonesia. 

The Governor of East Timor, Abilio 
Jose Osario Soares, said, "As far as I'm 
concerned, I think far more should 
have died. " 

It is inconceivable, Mr. President, 
that I or any other citizen would be 
shot at for yelling things against the 
government. Yet peaceful demonstra
tors in East Timor were killed by the 
Government of Indonesia, and several 
of those who survived, are now sitting 
in prison for witnessing the crimes. 

In response to this massacre-and the 
travesty of justice which followed-the 
Congress cut off imet to Indonesia. 

At the present time, the U.N. Special 
Rapporteur is travelling to East Timor 
to learn more about the Dili massacre 
and its aftermath. Witnesses to Dili 
and other human rights activists are 
being rounded up, probably so they will 
not be able to testify to what they 
have seen and know. 

The repression in East Timor is non
stop. Just 4 days ago, a few Indonesian 
soldiers-who are Muslim-walked into 
a catholic church in East Timor, and 
insulted the parishers by pretending to 
take communion, by eating the wafers, 
spitting them out, and then stomping 
on a communion glass. 

This is an insult no one in this cham
ber can condone. But it gets even 

· worse, Mr. President. When demonstra
tors protested the soldiers ' defamation 
of tb,eir religion, the military opened 
fire, killing three and wounding dozens. 
Since, the military has cordoned oJf 
students and put barricades throughout 
Dili to stifle any further protest. 

Three people were killed by the Indo
nesian military simply for •trying to 
protect the sanctity of their religious 
rituals. Just yesterday, Mr. President. 

This is how the Indonesian military 
operates in East Timor. I do not want 
the U.S. associated with any of these 
violations. Yet, in supporting the Indo
nesian military-by selling arms, by 
conducting joint military exercises, by 
training the military officers, by not 
prohibiting our weapons from ·· being 
used in East Timor-we are tolerating, 
if not condoning, such terror. In re
porting the story, one reporter even 
mentioned the Senate vote 2 weeks 
ago. . 

Last year the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee adopted an amend
ment to condition the sale of major 
weapons to Indonesia on improvements 
in the human rights situation. After 
numerous resolutions and diplomatic 
discussions, it was time to take sub
stantive action to advocate human 
rights in East Timor. Though the bill 
never came to the Senate floor , it 
caused ripples throughout Washington 
and Jakarta. 

One result was that at the U.N. meet
ings in September, following commit
tee action, t:Q.e Indonesians finally re
sponded to the talks with the Por
tuguese, and outlined a plan of action 
for East Tim or. 

Another result was a policy review 
within the administration. It con
cluded that Indonesia is of great 
geostrategic and economic importance 
that Indonesia is of great geostrategic 
and economic importance to the United 
States, but that its human rights 
record requjres a tough stance. The ad
ministration adopted a policy of not 
selling light arms and crowd control 
weapons to Indonesia, which, according 
to assistant Secretary Winston Lord, 
was linked to human rights in East 
Timor. That is the position embodied 
in today's amendment. 

In light of this principled and sub
stantive pressure, there has been some 
progress in East Timor. But in 1 year, 
it has of course been limited. And I 
want to stress limited, Mr. President. 
However, the small steps are more than 
we have ever gotten since 1975, and I 
think the facts bear out a strong argu
ment for linkage. With so much further 
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to go, now is hardly the time to aban
don such a policy. 

Those who continue to dare to dis
agree in Indonesia are still suppressed, 
harassed, and as yesterday's events 
show, even subjected to murder. Just 
for example: 

The very week we struck language 
which would have prohibited the use of 
United States weapons in East Timor, 
the Indonesians shut down three influ
ential journals by revoking their publi
cation licenses. Two of the journals
Tempo and De-tik-had published un
flattering articles of senior officials 
and close friends of President Suharto. 

The next day, there were demonstra
tions against the action. About 50 peo
ple were kicked and beaten, about the 
same number were reportedly arrested. 
The Indonesians would not confirm 
that, but a Reuters journalist was 
there. 

The fact that journals have to be li
censed by the government at all flies in 
the face of Article 28 of Indonesia's own 
constitution guaranteeing freedom of 
speech. All these restrictions have cre
ated an atmosphere of fear throughout 
every level of Indonesian society. 

I have also heard that there have 
been improvements in the accountabil
ity and the restraint of the military, 
but I have heard no evidence to that ef
fect. 

When I questioned Assistant Sec
retary Winston Lord about the reduc
tion in military presence in East Timor 
this spring, he could not confirm that 
there had been any troop withdrawals 
from East Timor. In fact, I have even 
been informed by authoritative sources 
with first hand experiences that uni
formed soldiers in East Timor are 
merely being replaced by plainclothes 
soldiers. Is this restraint? 

This is yet another kind of repression 
which is very dangerous and creates a 
permeating atmosphere of fear and ter
ror. 

Another illustration: As I mentioned 
earlier, as the military forces prepares 
for the visit of the U.N. Special 
Rapporteur on summary, arbitrary, 
and extrajudicial executions, witnesses 
to Dili are being rounded up so they 
will be unable to talk to the Special 
Rapporteur. They are questioned at 
length, refused the right to an attor
ney, and at risk of being tortured. Six 
prisoners being held in connection with 
the Dili massacre were moved to a pris
on in central Java in May, probably 
with the intent of keeping them from 
meeting the Special Rapporteur. 

Torture continues. According to 
Bishop Belo and other observers, pris
oners are often tied up and dunked in 
tubs of water until they nearly drown. 
Prisoners are burned with cigarettes. 
Prisoners are subjected to mock execu
tions. An article in the New York 
Times reports that during a torture 
session, an intelligence officer told an 
East Timorese prisoner, "We only need 

your land. We don' t need people like 
you Timorese." 

Also very upsetting is that the mili
tary is targeting religious Catholics 
and clergy. In December 1993 the mili
tary captured several young Catholics 
in East Timor, beat them, tortured 
them, and forced them to confess to 
" subversion." On January 4, 1994, Bish
op Belo reports that military men were 
waiting for a student at the Pastoral 
Institute-Salvador Sarmento-where 
they beat, tortured, and kicked him 
until he almost died. They then forced 
his parents-who are illiterate-to de
clare that they had seen their son par
ticipate in subversive activity. 

The suppression extends even beyond 
the borders of Indonesia. In June there 
was to be a private conference on East 
Timor in Manila, in the Philippines, or
ganized at the University of the Phil
ippines. The conference was to be at
tended by Danielle Mitterand and the 
Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Mairead 
Maguire. The Indonesian Government 
went so far as to seek the cancellation 
of the conference in Manila. 

Threatening to cut off an economic 
relationship with the Philippines; to 
exact consequences in the Philippine 
peace talks with Muslim separatists; to 
impound Filipino fishing vessels in In
donesian waters, President Suharto 
succeeded in bullying and intimidating 
Manila into closing off the conference 
to any foreign attendants. 

But he piqued international concern 
over exactly what he has to hide. 

But East Timor is hardly the only 
battleground for the Indonesian armed 
forces. 

The armed forces have a dual role in 
the society, and it addresses all domes
tic rather than just international secu
rity concerns. Troops are deployed 
down to the village level to control so
ciety. The civil servants in the bu
reaucracy are soldiers in the armed 
forces. The military gets involved in 
labor disputes. In essence, the word of 
the military is law. 

Every Indonesian citizen is required 
to pledge allegiance to the state ideol
ogy, Pancasilia, critics or deviations 
from this code are punishable under 
the anti-subversion law. Almost every 
kind of dissent is considered "subver
sive." 

Being subversive subjects you to 
"disappearance", imprisonment, tor
ture, or even extrajudicial execution. 

In addition, the workers rights issue 
in Indonesia is also quite important
especially as we intensify our economic 
relations with Indonesia. 

The Indonesian ·Foreign Minister, Ali 
Alatas, has even acknowledged that 
better labor relations is in Indonesia' 
self-interest. Yet, in the last year, 
there has been an intensification of 
workers' strikes, and the Indonesian 
government has cracked down on inde
pendent labor groups. Demonstrations 
are often broken up, protestors de-

tained and arrested, leaders imprisoned 
under bogus charges. 

In one case, in May 1993 a 25-year-old 
labor activist was tortured, raped, and 
killed in East Java. There was clear 
evidence that the murder was premedi
tated and that at least one Military of
ficer who complied. After intense pres
sure, the Indonesia Government finally 
brought charges against nine company 
executives and even charged one army 
captain. The national human rights 
commission-which has no jurisdiction 
or .statutory authority-was unable to 
charge th~ suspects and basically ac
quiesced in a sham trial. The military 
office was simply charged with "failure 
to report a crime." 

In East Timor, Bishop Belo reports 
that: 

Indonesian authorities have taken more 
than 400 young East Timorese to Java with 
the promise of work. When they arrived 
there, they were distributed amongst a num
ber of factories without keeping the initial 
agreement. There were changes of factory 
and the young people did not receive a suffi
cient salary. Many of the young East Timor
ese in Jakarta suffer like slaves. Two of 
them died already. Others are being per
secuted and beaten. It is great injustice and 
suffering. 

The United States Trade Representa
tive has also found that the military 
has been involved in labor issues and 
that the Indonesian Government has 
refused the freedom of association for 
Indonesian workers. · 

Clearly, the issues of workers rights 
and human rights are connected. 

Finally, Indonesia has taken the lead 
in criticizing United States human 
rights policy. At the 1993 world con
ference on human rights in Vienna, In
donesia vocally opposed the United 
States position on the Universality of 
basic human rights. This is who we 
want to consider a close ally? An 
emerging democracy? Indonesia's posi
tions and actions undermine what the 
president says he wants in a foreign 
policy, and counter everything we 
fought the cold war over. 

Mr. President, I would prefer to stop 
supplying the Indonesian military to 
carry out such control altogether. I am 
strongly supportive of a conditional 
ban on light arms because it is these 
weapons with the Indonesian military 
uses to control crowds and torture and 
massacre people in East Timor. 

They also are used in Indonesia prop
er to quell dissent. For example, in a 
number of incidents, peasants have 
been shot at at peaceful demonstration 
by American-supplied M-16s. 

A light arm ban is also consistent 
with the 1958 Mutual Defense Agree
ment between the United States and 
Indonesia on equipment, materials, and 
services, of 1958 which stipulates in sec
tion 2A: 

Any weapons or other military equipment 
or services purchased by the government of 
Indonesia from the government of the United 
States shall be used by the government of In
donesia solely for legitimate national self-

!'-~ - ... ,._ ..... ~ ____._:..___._.. __ , ... __ ~ --~ 
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defense, and it is self-evident that the gov
ernment of Indonesia, as a member of RTE 
United Nations Organization, interprets the 
term "legitimate national self-defense" 
within the scope of the United Nations Char
ter as excluding an act of aggression against 
any other state. 

The U.N., in two Security Council 
resolutions (R. 384 in 1975 and R. 389 in 
1976) and eight General Assembly reso
lutions on the invasion of East Timor, 
concluded that Indonesia was in viola
tion of the U .N. charter and was en
gaged in an act of aggression. In 1975, 
the State Department legal office 
reached the same conclusion and said 
the treaty was being violated. 

It is scandalous that the United 
States Government supplies the tools 
of repression to Indonesia. 

Since the 1991 massacre, the State 
Department has licensed more than 250 
military sales to Indonesia. They have 
licensed machine guns, riot control 
chemicals and gear, M-16 assault rifles, 
electronic components, ammunition, 
communications gear, and spare parts 
for attack planes, including F-16s. 
With every shipment, the U.S. is not 
only signalling its support for the Indo
nesian military, but also giving it the 
tools with which to oppress. 

While we should fully support Indo
nesia's right to legitimate self-defense, 
we should not support its occupation of 
East Timor-not until the military ac
cepts a U.N.-supervised referendum in 
which the Timorese would freely 
choose their own political status; not 
until the Indonesian military begins to 
withdraw its troops; not until the mili
tary improves its human rights record 
against its own people and against East 
Timor. 

Mr. President. I would like to make 
clear exactly what we are seeking here. 

The United Nations has never recog
nized that East Timor is part of Indo
nesia. The United States has said that 
a process of self-determination has 
been violated. East Timor is a land in 
disputed status. 

The U.N. has developed a process to 
allow the people of East Timor to de
termine their fate, to choose their own 
governmen t--by holding elections 
under international supervision. This 
is hardly a radical goal. Indeed, it is 
consistent with the goal of democracy 
we are promoting every where else. 

Most importantly, it is supported by 
the indigenous leadership in East 
Timor, including Bishop Belo. 

Indonesia has killed a third of the 
population in East Timor since its 
Bloody Annexation of the area. It has 
flagrantly disregarded international 
pressure and United Nations resolu
tions. Indonesia has not paid a price for 
its brutal and immoral occupation. But 
occupation, terror, and abuse of human 
rights are expensive. 

As Indonesia gains international 
prominence it is time to extract the 
cost of its occupation. If Indonesia 
wants our friendship, if it wants to be 

a leader on the world stage, it has to 
clean up its act. Until it does, U.S. pol
icy should be decisive and principled. 
U.S. policy should support the goals we 
fostered throughout the cold war: 
Human rights and democracy. Indo
nesia should not be exempt from those 
goals. 

We can no longer facilitate or ignore 
the horror in East Timor and the other 
abuses carried out by the forces which 
are the Indonesian Government. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2292 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding the provision of humanitarian 
aid to Haiti) 
Mr. LEAHY offered amendment No. 

2292 for Mr. DORGAN and Mr. HELMS. 
The amendment is as follows: 
On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the following: 
POLICY REGARDING HUMANITARIAN AID TO HAITI 

SEC. 577. It is the sense of the Senate that 
the Secretary of State, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Administrator of the 
Agency for International Development 
should expedite approval of valid applica
tions for emergency medical evacuation 
flights out of Haiti and for humanitarian aid 
flights to Haiti, where such aid consists of 
food, medicine, or medical supplies, or spare 
parts or equipment for the transportation or 
distribution of humanitarian aid by non
governmental or private voluntary organiza
tions. 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, this 
amendment attempts to address an 
issue that a number of Senators have 
already mentioned today-providing 
aid to Haiti. 

As my colleagues know, the United 
Nations (in Security Council Resolu
tion 917) and the United States (in a se
ries of Executive Orders) have imposed 
a trade embargo on Haiti. I fully ac
knowledge that this embargo is in
tended to undermine the de facto re
gime in Hai ti and to lead to the rees
tablishment of democracy in that 
country. 

Tragically, however, the embargo to 
further democracy is causing greater 
human suffering. And this suffering is 
growing despite the embargoes' exemp
tion of humanitarian aid. Several sen
ators have expressed their concerns 
about the flood of Haitian refugees 
that the United States is struggling to 
handle. We would do well to address 
the humanitarian conditions that are 
contributing to this refugee crisis. 

Hospitals and clinics in Haiti increas
ingly lack basic medicines. As a result, 
according to a recent Agency for Inter
national Development report, cases of 
malaria, diarrhea, and respiratory in
fections are rising. 

One reason might be that two organi
zations that fly supplies to missions in 
Haiti have flown one flight each since 
early May. Agape Airlines and Mission
ary Flights International used to fly 
several times a week. Twenty medical 
teams that had been planning to work 
in Haiti have had to cancel their 
flights to that beleaguered country, be-

cause they knew that flights to Haiti 
have been shut down. The AID report 
also states that 51 percent of Haiti's 
children are malnourished, 17 percent 
of them severely so. 

One reason might be that private aid 
groups need spare parts to keep their 
trucks going. These trucks distribute 
and deliver the food that Haiti's chil
dren need. Despite the good intentions 
of the administration and of the United 
Nations, the evidence is that the inter
national embargoes are hurting the 
most defenseless and innocent of Hai
ti's people. 

I believe that the Senate must ex
press its view on this crisis. 

My colleagues will recall that the 
international embargo exempts hu
manitarian aid shipments by sea. This 
is because we are in a position to inter
cept shipments by sea, inspect vessels 
trying to reach Haiti, and turn back 
cargo that violates the embargo. 

However, the United Nations has es
tablished a different policy for air ship
ments of humanitarian aid. Aid flights 
need approval by the U .N. sanctions 
committee in New York. This is the 
same committee that approves exemp
tions to the embargoes against Libya 
and Iraq. 

Under Resolution 917, members of the 
Security Council have 48 hours in 
which to object to a proposed waiver 
for a humanitarian flight to Haiti. If 
no country lodges an objection, the ap
plication is approved. 

However, private aid organizations 
tell me that the waiver approval proc
ess is taking more than 2 weeks. 

Why? It turns out that there is a 
cumbersome procedure here in Wash
ington by which the Administration re
ceives, processes, and forwards to the 
U.N. applications for waivers. 

Let me trace the steps that an appli
cation must take. 

Let's say a private aid group wants 
to fly humanitarian aid to Haiti. As I 
understand it, they apply to the Agen
cy for International Development. AID 
forwards the application to the Treas
ury Department and the State Depart
ment. At Treasury, the Office of For
eign Assets Control looks the applica
tion over. Then at State, the Office of 
Sanctions Policy checks it out. If the 
application is okayed at this level, it 
goes to the International Organizations 
Bureau at State, which forwards it to 
our U.N. mission in New York, which 
gives the application to the U.N. Sec
retariat, which distributes the applica
tion to the 15 Security Council mem
bers and tells them that the 48-hour 
clock has begun to run. 

I think this process can be stream
lined and hastened. My amendment 
doesn' t dictate how-it simply urges 
that the Administration continue its 
efforts to hasten this approval process. 

I also hope that the United Nations 
and the administration will work to 
hasten their approval of medical evacu
ation flights from Haiti. This issue is 
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important because missionaries and 
humanitarian volunteers in Haiti have 
a right to know that if they become ill 
or suffer an accident, an air ambulance 
will quickly evacuate them to a hos
pital in the United States. 

The administration and the U.N. 
have been working hard to hasten the 
approval of medical evacuation flights. 
The record approval time is now down 
to 6 hours. However, if I were a mis
sionary in Haiti, I would want to be 
medivacked a lot faster than that. 

Let me also note that this amend
ment has the support of Catholic Relief 
Services, one of the private voluntary 
organizations that works so hard to 
provide humanitarian relief to Haiti. 
We need to support CRS and other such 
groups that are doing the Lord's work 
under very difficult circumstances. 
World Hunger Year, a group that has 
been concerned about Haitian hunger 
and poverty, hopes that the current 
embargo will not exacerbate a situa
tion that is already tragic. And that's 
why World Hunger Year also supports 
this amendment. . 

In summary, Madam President, this 
amendment expresses the sense of the 
Senate regarding efforts to relieve the 
humanitarian crisis in Haiti. It puts 
the Senate on record as supporting 
swift approval of applications to fly aid 
into Haiti. 

Madam President, I urge the adop
tion~ of this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2296 

(Purpose: To amend the section on Assist
ance for the NIS to require protection of 
biological diversity and environmental 
quality) 
Mr. LEAHY offered amendment No. 

2296 for Mr. LEVIN. 
The amendment is as follows: 
Funds made available in this Act for as

sistance to the New Independent States of 
the former Soviet Union shall be subject to 
the provisions of section 117 (relating to En
vironment and Natural Resources) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

PROMOTING ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY IN THE 
NEW INDEPENDENT STATES 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, a 
major portion of this bill relates to 
United States Government-funded as
sistance to the New Independent States 
of what used to be the USSR. I would 
like to engage in a discussion with the 
distinguished Chairman of the Foreign 
Operations Appropriations Subcommit
tee to clarify that it is the intent of 
the Senate that the assistance pro
grams we fund should not be imple
mented in ways that reduce biological 
diversity or environmental quality in 
the NIS. Is it the Chairman's belief 
that U.S. Government assistance to the 
NIS should not be allowed to degrade 
biodiversity or environmental quality? 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes, that is a critical as
pect of our assistance. All Senators 
should be aware that the nations of the 
former Soviet Union have access to 

vast natural resources and unique envi
ronmental assets. As the United States 
and other nations of the world con
tinue our efforts to help these coun
tries develop sound market economies 
and stable democratic societies, we 
have an opportunity to do so in a way 
that protects and conserves the most 
vulnerable of these assets and pro
motes sustainable development of nat
ural resources. Without a careful and 
comprehensive approach, the United 
States Government would be helping 
these nations to squander some of the 
most valuable assets they possess. 

Russia, for example, contains thou
sands of unique species found nowhere 
else in the world, many of which are 
highly endangered. The Russian Far 
East alone contains highly endangered 
Siberian tigers, Amur leopards, several 
eagle and crane species, sable, lynx, 
wild boar, Siberian musk deer, wild 
ginseng, and much more. Economic de
regulation and rapid development 
projects seriously jeopardize this bio
diversity. 

Protection of the environment and 
conservation of biological diversity are 
essential to long-term sustainable de
velopment in the NIS, just as they are 
throughout the world. Protecting the 
environment and biological diversity is 
necessary for long-term economic sta
bility and public health, as well as for 
recreation, cultural and aesthetic val
ues. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chairman. 
His subcommittee and other Members 
of Congress have urged the administra
tion to provide more timely and tar
geted assistance to the NIS. I hope he 
will also agree we should assure that 
even rapidly designed projects meet 
the longer term goals of protecting bio
diversity and promoting environmental 
conservation, which are priorities of 
both the U.S. Government and govern
ments of these new States. 

The United States Government has 
recently underscored the importance of 
preserving the Earth's diverse plant 
and animal species in coordination 
with other nations by signing the Con
vention on Biological Diversity. The 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
voted overwhelmingly on June 29 to 
recommend ratification of this treaty. 

The Clinton administration has also 
reaffirmed its policy to make biodiver
sity conservation a high priority for all 
U.S. Government agencies and pro
grams to promote sustainable develop
ment, most recently in a Presidential 
Decision Directive last May, and in the 
"Statement of the White House Office 
on Environmental Policy," of May 27, 
1994. Is the Chairman also aware that 
United States and Russia have been 
working at the highest levels to incor
porate these goals into United States 
Government-funded assistance pro
grams for the NIS? 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes, I am aware of these 
high-level efforts, but many of us re-

main concerned about how well those 
goals are being implemented at the 
project level. 

Throughout the meetings of the Com
mission on Environmental Cooperation 
chaired by Vice President GORE and 
Prime Minister Chernomyrdin, the 
Russian Ministry of Environment has 
emphasized that its priority for United 
States aid is to support Russia's pro
tected areas and maintain the coun
try's biodiversity. 

Mr. LEVIN. I share the Chairman's 
concern, and that is why all U.S. Gov
ernment assistance programs for the 
NIS, including those still being imple
mented with prior year funds, and 
those to be conceived in the future, 
should strive to protect biodiversity 
and enhance environmental quality, 
never the opposite. 

Does the Chairman believe that AID 
should make a special effort imme
diately to review its economic, tech
nical and environmental assistance 
programs, especially in the Russian 
Far East but 'also throughout the NIS, 
to ensure that those programs promote 
protection of biological diversity, 
maintenance of unique ecosystems and 
sustainable development of forest prod-
ucts? · · 

Mr. LEAHY. I believe such an effort 
by AID is appropriate and timely. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chairman. I 
believe. that AID should take several 
steps to ensure that projects do not de
grade biodiversity, and I would rec
ommend the following. 

Foreign assistance projects that may 
significantly affect biodiversity or the 
environment should proceed only after 
a rapid environmental assessment, to 
be prepared jointly with local special
ist in the region. Assessments should 
address wildlife and plant diversity, as 
well as the project's effects on soil, 
water quality and carbon sequestra
tion. 

AID should also assess the economic 
value of non-timber products, such as 
medicinal and edible plants, animals 
for fur and meat, local consumption 
needs and non-timber industries such 
as ecotourism. Where alternative forms 
of energy are available or feasible, U.S. 
assistance projects should seek to use 
or develop them. 

Does the distinguished Chairman be
lieve this set of suggestions would be 
appropriate steps for AID to take to 
achieve the environmental goals that 
the Clinton Administration has estab
lished? 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator's sugges
tions are very good ones that AID 
would do well to implement in a con
certed fashion, and I am sure that the 
Subcommittee would welcome a report 
back from AID on how they have taken 
these suggestions to heart. 

I appreciate the Senator raising 
these concerns, and his suggestions are 
entirely consistent with the bill before 
us. His questions serve the added pur
pose of underscoring just how strong 
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an interest the Senate has in making 
sure our assistance to the NIS is done 
well. We need to incorporate environ
mental concerns into all U.S assistance 
programs for the NIS, not just projects 
specifically aimed at environmental 
protection there. 

Mr. LEVIN. I am very gratified at 
the Chairman's responses to my ques
tions, and thank him for his leadership 
on these issues. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2298 

(Purpose: To enhance congressional review of 
efforts to fac111tate peace in the Middle 
East and for other purposes) 
Mr. McCONNELL offered amendment 

No. 2298 for Mr. SPECTER and Mr. SHEL
BY. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(a) On page 102, line 1, Strike all that fol

lows after "Gaza" through the end of line 3 
and insert a period after "Gaza". 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

SEC. . (a) ADDITIONAL CONGRESSIONAL EX
PECTATION .-Section 583(b)(5) of the Middle 
East Peace Fac111tation Act is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of subpara
graph (C); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (D) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: "(E) amending its National 
Covenant to eliminate all references calling 
for the destruction of Israel. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, would 
that all moved this quickly. Were the 
rest of the bill to move this rapidly
and, incidentally, I commend and 
thank Senators on both sides of the 
aisle for their work in doing that-if 
the rest of the bill would move this 
rapidly, we could finish by about 11 
o'clock tonight. If it does not, I suspect 
we are going to be here in the wee 
hours of the morning and for some long 
time tomorrow. 

I think Senators are trying to 
avoid-at least the Senators who co
operated in clearing these amendments 
are trying to avoid-the Dracula rule 
of legislation. 

For those who are new, of course, the 
Dracula rule is that rule of legislation 
found in an unpublished version of the 
Jefferson Manual which says that leg
islation, like Dracula, comes out after 
dark ana that is when the votes come. 

Some of us would, of course, much 
prefer it be in the daylight hours. I 
have a lovely wife of 32 years, my dear
est friend and truly the person I miss 
most when I have these late evenings. 
I wish I could be home with her. Others 
here have friends, family, or maybe 
even the joy of some time when they 
could do things other than this, and I 
am sure they would like that, too. 

So perhaps we could ease the Dracula 
rule a bit with the help of any Senators 
who might be here. 

We are very close to 5 minutes of 9. 
Madam President, I believe at that 
time, we then go to 5 minutes evenly 
divided on the Brown amendment; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, with the 
time evenly divided. 

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

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

call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2248 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now is on agreeing to amend
ment No. 2248, the Brown-Simon
Mikulsi amendment. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] 
is absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 76, 
nays 22, as follows: 

Baucus 
Bennett 

[Rollcall Vote No. 196 Leg.] 
YEAS-76 

Faircloth McConnell 
Feingold Mikulski 

Bingaman Feinstein Moseley-Braun 
Bond Gorton Moynihan 
Bradley Graham Murkowskl 
Breaux Gramm Nickles 
Brown Grassley Nunn 
Bryan Gregg Packwood 
Bumpers Hatch Pressler 
Burns Heflin Reid 
Byrd Helms Riegle 
Campbell Hutchison Robb 
Chafee Jeffords Roth 
Coats Johnston Sarbanes 
Cochran Kassebaum Shelby 
Cohen Kempthorne Simon 
Coverdell Kerrey Simpson 
Craig Kerry Smith 
D'Amato Kohl Specter 
Danforth Lau ten berg Stevens 
DeConcini Levin Thurmond 
Dodd Lieberman Warner 
Dole Lott Wells tone 
Domenici Lugar Wofford 
Duren berger Mack 
Exon McCain 

NAYS-22 

Akaka Harkin Mitchell 
Blden Hatfield M\irray 
Boxer Hollings Pell 
Conrad Inouye Pryor 
Daschle Kennedy Rockefeller 
Dorgan Leahy Sasser 
Ford Mathews 
Glenn Metzenbaum 

NOT VOTING-2 

Boren Wallop 

So the amendment (No. 2248) was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2294 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SIMON). The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 2294 offered by Mr. 
BUMPERS. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered .. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the call. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] 
is absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 60, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 197 Leg.] 
YEAS-60 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Btden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Conrad 
D'Amato 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Domenic! 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Bennett 
Bond 
Bradley 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Danforth 
Dodd 
Dole 
Durenberger 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Helms 
Inouye 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lott 
Mathews 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 

NAYS-38 

Faircloth 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kempthorne 
Lau ten berg 
Ll~berman 

NOT VOTING-2 
Boren Wallop 

Mitchell 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Roth 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 
Smith 
Stevens 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wofford 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Rockefeller 
Simpson 
Specter 
Thurmond 

So the amendment (No. 2294) was 
agreed to. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2297 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is amendment No. 
2297 offered by Mr. MCCONNELL for Sen
ator DOLE. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have a 
number of statements, and I ask unani
mous consent that they be placed in 
the RECORD at the appropriate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have 

Members on both sides of the aisle who 
are asking legitimate questions, of 
course, as we progress with the Dracula 
rule of legislation, voting at this hour. 
I know we have a number of amend
ments pending. A number of Senators 
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have said they wanted rollcall votes. I 
am concerned at the numbers we are 
hearing about. We can go on for the 
next 2 or 3 hours, and vote all day to
morrow, and we would still be at this 
time tomorrow night voting. I under
stand some have flights at 6 or 7 to
morrow night that they would like to 
get. 

I suggest this. We have one amend
ment pending, and we are going to have 
others, and obviously a tabling motion 
is in order at any time. But we have 
tried-Senator McCONNELL and I-to 
make sure everybody has had a chance 
to be heard on whatever their amend
ments are. My guess is that the best 
way to proceed would be to have a 
number of amendments and vote on 
them tonight. A number of those are 
requiring rollcalls, and we will try to 
do it in as short a period of time as we 
can to get some of the rollcalls out of 
the way. 

Another possibility, I say to my col
leagues and the distinguished ranking 
member, is that I think some of these 
amendments would compress if we 
knew that we had a time certain for 
completion of the bill. I know of no
body on either side who wants to stop 
this bill from eventually being voted 
on, either for or against it, but com
pleted. So that even if we had that 
time, we could then work back from it. 
Tonight when we had two votes back
to-back , in the hour leading up to that, 
the Senator from Kentucky and I were 
able to dispose of 15 amendments. We 
had a time we knew that everybody 
was going to have to be voting. We got 
rid of 15 amendments during that time. 
These were amendments that , origi
nally, people said would take some 
time. It is possible to move forward 
just as Members have by the 6 o'clock 
cutoff this evening for the admission of 
amendments. People have been cooper
ative on both sides of the aisle. 

I ask my friend from Kentucky, is 
there a possibility that we could have a 
time certain to finish this bill? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I say to my friend 
from Vermont that we are discussing 
that matter. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, might I 
do this, because there are those seek
ing recognition so that nobody would 
be at a disadvantage. I am going to 
suggest the absence of a quorum so we 
can discuss this and hope that we can 
call it off within 5 or 6 minutP.s. 

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. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. HELMS. How do you get the 

quorum call called off? 

Mr. LEAHY. I did not hear the re
quest. 

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

Mr. HELMS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, first, I 

have a brief item. It has been agreed to 
on all sides. If we may have order in 
the Senate, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point is well taken. The Senate will be 
in order. The Senator from North Caro
lina is entitled to be heard. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2282 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I believe 
amendment number 2282 is at the desk, 
is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 

HELMS], for himself, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. BROWN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. LAUTEN
BERG, Mr. BOND, Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAMM , 
Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. HATCH proposes an 
amendment numbered 2284. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the Committee 

amendment, insert the following: 
SEC. . RESTRICTION ON U.S. GOVERNMENT OF

FICES U.S. OFFICIAL MEETINGS IN 
JERUSALEM. 

(1) None of the funds appropriated by this 
or any other Act may be obligated or ex
pended to create in any part of Jerusalem a 
new office of any department or agency of 
the United States government for the pur
pose of conducting official United States 
government business with the Palestinian 
Authority over Gaza and Jericho or any suc
cessor Palestinian governing entity provided 
for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of Prin
ciples; and 

(2) No officer or employee of the United 
States government and no agent or other in
dividual acting on behalf of the United 
States government shall meet in any part of 
Jerusalem with any official of the Palestin
ian Authority over Gaza and Jericho or any 
successor Palestinian Authority over Gaza 
and Jericho or any successor Palestinian 
governing entity provided for in the Israel
PLO Delcaration of Principles for the pur
pose of conducting official United States 
government business with such Palestinian 
Authority. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this 
amendment-I have sent this amend
ment to the desk on behalf of myself, 

Senator MOYNIHAN, Senator MACK, Sen
ator BROWN, Senator ROBB, Senator 
LAUTENBERG, Senator BOND, Senator 
GORTON, Senator GRAMM, Senator 
LEVIN, and Senator HATCH. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, could 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point is well taken. Can . we take the 
conversations off the floor, please? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Senators 

are supposed to stand and address the 
Chair and not sit in their chairs. I have 
seen some sitting on both sides of the 
aisle while objecting and making state
ments. I hope Senators will abide by 
the rules. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I think 
the predominant view about Jerusalem 
is that Jerusalem is the capital of the 
State of Israel. It is a unified city and 
it must remain a unified city. 

So, you can imagine my surprise 
when I heard that the Agency for Inter
national Development was considering 
opening an office in the eastern part of 
Jerusalem to funnel money directly to 
the Palestinians. The Israelis have 
agreed to give the Palestinians a meas
ure of autonomy over Gaza and ·Jeri
cho, not, I repeat, not Jerusalem. 

Allowing United States Government 
· officials to conduct business in any 
part of Jerusalem with members of the 
Palestinian authority-aka the PLO-
flies in the face of stated United States 
policy. Having a United States Govern
ment office in Jerusalem dedicated to 
the Palestinian authority is tanta
mount to having an embassy to a non
existent State. These are the kind of 
things that bolster the Palestinians' 
baseless claims to Jerusalem and bring 
the status of Jerusalem into question. 

First of all, Jerusalem is an issue to 
be decided years from now between the 
Israelis and the Palestinians. It is not 
to be decided by AID and the State De
partment. Second, it is the oft-ex
pressed view of the United States Con
gress that united Jerusalem is the cap
ital of the State of Israel. 

I understand that AID has backed off 
somewhat from its idea of a Jerusalem 
office. Frankly, I don' t care. I am hor
rified they had such an idea in the first 
place. This amendment bars any fund
ing to open in any part of Jerusalem 
any office of the United States Govern
ment dealing with the Palestinian gov
erning authority. It also bars meetings 
between United States Government of
ficials and agents and officials of the 
Palestinian authority in any part of 
Jerusalem. 

Mr. President, let me make this per
fectly clear. This amendment will not 
stop the consulate in Jerusalem from 
talking to Palestinians or from con
ducting business with the Palestinian 
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authority outside Jerusalem. It will 
stop AID or the State Department from 
opening or creating a de facto embassy 
to the Palestinians in Jerusalem. 

Mr. President, I understand that this 
amendment has been accepted by both 
sides. I am certain that my colleagues 
recognize that were I to have requested 
a roll call vote on this amendment, it 
would have had less than a handful of 
dissenters. This amendment has the 
support of the pro-Israel community 
and the Israeli Government. I ask that 
my distinguished colleagues on the Ap
propriations Committee keep that in 
mind when they go to conference. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I am a co
sponsor of this amendment offered by 
Senators HELMS and MOYNIHAN and I 
rise to support it. The purpose of the 
amendment is to prevent United States 
officials from undermining the future 
status of Jerusalem. The amendment 
wou.ld prohibit official meetings in Je
rusalem between United States offi
cials and officials of the new Palestin
ian authority. 

For 19 years, between 1948 and 1967, 
the city of Jerusalem was divided. An 
ugly scar, filled with barbed wire, 
mines, and tank barriers, split the city 
in two. The western half was Israel's 
capital, the eastern half was occupied 
by Jordan. 

Throughout those 19 years, no Israeli 
or Jew was allowed to even visit the 
holiest site to the Jewish people-the 
Western Wall. The ancient Jewish 
Quarter of Jerusalem's old city, includ
ing dozens of synagogues, was com
pletely destroyed, and a hotel was built 
in the ancient Jewish cemetery on the 
Mount of Olives. 

In the Six Day War of 1967, Jerusalem 
was reunited. Since then, Jerusalem 
has flourished as a united city open to 
all faiths. Since then the people of Is
rael have vowed that Jerusalem would 
forever remain the undivided capital of 
Israel. 

Mr. President, PLO Chairman Yasser 
Arafat has repeatedly stated that his 
objective is a Palestinian State with 
Jerusalem as its capital. In his infa
mous speech in Johannesburg he even 
called for a "jihad", holy war for Jeru
salem. Whether such a Palestinian 
State would be a stepping stone toward 
an attempt to destroy Israel entirely is 
a matter for debate. What should not 
be debatable is that the United States 
must do nothing to encourage or sup
port any attempt to redivide Jerusa
lem. 

If the Government of Israel wishes to 
change the status of Jerusalem in the 
context of a peace agreement that is 
certainly her right. Jerusalem will be a 
matter for negotiation between the 
parties. What is not acceptable is for 
the United States to pressure Israel to 
make concessions on Jerusalem. 

The goals of freedom, peace , and jus
tice are thwarted, not served, by any 
step that weakens the State of Israel in 

her lifelong struggle for existence. The 
willingness of the Arab world to accept 
Israeli sovereignty over Jerusalem, and 
to recognize Israel within secure bor
ders, will be the ultimate test of their 
willingness to forever end their war 
against Israel's exif:tence. 

The best way for the United States to 
promote a lasting, just, and secure 
peace is to support Israel's position 
that Jerusalem is and must remain the 
undivided capital of Israel. UnJortu
nately, current United States policy is 
to scrupulously refrain from support
ing Israeli's position. 

It is wrong for the United States to 
pretend on official maps that Israel has 
no capital. It is wrong that the United 
States maintains its embassy in Tel 
Aviv, not Jerusalem. And it is wrong 
that the United States officials will 
not meet with Israel officials in their 
own offices in the eastern portion of 
Jerusalem. · 

This amendment does not address 
these deficiencies in current U.S. pol
icy. This amendment would, however, 
help ensure that the United States does 
not, deliberately or inadvertently, give 
weight to Palestinian claims on Jeru
salem by holding official meetings with 
Palestinians in Jerusalem. It is a mod
est but important amendment, and I 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor the amendment 
being offered by the distinguished 
ranking member of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee concerning Jerusa
lem. Four years ago, I introduced Sen
ate Concurrent Resolution 106 which 
said that uncertainly about the status 
of Jerusalem was harmful to the peace 
process. It was adopted overwhelm
ingly by both Houses of Congress. Last 
fall, shortly after the signing of the 
Declaration of Principles on the White 
House lawn, Prime Minister Rabin 
wrote: "In 1990 Senator MOYNIHAN 
sponsored Senate Resolution 106, which 
recognized Jerusalem as Israel 's united 
capital, never to be divided again, and 
called upon Israel and the Palestinians 
to undertake negotiations to resolve 
their differences. The resolution, which 
passed both houses of Congress * * * I 
believe, helped our neighbors reach the 
negotiating table." 

The amendment which we are offer
ing this evening attempts to support 
the peace process in the same way-by 
removing uncertainties and fears about 
Jerusalem which make it more dif
ficult for the parties to move forward. 
The amendment makes two important 
statements. First, that the United 
States will not create a new office of 
Jerusalem for the purpose of conduct
ing business with the newly created 
Palestinian authority for Gaza and 
Jericho. Second, that the United 
States will not participate in meetings 
in Jerusalem for the purpose of con
ducting business with the Palestinian 
authority. 

Simply put, there must be no uncer
tainly about United States conduct to
ward Jerusalem. For nearly two dec
ades the city was divided. Israeli citi
zens of all faiths and Jews around the 
world were prohibited from having ac
cess to their holy sites. Now, for more 
than a quarter century Jerusalem has 
been united and the religious rights of 
all faiths have been respected. 

Our officials have labored mightily 
to assist in bringing about a permanent 
peace in the Middle East. I applaud 
them. And on the specific issue of Jeru
salem, they have already stated pub
licly that they do not intend to open 
any new office in Jerusalem to deal 
with the Palestinian authority and 
that they will not conduct business 
with the Palestinian authority in Jeru
salem. 

Despite these statements, however, 
there has been considerable uncer
tainty and concern on this issue. It 
must be put to rest and that is what 
this amendment does. It is not helpful 
to the peace process for there to be any 
legitimate question about whether our 
officials might take steps which create 
damaging precedents or lend any 
weight to Palestinian claims to Jerusa
lem. This amendment is intended to 
end that uncertainly. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further discussion of the amendment? 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, if we are 

going to stay here tonight, I would just 
as soon have a rollcall vote on this 
amendment. If we are going to go 
home, then I think we ought not to 
have a rollcall vote on it. But if we are 
going to stay here, I would like to have 
an opportunity to vote on the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
request for the yeas and nays. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

The amendment (No. 2282) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2254 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, begin
ning 40 years ago, in 1954, the taxpayers 
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of America have been forced to provide 
tax funds to give away billions for for
eign aid which has benefited dictators 
intent on damaging the national secu
rity of the United States. While the 
GAO and other Government auditing 
agencies can review American bilateral 
aid programs, the American taxpayers' 
money given every year to the United 
Nations for so-called voluntary pro
grams is rarely ever monitored by any
one outside of Foggy Bottom. Inter
national bureaucrats at the U.N. have 
kept a tight lid on the fact that the 
American taxpayers are required to 
furnish the money to entrench some of 
the most brutal dictatorships in the 
world. 

For example, most Americans are 
aware that North Korea, Libya, Syria, 
Cuba, Iran, and Sudan are identified by 
the United States as terrorist nations. 
What many Americans do not know is 
that all of these countries are recipi
ents of millions of dollars of U.S.-sub
sidized foreign aid from the United Na
tions. 

The State Department claims that 
U.S. law prohibits U.S. foreign aid from 
directly funding programs in terrorist 
nations. Well, that is the same excuse 
used by President Clinton to pour mil
lions of dollars into the United Nations 
Fund for Population Activities, which 
subsidizes Red China's forced abortion 
programs. But the State Department 
refuses to consider that this money is 
fungible. Every penny that the United 
States gives to the U.N. frees up other 
resources which are then funneled 
through the U .N. to terrorist regimes. 

One of the lesser known United Na
tions agencies-but one of the most 
damaging to American national secu
rity-is the United Nations Develop
ment Programme. The UNDP as it is 
called, claims to be "The world's larg
est multilateral program of grant tech
nical cooperation." That is U.N.
gobbledy gook for a program which, in 
reality, has served as a pipeline from 
which American aid flows freely to 
some of the worst enemies of the Unit
ed States. 

President Clinton has asked Congress 
to provide $121 million for UNDP for 
fiscal year 1995, once again making the 
United States UNDP's largest bene
factor. It is time to tell the United Na
tions: "Enough is enough." The pend
ing amendment proposes to prohibit all 
U.S. funding for UNDP. 

Senators may find interesting some 
examples of how the American funding 
of UNDP works against the national 
security interests of our country. I am 
sure that most Americans, when they 
understand exactly who UNDP's clients 
are, will agree that every penny of 
their foreign aid is being wasted by the 
UNDP. 

For the past decade, UNDP has 
served to prop up the dictatorship in 
North Korea as it quietly developed nu
clear weapons. With United States 

help, UNDP expects to spend more than 
$26 million between 1992 and 1996 in 
North Korea, and part of this funding 
will be used to help North Korea install 
a sophisticated, underground fiber
optic communications system. 

Consider the following: Our State De
partment calls North Korea, "one of 
the most repressive countries in the 
world, " where in a most frightening, 
Orwellian manner, big brother Kim has 
encouraged children to spy and report 
on their own parents and siblings. Pri
vate telephones are virtually nonexist
ent and those few that are operative 
are monitored continuously. Clearly, 
North Korea's paranoid leadership does 
not intend to provide civilian access to 
a new fiber-optic system it cannot 
monitor effectively. 

In reality, the UNDP fiber-optic 
project is being used by North Korea to 
provide its aggressive military ma
chine with secure, reliable communica
tions. Insofar as North Korea's highly 
centralized military is dependent at 
the present time on obsolete wireless 
communications that are vulnerable to 
American interception and jamming, it 
makes absolutely no sense for the 
United States to subsidize North Ko
rea's efforts to eliminate their commu
nications achilles heel. It is outrageous 
that through the UNDP the American 
taxpayer is further jeopardizing the 
lives of 37 ,000 American troops sta
tioned in South Korea by enhancing 
North Korea's already frightening war
fighting capabilities. Have we lost our 
minds? 

A second major UNDP program is de
signed to enhance energy efficiency in 
North Korea. Despite abundant coal re
serves, North Korea continues to face 
chronic energy shortages and is ex
tremely vulnerable to energy sanc
tions. Why? Because instead of invest
ing in new coal-fired powerplants, 
North Korea has bankrupted its treas
ury to build a nuclear reactor designed 
to produce offensive atomic weapons, 
not electricity. 

But, thanks to the UNDP and its sup
port for North Korea's energy sector, 
this madness can continue to divert 
scarce resources into nuclear weapons 
proliferation without worrying about 
any further degradation of North Ko
rea's energy supply. 

Some other ways that UNDP is 
strengthening the stranglehold on 
North Korea? Well, the UNDP's "Third 
Country Programme for the Demo
cratic People's Republic of North 
Korea," dated November 21, 1991, stated 
that UNDP has proposed other pro
grams to improve the quality of life for 
North Koreans. 

But, sad to say, North Korea is not 
an isolated example. Libya is slated to 
receive more than 40 million dollars' 
worth of technical assistance from 
UNDP between January 1993 and De
cember 1996. In its justification, UNDP 
laments America and other countries' 

refusal to give foreign aid to Libya. 
Has the UNDP forgotten that it was 
Libyan terrorists-working directly 
from the orders of Colonel Qadhafi
who blew up Pan Am flight 103, killing 
270 innocent people? Surely no Senator 
needs to be reminded how brutal 
Libya's military regime can be. 

According to the State Department's 
"Country Reports on Human Rights 
Practices for 1993," horrifying acts of 
torture by the Libyan Government are 
commonplace: 

Methods of torture reportedly include: 
chaining to a wall for hours, clubbing, elec
tric shock, corkscrews in the back, lemon 
juice in open wounds, breaking fingers and 
allowing the joints to heal without medical 
care, suffocation using plastic bags, depriva
tion of food and water, and beatings on the 
soles of the feet. 

Yet, while Qadhafi continues to tor
ture and murder innocent civilians, 
UNDP increases its aid program to 
Libya, which according to a March 1993 
UNDP document, is designeC. to "in
crease human resource development." 

Not only does the U.S. foreign aid 
program help the UNDP operate in 
nearly every terrorist nation in the 
world-it continues to prop up the only 
Communist dictatorship in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

UNDP plans to give Cuba nearly $11 
million through 1996 in part to increase 
industrial production. And what does 
the UNDP believe are cause for the eco
nomic problems in Communist Cuba? 
According to a May 13, 1991, UNDP doc
ument, "Cuba has been seriously af
fected by a succession of climatic prob
lems such as cyclone Kate." Well, I 
have got news for the United Nations: 
It is not the weather that is causing 
economic hardship in Cuba, it is Fidel 
and his dangerously confused policies. 
No amount of foreign aid will help 
Cuba as long as Castro remains in 
power. 

The United States is subsidizing 
UNDP projects that are 180 degrees op
posite United States policy toward 
Cuba. According to a UNDP document 
from May 13, 1991, development of "tra
ditional exportable products, especially 
cane sugar, citrus fruits, minerals, to
bacco, and marine products." So, 
American foreign aid is being used-in
directly, of course-to increase Cuban 
export while our own State Depart
ment is responsible for enforcing a 
trade embargo against Cuba. 

North Korea, Libya, and Cuba are 
only a few examples of the wasteful, 
misguided UNDP programs which work 
against American national security in
terests. UNDP also intends to give the 
Communist regime 's in Vietnam and 
China more than $200 million over 4 
years. UNDP hopes to give Syria-a 
terrorist training ground which the 
State Department has said: "torture 
and abuse remains widespread and sys
tematic"-$20 million over the next 4 
years. 

If the UNDP is so flush with money 
that has more than $440 million to 
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hand out to some of the world's most 
despicable regimes-regimes that have 
actively worked to destabilize America 
and our allies-then it does not need 
U.S. help. The United Nations has de
fined the UNDP as a voluntary pro
gram-and America should volunteer 
not to participate. 

As I have already mentioned, in
cluded among the beneficiaries of the 
United Nations Development Program 
are these nations identified as terrorist 
nations by the Un:i,ted States State De
partment-Sudan, Libya', North Korea, 
Syria, Irani and Cuba. China received 
$212.5 million; Vietnam has received 
$86.6 million; Sudan, $45. 7 m~llion; 
Libya, $40.4 million; North Korea, $26.1 
million; Syria $20.6 million; Iran, $11 
million; and Cuba, $10.9 million. 

For North Korea alone, there are $26 
million in projects planned from now 
until 1996, 25 percent of which is for un
derground fiber optic communications 
to be used against the United States of 
America. 

This amendment proposes to cut off 
the funds for this organization unless 
~nd until the State Department can 
get its act together and stop throwing 
away money in that order. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 'There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HELMS. I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont ~s recognized '. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, neither I, 

nor, I suspect, anybody in this body 
wants United States tax dollars to go 
in aid to North Korea, Libya, Syria, 
countries of that nature. But let us not 
assume that this amendment has any
thing whatsoever to do with our tax 
dollars going to such countries. 

Under the law today, our contribu
tions to U .N. agencies that operate in 
countries like North Korea is fenced. Ill 
other words, if they have $100 to spend, 
they are getting $100 from us. But if 
they are spending $30 in North Korea, 
places like that, $30 of ours is held 
back. This is U.S. law now. A portion of 
the U.S. contribution is fenced in pro
portion to the amount the agencies 
spend in these countries. UNDP cannot 
spend :lt. 

But what UNDP can do, because of 
the American contribution, is it can 
have an American director. And, in 
fact, the UNDP has always had an 
American as its director. 

UNDP is designed to help those coun
tries and those people in the greatest 
need. The way it does it, it bypasses 
the government. In some of these coun
tries-it operates in countries like Af
rica-they have governments that are 
basically corrupt governments. It by
passes them and gets the money di
rectly to the poorest of the poor. 

It gets it to those children who might 
be facing such things as river blind
ness. It gets it to the mother who needs 
nutrition

1 1
while pregnant. It gets it to 

the elderly person who needs medicine. 
It gets it to the children who need 
schooling. And it gets it there because 
it has an American as its· director, be
cause we do contribute to it. 

It focuses on re,ducing poverty. It cre
ates jobs. It cleans up pollu~ion. It pro
tects forests, improves agriculture, nu
trition, basic education. It fights ma
laria and AIDS, builds low-cost hous
ing, has drug education, prevention. 

This is money that goes directly to 
people and helps them. If the UNDP, 
being a voluntary organization, spends 
money in countries that are on a list 
that we do not approve of, then our 
contribution is fenced in direct propor
tion-in direct proportion, so American 
tax dollars do not go to North Korea or 
Burma or places like that. 

What I am concerned about is that, if 
we withdraw from this-and that is 
what this amendment would do-not 
only do we not have our American di
rector there, but we are saying we are 
not going to give money to orphans. 
That is seriously what it comes down 
to. We are not going to give it to a 
child stricken with malaria. We are not 
going to give it to a poor pregnant 
woman who needs the nutrition. We are 
not going to give it to a handicapped 
parent, in some countries the poorest 
of the poor. And we are not going to 
have this ability to go and do an end 
run around corrupt government offi
cials who steal the money. 

I share the sense of antip~thy the 
Senator from North Carolina feels to
ward North Korea and Syria and Libya 
and countries like that. I stated this 
many times on the flQor and I have 
worked very much to make sure that 
aid does not go to such countries. But 
I am afraid that we are going to be put 
in a position where poor children, poor 
people, the poorest of the poor, are not 
going to be helped. Nor are we going to 
have the input into helping them if we 
withdrew from this program. 

So I will oppose it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further discussion of the amendment? 
If there be no further debate, the 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment, No. 2254. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] 
is absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER). Are there any other 
Senators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 39, 
nays 59, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 198 Leg.] 
YEAS-39 

Bennett Faircloth McCain 
Bond Ford Murkowskl 
Brown Gorton Nickles 
Burns Gramm Pressler 
Byrd Grassley Robb 
Coats Gregg Roth 
Cochran Hatch Sasser 
Cohen Heflin Simpson 
Coverdell Helms Smith 
Craig Hutchison Specter 
D'Amato Kempthorne Stevens 
Dole Lott Thurmond 
Domenic! Mack Warner 

NAYS-59 
Akaka Feinstein McConnell 
Baucus Glenn Metzenbaum 
Bl den Graham Mikulski 
Bingaman Harkin Mitchell 
Boxer Hatfield Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Holl1ngs Moynihan _ 
Breaux Inouye Murray 
Bryan Jeffords Nunn 
Bumpers Johnston Packwood 
Campbell Kassebaum Pell 
Chafee Kennedy Pryor 
Conrad Kerrey Reid 
Danforth Kerry Riegle 
Daschle Kohl Rockefeller 
DeConclnl Lautenberg Sar banes 
Dodd Leahy Shelby 
Dorgan Levin Simon 
Duren berger Lieberman Wells tone 
Exon tLugar Wofford 
Feingold Mathews 

NOT VOTING-2 
Boren Wallop 

So the amendment (No. 2254) was re
jected. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2275 

(Purpose: To increase the amount appro
priated for international narcotics control 

· and to decrease the amounts appropriated 
for contribution to the Global Environ
mental Fac111ty and for contribution to the 
International Development Association) 

Mr. NICKLES. I call up amendment 
No. 2275 and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICK

LES], for himself, Mr. BROWN, and Mr. 
D'AMATO, proposes an amendment numbered 
2275. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the pending committee 

amendment, add the following: "Provided fur
ther, the amount on page 3, line 6, is deemed 
to read $50,000,000; provided further, the 
amount on page 3, line 12, is deemed to read 
Sl,097,000,000; provided further, the amount 



16720 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 14, 1994 
on page 25, line 22, is deemed to read 
$152,400,000. " 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, could 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate is not in order. 

There are a variety of conversations 
taking place in the Chamber, and the 
Chair will patiently wait until the 
Chamber is quiet. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator reserves the right to object. 

Mr. LEAHY. At least for the next 2 or 
3 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a Senator 
can not reserve the right--

Mr. LEAHY. I object. 
Mr. BYRD [continuing]. To object to 

calling off the quorum. 
Mr. LEAHY. I object, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
The legislative clerk continued with 

the call of the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, is rec
ognized. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under
stand from the distinguished ranking 
member that he has a list of amend
ments which he wishes to have with
drawn. I would ask to be able to yield 
to him for that purpose and for other 
purposes which he may have without 
losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky, Mr. McCONNELL. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing amendments be withdrawn: 
Amendments numbered 2267, 2268, 2271, 
2285, and 2280. 

The amendments (Nos. 2267, 2268, 
2271, 2285 and 2280) were withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has the right to withdraw the 
amendments. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I further ask 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment, and call up 
amendment 2270, which has been 
cleared on both sides. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2270 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON
NELL] proposes an amendment numbered 
2270. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of section entitled "Assistance 

to the New Independent States of the Former 
Soviet Union" add the following new sub
section: 

"Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than 50 percent shall be 
made available for country specific activities 
within bilateral, regional, or multilateral 
programs, excepts as provided through the 
regular notification procedures of the Com
mittee on Appropriations." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Kentucky. 

The amendment (No. 2270) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. And the Senator 
from Vermont retains the floor under 
the previous order. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President., we have 
tried to go back and forth, not by 
order, but by simple comity with 
amendments, first on the Republican 
side, and then on the Democratic side, 
and then the Republican side, and so 
on. The last two or three were on the 
Republican side. We hope the next one 
might be on this side of the aisle. 

We tried to accommodate the distin
guished Senator from North Carolina 
who had a series of amendments which 
did not follow the normal order, and 
put more on the Republican side. 

I also understand in conversations 
from the distinguished ranking mem
ber and the distinguished Republican 
leader that it may be possible to reach 
a time agreement for the remaining 
amendments, and a time certain for 
final passage. 

I ask my friend from Kentucky if 
that might be so. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Yes. Obviously 
that is so. We have already given to my 
friend and colleague from Vermont the 
agreement that we are willing to reach, 
and it is being looked at on this side of 
the aisle. So it is a definite possibility 
to have a time certain for a final vote, 
and it is awaiting clearance on the 
other side of the aisle. 

Mr. LEAHY. I might suggest-I see 
the Senator from Florida on the floor 
and the Senator from Oklahoma. They 
both have amendments. 

I am going to suggest the absence of 
a quorum. Again I would suggest in 
doing so, that it probably will not last 

for more than 3 or 4 minutes. It may 
save us, as these things often do, sev
eral hours. 

So with that, Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. 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 AGREEMENT 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be in order to the bill, 
with the following time agreements, 
with the times to be evenly divided in 
the usual fashion, at the expiration of 
which there will be a vote on or in rela
tion to the amendment, with no sec
ond-degree amendments in order: 

Amendment No. 2256, with a time 
agreement of 50 minutes evenly di
vided; amendment No. 2281, with 30 
minutes equally divided; amendment 
No. 2273, with 50 minutes equally di
vided; amendment No. 2272, with 30 
minutes equally divided; amendment 
No. 2275, with 50 minutes equally di
vided; amendment No. 2290, with 50 
minutes equally divided; amendment 
No. 2284, with 30 minutes equally di
vided; and that those be the only 
amendments in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Reserving the right to 
object. There were other amend
ments---

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator is correct. 
And that any other amendments be 
those that have been cleared by the 
managers of the bill. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Reserving the right to 
object. There was another amendment, 
No. 2291, which is a companion to No. 
2290, which would be offered depending 
on the outcome and the treatment of 
No. 2290. 

Mr. LEAHY. Why do we not put No. 
2291 in and ask for 20 minutes equally 
divided under the same agreement? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is acceptable. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2297 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to bring up amendment No. 2297. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOLE offered amendment No. 

2297. 
On page 10, line 10 after the word "law" 

and before the period (.) add the following 
new proviso: 

"Provided further, that of the funds appro
priated under this heading, not less than 
$15,100,000 shall be made available for the Co
operative Association of States for Scholar
ships Program and not less than $3,000,000 
shall be made available for the East Central 
European Scholarship Program". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2297) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators 
LEAHY, JEFFORDS, FEINGOLD, and PELL 
be added as cosponsors to amendment 
No. 2286; and that Senators FEINGOLD, 
HARKIN' JEFFORDS, WELLSTONE, and 
PELL be added as cosponsors to amend
ment number 2288. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, so I will 
not come to the temptation of explain
ing once more the Dracula rule of legis
lation, I will suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2279 

Mr. LEAHY. ·Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to call up amendment number 2279. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McCAIN offered amendment No. 

2279. 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Senate finds that-
(1) The United States maintains a continu

ing interest in the security of Europe. 
(2) The North Atlantic Treaty Organiza

tion remains the principal guarantor of Eu
ropean security. 

(3) The security concerns of the United 
States and Europe are best addressed 
through the collective security arrangement 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

(4) The North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion is not an offensive threat to any nation 
not part of the North Atlantic Treaty. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-lt is the sense 
of the Senate that-

(1) The North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion should invite Poland, the Czech Repub
lic, Hungary and Slovakia to accede to the 
North Atlantic Treaty under Article 10 of 

the treaty at such time as each is in a posi
tion to further the principles of the Treaty 
and contribute to the security of the North 
Atlantic area. 

(2) Accession to the North Atlantic Treaty 
should include a commitment to the security 
of new members according to Article 5 of the 
treaty. 

(3) The President should pursue within the 
North Atlantic Council the adoption of cri
teria and timetables for determining the 
ability of each nation to further the prin
ciples of the North Atlantic Treaty and con
tribute to the security of the North Atlantic 
area. 

(4) Within 90 days of the passage of this 
act, the President should report to the ap
propriate Congressional committees the cri
teria and timetables the United States will 
pursue within the North Atlantic Council. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2279) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LEVIN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1995 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
vote on final passage of H.R. 4426, the 
foreign operations appropriations bill 
no later than 2 p.m. tomorrow; that 
upon the disposition of that bill, the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 4453, the military construction ap
propriations bill; that when the Senate 
considers the military construction ap
propriations bill on Friday, July 15, 
that it be in order for Senator McCAIN 
to offer two amendments, as follows, 
and that no amendments be in order to 
those two amendments, no motions to 
table be in order, and they be limited 
to the following times, to be equally di
vided in the usual form: 

First is a McCain amendment regard
ing add-ons, 2 hours; second is a 
McCain amendment regarding criteria 
for add-ons, 1 hour; and that it be in 
order now to order the yeas and nays 
on final passage of H.R. 4453. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I now ask for the 

yeas and nays on final passage of H.R. 
4453 . . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2296, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that amendment 
No. 2296 that was agreed to previously 
be modified, and I send the modifica
tion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi
fied. 

The amendment (No. 2296), as modi
fied, is as follows: 

On Page 22, after line 12, add the following 
new section: 

Fund made available in this Act for assist
ance to the New Independent States of the 
former Soviet Union shall be subject to pro
visions of section 117 (relating to Environ
mental and Natural Resources) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that it be in 
order to order the yeas and nays on 
final passage of H.R. 4426, the foreign 
operations appropriations bill. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 

is the culmination of several hours of 
discussions and negotiations on how 
best to proceed on these matters and 
we have discussed other matters as 
well, myself and the distinguished Re
publican leader and the assistant Re
publican leader, and we hope to have a 
further announcement with respect to 
other pending bills earlier tomorrow 
morning. 

I thank my colleague for his coopera
tion and patience. 

Mr. President, I now suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for morning business. 

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

PROPOSAL FOR A UNITED 
NATIONS "FIRE BRIGADE" 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I recently 
read a most interesting proposal by 
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Timothy W. Stanley, president of the 
International Economic Studies Insti
tute, and Lukas Haynes, at the Carne
gie Endowment for International 
Peace, calling for the creation of a 
5,000-strong rapid deployment force to 
assist in United Nations peacekeeping 
efforts. This idea, contained in a arti
cle entitled "The U.N. Needs a 'Fire 
Brigade' To Douse Regional Conflicts'' 
appeared in the July 5, 1994, issue of 
the Christian Science Monitor, is simi
lar to one proposed by Sir Brian 
Urquhart. 

The authors recognize the need by 
the international community to have 
the ability to respond quickly to crises, 
such as recently in Rwanda or poten
tially soon in Haiti. They suggest a bri
gade size unit consisting of volunteers 
on leaves of absence from their own na
tional services that would train as a 
unit in order to overcome some of the 
current logistics and communications 
pro bl ems apparent in U .N. peacekeep
ing operations. 

I ask consent that the article appear 
in its entirety following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE U.N. NEEDS A 'FIRE BRIGADE' TO DOUSE 

REGIONAL CONFLICTS 
(By Lukas Haynes and Timothy W. Stanley) 

The alarm went off on April 6, 1994, when a 
plane carrying the presidents of Rwanda and 
Burundi was shot down and the first reports 
of widespread carnage flooded in. Instead of 
sending international forces to stop the kill
ing, the United Nations troops on the scene 
were pulled out. Two genocidal months, 
300,000 deaths, and half a million refugees 
later, the United States agreed to a U.N. 
force of 5,500 troops from seven African coun
tries. With luck, it may arrive in late sum
mer or early fall. In desperation, France has 
depfoyed a force of 2,500 (including its For
eign Legion) despite being perceived by 
Rwandans as partisan. It is far too late for 
the dead and dying. 

"We can do better," as President Clinton 
likes to say about domestic policy, and the 
world must do better in fighting conflagra
tions like Rwanda. Under current U.N. proce
dures, once a new operation is approved, the 
secretariat starts from a zero base of re
sources. The secretary-general must con
stantly beg member states for the means to 
implement Security Council resolutions. The 
answer: a volunteer U.N. "fire brigade"-a 
quick-response force to stop a low-intensity 
conflict before it rages out of control. 

What kind of a force makes sense? A stand
ard regimental-size combat team with five 
key features: (1) a standing force; (2) staffed 
by personnel who volunteered for U.N. serv
ice; (3) detached from member states and na
tional chains of command; (4) equipped with 
on-hand "interoperable" equipment; and (5) 
led by a unified command reporting to an en
hanced m1litary staff at U.N. headquarters. 

Such a "fire brigade" would be deployed by 
airlift immediately upon Security Council 
authorization without the delay of assem
bling national contributions. It being a truly 
international force, no parliament would 
need to debate why its soldiers would be 
fighting machete-wielding Rwandans or Hai
tian thugs. 

Such an integrated brigade would become 
well-disciplined, elite Ranger-like uni ts, 

training together for " robust peacekeeping," 
thus minimizing field confusion over train
ing and doctrine. New equipment would not 
need to be coqtracted for in each new mis
sion because the brigade would maintain do
nated material (from the world's vast sur
pluses) in prestocked regional depots. U.N. 
operational orders would not be checkmated 
by national authorities and language pro
ficiency requirements would eliminate field 
miscues. Soldiers like civil servants, would 
be paid by the U.N. while on three-to-five
year leaves of absence from their own na
tional service. 

What would the brigade's mission be? It 
would not be a "UN Army" for Chapter VII 
m111tary enforcement-a proposition many 
oppose. Large-scale Persian Gulf-type ac
tions require ad-hoc coalitions. This nucleus 
brigade would be for short-term deployment 
in situations that do not require high-tech 
weaponry. Its goals would be to establish an 
early UN presence, to protect safe-haven 
boundaries, and to demonstrate Security 
Council resolve. The brigade would be used 
only with a pofitical consensus, in the Secu
rity Council and broadly within the region, 
and when its task would be manageable with 
the small numbers involved. 

Because the brigade might come under 
concerted attack, the Security Council 
would have to take steps to ensure that ap
propriate backup forces were available. But 
the brigade's principal goal would be to pre
vent outbreaks of fighting and buy time for 
the deployment of a larger traditional peace
keeping operation. 

What are the obstacles and what would it 
cost? As with all current peacekeeping ef
forts, the UN lacks an adequate UN m111tary 
command with communications and logistic 
staff-a problem the Clinton administration 
has taken steps to address. As for cost, in 
1992 we used Pentagon data to calculate an
nual costs of under $400 million for a more
ambitious "UN Legion." If this brigade were 
to be stationed at a base scheduled for clos
ing, and use surplus equipment, a 5,000-
strong force might cost only $200 million a 
year-a bargain compared with the costs of 
relief and reconstru.ction, let alone of a quar
ter-million human lives! 

A volunteer force is not a new idea. The 
UN's first secretary-general. Trygve Lie, 
former diplomats (like Sir Brian Urquhart), 
and the majority of a recent congressional 
commission on improving the UN have rec
ommended a multinational force. US-UN 
policy was tragically set back by . the exag
gerated backlash over US casualties in So
malia. While geared to sensible reforms and 
sounder criteria, current US policy has 
added doubt and delay to that inherent in 
UN procedures. 

The US is not to blame for the current out
break of ethnic anarchy. Nor should it take 
on every crisis. But it does share the blame 
for the apathy and "donor fatigue" that hob
bles the UN. Dealing with destab111zing, low
intensity conflict is difficult but necessary. 
It is time to seriously consider a volunteer 
UN "fire brigade" to help contain the blaze 
of localized conflict. Then, when the alarm 
bells ring, someone will be there to answer 
the calls. For they will surely continue to 
sound. 

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 No. 1016. Michael Nacht, to 
be an Assistant Director of the United 
States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency; 

Calendar No. 1017. Amy Sands, to be 
an Assistant Director of the United 
States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency; 

Calendar No. 1018. Lawrence 
Scheinman, to be an Assistant Director 
of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency; 

Calendar No. 1019. James Sweeney, to 
be a Special Representative of the 
President for Arms Control, Non
proliferation, and Disarmament Mat
ters, United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, with the rank of 
Ambassador; 

Calendar No. 1020. Thomas W. Gra
ham, Jr., to be Special Representative 
of the President for Arms Control, 
Nonproliferation, and Disarmament 
Matters, United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Ag·ency, with the 
rank of Ambassador; and 

Calendar No. 1025. Nelba R. Chavez, 
to be Ambassador of the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Ad
ministration. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominees be confirmed, en bloc, 
that any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read, that upon confirma
tion, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, en bloc, that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate's action, and that the Senate 
return to legislati,ve session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND 
DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

Michael Nacht, of Maryland, to be an As
sistant Director of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. 

Amy Sands, of California, to be an Assist
ant Director of the United States Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. 

Lawrence Scheinman, of New York, to be 
an Assistant Director of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 

James Sweeney, of New Mexico, to be a 
Special Representative of the President for 
Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disar
mament Matters, United States Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, with the rank 
of Ambassador. 

Thomas W. Graham, Jr., of Maryland, to be 
Special Representative of the President for 
Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disar
mament Matters, United States Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, with the rank 
of Ambassador. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

Nelba R. Chavez, of Arizona, to be Admin
istrator of the Substance Abuse and ~ental 
Health Services Administration, Department 
of Health and Human Services. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re
turn to the consideration of legislative 
business. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:10 a.m. a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following joint resolution, without 
amendment: 

S.J. Res. 187. Joint Resolution deS'ignating 
July 16 through July 24, 1994, as "National 
Apollo Anniversary Observance". 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, 
with an amendment, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

S. 859. An act to reduce the restrictions on 
lands conveyed by deed under the Act of 
June 8, 1926. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bills, in which it requests the concur
rence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1716. An act to amend the act of Janu
ary 26, 1915, establishing Rocky Mountain 
National Park, to provide for the protection 
of certain lands in Rocky Mountain National 
Park and along North St. Vrain Creek and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 1873. An act to require certain pay
ments made to victims of Nazi persecution 
to be disregarded in determining eligib111ty 
for and the a mount of benefits or services 
based on need. 

H.R. 3708. An act to reform the operation, 
maintenance, and development of the 
Steamtown National Historic Site, and for 
other purposes. ·· 

H.R. 3817. An act to amend the Fishermen's 
Protection Act. 

H.R. 4253. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Interior to convey the Corning Na
tional Fish Hatchery to the State of Arkan
sas. 

H.R. 4364. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to transfer administrative 
jurisdiction over certain lands for inclusion 
in the Cape Hatteras National Seashore. 

H.R. 4504. An act to amend the Atlantic 
Striped Bass Conservation Act, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 4549. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for travel and trans-

portation expenses for the family of a career 
appointee in the Senior Executive Service 
who dies after transferring in the interest of 
the Government to an official duty station 
and who was eligible for an annuity at the 
time of death, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4569. An act to extend and make 
amendments to the President John F. Ken
nedy Assassination Records Collection Act of 
1992. 

H.R. 4598. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to make technical corrections to 
maps relating to the Coastal Barrier Re
sources System, and to authorize appropria
tions to carry out the Coast Barrier Re
sources Act. 

H.R. 4647. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey to the city of Imperial 
Beach, California, approximately 1 acre of 
land in the Tijuana Slough National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker has signed the following en
rolled bills and joint resolution: 

S. 273. An act to remove certain restric
tions from a parcel of land owned by the City 
of North Charleston, South Carolina, in 
order to permit a land exchange, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1402. An act to convey a certain parcel 
of public land to the county of Twin Falls, 
Idaho, for use as a landfill, and for other pur
poses. 

S.J. Res. 187. Joint Resolution designating 
July 16 through July 24, 1994, as "National 
Apollo Anniversary Observance". 

The enrolled bills and joint resolu
tion were subsequently signed by the 
President pro tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

At 4:13 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives deliver by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 4649. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Colum
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of said Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1995, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that · 
the House has passed the following 
joint resolution, with amendments, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S.J. Res. 172. Joint Resolution designating 
May 30, 1994, through June 6, 1994, as a 
"Time for the National Observance of the 
Fiftieth Anniversary of World War II." 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the first 

and second times by unanimous con
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1716. An act to amend the Act of Jan
uary 26, 1915, establishing Rocky Mountain 
National Park, to provide for the protection 
of certain lands in Rocky Mountain National 
Park and along North St. Vrain Creek and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 3708. An act to reform the operation, 
maintenance, and development of the 
Steamtown National Historic Site, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 4253. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Interior to convey the Corning Na
tional Fish Hatchery to the State of Arkan
sas; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

H.R. 4364. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to transfer administrative 
jurisdiction over certain lands for inclusion 
in the Cape Hatteras National Seashore; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

H.R. 4504. An act to amend the Atlantic 
Striped Bass Conservation Act, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

H.R. 4549. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for travel and trans
portation expenses for the family of a career 
appointee in the Senior Executive Service 
who dies after transferring in the interest of 
the Government to an official duty station 
and who was eligible for an annuity at the 
time of death, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 4569. An act to extend and make 
amendments to the President John F. Ken
nedy Assassination Records Collection Act of 
1992; to the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

H.R. 4598. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to make technical corrections to 
maps relating to the Coastal Barrier Re
sources System, and to authorize appropria
tions to carry out the Coast Barrier Re
sources Act; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

H.R. 4647. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey to the city of Imperial 
Beach, California, approximately 1 acre of 
land in the Tijuana Slough National Wildlife 
Refuge; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

H.R. 4649. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Colum
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of said Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1995, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on July 14, 1994, she had presented 
to the President of the United States, 
the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolution: 

S. 273. An act to remove certain restric
tions from a parcel of land owned by the city 
of North Charleston, South Carolina, in 
order to permit a land exchange, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1402. An act to convey a certain parcel 
of public land to the county of Twin Falls, 
Idaho, for use as a landfill, and for other pur
poses. 

S.J. Res. 187. Joint Resolution designating 
July 16 through July 24, 1994, as "National 
Apollo Anniversary Observance." 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 
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EC-3055. A communication from the Dep

uty General Counsel, Department of Com
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation entitled "High Seas Fisheries Li
censing Act of 1994" ; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3056. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel
ative to international military educat ion 
and training; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EC-3057. A communication from the Senior 
Deputy Assistant Administrator (Bureau for 
Legislative and Public Affairs), U.S. Agency 
for International Development, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, the report entitled 
" Infrastructure Needs Assessment of the 
New Independent States, Central and East
ern Europe, and Mongolia" ; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3058. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of the Office of the Inspector General 
for the period October 1, 1993 through March 
31, 1994; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-591. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Alaska; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

" LEGISLATIVE RESOLVE 

" Whereas, the Alaska Aerospace Develop
ment Corporation is a public corporation es
tablished by AS 14.40.821; and 

" Whereas, the Alaska Aerospace Develop
ment Corporation has identified two areas of 
aerospace development that have special sig
nificance to the state, which are the location 
of satellite ground stations In the Fairbanks 
area and the construction of a commercial 
rocket launch facllity on Kodiak Island; and 

" Whereas, the strategic northern location 
of the Fairbanks area, the state's state-of
the-art telecommunications systems, the re
nowned engineering and science faculty and 
facllities of the University of Alaska, and 
the availability of skilled employees and 
contractors have led a number of aerospace 
companies to express great interest in locat
ing ground stations in the Fairbanks area for 
the purpose of controlling, communicating 
with, and processing information from polar
orbiting satellites; and 

" Whereas, the growing commercial de
mand for low-earth orbit satellites is ex
pected to increase the need for a commercial 
rocket launch facility in the United States; 
and 

" Whereas, the sites proposed by the Alaska 
Aerospace Development Corporation on Ko
diak Island for a rocket launch facility have 
attracted governmental and aerospace indus
try interest because of the safety and envi
ronmental features of those sites; and 

" Whereas, the plans of the Alaska Aero
space Development Corporation for a rocket 
launch facility promise a low cost, 
unbureaucratic rocket launch facility free 
from the restrictions imposed on facilities 
owned by the federal government; and 

" Whereas, the location of ground stations 
in the Fairbanks area and the construction 
of the rocket launch facility on Kodiak Is
land will provide the state with new sources 

of skilled, long-term employment, provide 
additional technology infrastructure to the 
state, and lead to a continued growth in the 
state 's technology industry; and 

" Whereas, both of these projects will pro
vide unparalleled educational opportunities 
for Alaska students because the Alaska 
Aerospace Development Corporation intends 
to work with the state's schools during these 
projects, and this cooperation will expose 
state students to some notable persons, in
cluding some of the best aerospace scientists 
in the country and Eugene Cernan, who was 
the last man to walk on the moon and who 
is on the corporation's board of directors; 
and 

" Whereas, these projects of the Alaska 
Aerospace Development Corporation would 
be enhanced if the aerospace industry and 
the United States government cooperated 
with and provided technological and other 
assistance to the Alaska Aerospace Develop
ment Corporation during these projects; be it 

" Resolved That the Alaska State Legisla
ture hereby expresses its support for the 
projects of the Alaska Aerospace Develop
ment Corporation to locate satellite ground 
stations in the Fairbanks area and to con
struct a rocket launch facility on Kodiak Is
land; and be it further 

" Resolved That the Alaska State Legisla
ture encourages the aerospace industry and 
the United States government to cooperate 
and provide technological and other assist
ance to the Alaska Aerospace Development 
Corporation for these projects. " 

POM-592. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Alaska; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

" LEGISLATIVE RESOLVE 

" Whereas, China has been a divided nation 
since 1949, and the Republic of China on Tai
wan and the People's Republic of China on 
the Chinese mainland have exercised exclu
sive jurisdiction over separate parts of 
China; and 

" Whereas, the United Nations ' General As
sembly Resolution 2758 adopted in 1971 does 
not constitute a complete solution to the 
issue of China's seat in the United Nations; 
and 

"Whereas, the Republic of China on Tai
wan acknowledges that two equal and dis
tinct political entities exist within the di
vided China; and 

" Whereas, the Republic of China on Tai
wan is currently the 14th largest trading na
tion in the world; its gross national product 
ls the 20th largest national product in the 
world; its annual per capita income exceeds 
$10,000; its foreign exchange reserves exceed 
$80,000,000,000; and it has become the seventh 
largest outbound investor in the world; and 

"Whereas, the 21,000,000 people on Taiwan 
enjoy a democratic form of government, and 
the policies of the Republic of China on Tai
wan conform to those of other democratic 
nations; and 

" Whereas, the Republic of China on Tai
wan has joined other nations in responding 
to international disasters and crises, has un
dertaken programs of assistance for less de
veloped nations, and has in other ways ac
cepted regional and global responsibilities; 
and 

" Whereas, the Republic of China on Tai
wan has joined several important multilat
eral organizations in recent years, including 
the Asia/Pacific Economic Cooperation and 
the Asian Development Bank, and its admis
sion into these organizations has been sup
ported by the United States; and 

" Whereas, a consensus has emerged In the 
Republic of China on Taiwan that It should 

participate In the United Nations, and the 
Republic of China on Taiwan has launched a 
campaign to pursue a seat in the United Na
tions without prejudice to the current posi
tion of the People 's Republic of China in the 
United Nations; and 

" Whereas, membership of the Republic of 
China on Taiwan in the United Nations con
forms to the United Nations' principle of 
universality and would contribute to the 
peace and stability of the Pacific region, 
and, therefore, to the interests of the United 
States; be it 

" Resolved by the Alaska State Legislature 
That the Republic of China on Taiwan de
serves to be allowed full membership in the 
United Nations. 

" Copies of this resolution shall be sent to 
the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of the 
United States; the Honorable Al Gore, Jr., 
Vice-President of the United States and 
President of the U.S. Senate; the Honorable 
Boutros Boutros Ghali, Secretary-General of 
the United Nations; the Honorable Madeleine 
Albright, U.S. Ambassador to the United Na
tions; the Honorable Robert C. Byrd, Presi
dent Pro Tempore of the U.S. Senate; the 
Honorable Thomas S. Foley, Speaker of the 
U.S. House of Representatives; and to the 
Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable 
Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the 
Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative , 
members of the Alaska delegation in Con
gress. " 

POM-593. A resolution adopted by the Sen
ate of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 
to the Committee on Appropriations._ 

''RESOLUTION 

" Whereas, Local governments are the most 
responsive to the people 's needs and the first 
governments to feel the wrath of their con
stituents when taxes increase; and 

" Whereas, Local governments play vital 
roles in the daily lives of their citizens; and 

" Whereas, State expenses for Federal man
dates cost an estimated $75 billion nation
ally; and · 

" Whereas, Up to 60% of some state budgets 
are spent on Federal-State programs; and 

"Whereas, The Federal government contin
ues to create or expand domestic spending 
programs with little or no review of the fi
nancial burdens it will place on state and 
local governments; and 

" Whereas, In 1993 alone, President Clinton 
signed 13 bills into law, mandating programs 
that will cost state and local governments 
billions of extra dollars primarily for health 
care, human services and justice programs; 
and 

" Whereas, Some mandates, such as the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, were 
enacted without any reliable estimates of 
the cost to state and local governments; 
therefore be it 

" Resolved, That the Senate of Pennsylva
nia memorialize the United States Congress 
to provide perpetual funding to state govern
ments, local governments or school districts 
for any mandated programs it enacts; and be 
it further 

" Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President, the Vice-Presi
dent, presiding officers of each house of Con
gress and to each member of Congress from 
Pennsy 1 vanla.'' 

POM-594. A resolution adopted by the Sen
ate of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

" RESOLUTION 

" Whereas, The Commonwealth is currently 
spending nearly 20% of its State funds on the 
health care costs of its citizens; and 
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"Whereas, The costs of heal th care both to 

this Commonwealth and to individuals is ris
ing rapidly; and 

"Whereas, The Commonwealth must oper
ate a balanced budget and Federal mandates 
are placing increasing stress on our ability 
to do so; and 

"Whereas, Changes to the very essence of 
the health care delivery system of the nation 
are undergoing debate within Congress; and 

"Whereas, This debate could profoundly 
alter the expectations and the finances of 
the citizens of this Commonwealth; and 

"Whereas, Under President Clinton's 
Health Security Act, states would have the 
primary responsibility for ensuring that all 
citizens within a state have access to health 
plans providing the national benefits pack
age; therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the Senate of the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania memorialize Con
gress to provide funding for the health care 
requirements it implements over the life of 
those requirements; and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President, the Vice Presi
dent, the presiding officers of each house of 
Congress and to each member of Congress 
from Pennsylvania." 

POM-595. A resolution adopted by the Sen
ate of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

''RESOLUTION 

"Whereas, Local governments are on the 
front line in the battle against crime; and 

"Whereas, Violent crime can ruin the qual
ify of life for the citizens and business enter
prises in our cities and towns; and 

"Whereas, Local governments are strug
gling to provide basic services to their citi
zens with reasonable amounts of tax reve
nues; and 

"Whereas, Some local governments are at 
maximum allowable rates for property taxes, 
wage taxes and other taxes; and 

"Whereas, The United States House of Rep
resentatives and the United States Senate 
are debating the provisions of President 
Clinton's anticrime legislation; and 

"Whereas, The Crime Bill authorizes over 
$15 billion in funding to address crime on 
several fronts, including $3.45 billion to place 
100,000 new police officers on the nation's 
streets, $3 billion for grants to states to con
struct additional prisons, $7 billion for com
munity programs and $525 million for pro
grams providing employment opportunities 
for young adults; and 

"Whereas, The legislation provides grants 
for state and local governments to hire addi
tional law enforcement officers; and 

"Whereas, Federal funding for the hiring of 
100,000 new police officers represents only 
75% of the cost while local governments 
would have to contribute 25%; and 

"Whereas, Federal funding for the program 
is to continue only for three years, and 
thereafter local governments would have to 
provide 100% of the future cost of supporting 
the 100,000 new police officers; and 

"Whereas, The legislation mandates life 
imprisonment for the conviction of a felony 
if the defendant previously was convicted of 
two serious Federal or state offenses, there
by putting further financial burdens on state 
and local correctional systems; therefore be 
it 

"Resolved, That the Senate of the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania memorialize Con
gress to appropriate Federal aid for the po
lice hiring program each year to a level that 
would allow Federal support to continue be
yond three years; and be it further 

"Resolved, That if Congress cannot commit 
to fully funding its aid to urban areas by 
funding programs for as long as a serious 
crime problem exists in this country, that 
the grant program be omitted from the 
Crime Bill in order to avoid putting the un
funded present and future costs onto local 
governments; and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, to the Vice President of the United 
States, to the presiding officers of each 
House of Congress and to each Member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania." 

POM-596. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the State of New Jer
sey; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

"ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 

"Whereas, All too often, the federal gov
ernment attempts to solve problems by man
dating programs and policies on State and 
local governments; and 

"Whereas, While these mandates do not 
cost the federal government any money, 
they can be expensive to implement, may 
wreak havoc with State and local govern
ment budgets, and often force States and lo
calities to raise taxes and reduce services in 
non-mandated programs; and 

"Whereas, In addition to cost, these man
dates may not be appropriate in all areas of 
the nation; and 

"Whereas, Given our system of govern
ment, it is wrong for federal politicians to 
take advantage of their power to place these 
onerous obligations on State and local gov
ernments; and 

"Whereas, If federal politicians mandate a 
program on State and local governments, 
then the federal government should provide 
them with the revenues as well as the re
sponsib111ties; and 

"Whereas, It is now time for federal politi
cians to recognize that States and localities 
can no longer afford the financial burden 
which is being imposed upon them: Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the General Assembly of the 
State of New Jersey: 

"1. This House memorializes the President 
and Congress of the United States to feder
ally fund any program which the federal gov
ernment mandates on State and local gov
ernments. 

"2. Duly authenticated copies of this reso
lution, signed by the Speaker of the General 
Assembly and attested by the Clerk thereof, 
shall be transmitted to the President of the 
United States, the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and every member of Con
gress elected from this State." 

POM-597. A resolution adopted by the Sen
ate of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

"RESOLUTION 

"Resolved, That the Senate of the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania memorialize Con
gress to enact legislation that would require 
Memorial Day to be observed each year on 
May 30; and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of each 
house of Congress and to each member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania." 

POM-598. A resolution adopted by the Ar
kansas Legislative Council relative to health 
care reform; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were su,bmitted: 
By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on Ap

propriations: 
Special Report entitled "Further Revised 

Allocation To Subcommittees of Budget To
tals from the Concurrent Resolution for Fis
cal Year 1994" (Rept. No. 103-308). 

By Mr. HOLLINGS, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 4603. A bill making appropriations for 
the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary, and related agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1995, and making supplemental appro
priations for these departments and agencies 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 103-309). 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG, from the Commit
tee on Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 4556. A bill making appropriations for 
the Department of Transportation and relat
ed agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1995, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 103-310). 

By Ms. MIKULSKI, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 4624. A bill making appropriations for 
the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com
missions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 103-311). 

By Mr. SASSER, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 4453. A bill making appropriations for 
military construction for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1995, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
103-312). 

By Mr. KOHL, from the Committee on Ap
propriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 4649. A bill making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Columbia 
and other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 103-313). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. GLENN, from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs: 

Judith Bartnoff, of the District of Colum
bia, to be an Associate Judge of the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia for the 
term of fifteen years; 

Zoe Bush, of the District of Columbia, to 
be an Associate Judge of the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia for the term of 
fifteen years; 

Rhonda Reid Winston, of the District of 
Columbia, to be an Associate Judge of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia 
for a term of fifteen years; 

John A. Koskinen, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be Deputy Director for Manage
ment, Office of Management and Budget; and 

Phyllis Nichamoff Segal, of Massachusetts, 
to be a Member of the Federal Labor Rela
tions Authority for a term of five years ex
piring July 1, 1999. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
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duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Armed Services, I report 
favorably the attached listing of nomi
nations. 

Those identified with a single aster
isk (*) area to be placed on the Execu
tive Calendar. Those identified with a 
double asterisk (**) are to lie on the 
Secretary's desk for the information of 
any Senator since these names have al
ready appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORDS of February 3, May 3, 12, 17, 
19, June 8, 14, 16, 20, 27, and July 1, 1994 
and to save the expense of printing 
again. 

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

(The nominations ordered to lie on 
the Secretary's desk were printed in 
the RECORDS of February 3, May 3, 12, 
17, 19, June 8, 14, 16, 20, 27, and July 1, 
1994 at the end of the Senate proceed
ings.) 

*In the Air Force the.re are 47 appoint
ments to the grade of brigadier general (list 
begins with James E. Andrews) (Reference 
No. 1009). 

**In the Navy there is 1 promotion to the 
grade of lieutenant commander (Christopher 
Reddin Meehan) (Reference No. 1110). 

*Lieutenant General Joseph W. Ralston, 
USAF for reappointment to the grade of lieu
tenant general (Reference No. 1168). 

*Major General Lawrence E. Boese, USAF 
to be lieutenant general (Reference No. 1169). 

*Brigadier General Charles H. Roadman, II, 
USAF to be major general (Reference No. 
1255). 

*Major General John P. Jumper, USAF to 
be lieutenant general (Reference No. 1300). 

*Admiral Charles R. Larson, USN for re
appointment to the grade of admiral (Ref
erence No. 1318). 

*Vice Admiral Ronald J. Zlatoper, USN to 
be admiral (Reference No. 1342). 

*Rear Admiral (Selectee) Frank L. Bow
man, USN to be Chief of Naval Personnel and 
to be vice admiral (Reference No. 1343). 

*Vice Admiral Joseph P. Reason, USN for 
reappointment to the grade of vice admiral 
(Reference No. 1344). 

*Rear Admiral Conrad C. Lautenbacher, 
Jr., USN to be vice admiral (Reference No. 
1345). 

*Rear Admiral Philip M. Quast., USN to be 
vice admiral (Reference No. 1346). 

*Rear Admiral John S. Redd, USN to be 
vice admiral (Reference No. 1347). 

*Rear Admiral (Selectee) Archie R. 
Clemins, USN to be vice admiral (Reference 
No. 1348). 

**In the Navy there are 185 promotions to 
the grade of captain (list begins with Martin 
E. Bacon) (Reference No. 1353). 

*Lieutenant General Thomas S. Moorman, 
Jr., USAF to be general and to be Vice Chief 
of Staff, United States Air Force (Reference 
No. 1358). 

*Rear Admiral (lower half) Donald K. 
Muchow, USN to be Chief of Chaplains and to 
be rear admiral (Reference No. 1374). 

*Major General Patrick P. Caruana, USAF 
to be lieutenant general (Reference No. 1380). 

*Major General Steven L. Arnold, USA to 
be lieutenant general (Reference No. 138:p. 

*Brigadier General John J. Cuddy, USA to 
be Assistant Surgeon General/Chief of Dental 

Corps and to be major general (Reference No. 
1382). 

*Lieutenant General Richard D. Hearney, 
USMC to be general (Reference No. 1385). 

*Lieutenant General George R. Christmas, 
USMC to be lieutenant general (Reference 
No. 1390). 

*Lieutenant General Robert B. Johnston, 
USMC to be lieutenant general (Reference 
No. 1391). 

*Lieutenant General Charles C. Krulak, 
USMC to be lieutenant general (Reference 
No. 1392). 

*Major General Arthur C. Blades, USMC to 
be lieutenant general (Reference No. 1393). 

*Major General Harry W. Blot, USMC to be 
lieutenant general (Reference No. 1394). 

*Major General James A. Brabham, Jr., 
USMC to be lieutenant general (Reference 
No. 1395). 

*MajoF General Charles E. Wilhelm, USMC 
to be lieutenant general (Reference No. 1396). 

**In the Air Force there are 21 appoint
ments to the grade of second lieutenant (list 
begins with David C. Allred, Jr.) (Reference 
No. 1397). 

*Lieutenant General John H. Tilelli, Jr., 
USA to be general (Reference No. 1406). 

**In the Air Force and Air Force Reserve 
there are 20 appointments to the grade of 
colonel and below (list begins with Jerry J. 
Foster) (Reference No. 1408). 

**In the Marine Corps Reserve there are 41 
promotions to the grade of colonel (list be
gins with John B. Atkinson) (Reference No. 
1409). 

**In the Navy and Naval Reserve there are 
28 appointments to the grade of commander 
and below (list begins with Dale C. Hoover) 
(Reference No. 1410). 

*Major General Paul E. Blackwell, USA to 
be lieutenant general (Reference No. 1417). 

*Vice Admiral Douglas J. Katz, USN for re
appointment to the grade of vice admiral 
(Reference No. 1418). 

*Vice Admiral Timothy W. Wright, USN 
for reappointment to the grade of vice admi
ral (Reference No. 1423). 

*Rear Admiral William A Earner, Jr., USN 
to be vice admiral (Reference No. 1424). 

**In the Navy there is 1 promotion to the 
grade of captain (Douglas Jay Law) (Ref
erence No. 1425). 

**In the Navy there are 936 promotions to 
the grade of commander (list begins with 
Donald Michael Abrashoff) (Reference No. 
1426). 

*Lieutenant General Walter Kross, USAF 
for reappointment to the grade of lieutenant 
general (Reference No. 1433). 

*Major General Bruce L. Fister, USAF to 
be lieutenant general (Reference No. 1434). 

*Major General Jay M. Garner, USA to be 
lieutenant general (Reference No. 1436). 

*Brigadier General Donald W. Shea, USA 
to be Chief of Chaplains and to be major gen
eral (Reference No. 1440). 

*Lieutenant General James L. Jamerson, 
USAF to be general (Reference No. 1452). 

*Lieutenant General Albert J. Edmonds, 
USAF for reappointment to the grade of lieu
tenant general (Reference No. 1454). 

*Major General Thomas R. Griffith, USAF 
to be lieutenant general (Reference No. 1455). 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 44 pro
motions to the grade of lieutenant colonel 
(list begins with George B. Barnett) (Ref
erence No. 1459). 

**In the Air Force there are 9 appoint
ments to the grade of second lieutenant (list 
begins with Todd E. Combs) (Reference No. 
1460). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 24 pro
motions to the grade of colonel and below 

(list begins with Terrance R. Brand) (Ref
erence No. 1462). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 43 pro
motions to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with William D. Bertolio) (Ref
erence No. 1463). 

**In the Marine Corps there are 33 appoint
ments to the grade of second lieutenant (list 
begins with Geoffrey H. Barker) (Reference 
No. 1464). 

**In the Naval Reserve there are 1,112 pro
motions to the grade of commander (list be
gins with Jeffery R. Abel) (Reference No. 
1465). 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 72 pro
motions to the grade of colonel (list begins 
with Thomas F. Astaldi) (Reference No. 
1466). 

**In the Army there are 1,068 appointments 
to the grade of major and below (list begins 
with Peter M. Abbruzzese) (Reference No. 
1467). 

*Lieutenant General Joseph W. Ashy, 
USAF to be general (Reference No. 1477). 

*Major General Caryl G. Marsh, USA to be 
lieutenant general (Reference No. 1478). 

**In the Army there is 1 appointment as 
permanent professor at the United States 
M111tary Academy (Anthony E. Hartle) (Ref
erence No. 1481). 

**In the Marine Corps there is 1 promotion 
to the grade of major (John C. Burlingame) 
(Reference No. 1482). 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 37 pro
motions to the grade of lieutenant colonel 
(list begins with Hunter E. Blackmon) (Ref
erence No. 1483). 

**In the Navy there are 490 promotions to 
the grade of commander (list begins with 
Charles Francis Adams) (Reference No. 1484). 

**In the Air Force there are 39 promotions 
to the grade of colonel and below (list begins 
with Frankie L. Griffin) (Reference No. 1492). 

**In the Air Force and Air Force Reserve 
there are 24 appointments to the grade of 
colonel and below (list begins with Norma J. 
C. Correa) (Reference No. 1493). 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 13 ap
pointments to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with Mel P. Simon) (Reference 
No. 1494). 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 38 
promotions to the grade of lieutenant colo
nel (list begins with Dale R. Anderson) (Ref
erence No. 1495). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 11 ap
pointments to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with Victor Guiterrez-Fulladosa) 
(Reference No. 1496). 

**In the Army there are 5 promotions to 
the grade of colonel and below (list begins 
with Joe C. Crain) (Reference No. 1497). 

**In the Army there are 5 promotions to 
the grade of colonel and below (list begins 
with John M. Riggs) (Reference No. 1498). 

**In the Army there is 1 promotion to the 
grade of colonel (Charles C. Franz) (Ref
erence No. 1499). 

**In the Army there are 4 promotions to 
the grade of lieutenant colonel and below 
(list begins with Stanley H. Unser) (Ref
erence No. 1500). 

**In the Army there are 2 promotions to 
the grade of major (list begins with Jill 
Wruble) (Reference No. 1501). 

**In the Navy and Naval Reserve there are 
28 appointments to the grade of commander 
and below (list begins with Louis W. Bremer) 
(Reference No. 1502). 

**In the Army there are 49 promotions to 
the grade of lieutenant colonel (list begins 
with Samuel J. Boone) (Reference No. 1521). 

**In the Army there are 1,167 promotions 
to the grade of lieutenant colonel (list begins 
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with Robert B. Abernathy) (Reference No. 
1522). 

*Lieutenant General James A. Fain, Jr .. 
USAF for reappointment to the grade of lieu
tenant general (Reference No. 1537). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 28 pro
motions to the grade of colonel (list begins 
with Robert F. Anderson II) (Reference No. 
1539). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 31 pro
motions to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with Michael J. Bacino) (Ref
erence No. 1540). 

*Vice Admiral Richard C. Macke, USN to 
be admiral (Reference No. 1546). 

*Vice Admiral Michael P. Kalleres, USN to 
be placed on the retired list in the grade of 
vice admiral (Reference No. 1547). 

**In the Marine Corps there are 5 appoint
ments to the grade of second lieutenant (list 
begins with Ned M. Beihl) (Reference No. 
1548). 

Total: 5,706. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SHELBY (for himself, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. REID, and Mr. STE
VENS): 

S. 2283. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
of prostate cancer screening and certain drug 
treatment services under part B of the Medi
care program, to amend chapter 17 of title 38, 
United States Code, to provide for coverage 
of such screening and services under the pro
grams of the Department of Veterans Af
fairs, and to expand research and education 
programs of the National Institutes of 
Health and the Public Health Service relat
ing to prostate cancer; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
S. 2284. A bill to redesignate the Black 

Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument 
as a national park, to establish the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National Conserva
tion Area, to establish the Curecanti Na
tional Recreation Area, to include the Gun
nison River in the Nation's Wild and Scenic 
River System, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 2285. A bill to provide for the sound man

agement and protection of redwood forest 
areas in Humboldt County, California, by 
adding certain lands and waters to the Six 
Rivers National Forest and by including a 
portion of such lands in the national wilder
ness preservation system, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

By Mr. LUGAR (for himself and Mr. 
COATS): 

S. 2286. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to provide for the use of certain 
highway funds for improvements to railway
highway crossings; to the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 2287. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1986 to simplify the assessment 
and collection of the excise tax on arrows; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. STE
VENS, Mr. D'AMATO, and Mr. JOHN
STON): 

S. Res. 243. A resolution recognizing the 
REALTORS Land Institute on the occasion 
of its 50th Anniversary; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SHELBY (for himself, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. REID, and Mr. 
STEVENS): 

S. 2283. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
coverage of prostate cancer screening 
and certain drug treatment services 
under part B of the Medicare Program, 
to amend chapter 17 of title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for coverage of 
such screening and services under the 
programs of the Department of Veter
ans Affairs, and to expand research and 
education programs of the National In
stitutes of Health and the Public 
Health Service relating to prostate 
cancer; to the Committee on Finance. 

THE PROSTATE CANCER DIAGNOSIS AND 
TREATMENT ACT OF 1994 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Prostate Cancer 
Diagnosis and Treatment Act of 1994. 
This year 200,000 men will be diagnosed 
with prostate cancer and another 38,000 
will die from this disease. While ad
vancements in medical technology and 
treatments are offering the victims of 
this disease an ever-increasing chance 
of early detection and survival, cov
erage for prostate cancer screening and 
treatment under our Federal health 
care programs remains far behind these 
advancements. 

Mr. President, in March of this year 
I was diagnosed with prostate cancer. 
The cancer was discovered through a 
prostate specific antigen or PSA test 
administered as part of a routine phys
ical. I had no physical symptoms-no 
indication that I was seriously ill with 
a potentially deadly disease. In early 
April I had surgery to remove the can
cer and I am pleased to report that the 
surgery was successful and that no fur
ther treatments were necessary. The 
promptness of detection in my case and 
in most other prostate cancer cases 
usually means the difference between 
survival or death. 

However, for millions of Medicare re
cipients and veterans, members of an 
age group that encompasses 90 percent 
of prostate cancer victims, the simple 
PSA test and other advanced tests that 
lead to early detection and more effec
tive treatment are not available as 
part of their health care coverage. 

As a result of this gap in coverage , 
prostate cancer deaths have increased 

by 17 percent between 1988 and 1992. 
Prostate cancer currently has a mor
tality rate of 25 percent, a rate equal to 
that of breast cancer. This Nation cur
rently spends over 1 billion dollars per 
year on late stage prostate cancer 
treatment because of a lack of early 
detection. Mr. President, there are a 
few inexpensive and simple steps that 
Congress can take to significantly re
duce the mortality rate for this dis
ease. 

The Medicare and veterans heal th 
programs that are under the direct 
control of Congress cover much of the 
age group most at risk for prostate 
cancer. The legislation that I am intro
ducing would provide for PSA and 
ultrasound screening tests as a part of 
Medicare-tests not currently covered 
by the program. This one step will pro
vide early detection for thousands of 
prostate cancer cases each year-detec
tion that will significantly enhance the 
survival chances in these cases. 

In addition, this bill would extend 
prostate cancer screening to the veter
ans heal th care program. There is cur
rently no screening program available 
under Veterans health coverage. An
nual screening is recommended by the 
American Urological Association for 
men over 50. 

This initiative would also add Medi
care coverage for prostate cancer treat
ment with advanced oral drugs that are 
significantly extending and improving 
the lives of prostate cancer victims. Fi
nally, the bill would provide for in
creased authorization for research into 
the causes of and treatments for pros
tate cancer over the next 2 fiscal years. 

Mr. President, regardless of the out
come of the health care reform debate , 
Congress must and ultimately will ad
dress this deficiency in our Federal 
heal th programs. To make the simple 
changes in these programs that I have 
outlined here today will save thou
sands of lives in the years to come and 
bring us closer to eliminating this kill
er disease that afflicts so many Amer
ican men. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in support of this legislation. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, let me 
express to the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama, I respect him very 
greatly for his statement, and all of his 
colleagues are also enormously thank
ful that the operation was a success. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
S. 2284. A bill to redesignate the 

Black Canyon of the Gunnison Na
tional Monument as a national park, to 
establish the Black Canyon of the Gun
nison National Conservation Area, to 
establish the Curecanti National 
Recreation Area, to include the Gunni
son River in the Nation's Wild and Sce
nic River System, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 
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THE BLACK CANYON CONSERVATION ACT 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I am 
sending legislation to the desk to des
ignate the existing Black Canyon of 
the Gunnison National Monument as a 
national park, designate the Gunnison 
River as a Wild and Scenic River, es
tablish the Black Canyon of the Gunni
son National Conservation Area and es
tablish the Curecanti National Recre
ation Area. 

My goal is not to enact this legisla
tion this Congress-the issues may be 
too numerous and complicated for 
that-but to hold hearings, learn what 
the administration thinks of my ef
forts, wrestle over any changes that 
need to be made and consult with my 
colleagues so Congress can move for
ward expeditiously next year. 

Many of the most complicated issues 
I have addressed in this bill involve 
water and water rights. That's no sur
prise given that this legislation di
rectly impacts a major tributary of the 
Colorado River. I have waited until · 
now to introduce this bill primarily so 
that those who want to dissect, inter
pret, and construe the language of the 
bill will have ample time to help me 
clarify my language if necessary. 

The designation of a new national 
park, national conservation area and a 
wild and scenic river could give rise to 
the creation of new Federal reserve 
water rights . Rather than debate the 
issue of whether Federal reserve water 
rights exist, and whether or not they 
should be expressly denied, I have 
elected in the bill to define any new 
Federal reserve water rights up front. 

Coloradoans have just spent 10 years 
debating about the issue of Federal re
served rights and wilderness areas. It 
was not clear whether the creation of 
new wilderness areas gave rise to a 
Federal reserved water rights. What 
was clear was that Congress will not 
pass a bill that denies such a right if it 
would otherwise be created. 

This bill states that any Federal re
served water right arising from these 
designations shall not expand or con
flict with the existing reserved water 
right for the Black Canyon of the Gun
nison National Monument, which has 
been decreed but not quantified. The 
language of the bill also states that 
such Federal water rights are to be ex
ercised coincident with the existing re
served water right and shall be deemed 
to be fully satisfied by deliveries under 
the water service contract described in 
section 8(c) of the bill. 

This language allows us to avoid ar
guments about the creation of Federal 
reserved water rights and allows us to 
focus on the mechanism that can en
sure water deliveries and the protec
tion of these new BLM and national 
park system units. 

The other major issue comes down to 
increasing congressional hostility to 
new national parks. It is no secret that 
we are loving our parks to death. I rec-

ognize that we do not have the money 
to properly maintain the parks we 
have, and there is a reluctance to des
ignate new parks without some set cri
teria. I have addressed these issues 
head on in my bill, and I welcome some 
lively debate about the suitability of 
the redesignation I am proposing. 

Mr. President, I want to say that this 
bill has really taken nearly a decade to 
produce . The time has come to either 
protect these resources for future gen
erations or set this proposal aside. I 
say this because in the next 21/2 years, 
I want proponents to give their all to 
help me pass a bill. I want all the par
ties involved to roll up their sleeves 
and work with me. 

Finally, I ask that the rest of my 
statement, a copy of the bill and a sec
tion-by-section breakdown of the bill 
be included in the RECORD at this time. 

BACKGROUND 

Even before my election to the House 
of Representatives in 1986, citizens of 
local communities, representatives of 
national environmental organizations, 
and Federal and State officials have 
been working as members of an infor
mal advisory committee to help draft 
legislation to redesignate the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison in western 
Colorado as a national park. 

As with all proposals seeking to 
change the use or status of a public re
source, many of the advisory commit
tee members have had competing inter
ests. For instance, the western Colo
rado congress favored protecting the 
Gunnison River; water users were con
cerned about the potential impacts of 
any Federal reserved water rights that 
would be created by these designations; 
the Colorado River energy distributors 
sought to minimize the impact of the 
legislation on the operation of the huge 
Federal dams on the river; the 
Montrose Chamber of Commerce wants 
to use the designation to attract visi
tors; while the Wilderness Society, the 
Sierra Club, and the National Parks 
and Conservation Association worked 
to ensure the bill would not be con
trary to what they felt our Nation's 
natural resource policies ought to be. 
Other members of the advisory com
mittee included: The National Park 
Service, the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, the Western Area Power Admin
istration, the Colorado Cattleman's As
sociation, the Colorado Off-Highway 
Vehicle Users Coalition, and river raft
ing representatives. 

I asked the members of the advisory 
committee to try to reach some con
sensus on a proposal that would accom
plish several goals: 

Allow Representatives and Senators 
from every State to judge whether the 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison is wor
thy of national park designation; 

Address competing demands for 
water from the Gunnison River Basin; 

Protect the Gunnison River and the 
lower Gunnison Gorge; 

Protect legitimate existing uses of 
the areas; 

Acknowledge the local need to at
tract tourism to the area; and 

Use existing resources , including 
land-use planning documents, to the 
fullest extent. 

To give you an idea why I wanted to 
undertake this effort, I would like to 
refer to a Southwest Parks and Monu
ments booklet that begins by stating, 
"Few words adequately describe the 
splendor of the Black Canyon of the 
Gunnison-far too many people pass by 
it. A relative unknown, it ranks among 
the deepest and narrowest canyons in 
North America, dwarfing such popular 
chasms as the Royal Gorge and Bryce 
Canyon. " Truly, its sheer walls, shad
owed depths, and the intense colors 
produced by canyon sunsets awe every 
visitor. The Ute Indians were very su
perstitious about the canyon, believing 
that no man could enter it and return 
alive. 

The existing Black Canyon of the 
Gunnison National Monument, man
aged by the National Park Service, and 
the adjacent downstream Gunnison 
Gorge Special Recreation Management 
Area, managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management, are located in western 
Colorado. The 29-mile canyon-which 
includes the national monument and 
the BLM area-contain steep walls, a 
deep gorge and unparalleled scenery. 
The canyon and its rim host a variety 
of wildlife, including bears, cougars, 
golden eagles, and peregrine falcons. 
Recreational uses include gold-medal 
fishing, hiking, climbing-and in the 
BLM managed portion-white-water 
boating, grazing, hunting and trapping. 
Finally, flowing through the Black 
Canyon and the nationally significant 
BLM lands is one of the most outstand
ing and scenic rivers in the Nation
the Gunnison River. 

NATIONAL PARK DESIGNATION 

The Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
National Monument was established in 
1933 by Presidential proclamation 
under the 1906 Antiquities Act. This 
bill would redesignate it as the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National Park. 
No lands would be added to the 20, 700-
acre monument-and none need to be 
as the monument has been expanded in 
1938, 1939, 1960, and 1984, and a wilder
ness area was added in 1976. 

Many complain that we cannot afford 
any new parks because we cannot af
ford to manage the parks we already 
have. I was very mindful of this com
plaint and in 1988, I asked the Interior 
Appropriations Subcommittee to direct 
the National Park Service to complete 
a " Resource/Boundary Evaluation for 
Lands Adjacent to Black Canyon of the 
Gunnison National Monument, Colo
rado. " This study concluded that with
out the addition of other significant re
sources, the monument did not qualify 
for national park status. 
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I agree that generally, a national 

park is considered to have a wider vari
ety of resources than a national monu
ment. There is no set criteria for the 
establishment of a national park, how
ever. No pattern for a park exists and 
the routes to national park status are 
as varied as the national parks them
selves. Some parks are bigger and some 
national parks are smaller than the 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison Na
tional Monument. The decision about 
what areas are suitable for national 
park designation and which areas are 
not suitable for national parks status 
is entirely up to Congress. 

Nevertheless, beginning with the 
premise that my advisory group needed 
to identify other resources for protec
tion that would be consistent with the 
National Park Service's recommenda
tion, we set about to craft a proposal 
that would use the redesignated monu
ment as the centerpiece for an entire 
enclave of federally protected re
sources. 

NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA 

The second component of this pro
posal would designate about 64,000 
acres of adjacent BLM managed lands 
as a national conservation area. Within 
that area, about 21,038 acres have been 
recommended as wilderness. 

The bill would withdraw from min
eral entry, subject to valid existing 
rights, all Federal lands within the 
NCA. This shouldn't have any impact 
as the number of mining claims is very 
small-the BLM has said there are only 
10 claims in the en tire area-and the 
possibility of these claims ever being 
developed in very slim. Hunting, trap
ping, and fishing would be allowed in 
the NCA, as would grazing permitted 
prior to the bill's enactment. Motor
ized vehicle use is allowed on specifi
cally designated routes. A general 
management plan is required to be pre
pared within 3 years after enactment. 

In the eyes of my advisory commit
tee, this conservation area constituted 
the second leg of the triad of resources 
it wanted to protect. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 

The bill would also designate a 26-
mile segment of the Gunnison River as 
a wild and scenic river. This segment 
would begin within the national monu
ment and continue downstream to its 
confluence with the North Fork, below 
the NCA boundary. 

Although Colorado has many scenic 
rivers and wild rivers, only one has the 
national designation under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act. The advisory 
committee felt, and the BLM and Park 
Service agreed, that the Gunnison 
River deserves to be the second river to 
be designated as wild and scenic. But 
before the river could be protected, 
many complex legal and political is
sues remained to be resolved. 

The first step to resolving the out
standing water rights issues was to 
have the State Water Conservation 

Board accept a water right that was 
donated by Chevron to the Nature Con
servancy. This water right provides the 
basis and required legal protection 
under State water law for a permanent 
instream flow of 300 cubic feet per sec
ond that will flow through the Gunni
son Gorge. 

I was particularly excited about the 
acceptance of this water right because 
it proved that parties, historically at 
odds, could overcome philosophical dif
ferences in order to implement a per
manent in-stream flow below a na
tional monument, where a recognized 
Federal reserve water right already ex
ists. In addition, monument's existing 
Federal reserve water right is being 
quantified by the National Park Serv
ice and can protect the national park 
with a much more senior water right 
than any new Federal reserve water 
right could. 

The second step was to ensure that 
future water development would not 
harm the stretch of river proposed for 
designation. Therefore, House Natural 
Resources Committee Chairman MIL
LER and National Parks, Forest and 
Public Lands Subcommittee Chairman 
VENTO joined me in writing to the Bu
reau of Reclamation on several occa
sions to request that the · Bureau take 
this legislation into consideration be
fore permitting any new projects on 
the Gunnison River. 

In response, the Bureau of Reclama
tion proposed crafting a contract that 
would allow it to provide adequate 
flows for the wild and scenic river 
through the national park and con
servation area for fish, wildlife, and 
recreation users, in addition to satisfy
ing the demand for water from Blue 
Mesa Reservoir. 

ASPINALL WATER SERVICE CONTRACT 

An Aspinall water service contract 
may provide the perfect solution for 
settling the longstanding water rights 
controversies the advisory committee 
faced, and which remained unresolved 
when I first introduced this bill in 1990. 
Therefore, I have included language in 
this bill that directs the Bureau of Rec
lamation to operate the Federal dams 
on the river on an interim basis to pro
vide water for the reasonable protec
tion of natural resources of the areas 
established by this bill until the water 
contract has been completed. When 
completed, the contract is intended to 
fully satisfy the water needs of the new 
areas and the wild and scenic river
and it will have been completed coop
eratively by many who originally had 
the vision to form the advisory com
mittee to push this legislation forward. 

Finally, the Secretary must imple
ment this bill consistent with and sub
ject to all the compacts, and other ap
plicable Federal laws that govern the 
allocation, appropriation, develop
ment, and exportation of the waters of 
the Colorado River Basin. 

NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

The last component of this proposal 
involves the Curecanti National Recre
ation ·Area. The national recreation 
area was first recognized through an 
agreement between the National Park 
Service and the Bureau of Reclama
tion. This 40,000-acre recreation area 
serves more than a million visitors 
each year, making it one of the most 
popular attractions in Colorado. 

Although the area has been operating 
under a cooperative agreement, ap
proved by the Secretary of the Interior, 
Congress has never formally recognized 
it, making it difficult for the Park 
Service to secure adequate funding. 

This proposal legislatively estab
lishes the boundaries of the NRA on ex
isting Federal lands and acknowledges 
the recreational purpose for which the 
land has been set aside. The bill 
"grandfathers" in such existing uses as 
grazing, hunting, fishing, off-road vehi
cle use, snowmobiling, and other uses 
that do not interfere with the primary 
purpose of the CRSP Act, which was 
water storage and power generation. 

The bill also allows the National 
Park Service to convey a parcel of land 
next to the Gunnison River, 7. miles 
west of Gunnison, to the community if 
it wishes to develop a city park be
tween the town and the recreatio.n 
area. This would help Gunnison realize 
one of its many long-term goals for 
keeping tourists in Gunnison county. 

The Aspinall water service contract 
will take into consideration the water 
needs of the recreation area such that 
the water related needs of all areas 
which are part of this legislation will 
be provided for in the best possible 
manner. 

SUMMARY 

I believe this bill accomplishes sev
eral things. First, it redesignates the 
Monument as a national park without 
expanding the park boundaries. This 
preserves existing multiple uses within 
the area that are so important to off
road vehicle enthusiasts, hunters and 
fis:h.ermen, and local cattlemen who 
have grazing permits on adjacent 
lands. It also fulfills the demands of 
local business people who have long 
felt that only a park could entice new 
tourists to pass by this way. 

I realize this designation, however, 
does not and cannot come without 
cost. With increased use must come in
creased protection for the canyon's re
sources. A national park is a lot like a 
living museum. It is designed to inter
pret and protect, for all Americans and 
all generations, an area that Congress 
has set aside because of its unique and 
diverse resources. 

Combined with the establishment of 
a new national conservation area, one 
of only a handful of special areas run 
by the Bureau of Land Management, 
and the establishment of only the sec
ond wild and scenic river in our State, 
I hope my colleagues will agree that 
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Colorado deserves another national 
park and stands ready to accept the re
sponsibility that comes with it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a section-by-section analysis 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

SECTION-BY-SECTION DESCRIPTION 

(Italic text indicates changes from R.R. 
1321 as introduced in the 102d Congress.) 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 

This section states that the blll's short 
title is the "Black Canyon Conservation 
Act." 

SECTION 2. REDESIGNATION OF THE NATIONAL 
MONUMENT AS A NATIONAL PARK 

Section 2(a) redesignates the existing 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 
Monument as a national park. 

Section 2(b) states that the new park shall 
consist of lands within the existing Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument 
and preserves all existing rights within the 
new park. 

Section 2(c) directs the Secretary to man
age the new park in accordance with the Na
tional Park Service's organic act. This sec
tion states that nothing in this Act shall 
interfere with the purposes of the original 
Presidential proclamations establishing the 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 
Monument. The language referring to the proc
lamation is intended to ensure that the existing 
federal reserved water right for the monument is 
preserved. This bill does not contain the express 
disclaimer of a federal reserved water right con
tained in section 3 of H.R. 1321. 

Section 2(d) states that any federal re
served water right arising from the designa
tion of the national park shall not expand or 
conflict with the existing reserved water 
right for the Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
National Monument. This section also states 
that such federal water rights are to be exer
cised coincident with the existing reserved 
water right and that any federal reserved 
water right for the national park area shall 
be deemed to be fully satisfied by deliveries 
under the water service contract described in 
section 8(c) herein in any year. H.R. 1321 de
nied the reservation of a federal reserved water 
right for the designated national park. 

Section 2 of H.R. 1321 also stated congres
sional findings and purposes which is no longer 
included. Section 3 of H.R. 1321 contained the 
provisions now included in section 2. 
SECTION 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE BLACK CAN

YON OF THE GUNNISON NATIONAL CONSERVA
TION AREA 

Section 3(a) and 3(b) establishes the 64,139 
acre Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 
Conservation Area. 

Section 3(c) directs the Secretary to pre
pare and file maps and boundary descriptions 
of the area. H.R. 1321 directed the Secretary to 
file legal descriptions instead of boundary de
scriptions. Eliminating the requirement of a for
mal legal description eliminates the need to re
survey the area. 

Section 3(d) directs the Secretary to man
age the conservation area in accordance with 
the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act and other applicable laws. 

Section 3(e) withdraws the lands within 
the conservation area (subject to valid exist
ing rights) from mineral entry and from min
eral and geothermal leasing. 

Section 3(f) allows hunting, trapping and 
fishing to continue within the conservation 

area in consultation with the state wildlife 
agency. 

Section 3(g) allows grazing to continue 
within the conservation area in accordance 
with the Taylor Grazing Act. H.R. 1321 al
lowed grazing to continue within the conserva
tion area in accordance with the Colorado Wil
derness Act. 

Section 3(h) states that any federal re
served water right arising from the designa
tion of. the conservation area shall not ex
pand or conflict with the existing reserved 
water right for the Black Canyon of the Gun
nison National Monument. This section also 
states that such federal water rights are to 
be exercised coincident with the existing re
served water right and that any federal re
served water right for the conservation area 
shall be deemed to be fully satisfied by deliv
eries under the water service contract de
scribed in section 8(c) herein in any year. 
H.R. 1321 denied the reservation of a federal re
served water right for the conservation area. 

Section 3(i) states that motorized vehicles 
may be used within the conservation area on 
designated routes. This language simplifies 
and clarifies similar provisions contained in 
H.R. 1321. 

Section 3(j) states that the Secretary shall 
have the power to limit visitor use of the 
conservation area if he finds it appropriate 
for the protection of the area. This is a new 
section designed to protect the conservation 
area. 

Section 3(k) states that persons who vio
late regulations that are established to pro
tect the conservation area shall be subjected 
to a fine of Sl0,000 and/or one year's impris
onment. 

H.R. 1321 contained a provision designating 
the ELM wilderness study area within the con
servation as wilderness. That provision is not in 
this bill. 

SECTION 4. DESIGNATING THE GUNNISON RIVER 
AS A WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 

Section 4(a) designates the Gunnison River 
from the upstream boundary of the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument 
to the Smith Fork as a Wild and Scenic 
River. H.R. 1321 designated the Gunnison River 
as a Wild and Scenic River to the North Fork of 
the Gunnison River. Withdrawing the designa
tion to the Smith Fork ensures if any project is 
developed downstream of the designated reach, 
no injurious inundation of the reach will occur. 

Section 4(b) states that the storage, diver
sion and consumptive use of Gunnison River 
water downstream of the designated reach 
shall not be considered to have an adverse ef
fect on the water related values of the newly 
designated river. H.R. 1321 stated that the stor
age, diversion and consumptive use of Gunnison 
River water outside of the designated reach 
shall not be considered to have an adverse effect 
on Wild and Scenic River. The specification that 
downstream development will not be injurious is 
similar to the provisions in the Cache La Poudre 
designation. Upstream development will not be 
impaired, nor will it be injurious to the Wild 
and Scenic designation of this reach of the Gun
nison River. The reach designated as a Wild and 
Scenic River is insulated from upstream develop
ment by the operation of the Wayne N. Aspinall 
Unit and will be protected by the contract de
scribed in section 8(c). 

Section 4(c) states that any federal re
served water right arising from the designa
tion of the Wild and Scenic River shall not 
expand or conflict with the existing reserved 
water right for the Black Canyon of the Gun
nison National Monument. This section also 
states that such federal water rights are to 
be exercised coincident with the existing re
served water right and that any federal re-

served water right for the Wild and Scenic 
River area shall be deemed to be fully satis
fied by deliveries under the water service 
contract described in section 8(c) herein in 
any year. H.R. 1321, denied the reservation of a 
federal reserved water right for the designated 
Wild and Scenic River reach. 

SECTION 5. GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 
VISITOR CENTER 

Section 5(a) instructs the Secretary to de
velop a comprehensive plan for the long
range protection and management of the 
conservation area within three years of en
actment. The plan wlll incorporate the Bu
reau of Land Management's existing 
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management 
Plan (completed on September 1988), the 
Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area Manage
ment Plan completed on July 24, 1985 and 
supplemented on July 21, 1988). The plan 
shall also incorporate existing wildlife habi
tat management plans and directs the Sec
retary to consult with the state of Colorado. 

Section 5(b) authorizes the Secretary to 
construct a visitor center. This provision was 
not included in H.R. 1321. 

Section 5(c) allows private or state lands 
that are within or contiguous to the bound
aries of the conservation area to be incor
porated into the conservation area if they 
are acquired, without the need for statutory 
approval. 

Section 5(d) prohibits the disposal of fed
eral lands within the conservation area. This 
section also directs the Secretary to manage 
the Bureau of Land Management Wilderness 
Study Area within the conservation area in 
a manner so as not to impair their suit
ability as wilderness. 

SECTION 6. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CURECANTI 
NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

This section was not included in H.R. 1321. It 
was introduced as H.R. 2925, in the 102d Con
gress. 

Section 6(a) establishes the Curecanti Na
tional Recreation Area as a unit of the Na
tional Park System. 

Section 6(b) directs the Secretary to pre
pare and file maps and boundary descriptions 
of the area. 

Section 6(c) withdraws lands within the 
recreation area (subject to valid existing 
rights) from mineral entry and from mineral 
and geothermal leasing. This section trans
fers administrative control of the recreation 
area from the Bureau of Reclamation to the 
National Park Service. It states that the es
tablishment of the recreation .area wlll not 
adversely affect the operation and manage
ment of dams, structures, or other facilities 
appurtenant to the Colorado River Storage 
Project. It states that all lands within the 
recreation area which have been withdrawn 
or acquired for reclamation purposes shall 
remain subject to the purposes and uses es
tablished under the Colorado River Storage 
Project Act of 1956 and such lands shall be 
delineated through a joint agreement be
tween the Bureau of Reclamation, the Na
tional Park Service, and all associated enti
ties. 

Section 6(d) adjusts the boundary of the 
Gunnison National Forest to reflect the 
transfer of jurisdiction. 
SECTION 7. ADMINISTRATION OF THE CURECANTI 

NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

This section was not included in H.R. 1321. It 
was introduced as H.R. 2925, in the 102d Con
gress. 

Section 7(a) directs the Secretary to ad
minister the recreation area in accordance 
with this Act and National Park Service or
ganic act. 
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Section 7(b) directs the Secretary to pro

vide for general recreation uses; grazing; the 
maintenance of roads, stock driveways, and 
utility rights-of-way; off-road vehicle and 
snowmobile use on designated routes; and 
other such uses as the Secretary may deem 
appropriate. 

Section 7(c) directs the Secretary to per
mit hunting, fishing, and trapping within the 
recreation area. This section allows the Sec
retary, after consultation with the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife, to issue regulations, 
designating zones and establish periods when 
such activities will not be permitted. 

Section 7(d) allows the Secretary to ac
quire land within, or adjacent to, the bound
aries of the recreation area. This section di
rects the Secretary to sell or exchange real 
property and improvement within the recre
ation area, in parcels of 10 acres or less if en
croached upon by improvements occupied by 
persons who in good faith relied upon an er
roneous survey, title search, or other land 
description indicating that there was no 
such encroachment. This section prohibits 
the Secretary from selling or exchanging 
such a tract for less than fair market value, 
and that the authority to sell or exchange 
such tracts expires after 10 years. 

Section 7(e) directs the Secretary to con
vey to the city of Gunnison, Colorado, the 
land known as the Riverway Tract to be used 
for recreational purposes. 

SECTION 8. OPERATION OF FEDERAL WATER 
PROJECTS 

This section was not included in R.R. 1321. 
Section 8(a) directs the Secretary to oper

ate the Wayne N. Aspinall Unit of the Colo
rado River Storage Project to provide water 
for the reasonable protection of natural re
sources of the areas established by this Act 
until the water contract in section 8(c) has 
been completed. In determining such oper
ations, the Secretary shall consider project 
purposes, existing water uses and shall con
sult with water users, the Bureau of Rec
lamation, the National Park Service, the Bu
reau of Land Management, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the State of Colorado, con
tractors who purchase Federal power pro
duced at the Unit, and other entities the 
Secretary may deem appropriate. 

Section 8(b) directs the Secretary to oper
ate the Wayne N. Aspinall Unit and the 
Uncompahgre Project in a manner that is 
consistent with the Taylor Park Reservoir 
Operation and Storage Exchange Agreement 
dated August 28, 1975, by and between the 
United States of America, the Colorado 
River Water Conservation District, the 
Upper Gunnison Water Conservation Dis
trict, and the Uncompahgre Valley Water 
Users Association, as amended. 

Section 8(c) directs the Secretary to exe
cute a water service contract as described in 
the notice to the Federal Register of Wednes
day, May 8, 1992, (Vol. 57, No. 88) providing 
for the delivery of water to areas established 
by this Act. The water service contract shall 
be deemed to fully satisfy and fulfill any and 
all water needs and purposes created by Sec
tions 2, 3 and 4 of this Act. 

Section 8(d) directs the Secretary to imple
ment this Act in a manner fully consistent 
with and subject to the Colorado River Com
pact, the upper Colorado River Basin Com
pact, The Water Treaty of 1944 with Mexico, 
the Boulder Canyon Project Act, the Boulder 
County Project Adjustment Act, the Colo
rado River Storage Project Act of 1956, the 
Colorado River Project Act, and any other 
applicable Federal reclamation law or decree 
that governs the allocation, appropriation, 
development, and exportation of the waters 

of the Colorado River Basin. It states that 
nothing in the Act shall be construed to af
fect in any way the allocations of water se
cured to the Colorado River Basin States by 
any compact law or decree; or any Federal 
environmental law. 

Section 8(e) prohibits the Secretary from 
using funds from the sale of electric power 
and energy to carry out the purposes of the 
Act. If the Secretary finds that in any year 
that the enactment of this Act does cause a 
reduction in net offsetting receipts gen
erated by all the provisions of this Act, those 
costs shall be nonreimbursable. 
SECTION 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 9 authorizes appropriations to 
carry out the purposes of the Act. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 2285. A bill to provide for the 

sound management and protection of 
redwood forest areas in Humboldt 
County, CA, by adding certain lands 
and waters to the Six Rivers National 
Forest and by including a portion of 
such lands in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

THE HEADWATERS FOREST ACT 

• Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to introduce the Head
waters Forest Act. 

This important legislation will help 
protect approximately 44,000 acres of 
threatened redwood forests in northern 
California, and the numerous plant and 
animal species which depend on the 
forests for survival. 

This bill was introduced in the House 
by Congressman DAN HAMBURG, and 
has the support of over 120 House co
sponsors. The bill has been approved by 
the House Natural Resources Commit
tee and the House Agriculture Commit
tee. 

The need for this legislation is par
ticularly urgent. For over 120 years, 
the Headwaters Forest had been man
aged in an environmentally and sci
entifically sound manner by the Pa
cific Lumber Co. But Pacific Lumber 
was acquired in a hostile takeover in 
1985, and the current owner of the land, 
MAXXAM, Inc., has undertaken an ag
gressive program of clear-cutting in an 
effort to pay off high interest bond 
debt incurred to purchase the property. 

At the time MAXXAM engineered the 
takeover of Pacific Lumber, Pacific's 
land included about 16,000 acres of vir
gin old-growth redwood. Today, only 
about 6,600 acres of these ancient trees 
remain. 

The bill I am introducing today 
would extend the boundaries of the Six
Rivers National Forest in Humboldt 
County to include the core 5,000 acres 
of the Headwaters ·old-growth redwood 
forest. These new boundaries would 
also include 39,000 acres of second
growth forest surrounding the old
growth core. 

The bill addresses the concerns of the 
timber communities of Humboldt 
County in several ways. First, over 88 
percent of the land included in the new 

boundaries would continue to be avail
able for logging on a sustainable yield 
basis. Second, primary consideration 
would be given to unemployed forest 
workers and fishermen in hiring people 
to do forest and stream restoration 
work. Third, payments in lieu of taxes 
are explicitly authorized for Humboldt 
County to compensate for any loss of 
timber tax revenues. Finally, a 10-year 
transition period payment is author
ized to be made to Humboldt County. 
The payment would match, dollar for 
dollar, State of California timber yield 
tax revenues that would have been paid 
if logging had continued on the 12 per
cent of the land closed to logging under 
the bill. 

Because of my serious concern about 
avoiding deficit spending, the bill has 
been drafted to require the Forest 
Service to acquire land within the new 
boundary by land transfers or ex
changes. The bill would further require 
that all exchange acquisitions made 
under the authority of the bill receive 
congressional approval. 

Direct purchases would be allowed 
only after exhaustion of all reasonably 
available alternatives. I am assured by 
the Congressional Budget Office and 
staff for the Senate Budget Committee 
that this bill will not be scored against 
the budget. There would be no takings 
under the bill. 

Commercial logging would be banned 
on lands acquired in the old-growth 
core and management to enhance and 
sustain old-growth ecosystems would 
be required. Selective sustainable har
vest of the second growth forests would 
be allowed to the extent consistent 
with maximizing the needs of old 
growth. 

Without Federal action MAXXAM's 
plunder will continue and an important 
part of our national heritage-among 
the oldest living things on Earth-will 
be lost forever. It is time to act. 

I urge my colleagues' support for this 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of this legislation be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 2285 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Headwaters 
Forest Act of 1994". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that: 
(1) Redwoods are a significant national 

symbol and a defining symbol of the State of 
California. 

(2) Old growth stands of redwood trees are 
a unique and irreplaceable natural resource. 

(3) Most of the old growth forests of the 
United States have been cut. 

(4) Less than 5· percent of the original 
2,000,000 acres of redwood trees of the West 
Coast of California remain standing. 
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(5) The redwood stands that remain are 

crucial to maintain habitat needed for sur
vival of species that are dependent on old 
growth forests. 

(6) An example of an old growth redwood 
forest that is crucial to the survival of spe
cies that are dependent on old growth forests 
is the Headwaters Forest, California. 

(7) The Headwaters Forest is home to one 
of the three largest populations in California 
of marbled murrelets, a rare sea bird that 
nests only in coastal old growth trees and 
such forest also provides habitat for the 
northern spotted owl and native salmon 
stocks that spawn in the creeks of the forest. 

(8) The other remaining stands of old 
growth forests and old growth redwoods are 
unprotected and are under immediate threat 
of being harvested without regard to a con
sideration of their ecological importance and 
without the benefit of Federal timber har
vest guidelines. 

(9) Instead of basing decisions on sound for
est management practices, harvesters of old 
growth redwoods are cutting significant 
amounts of old growth redwoods in the areas 
proposed to be added to the National Forest 
pursuant to this Act at a rate determined by 
the demands for the payment of high inter
est on poor quality bonds. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this Act 
are to add certain lands and waters to the 
Six Rivers National Forest, California, and 
include a portion of such lands and waters in 
the national wilderness preservation sys
tem-

(1) to provide for the sound management 
and protection of old growth redwood forest 
areas in Humboldt County, California; and 

(2) to preserve and enhance habitat for the 
marbled murrelet, the northern spotted owl, 
native salmon stocks, and other species that 
are dependent on old growth forests . 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) HEADWATERS FOREST.-The term "Head

waters Forest" means the Headwaters For
est, California. 

(2) HEADWATERS FOREST WILDERNESS.-The 
term "Headwaters Forest Wilderness" means 
the lands in the State of California that are 
acquired pursuant to section 4 that are with
in the areas generally depicted on the map 
referred to in section 4(a) as the "Head
waters Forest Wilderness (Proposed)". 

(3) SIX RIVERS NATIONAL FOREST ADDITION.
The term " Six Rivers National Forest Addi
tion" means the area added to the Six Rivers 
National Forest pursuant to section 4. 
SEC. 4. ADDITION TO SIX RIVERS NATIONAL FOR· 

EST. 
(a) EXTENSION OF BOUNDARIES.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The exterior boundaries of 

the Six Rivers National Forest in the State 
of California are hereby extended to include 
the area comprising approximately 44,000 
acres, as generally depicted on the map pre
pared by the National Forest Service enti
tled " Six Rivers National Forest Addition 
proposed", dated June 1993. 

(2) FILING OF MAP.-A copy of the map re
ferred to in paragraph (1) shall be on file and 
available for public inspection in the office 
of the Forest Supervisor, Six Rivers National 
Forest, and in the office of the Chief of the 
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. 

(b) ACQUISITION OF LAND.
(1) IN GENERAL.-
(A) MEANS OF ACQUISITION .-The Secretary 

may acquire lands or interests in land within 
the exterior boundaries of the Six Rivers Na
tional Forest Addition by donation, by pur
chase with donated or appropriated funds, or 
by an exchange. 

(B) EXCESS AND SURPLUS FEDERAL PROP
ERTY.-If the Secretary identifies as suitable 
for an exchange under subparagraph (A), ex
cess or surplus Federal property, as deter
mined under the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 
471 et seq.) in the form of lands that are 
under the jurisdiction of any other depart
ment, agency, or instrumentality of the 
United States, the Secretary may take such 
action as may be necessary to obtain the ad
vance approval of Congress to transfer the 
lands to the Secretary for exchange. A trans
fer of such lands shall be made on the condi
tion that the department, agency, or instru
mentality that transfers the lands may not 
receive compensation for such transfer. 

(C) ACQUISITION OF LANDS OUTSIDE OF 
BOUNDARIES.-If a tract of land is only partly 
within the boundaries referred to in subpara
graph (A), the Secretary may acquire all or 
any portion of the land outside of such 
boundaries in order to minimize the payment 
of severance costs. 

(D) EXCHANGE OF LANDS ACQUIRED OUTSIDE 
OF BOUNDARIES.-Land acquired pursuant to 
subparagraph (B) outside of the boundaries 
referred to in subparagraph (A) may be ex
changed by the Secretary for non-Federal 
lands within such boundaries. 

(E) CERTAIN UNEXCHANGED LANDS.-The 
Secretary shall report the acquisition of any 
land acquired pursuant to subparagraph (B) 
that is not exchanged by the Secretary pur
suant to subparagraph (D) to the Adminis
trator of the General Services Administra
tion. The Administrator shall dispose of such 
lands pursuant to the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S.C. 471 et seq.). 

(F) REQUIREMENTS FOR ACQUISITION OF CER
TAIN LANDS.-Lands, and interests in lands, 
within the boundaries of the Six Rivers Na
tional Forest Addition which are owned by 
the State of California or any political sub
division thereof, may be acquired only by do
nation or exchange. 

(2) ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may-
(i) accept from the State of California 

funds in an amount sufficient to cover the 
cost of acquiring lands within the Six Rivers 
National Forest Addition pursuant to this 
Act; and 

(11) notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, retain and expend such funds for pur
poses of such acquisition. 

(B) TREATMENT OF FUNDS.-Any funds made 
available to the Secretary pursuant to sub
paragraph (A) shall be used for the purposes 
specified in such paragraph without further 
appropriation and without fiscal year limita
tion. 

(C) LAND ACQUISITION PLAN.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall develop and implement a 
land acquisition plan. 

(2) CONTENT OF PLAN.-A plan developed 
under paragraph (1) shall-

(A) contain specific provisions addressing 
the time and manner of the acquisition of 
lands under subsection (b); 

(B) in acquiring such lands, give first prior
ity to the acquisition of lands for the Head
waters Forest Wilderness; 

(C) include an analysis of practicable 
means of providing for compensation for the 
acquisition of such lands other than cash 
payments, including providing for the use or 
exchange of certain excess or surplus prop
erty of the Federal Government (as deter
mined under the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949; 40 U.S.C. 

471) that the Secretary shall identify and 
list; and 

(D) acquire lands in accordance with the 
requirements of paragraph (3). 

(3) EXHAUSTION OF NON-CASH ALTER
NATIVES.-With respect to the acquisition of 
a specific parcel of land pursuant to the plan, 
the Secretary shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable, use all practicable alternatives 
to cash payments from funds appropriated to 
the Department of the Interior. With respect 
to such acquisition, the Secretary may use 
such cash payments only to the extent that 
such alternatives are not sufficient to pro
vide for such acquisition. 

(4) DISTRIBUTION OF PLAN.-The Secretary 
shall submit a copy of the plan developed 
under this subsection to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the Committee on Natural Re
sources, the Committee on Agriculture, and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives. 
SEC. 5. WILDERNESS AREAS. 

(a) DESIGNATION.-ln furtherance of the 
purposes of the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 
et seq.), lands in California that are acquired 
under section 4 that are in the Headwaters 
Forest Wilderness shall, upon acquisition, be 
considered wilderness and a part of the Na
tional Wilderness Preservation System. 

(b) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-As soon as practicable 

after the inclusion of any lands in the Head
waters Forest Wilderness, the Secretary 
shall submit a copy of the map and a legal 
description of the area so included with the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
of the Senate and with the Committee on 
Natural Resources of the House of Rep
resentatives. 

(2) CORRECTION OF CLERICAL AND TYPO
GRAPHICAL ERRORS.-The Secretary may cor
rect clerical and typographical errors in a 
map or legal description referred to in para
graph (1). 

(3) FILING OF MAPS AND BOUNDARY DESCRIP
TIONS.-Each map and legal description sub
mitted to the committees of Congress speci
fied in paragraph (1) shall be on file and 
available for public inspection in the Office 
of the Chief of the Forest Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

(c) BUFFER ZONES NOT INTENDED.-
(1) STATUTORY INTENT.-Nothing in this 

Act is intended to require the creation of 
protective perimeters or buffer zones around 
a wilderness area designated pursuant to this 
Act. 

(2) PERMISSIBILITY OF CERTAIN WILDERNESS 
ACTIVITIES ALONG A BOUNDARY.-The fact that 
a nonwilderness activity or use may be seen 
or heard from an area within a wilderness 
may not be used alone to preclude such ac
tivities or uses adjacent to the boundary of 
the wilderness area. 

(d) STATE AUTHORITY OVER FISH AND WILD
LIFE.-ln accordance with section 4(d)(8) of 
the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1133(d)(8)), 
nothing in this Act shall be construe.d as af
fecting the jurisdiction or responsibilities of 
the State of California with respect to wild
life and fish in any areas designated by this 
Act as wilderness. 
SEC. 6. ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) MANAGEMENT PLAN.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 1 year after 

the Secretary acquires all or a significant 
portion of the lands identified under the land 
acquisition plan developed under section 
4(c), the Secretary shall develop and imple
ment a comprehensive management plan for 
the Six Rivers National Forest Addition. 
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(2) CONTENT OF PLAN.-The comprehensive 

management plan developed under paragraph 
(1) shall prescribe measures for the preserva
tion of the existing old growth redwood 
ecosystems in the Six Rivers National Forest 
Addition, including the following: 

(A) With respect to the sale of timber-
(!) prohibiting the sale of timber from 

lands within the old growth redwood groves 
in the Six Rivers National Forest Addition, 
as depicted generally on the map referred to 
in section 4(a); and 

(ii) permitting the sale of timber in areas 
of the Six Rivers National Forest Addition 
not specified in clause (i) in a manner con
sistent with the purposes of this Act and any 
other applicable Federal laws. 

(B) Restoration measures to restore lands 
affected by timber harvests that occurred be
fore the date of implementation of the plan 
to mitigate watershed degradation and the 
impairment of habitat for the marbled 
murrelet, spotted owl, native salmon stocks, 
and other species dependent on old growth 
forests. 

(3) REVIEW AND REVISION OF PLAN.-
(A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), 

at such time as the Secretary revises the ap
plicable land and resource management plan 
for the Six Rivers National Park that is in 
effect on the date of enactment of this Act 
the Secretary shall review and revise the 
comprehensive management plan developed 
under this subsection. 

(B) The Secretary may revise the schedule 
for reviewing and revising a comprehensive 
management plan developed under this sub
section if the Secretary determines that a 
more frequent schedule of review and revi
sion is necessary to meet the purposes speci
fied in section 2(b). 

(b) APPLICABLE LAWS AND POLICIES.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary, acting 

through the Chief of the Forest Service, 
shall administer the lands acquired under 
section 4(b) in accordance with the com
prehensive management plan developed 
under subsection (a), other applicable re
quirements of this Act, and any other appli
cable law. 

(2) WILDERNESS.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), subject to valid existing 
rights, any lands acquired and designated as 
wilderness under section 5(a) shall be admin
istered in accordance with the comprehen
sive management plan developed under sub
section (a), other applicable requirements of 
this Act, and any other applicable law, in
cluding the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et 
seq.). 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATES UNDER WILDERNESS 
ACT.-With respect to lands designated as 
wilderness under section 5(a), any effective 
date under the Wilderness Act (or any simi
lar reference) shall be deemed to be a ref
erence to the date of acquisition of such 
lands under section 4. 

(C) EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES.-To the maxi
mum extent practicable, the Secretary shall 
take such action as may be necessary to en
sure that all work to implement the restora
tion measures under the comprehensive man
agement plan developed under subsection (a) 
are performed by unemployed forest workers 
and unemployed timber workers, unem
ployed commercial fishermen, or other un
employed persons whose livelihood depends 
on fishery and timber resources. 

(d) AGREEMENTS.-In order to facilitate the 
management of the lands subject to the com
prehensive management plan developed 
under subsection (a), the Secretary, acting 
through the Chief of the Forest Service, may 
enter into agreements with the State of Cali-
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fornia for the management of lands owned by 
the State or purchased with State assist
ance. 
SEC. 7. PAYMENTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

(a) PILT.-Solely for purposes of payments 
made pursuant to chapter 69 of title 31, Unit
ed States Code, all lands added to the Six 
Rivers National Forest pursuant to section 4 
shall be deemed to have been acquired for 
the purposes specified in section 6904(a) of 
such title 31. 

(b) 10-YEAR PAYMENT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to the annual ap

propriations and subsection (c), for the 10-
year period beginning on the date of the ac
quisition of lands under section 4, the Sec
retary shall make annual payments with re
spect to such acquired lands to Humboldt 
County in the State of California in an 
amount equal to the State of California Tim
ber Yield Tax revenues payable under section 
38101 et seq. of the California Revenue and 
Taxation Code (as in effect as of the date of 
enactment of this Act) that would have been 
paid with respect to such lands if the lands 
had not been acquired by the United States, 
as determined by the Secretary pursuant to 
this subsection. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF PAY
MENTS.-The Secretary shall determine the 
amount of each annual payment made pursu
ant to paragraph (1) on the basis of an assess
ment of a variety of factors, including the 
following: 

(A) Timber actually sold during the year 
for which the payment is based from com
parable commercial forest lands of similar 
soil type and slope. 

(B) A determination of appropriate timber 
harvest levels. 

(C) A consideration of comparable timber 
size class, age, and quality. 

(D) Market conditions. 
(E) Applicable Federal laws and applicable 

laws of States and political subdivisions of 
States. 

(F) The goal of achieving a sustainable, 
even-flow harvest of renewable timber re
sources. 

(C) CALIFORNIA TIMBER YIELD TAX.-The 
amount of State of California Timber Yield 
Tax payments paid to Humboldt County for 
any year pursuant to the laws of California 
for timber sold from lands acquired under 
this Act shall be deducted from the sums to 
be paid to Humboldt County in such year 
under subsection (b). 

(d) 25-PERCENT FUND.-Amounts paid under 
subsection (b) with respect to any land in 
any year shall be reduced by any amounts 
paid under the last paragraph in the matter 
under the heading "FOREST SERVICE." in 
the Act of May 23, 1908 (35 Stat. 360, chapter 
192; 16 U.S.C. 500) which are attributable to 
sales from the same lands in that year. 
SEC. 8. FOREST STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall study 
the lands within the area comprising ap
proximately 13,620 acres and generally de
picted as "Study Area" on the map referred 
to in section 4(a). 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR STUDY.-In carrying 
out the study, the Secretary shall-

(1) analyze the potential of the area speci
fied in subsection (a) as an addition the 
Headwaters Forest; and 

(2) identify, with respect to the area-
(A) the natural resources of such area, in

cluding wildlife and fish and the location of 
old growth forests, old growth redwood 
stands, habitat for threatened and endan
gered species and populations (including the 
northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet); 

(B) commercial timber volume; 

(C) recreational opportunities; 
(D) watershed management needs; and 
(E) the cost of acquiring the lands of the 

area. 
(c) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary shall prepare a report that contains 
the findings of the study conducted under 
this section and submit a copy of the report 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources of the Senate, the Committee on Ag
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate, the Committee on Natural Resources 
of the House of Representatives, and the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Represen ta ti ves. 
SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
this Act.• 

By Mr. LUGAR (for himself and 
Mr. COATS): 

S. 2286. A bill to amend title 23, Unit
ed States Code, to provide for the use 
of certain highway funds for improve
ments to railway-highway crossings; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

THE RAIL GRADE CROSSING SAFETY 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1994 

• Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Rail Grade Cross
ing Safety Enhancement Act of 1994. 
This legislation will provide States 
flexibility in determining the best use 
of Federal transportation funds to re
duce accidents and increase safety at 
railroad grade crossings. This bill is of 
great importance to many Hoosier citi
zens, to local communities, and to the 
Nation as a whole. 

Across America this year, several 
hundred people will be killed and thou
sands more injured as a result of vehi
cle-train collisions. While rail crossing 
accidents declined last year, the num
ber of fatalities from these accidents 
increased in 1993 by 8.1 percent. 

In Indiana, however, both grade 
crossing accidents and fatalities are on 
the rise. In 1993, Hoosiers ranked fifth 
in the Nation in the number of fatali
ties with 36, and third in the total 
number of crossing accidents with 299. 

Recently, I took a 65-mile train trip 
across northern Indiana aboard a Q-500 
CSX locomotive. As we traveled from 
the city of Garrett to the town of 
Teegarden, I saw what engineers wit
ness every day-drivers ignoring warn
ing signals and crossing the tracks 
within a few hundred feet of our on
coming train. This experience re
affirmed my view that rail crossing 
safety devices need to be improved, and 
that rail safety education must be a 
major part of any effort to reduce 
grade crossing accidents. 

To ·address this growing pro bl em in 
my State, I began working with Trans
portation Secretary Pena and with the 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
[INDOTJ to find solutions that will 
help States better use available funds 
to target Indiana's most dangerous 
crossings. 
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I also asked the General Accounting 

Office earlier this year to study Indi
ana railroad crossing improvement pro
grams and to evaluate how best to 
make necessary and long term safety 
improvements in Indiana. 

I am a cosponsor of S. 2127, the Rail
road Grade Crossing Safety Act of 1994, 
a bill that seeks to promote rail safety 
by using existing resources to improve 
safety education, encourage private 
sector participation, enhance coopera
tion among agencies, and strengthen 
enforcement of rail crossing laws. This 
measure encourages public participa
tion by including a toll-free phone 
number for the public to report equip
ment malfunctions at grade crossings. 

While these initiatives will help im
prove safety at grade crossings, I be
lieve an additional change in transpor
tation law is needed to further assist 
States using Federal dollars for safety. 

Title I, section 153 of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991 penalizes States that do not 
have in effect laws requiring seat belts 
for motorists and helmets for motor
cycle riders. Under the provision, those 
States that do not have both seat belt 
and universal helmet laws must devote 
1.5 percent of their Federal surface 
transportation funds to nonconstruc
tion safety education programs. The 
percentage increases to 3 percent for 
fiscal year 1995 and in future fiscal 
years. 

I strongly support transportation 
safety and education programs, and be
lieve motorists and motorcyclists alike 
should drive and ride defensively with 
proper protective gear. I also believe, 
however, that safety belt and helmet 
laws are best decided by State legisla
tures. While the authors of this provi
sion were well-intentioned in their ef
forts to promote safety, I do not be
lieve it is appropriate for the Federal 
Government to penalize States to force 
compliance on these matters. 

The ISTEA requirement to divert a 
portion of a State's highway construc
tion funds · to section 402 safety pro
grams limits States' ability to apply 
these funds for other legitimate safety 
enhancing projects, namely, installa
tion of protective warning devices at 
grade crossings. 

I believe railroad grade crossing im
provements differ from other highway 
projects because they provide a visible 
and quantifiable return on investment. 
While some highway safety projects are 
designed primarily to increase a re
gion's economic growth, the sole pur
pose of safety improvements at grade 
crossings is to reduce accidents and 
save lives. 

States with a high number of rail 
crossings and crossing accidents would 
benefit from the additional flexibility 
this bill provides. In 1993, 40 percent of 
grade crossing accidents in the United 
States-and 31 percent of fatalities
occurred in States that did not meet 

the Federal safety belt and helmet law 
requirement. 

With this legislation, a Governor 
could request that a portion of the di
verted funds be used to install protec
tive devices at hazardous rail crossings 
as part of a comprehensive, statewide 
rail safety improvement and rail safety 
education initiative. 

I want to emphasize that this legisla
tion is limited in scope and is not in
tended to be a slippery slope for States 
to raid designated Federal safety edu
cation programs for construction 
projects. It does provide, however, 
flexibility for States to request that all 
or a portion of diverted Federal high
way funds be available for one legiti
mate, safety-oriented, lifesaving pur
pose: To save lives through installation 
of more and better protective warning 
devices at dangerous rail crossings. 

The purpose of section 153 of ISTEA 
is to improve safety on our Nation's 
highways. Because the only conceiv
able purpose of rail crossing safety 
equipment is safety, I believe this 
measure conforms to the original spirit 
and intent of section 153. 

I recently received a letter from 
INDOT Commissioner P'Pool express
ing his support for this legislation. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, concern about improv
ing rail safety is growing in Congress, 
at the State level, and in our schools 
and communities. Partnerships be
tween the public and private sectors
such as the valuable work being done 
by Operation Lifesaver, Inc., a nation
wide nonprofit rail safety organiza
tion-have raised education and aware
ness about rail crossing safety. These 
joint efforts will continue to be a vital 
component in the campaign to elimi
nate accidents at rail grade crossings. 

It is my sincere hope that the Senate 
will support this important legislation. 
This bill is a cost-effective, common 
sense approach that will help eliminate 
a persistent and preventable problem. 
Rail transportation is, ·and will con
tinue to be, an important part of our 
Nation's continued economic strength. 
This measure provides States an addi
tional tool to reduce the number of 
needless deaths and injuries caused by 
motorists who try to beat the train. 

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

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, 

Indianapolis, IN, June 23, 1994. 
Hon. RICHARD G. LUGAR, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LUGAR: I have reviewed 
with great interest your proposed bill allow
ing seatbeltJmotorcycle helmet sanction 
funds to be used for the improvement of rail
way-highway crossings. Clearly, you recog
nize that rail-highway crossing safety is an 
issue of vital importance to the people of the 
State of Indiana as well as the nation as a 
whole. 

I am pleased to inform you that INDOT is 
in full support of your proposed legislation. 
We will be communicating with the other 
members of Indiana's Congressional delega
tion to urge them to join you in advocating 
this measure. 

Your bill is especially valuable because it 
not only addresses the need to fund rail
highway improvements, but also because it 
provides sensible funding flexib111ty in con
cert with priorities recommended by the 
states. 

Sincerely, 
FREDERICK C. P'POOL.• 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 2287. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to simplify the 
assessment and collection of the excise 
tax on arrows; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

ARROW EXCISE TAX ACT OF 1994 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce legislation that will 
simplify the Internal Revenue Code re
garding the imposition of the Federal 
excise tax on arrows. Given the com
plexities of today's tax code, meaning
ful simplification should be warmly 
welcomed. 

Mr. President, this bill will benefit 
manufacturers, wholesalers, retailers, 
assemblers, and, most importantly, the 
consumers of archery equipment. In 
1993, there were nearly 3 million li
censed bow and arrow hunters in the 
United States, including 28,000 from my 
home State of Utah. These figures ex
clude millions of individuals who enjoy 
archery as a hobby but do not hunt 
with a bow and arrow. Let me explain 
both the present status of this excise 
tax and why simplification is needed. 

Under section 4161(b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code, an excise tax of 11 per
cent is imposed upon the sale by the 
manufacturer, producer, or importer, 
of an arrow or an arrow's components 
parts and accessories. A complete 
arrow consists of various component 
parts, namely: a shaft, a point, a nock, 
and a vane. The arrow shaft is sold sep
arate from the point, nock, and vane, 
which are attached to the shaft to 
make a complete arrow. The assembly 
of these parts into a finished arrow 
may take place at a wholesale manu
facturing level, a distribution level, a 
retail level, or at the consumer level. 
Identifying the manufacturer for pur
poses of the tax is difficult because of 
the long distribution chain between the 
raw material supplier and the 
consumer. Under current law, anyone 
who manufacturers arrows, or the var
ious parts of arrows, may be required 
to collect the excise tax. 

The current interpretation of the tax 
law on arrows has resulted in a great 
deal of confusion among retailers as 
well as among IRS field agents enforc
ing the law. Currently, local shops are 
subject to different interpretations of 
what is taxable. Ultimately, the tax 
falls on the last person in the chain to 
materially change the article before it 
is sold to the consumer. Unfortunately, 
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several members of this chain may fit 
the definition of a manufacturer, and 
each is liable for the tax unless certain 
registration requirements are met and 
exemption forms filed. 

As you can see, Mr. President, the 
method for collecting the excise tax on 
arrows needs to be streamlined. My bill 
would change the imposition of the ex
cise tax to fall on the component 
shafts, points, nocks, and vanes that 
are manufactured, rather than on the 
aggregated value of the assembled 
arrow. This is a significant change, but 
one that will greatly simplify the ad
ministration of the tax. Individual dis
tributors, assemblers, and retail sellers 
of arrows or parts of arrows will no 
longer be responsible for collecting the 
excise tax. Only the manufacturers of 
these parts will bear the responsibility 
of the excise tax. Thus, identification 
of the manufacturer will be simpler 
and clearer. Industry representatives, 
who support these changes, have indi
cated to me that this simplification 
should increase compliance and there
fore enhance revenues. Enforcement by 
the IRS shou.ld also be less difficult 
under this legislation. 

Mr. President, the result of this bill 
is a narrowing of the collection base. 
Instead of having thousands of dis
tributors, retailers, or custom arrow 
shops being potentially liable for the 
tax as under the current law, about 65 
companies would be liable under the 
bill. This simplification would save the 
IRS a considerable amount of time and 
money in enforcing the tax. It also 
would free smaller dealers and stores 
from the burden of computing and re
mitting the excise tax. 

The language in this bill accom
plishes the needed simplification of 
this particular section of the tax code. 
One consequence of this change is the 
possibility that a higher excise tax rate 
may be needed to make the measure 
revenue neutral. The arrow manufac
turing industry agrees that this sim
plification is not intended to decrease 
revenue to the Federal Government. I 
am working with the Joint Committee 
on Taxation to find a rate of tax that 
will make the end result revenue neu
tral. The bill, as introduced, Mr. Presi
dent, includes an 11-percent tax rate, 
which is the same as under present law. 
It is my intention to adjust this rate, 
up or down, as needed, to keep this bill 
revenue neutral. I want to point out, 
however, that greater compliance 
should be achieved by having a much 
smaller number of entities responsible 
for the tax. This greater compliance, 
together with the savings realized from 
the reduced manpower requirements 
the IRS needs to enforce this tax, 
should combine to allow an equal or 
lesser tax rate than under current law. 
These factors should be considered 
when determining the revenue impact 
of this legislation. 

Mr. President, the amount of revenue 
we are talking about is around $13 mil-

lion a year. These revenues are, by law, 
required to go to the Pittman-Robert
son Fund, established by the Federal 
Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act. The 
proceeds of this fund go toward wildlife 
restoration and hunter education pro
grams administered by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. The bulk of this 
fund is, in turn, passed onto the States 
to fund their own wildlife programs. 

Under current law, arrows made by 
native Americans are exempt from the 
Federal excise tax. The simplification 
bill I am introducing today would not 
remove or alter this exemption in any 
way. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I be
lieve that today, more than ever, we 
need to be mindful of the many burdens 
we are placing on small businesses and 
consumers through numerous Federal 
mandates and burdensome tax compli
ance measures. Businesses and consum
ers nationwide spend billions of dollars 
each year on tax compliance. Consum
ers, of course, pay for this compliance 
through higher retail prices for goods 
and services. We all know this money 
could be put to more productive use. 
Even though this bill is small in com
parison to the immense tax code, I 
think it is right on target in terms of 
helping us to achieve tax simplifica
tion. 

Mr. President, this legislation is a 
beneficial modification to the tax code 
presented in a win-win framework. I 
hope it will be swiftly adopted, and I 
encourage my colleagues to support 
and cosponsor this bill. 

ADDITION AL COSPONSORS 
s. 359 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 359, a bill to require the Sec
retary of Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the National Law 
Enforcement Officers Memorial, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 993 

At the request of Mr. KEMPTHORNE, 
the name of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 993, a bill to end the 
practice of imposing unfunded Federal 
mandates on States and local govern
ments and to ensure that the Federal 
Government pays the costs incurred by 
those governments in complying with 
certain requirements under Federal 
statutes and regulations. 

s. 1735 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1735, a bill to establish a Privacy 
Protection Commission, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1976 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 

MATHEWS] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1976, a bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to establish a fil
ing deadline and to provide certain 
safeguards to ensure that the interests 
of investors are well protected under 
the implied private action provisions of 
the: Act. 

s. 2114 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. ROTH] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2114, a bill to provide for the pay
ment to States of plot allowances for 
certain veterans eligible for burial in a 
national cemetery who are buried in 
cemeteries of such States. 

s. 2247 

At the request of Mr. GoRTON, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. ROTH] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2247, a bill to amend the Fair Hous
ing Act to modify the exemption from 
certain familial status discrimination 
prohibitions granted to housing for 
older persons, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 199 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 199, a joint 
resolution proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States 
relative to the free exercise of religion. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 170 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Resolution 170, 
a resolution to express the sense of the 
Senate that obstetrician-gynecologists 
should be included as primary care pro
viders for women in Federal laws relat
ing to the provision of health care. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 185 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 185, a resolution 
to congratulate Phil Rizutto on his in
duction into the Baseball Hall of Fame. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 234 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] and the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 234, a 
resolution expressing the sense of the 
Senate concerning the fifth year of im
prisonment of Daw Aung San Suu Kyi 
by Burma's military dictatorship, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2245 

At the request of Mr. NICKLES his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
Amendment No. 2245 proposed to H.R. 
4426, a bill making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, 
and related programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1995. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2246 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
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Amendment No. 2246 proposed to R.R. 
4426, a bill making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, 
and related programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1995. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2248 
At the request of Mr. KOHL his name 

was added as a cosponsor of Amend
ment No. 2248 proposed to R.R. 4426, a 
bill making appropriations for foreign 
operations, export financing, and relat
ed programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1995. 

At the request of Mr. BROWN th,e 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. WARNER], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN], the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS], the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. PRES
SLER], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
FEINGOLD], the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. NICKLES], and the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] were added as co
sponsors of Amendment No. 2248 pro
posed to R.R. 4426, supra. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 243-REL
ATIVE TO THE REALTORS® 
LAND INSTITUTE ON THE OCCA
SION OF ITS 50TH ANNIVERSARY 
Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. STEVENS, 

Mr. D'AMATO, and Mr. JOHNSTON) sub
mitted the following resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 

S. RES. 243 
Whereas, in 1944, the REALTORS® Land 

Institute was founded by 20 land specialists 
who met at the Drake Hotel in Chicago, Illi
nois, to establish a national organization 
that would provide education, information, 
marketing opportunities, and broker 
networking to enhance the ability of their 
members to conduct business as recognized 
professional land use specialists and, 
through collective action, preserve private 
property rights; 

Whereas the REALTORS® Land Institute 
has been an affiliate of the National Associa
tion of REALTORS® for 50 years; 

Whereas, in 1994, the REALTORS® Land 
Institute celebrates 50 years of serving land 
owners, users, and realtors throughout the 
United States and Canada; 

Whereas the REALTORS® Land Institute 
members have developed international mar
keting capabilities and networks throughout 
the world; 

Whereas the REALTORS® Land Institute 
is comprised of members who subscribe to a 
strict code of ethics and to just and equi
table principles in real estate transactions; 

Whereas the REALTORS® Land Institute 
encourages continuing education and re
wards members who complete an extensive 
education program and service to the land 
industry with a national designation of Ac
credited Land Consultant (ALC); and 

Whereas the REALTORS® Land Institute 
is a national professional trade association, 
dedicated to advancing the effective use of 
our most precious commodity, land: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate recognizes the 
REALTORS® Land Institute on the occasion 
of its 50th Anniversary. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the RE
ALTORS® Land Institute. 

• Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to submit a Senate resolution 
commemorating the 50th anniversary 
of the REALTORS® Land Institute 
[RLI]. The REALTORS® Land Institute 
was founded by 20 land specialists who 
met at the Drake Hotel in Chicago in 
1944. The purpose of their meeting was 
to establish a national professional 
trade association dedicated to the ad
vancement of the effective use of our 
most precious commodity-land. 

The REALTORS® Land Institute was 
organized as the institute of Farm Bro
kers. As the scope of its activities 
grew, the name was changed several 
times; the most recent change occurred 
in early 1986 when the present name 
was adopted. 

The REALTORS® Land Ins ti tu te has 
been an affiliate of the National Asso
ciation of Realtors for 50 years and is 
devoted to advancing the interests of 
those who are involved in various 
phases of land development and proper 
land utilization. 

The REALTORS® Land Institute pro-
. vides a forum to bring together mem
bers interested in improving their pro
fessional competence in all aspects of 
the land segment of the real estate 
business. This includes: 

Identification of appraising, acquisi
tion, syndication, and development as 
recognized land special ties within the 
real estate profession; 

Development and establishment of 
professional standards of practice; 

Fostering professional expertise 
through educational activities and pro
grams; 

Identification of members to the pub
lic; 

And formulation of wise land use and 
the reasonable rights and privileges of 
private ownership. 

The REALTORS® Land Institute is 
comprised of members who subscribe to 
a strict code of ethics and to just and 
equitable principles in real estate 
transactions. The organization pro
vides education, information, market
ing opportunities, and broker net
working to enhance members abilities 
to conduct their business as recognized 
professional land use specialists. RE
ALTORS® Land Institute members 
have developed international market
ing capabilities and networks through
out the world. Through collective ac
tion, they also attempt to preserve pri
vate property rights. 

Education is a key activity of the in
stitute. Seminars are sponsored by in
dividual State chapters on a regular 
basis. On the national level, the insti
tute offers the REALTORS® Land In
stitute land university which features 
nine state-of-the-art courses for land 
related professionals. 

Additionally, the institute awards 
the Accredited Land Consultant [ALC] 
designation to members who meet rigid 
standards of professional competence 
after they complete required course 
work and service to the land industry. 

For 50 years, the REALTORS® Land 
Institute has helped their members 
better serve their clients, their com
munities, and their industry. Now, on 
their 50th anniversary, they are renew
ing their commitment to service and 
focusing on the future. This is illus
trated by their theme for this anniver
sary year, "celebrating the past--wel
coming the future." 

Congress should commend the REAL
TORS® Land Ins ti tu te on their myriad 
of achievements over the last 50 years 
by honoring them with this commemo
rative resolution. This resolution 
meets the Judiciary Committee's pol
icy for the consideration of commemo
rative measures; thus, I believe it is ap
propriate that we pass it. I invite my 
colleagues to join with me in com
mending the REALTORS® Land Insti
tute on 50 outstanding years of serv
ice.• 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1995 

PRESSLER AMENDMENT NO. 2261 
Mr. McCONNELL for Mr. PRESSLER 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
(R.R. 4426) making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, 
and related programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1995; as fol
lows: 

On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following new section: 
PAYMENTS-IN-KIND AS VOLUNTARY CONTRIBU

TIONS TO UNITED NATIONS PEACEKEEPING AC
TIVITIES 
SEC. . It is the sense of the Congress 

that--
(1) United States voluntary contributions 

to peacekeeping operations conducted by the 
United Nations may consist of contributions 
of excess defense articles or may be in the 
form of payments made directly to United 
States companies providing goods and serv
ices in support of United Nations peacekeep
ing activities; and 

(2) such contributions should be made in 
consultation with the Secretaries of State 
and Defense. 

HATFIELD AMENDMENT NO. 2262 
Mr. McCONNELL for Mr. HATFIELD 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
R.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

On page 11, line 19, after "1961" and before 
the period (.) add the following new proviso: 

"Provided further, that of the funds appro
priated under this heading, not less than an 
amount equal to the amount made available 
for the Office of Population of the Agency for 
International Development in fiscal year 
1994 shall be made available to that office" 
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McCONNELL (AND D'AMATO) 

AMENDMENT NO. 2263 

Mr. McCONNELL (for himself and 
Mr. D'AMATO) proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

At the end of section entitled "Assistance 
to the New Independent States of the Former 
Soviet Union" add a new subsection: 

"Not less than $15,000,000 of the funds ap
propriated under this heading shall be made 
available to the International Criminal In
vestigative Training Assistance Program 
(ICITAP) to undertake a police development 
and training program to assist in institu
tional reforms and improve the professional 
capabilities of Russian police agencies; Pro
vided further, that funds made available 
shall be used to support the following activi
ties: 

(1) develop and professionalize the criminal 
justice agencies 

(2) improve criminal investigative and fo
rensic capabilities 

(3) establish institutional training capa
bilities based on democratic principles of po
licing, and respect for human rights and the 
rule of law; 

(4) improve accountability of law enforce
ment agencies by introducing systems and 
procedures for investigating allegations of 
abuse or malfeasance; 

D'AMATO (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2264 

Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. DOMENIC!, and Mr. 
LEAHY) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . Of the funds appropriated for the 
New Independent States of the former Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe, not to exceed 
$15,000,000, shall be made available to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for 
transnational and international law enforce
ment cooperation with the New Independent 
States of the former Soviet Union and the 
emerging democracies of Eastern Europe to 
combat organized crime. 

McCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2265 

Mr. McCAIN proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the pending committee 
amendment add the following: 

"Provided further, That of the funds appro
priated under Title II, not less than $600,000 
shall be available to support democracy pro
grams in the People's Republic of China: Pro
vided further" that the Agency for Inter
national Development shall make these 
funds available for the activities described in 
the previous proviso on a grant basis to U.S. 
non government organizations, on a competi
tive selection basis, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law." 

Provided further that the following section 
of the bill is null and void. "Provided further 
that of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $600,000, shall be avail
able to support parliamentary training and 
democracy programs in the People's Repub
lic of China: Provided further That the Agen
cy of International Development shall make 
funds available for the activities described in 
the previous proviso on a grant basis to the 
International Republican Institute and the 
National Democratic Institute, notwith
standing any other provision of law." 

McCONNELL (AND BROWN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2266 

Mr. McCONNELL for himself and Mr. 
BROWN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 4426, supra; as fallows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

SEC. . (a) Within 60 days of enactment of 
this Act, the President shall submit a report 
to the Committee on Appropriations defining 
specific military, economic and political 
standards required to gain admission to 
NATO; Provided further, that such report is 
not limited to the principles enunciated in 
the Partnership for Peace; Provided further, 
such report shall include an assessment of 
measures which would be necessary to guar
antee the armed services of Poland, Hun
gary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Lithua
nia, Latvia and Estonia are capable of mili
tary interoperability with NATO and fulfill
ing other member responsib111ties. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, 120 days after enactment of this Act, ex
cess defense articles made available under 
sections 516 and section 519 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 shall be provided to 
carry out the measures identified in sub
section (a) with regard to military interoper
ability. 

McCONNELL AMENDMENTS NOS. 
2267-2271 

Mr. McCONNELL proposed five 
amendments to the bill H.R. 4426, 
supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2267 
On page 16, line 19, strike the word "with

in" and all that follows through the word 
"later" on line 20 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following "by October 1, 1994". 

AMENDMENT NO. 2268 
At the appropriate place in the bill, add 

the following new section: 
SEC. . (a) Section 102 of the Freedom Sup

port Act (Public Law 102-511) is amended
(1) by deleting subsection (a); and 
(2) in subsections (b) and (c), by striking 

"Consistent with subsection (a), coordina
tion," and inserting in lieu thereof "Coordi
nation" in both places the phrase appears. 

(b) Section 103 (a) of the Freedom Support 
Act is amended by striking out "the Coordi
nator designated pursuant to section 102(a)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "the Adminis
trator of the Agency for International Devel
opment.'' 

AMENDMENT NO. 2269 
On page 53, line 11, strike the word "Pro

vided" and insert the following; 
"Provided, That only those activities, pro

grams, projects, type of material assistance, 
countries, or other operations referred to 
under this paragraph which have been justi
fied through Congressional Presentation doc
uments and/or budget justification docu
ments presented in the same format and in 
the same level of detail as provided in fiscal 
year 1993 shall be considered to be justified 
under the language of this paragraph: Pro
vided further" 

AMENDMENT NO. 2270 
At the end of section entitled "Assistance 

to the New Independent States of the former 
Soviet Union" add the following new sub
section: 

"Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than 50 percent shall be 

made available for country specific activities 
within bilateral, regional, or multilateral 
programs, except as provided through the 
regular notification procedures of the Com
mittee on Appropriations." 

AMENDMENT NO. 2271 
At the end of the section entitled Assist

ance to the New Independent States of the 
Former Soviet Union add the following new 
subsection: 

"Not less than $15,000,000 of the funds ap
propriated under this heading shall be avail
able for legal reform programs; Provided fur
ther, that these funds shall support efforts to 
draft commercial and criminal codes and 
provide attorney, jury and judicial training 
and education." 

MURKOWSKI AMENDMENT NO. 2272 

Mr. McCONNELL for Mr. HELMS (for 
himself and Mr. MURKOWSKI) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of Section 2780(d) of the Arms 
Export Control Act of 1968, add the follow
ing: "in an action brought by a party under 
section 1605(a)(5) of the Foreign Sovereign 
Immunities Act against a state designated 
under this subsection, United States govern
ment agencies shall provide to the party or 
facilitate the acquisition of evidence rel
evant to the action unless the President de
termines either that such cooperation would 
significantly prejudice a pending criminal 
investigation or prosecution or that it is not 
in the national security interest of the Unit
ed States to provide such information." 

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 2273 

Mr. McCONNELL for Mr. DOLE pro
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
4426, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following section: 

"No funds appropriated under this Act or 
any other Act may be made available to the 
Democratic People's Republic of Korea until 
the President certifies and reports to Con
gress that the Democratic People's Republic 
of Korea: 

(1) does not possess nuclear weapons; 
(2) has halted its nuclear weapons pro

grams; and 
(3) has not exported weapons-grade pluto

nium." 

MURKOWSKI (AND ROCKEFELLER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2274 

Mr. McCONNELL for Mr. MURKOWSKI 
(for himself and Mr. ROCKEFELLER) pro
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
4426, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . UNITED STATES PANEL OF THE JOINT 

COMMITTEE ON UNITED STATES
JAPAN CULTURAL AND EDU
CATIONAL COOPERATION. 

Section 4 of the Japan-United States 
Friendship Act (22 U.S.C. 2903) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(d) The membership of the United States 
Panel of the Joint Committee on United 
States-Japan Cultural and Educational co
operation shall be drawn from among indi
viduals who are deeply fam111ar with Japan 
and United States-Japan relations, as dem
onstrated in their professional careers, and 
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who have performed distinguished service 
in-

"(1) law, business, or finances; 
"(2) education, training, or research at 

post-secondary levels; 
"(3) the media or publishing; 
"(4) foundation or philanthropic activity; 
"(5) the American arts, culture, or the hu-

manities; or 
"(6) other aspects of American public life." 

SEC. . BROADENING INVESTMENT AUTHORITY. 
Section 7 of the Japan-United States 

Friendship Act (22 U.S.C. 2906) is amended
(1) in subsection (b)-
(A) in the first sentence, by inserting ", at 

the direction of the Chairman of the Com
mission," after "Secretary')"; and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking "in 
interest bearing obligations of the United 
States or in obligations guaranteed as to 
both principal and interest by the United 
States" and inserting "in instruments or 
public debt with maturities suitable to the 
needs of the Fund"; and (2) in subsection (c), 
by inserting ", at the direction of the Chair
man of the Commission," after "sold". 

NICKLES (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2275 

Mr. McCONNELL for Mr. NICKLES 
(for himself, Mr. BROWN, and Mr. 
D'AMATO) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the pending committee 
amendment add the following: "Provided 
further, the amount on page 3, line 6, is 
deemed to read $50,000,000; provided further, 
the amount on page 3, line 12, is deemed to 
read $1,097,000,000; provided further, the 
amount of page 25, line 22, is deemed to read 
$152,400,000." 

PRESSLER AMENDMENT NO. 2276 
Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. PRESSLER) 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following new section: 

UNITED NATIONS OFFICE OF INSPECTOR 
GENERAL 

SEC. . The Senate hereby reaffirms that 
section 401 of the Foreign Relations Author
ization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995 (Pub
lic Law 103-236) remains in effect, including 
all its terms and conditions ·relating to the 
establishment of an independent office of In
spector General within the United Nations. 

HELMS (AND ROTH) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2277 

Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS for 
himself and Mr. ROTH) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . Sense of the Congress concerning 
German and Japanese permanent member
ship in the United Nations Security Council. 

In the past five years, the United Nations 
has engaged in more peacekeeping oper
ations than in the preceding forty; 

The Security Council is the U.N. body 
chiefly responsible for matters of peace and 
security; 

Any country accorded permanent member
ship in an expanded Security Council must 
be capable of fulfilling all of the responsibil
ities equated with such status, including par
ticipation in any U.N. m111tary operations; 

According permanent membership to na
tions not capable of carrying out these re
sponsibilities will allow those countries to 
play a central role in shaping U.N. peace
keeping and peacekeeping operations which 
could endanger the lives of American and 
other troops, but in which their own forces 
could play no part; 

Japan and Germany, as the world's second 
and third largest economies, respectively, 
have attained levels of global reach and in
fluence equal to or surpassing current per
manent members of the Security Council; 

Germany and Japan have announced their 
desire to gain permanent membership in the 
Security Council; 

Japan currently maintains that its con
stitution prohibits the country from carry
ing out all the peacekeeping and peace
making responsib111ties that permanent 
membership entails; 

Japan's ruling coalition government ap
pears unwilling to address these issues, even 
in the face of a potential crisis on the Ko
rean peninsula which may well require mul
tilateral military action; 

The German High Court, sitting in 
Karlsruhe, Germany, ruled, on July 12, 1994, 
that the German constitution contains no 
prohibition against the overseas deployment 
of Germany's armed forces in multilateral 
peacekeeping operation. 

Now, therefore, be it the sense of the Sen
ate that: 

(1) Since Germany has addressed the prob
lem of its participation in multilateral mili
tary activities, the U.S. should support that 
nation's prompt elevation to permanent Se
curity Council membership; 

(2) Japan be encouraged to discuss thor
oughly and openly its own problems in par
ticipating in such activities, and take what
ever steps are necessary to enable it to fully 
engage in any form of U.N. peacekeeping or 
peacemaking operation; and 

(3) The United States should actively sup
port Japan's effort to gain permanent mem
bership only after Japan takes such steps 
* * *. 

* * * * * 

McCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2278 

Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. MCCAIN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

At an appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Senate finds tl;lat--
(1) Peace in Cambodia promotes stability 

in Southeast Asia. 
(2) The newly democratic nation of Cam

bodia is engaged in a continuing military 
struggle against the Khmer Rouge. 

(3) Peace talks between the government of 
Cambodia and the Khmer Rouge have repeat
edly broken down. 

(4) The Cambodian Parliament took action 
on July 6, 1994 to outlaw the Khmer Rouge. 

(5) Ceding any position in the freely elect
ed government of Cambodia to the Khmer 
Rouge is not in the interest of the Cam
bodian people and is incompatible with a 
constructive U.S.-Cambodia relationship. 

(6) Cambodian officials have requested 
military assistance from a number of na
tions, including the United States. 

(7) The U.S. administration, in consulta
tion with its allies, is in the process of deter
mining the appropriate type and level of U.S. 
military assistance to Cambodia. 

(8) Congress is concerned that absent prop
er training, professionalism and adequate 

salaries, providing Cambodian forces with 
arms and ammunition will not be beneficial. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-It is the Sense 
of the Senate that--

(1) In concert with interested democratic 
nations, the U.S. should provide non-combat 
m111tary training assistance to the newly 
democratic government of Cambodia. 

(2) Military Assistance should include ef
forts to establish an orderly and equitable 
promotion process, establish an effective 
command structure, establish a viable and 
effective system of military justice, estab
lish effective logistics, establish modern 
communications networks, establish depend
able accountfng procedures, promote human 
rights and respect for the rule of law and 
promote respect for civilian leadership of the 
m111tary. 

(3) The President should make every effort 
to fully utilize requested 1994 and 1995 levels 
of IMET for Cambodia to expand the pro
gram beyond its current scope. 

(4) The President should consider qualified 
Cambodians for admission to U.S. military 
academies. 

(5) The President should dispatch as soon 
as possible a military attache to the U.S. 
Embassy in Cambodia. 

(6) Lethal assistance should not be pro
vided to Cambodia until such time as the 
President can certify the professional!zation 
of the Cambodian Armed Forces. 

(7) No military assistance should be pro
vided the Cambodian Armed Forces if the 
Government includes members of the Khmer 
Rouge or if the Constitution promulgated on 
September 24, 1993 fails. 

(8) No military assistance should be pro
vided in concert with the Democratic Peo
ples' Republic of Korea. 

(9) The President should convey to Thai
land United States concern over the contin
ued support for the Khmer Rouge by ele
ments of the Thai military and to urge the 
Thal Government to intensify its efforts to 
terminate that support, in accordance with 
the Paris Peace Accords. 

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2279 
Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. McCAIN) 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Senate finds that--
(1) The United States maintains a continu

ing interest in the security of Europe. 
(2) The North Atlantic Treaty Organiza

tion remains the principal guarantor of Eu
ropean security. 

(3) The security concerns of the United 
States and Europe are best addressed 
through the collective security arrangement 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

(4) The North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion is not an offensive threat to any nation 
not part of the North Atlantic Treaty. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-It is the sense 
of the Senate that--

(1) The North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion should invite Poland, the Czech Repub
lic, Hungary and Slovakia to accede to the 
North Atlantic Treaty under Article 10 of 
the treaty at such time as each is in a posi
tion to further the principles of the Treaty 
and contribute to the security of the North 
Atlantic area. 

(2) Accession of the North Atlantic Treaty 
should include a commitment to the security 
of new members according to Article 5 of the 
treaty. 

(3) The President should pursue within the 
North Atlantic Council and adoption of cri
teria and timetables for determining the 
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ability of each nation to further the prin
ciples of the North Atlantic Treaty and con
tribute to the security of the North Atlantic 
area. 

(4) Within 90 days of the passage of this 
act, the President should report to the ap
propriate Congressional committees the cri
teria and timetables the United States will 
pursue within the North Atlantic Council. 

McCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2280 
Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. MCCAIN) 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 

INTERNATIONAL EXECUTIVE SERVICE CORPS 
SEC. . None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act that are administered by the Agen
cy for International Development may be 
made available for any project or activity of 
the International Executive Service Corps if 
such project or activity would provide serv
ices to an organization that, in the judgment 
of the Administrator of the Agency for Inter
national Development, is capable of obtain
ing the same or similar services without as
sistance from the Agency and without sig
nificant financial burden to that organiza
tion. 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 2281 
Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS) 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the first Committee amend
ment, insert the following: 
SEC. . LIMITATION ON THE USE OF FUNDS FOR 

THE GOVERNMENT OF COLOMBIA. 
(a) LIMITATION.-None of the funds appro

priated by this Act shall be obligated or ex
pended for the Government of Colombia un
less the President determines and certifies 
that the Government of Colombia is taking 
actions to-

(1) fully investigate accusations of corrup
tion by the narcotics cartels involving senior 
officials of the Government of Colombia; 

(2) implement the legal and law enforce
ment steps necessary to eliminate, to the 
maximum extent possible, bribery and other 
forms of public corruption; 

(3) reduce illicit drug production to the 
maximum extent which were determined to 
be achievable during the fiscal year; 

(4) significantly disrupt the operations of 
the narcotics cartels; and 

(5) investigate all cases in which any sen
ior Colombian official is accused or impli
cated in engaging in, encouraging, or facili
tating the illicit production or distribution 
of narcotic and psychotropic drugs or other 
controlled substances. 

HELMS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2282 

Mr. McCONNELL for Mr. HELMS (for 
himself, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. BOND, Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. D'AMATO) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the Committee 
amendment, insert the following: 
SEC. . RESTRICTION ON U.S. GOVERNMENT OF

FICES U.S. OFFICIAL MEETINGS IN 
JERUSALEM. 

(1) None of the funds appropriated by this 
or any other Act may be obligated or ex-

pen<ied to create in any part of Jerusalem a 
new office of any department or agency of 
the United States government for the pur
pose of conducting official United States 
government business with the Palestinian 
Authority over Gaza and Jericho or any suc
cessor Palestinian governing entity provided 
for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of Prin
ciples; and 

(2) No officer or employee of the United 
States government and no agent or other in
dividual acting on behalf of the United 
States government shall meet in any part of 
Jerusalem with any official of the Palestin
ian Authority over Gaza and Jericho or any 
successor Palestinian governing entity pro
vided for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of 
Principles for the purpose of conducting offi
cial United States government business with 
such Palestinian Authority. 

COHEN AMENDMENT NO. 2283 
Mr. McCONNELL for Mr. COHEN pro

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
4426, supra; as follows: 

On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. . POLICY REGARDING GERMAN PARTICIPA

TION IN INTERNATIONAL PEACE
KEEPING OPERATIONS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) for more than four decades following 

the Second World War, Germany was a di
vided nation; 

(2) notwithstanding the creation of the 
Federal Republic of Germany on September 
7, 1949, and the German Democratic Republic 
on October 7, 1949, the Four Allied Powers re
tained rights and responsibilities for Ger
many as a whole; 

(3) the Federal Republic of Germany ac
ceded to the United Nations Charter without 
reservation, "accept[ing] the obligations 
contained in the Charter ... and solemnly 
undertak[ing] to carry them out", and was 
admitted as a member of the United Nations 
on September 26, 1973; 

(4) the Federal Republic of Germany's ad
mission to the United Nations did not alter 
Germany's division nor infringe upon the 
rights and responsibilities of the Four Allied 
Powers for Germany as a whole; 

(5) these circumstances created impedi
ments to the Federal Republic of Germany 
fulfilling all obligations undertaken upon its 
accession to the United Nations Charter; 

(6) Germany was unified within the Federal 
Republic of Germany on October 3, 1990; 

(7) with the entry into force of the Final 
Settlement With Respect to Germany on 
March 4, 1991, the unified Germany assumed 
its place in the community of nations as a 
fully sovereign national state; 

(8) German unification and attainment of 
full sovereignty and the Federal Republic's 
history of more than four decades of democ
racy have removed impediments that have 
prevented its full participation in inter
national efforts to maintain or restore inter
national peace and security; 

(9) international peacekeeping, peace
making, and peace-enforcing operations are 
becoming increasingly important for the 
maintenance and restoration of inter
national peace and security; 

(10) United Nations Secretary General 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali has called for the 
"full participation of Germany in peacekeep
ing, peacemaking, and peace-enforcing meas
ures"; 

(11) the North Atlantic Council, meeting in 
ministerial session on June 4, 1992, and De
cember. 17, 1992, stated the preparedness of 

the North Atlantic .Alliance to "support, on 
a case-by-case basis in accordance with our 
own procedures, peacekeeping activities 
under the responsibility of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe" and 
"peacekeeping operations under the author
ity of the United Nations Security Council"; 

(12) the Federal Republic of Germany par
ticipated in these North Atlantic Council 
meetings and fully associated itself with the 
resulting communiques; 

(13) the Western European Union (WEU) 
Ministerial Council, in the Petersberg Dec
laration adopted June 19, 1992, declared that 
"As the WEU develops its operational capa
bilities in accordance with the Maastricht 
Declaration, we are prepared to support, on a 
case-by-case basis and in accordance with 
our own procedures, the effective implemen
tation of conflict-prevention and crisis-man
agement measures, including peacekeeping 
activities of the CSCE or the United Nations 
Security Council"; 

(14) the Federal Republic of Germany pre
sided over this Western European Union Min
isterial Council meeting and fully associated 
itself with the Petersberg Declaration; 

(15) the Federal Republic of Germany, by 
virtue of its political, economic, and m111-
tary status and potential, will play an im
portant role in determining the success or 
failure of future international efforts to 
maintain or restore international peace and 
security; 

(16) the Federal Constitutional Court of 
Germany has ruled that the Basic Law of 
Germany permits the Armed Forces of Ger
many to participate in international mili
tary operations, including combat oper
ations, conducted under a system of collec
tive security, including the United Nations, 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and 
the Western European Union; 

(17) Germany is currently engaged in a de
bate on the proper role for the German mili
tary in the International community; 

(18) one important element in the German 
debate is the attitude of the international 
community toward full German participa
tion in International peacekeeping, peace
making, and peace-enforcing operations; 

(19) it is, therefore, appropriate for the 
United States, as a member of the inter
national community and as a permanent 
member of the United Nations Security 
Council, to express its position on the ques
tion of such German participation; and 

(20) distinctions between peacekeeping, 
peacemaking, and peace-enforcing measures 
are becoming blurred, making absolute sepa
ration of such measures difficult, if not im
possible. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that-

(1) an appropriate response under current 
circumstances to Germany's past would be 
for Germany to participate fully in inter
national efforts to maintain or restore inter
national peace and security; and 

(2) the President should strongly encour
age Germany, in light of its increasing polit
ical and economic influence, its successful 
integration into international institutions, 
and its commitment to peace and democratic 
ideals, to assume full and active participa
tion in international peacekeeping, peace
making, and peace-enforcing operations. 

DOMENIC! AMENDMENT NO. 2284 
Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. DOMENIC!) 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

On page 20, line 13, delete the period, and 
add the following new proviso: 
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": Provided further, That the President may 

transfer such funds to appropriations avail
able to the Department of Defense and other 
agencies of the United States government for 
the purposes of cooperative threat reduction 
and countering the proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction under the provisions of 
title XII of Public Law 103-160 and Section 
575 of Public Law 103-87: Provided further, 
That the amounts transferred shall be avail
able subject to the same terms and condi
tions as the appropriation:J to which trans
ferred: Provided further, That the authority 
to make transfers pursuant to this provision 
is in addition to any other transfer authority 
of the President: Provided further, that the 
total amount of any transfer authority uti
lized shall not exceed the amount transferred 
by the Department of Defense to the Depart
ment of State and other agencies under Title 
VI of Public Law 103-87." 

DOMENIC! AMENDMENT NO. 2285 
Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. DOMENIC!) 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

On page 7, line 2, delete the period and add 
the following new proviso: 

Provided, That these funds may not be obli
gated or expended until the Secretary of the 
Treasury has notified the Chairmen of the 
Senate and House Committees on Appropria
tions that the United States does not sup
port an International Monetary Fund pro
posed to create additional global reserve as
sets though a general allocation of Special 
Drawing Rights." 

WELLSTONE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2286 

Mr. LEAHY for Mr. WELLSTONE (for 
himself, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
PELL, and Mr. FEINGOLD) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following new section: 
SUPPORT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND OTHER NON

GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS IN INDONESIA 

SEC. . Of the funds appropriated by this 
Act, $250,000 shall be made available to sup
port nongovernmental human rights organi
zations in Indonesia and $250,000 shall be 
made available to support nongovernmental 
environmental organizations to assess or 
otherwise address acute envrionmental prob
lems, particularly those affecting indigenous 
peoples, in Indonesia. 

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO. 
2287 

Mr. LEAHY for Mr. LAUTENBERG pro
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
4426, supra; as fallows: 

On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following new section: 

REGARDING THE EXTRADITION TO THE UNITED 
STATES OF MOHAMMAD ISMAIL ABEQUA 

SEC. .(a) The Senate finds that-
(1) Mohammad Ismail Abequa is a natural

ized United States citizen who is alleged to 
have strangled his estranged wife, Nihal 
Abequa, in Morris County, New Jersey on 
July 3, 1994; 

(2) Mohammad Ismail Abequa fled to 
Amman, Jordan on July 5, 1994, with the cou
ple 's two children Sarni and Lisa, aged 3 and 
6 years old, respectively; 

(3) New Jersey officials have confirmed 
that Mohammad Ismail Abequa arrived in 
Amman on July 6, 1994, via an international 
flight from London and that he had the two 
children in his custody upon arrival in Jor
dan; 

(4) Mohammad Ismail Abequa reportedly 
has a record of wife beating and child abuse 
while living in New Jersey, and the children 
could be in danger; 

(5) the children have a close relative, 
Nihal's sister, who, reportedly, will care for 
and nurture them in New Jersey; and 

(6) the personal involvement of King Hus
sein of Jordan in finding the children quick
ly could prevent their serious injury by 
Abequa. 

(b) The Senate hereby express its concern 
both that Mohammad Ismail Abequa be 
brought to justice and that the safety of the 
two children held by Abequa be ensured. 

(c) It is the sense of the Senate that-
(1) The Government of Jordan should use 

its resources to apprehend and extradite Mo
hammad Ismail Abequa to the United States 
where he will be afforded the due process of 
the laws of the State of New Jersey; and 

(2) the appropriate officials of the Depart
ment of Justice and the Department of State 
should work aggressively toward that goal. 

LEAHY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2288 

Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. PELL), proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, 
supra; as fallows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

INDONESIA 

Sec. . The United States should continue 
to refrain from selling or licensing for export 
to the Government of Indonesia defense arti
cles such as small or light arms and crowd 
control items until the Secretary of State 
determines and reports to the Committee on 
Appropriations that there has been signifi
cant progress made on human rights in East 
Timor and elsewhere in Indonesia, including 
in such areas as: 

(1) complying with the recommendations 
in the United Nations Special Rapporteur's 
January 1992 report and the March 1993 rec
ommendations of the United Nations Human 
Rights Commission; 

(2) significantly reducing Indonesia's troop 
presence in East Timor; and 

(3) participating constructively in the 
United Nations Secretary General 's efforts 
to resolve the status of East Timor. 

BUMPERS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2289 

Mr. LEAHY for Mr. BUMPERS (for 
himself' Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. BROWN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

Strike lines 2-10 on page 10, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"Provided further, none of the funds appro
priated under this heading shall be available 
to support parliamentary training and .de
mocracy programs in the People's Republic 
of China, " 

GRAHAM (AND DECONCINI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2290 

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. GRAHAM, for 
himself, and Mr. DECONCINI) proposed 

an amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 34, beginning on line 11, strike 
" Provided further ," and all that follows 
through "activities:" on line 15. 

GRAHAM (AND DECONCINI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2291 

Mr. LEAHY for Mr. GRAHAM, (for 
himself, and Mr. DECONCIN:i:) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 34, line 11, strike " Peru,". 

DORGAN (AND HELMS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2292 

Mr. LEAHY for Mr. DORGAN (for him
self and Mr. HELMS) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 112, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 
POLICY REGARDING HUMANITARIAN AID TO HAITI 

SEC. 577. It is the sense of the Senate that 
the Secretary of State, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Administrator of the 
Agency for International Development 
should expedite approval of valid applica
tions for emergency medical evacuation 
flights out of Haiti and for humanitarian aid 
flights to Haiti , where such aid consists of 
food, medicine, or medical supplies, or spare 
parts or equipment for the transportation or 
distribution of humanitarian aid by non
governmental or private voluntary organiza
tions. 

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 2293 
Mr. McCONNELL for Mr. BROWN pro

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
4426, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following new section: 
SEC. • LOANS TO NATIONS THAT ENFORCE THE 

ARAB BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL. 
The President should use the voice and 

vote of the United States in all multilateral 
banks of which the United States is a mem
ber to ensure that no loans are given to na
tions which support or encourage the pri
mary, secondary or tertiary boycott of Is
rael. 

BUMP:~RS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2294 

Mr. LEAHY for Mr. BUMPERS (for 
himself, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. HELMS, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
KOHL, and Mr. BROWN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of the pending committee 
amendment add the following: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, none of the funds appropriated 
under this Act shall be available to support 
parliamentary training and democracy pro
grams in the People's Republic of China. 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 2295 

Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 4426, supra; as follows: 

In Section 577, strike " other bodies" and 
insert in lieu thereof, " commissions" . 
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LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 2296 Daniel Dotson, of Utah, to be a U.S. 

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. LEVIN) proposed marshal for the District of Utah. 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
supra; as follows: objection, it is so ordered. 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

Funds made available on this Act for as
sistance to the New Independent States of 
the former Soviet Union shall be subject to 
the provisions of section 117 (relating to En
vironment and Natural Resources) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 2297 
Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. DOLE) pro

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
4426, supra; as follows: 

On page 10, line 10 after the word "law" 
and before the period (.) add the following 
new proviso: 

"Provided further, that of the funds appro
priated under this heading, not less than 
$15,100,000 shall be made available for the Co
operative Association of States for Scholar
ships Program and not less than $3,000,000 
shall be made available for the East Central 
European Scholarship Program'• 

SPECTER (AND SHELBY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2298 

Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. SPECTER 
for himself and Mr. SHELBY) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 4426, 
supra; as follows: 

(a) On page 102, line 1, strike all that fol
lows after "Gaza" through the end of line 3 
and insert a period after "Gaza". 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

SEC. . (a) ADDITIONAL CONGRESSIONAL Ex
PECTATION.-Section 583(b)(5) of the Middle 
East Peace Facilitation Act is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of subpara
graph (C); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (D) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: "(E) amending its National 
Covenant to eliminate all references calling 
for the destruction of Israel. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Indian Affairs be authorized to 
meet on Thursday, July 14, 1994, begin
ning at 9:30 a.m., in G-50 Dirksen Sen
ate Office Building on S. 2269, the Na
tive American Cultural Protection and 
Free Exercise of Religion Act of 1994. 

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
hold a business meeting during the ses
sion of the Senate on Thursday, July 
14, 1994, to consider the nominations of 
John Schmidt, of Washington, DC, to 
be Associate Attorney General, Guido 
Calabresi, of Connecticut, to be U.S. 
circuit judge for the second circuit and 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, July 14, 1994, at 10 a.m., 
in room 216, Senate Hart Office Build
ing, to hold a hearing on the nomina
tion of Stephen G. Breyer of Massachu
setts, to be Associate Justice of the Su
preme Court. 

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

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, July 14, 1994, 
at 9:30 a.m., to hold a hearing on the 
operations of the Library of Congress 
and S. 1900, to provide for the protec
tion of books and materials from the 
Library of Congress. 

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

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 

Committee on Veterans' Affairs would 
like to request unanimous consent to 
hold a markup on the Veterans Health 
Care Reform Act of 1994 at 2 p.m. on 
Thursday, July 14, 1994. The markup 
will be held in room 418 of the Russell 
Senate Office Building. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, July 14, 1994, at 
2:30 p.m., to hold a closed hearing on 
intelligence matters. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Research and Develop
ment of the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate, 
9:30 a.m., July 14, 1994, to receive testi
mony from the scientific community 
on the scientific and technological 
basis for radon policy. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

JOB CORPS 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I would 
like to recognize the Job Corps Pro
gram for its 30 years of success in pro-

viding extremely disadvantaged youth 
with vocational training and job place
ment assistance that breaks the cycle 
of poverty, dependence, despair and, 
often, crime. Each year, Job Corps as
sists more than 60,000 young people in 
becoming productive, economically 
self-sufficient members of society. Few 
employment and training programs 
target high-school dropouts with low 
reading levels, and fewer still have had 
their effectiveness documented in as 
rigorous an independent evaluation as 
has Job Corps. Unfortunately, there ap
pears to be some confusion and concern 
about the findings of a report issued 
several years ago by the Department of 
Labor's inspector general. I would like 
to insert in the RECORD a letter from 
Secretary Reich that· addresses in de
tail each concern cited by those who 
have been critical of this program. 
Given Job Corps' proven track record 
of success, 17 of my colleagues and I 
have asked the Appropriations Com
mittee to retain the increase in fund
ing requested by the administration. I 
would like to insert a copy of this let
ter in the RECORD as well. 

The material follows: 
Department of Labor, 

Washington, DC, July 12, 1994. 
Hon. p AUL SIMON. 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SIMON: As a supporter of the 
Job Corps program, I wanted to bring to your 
attention a recent development. Last week 
we received a copy of the June 30 letter sent 
to Senator Byrd by Senators Kassebaum 
(KS) and Kerrey (NE) in which they propose 
that the FY 1995 Job Corps budget be frozen 
at the FY 1994 level and that the expansion 
of the program be suspended. I have urged 
the Senate Appropriations Committee to re
ject this proposal. 

Given the importance of the Job Corps pro
gram to the disadvantaged youth of this 
country, I thought it was important to set 
the record straight on issues that have been 
raised by Senators Kassebaum and Kerrey. 
Citing reports issued back in 1990-1991 by the 
Department's Inspector General, Senators 
Kassebaum and Kerrey suggest that Job 
Corps does not provide effective training and 
employment-related services to its target 
population. They have also called into ques
tion the integrity of the program and its 
local administrators. In both areas, I must 
disagree. 

The Job Corps program is America's old
est, largest, and most comprehensive resi
dential training and education program for 
young, unemployed, and under-educated 
youth. Designed for severely disadvantaged 
youth, the program breaks the cycle of pov
erty and welfare dependence by providing the 
vocational training and job placement that 
youths need to become taxpaying citizens. 
The program is administered through a net
work of 111 centers, each year serving more 
than 60,000 young people located in 46 States, 
Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia. 

The $1.0 billion program boasts a proven 
track record. A highly regarded evaluation 
of the program in the early 1980s found that 
Job Corps resulted in a savings for society 
due to increased earnings, reduced govern
ment assistance, and reductions in serious 
crime, with a net benefit to society of $1.46 
for every $1.00 invested in the program. 
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Enclosure 1 contains detailed responses to 

each of the specific concerns that have been 
raised by Senators Kassebaum and Kerrey. 
Most of these issues are being raised on the 
basis of either erroneous information or mis
interpretations of isolated facts and statis
tics taken from Inspector General reports. 
Enclosure 2 details the programmatic impact 
of the House-passed FY 1995 budget for Job 
Corps. 

Your continued support of this successful 
program ls important. Please feel free to 
contact Chris Moseley of my staff (219-6141) 
if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT B. REICH, 

Secretary of Labor. 

RESPONSES TO STATEMENTS IN KASSEBAUM
KERREY LETTER 

There ls no new OIG report on the Job 
Corps. The following statements by Kasse
baum and Kerrey refer to OIG reports that 
were issued in 1990-1991. 

Statement. High compensation for Job 
Corps center executives. The IG found 5 of 11 
CEOs of individual program sites earned sal
aries and bonuses amounting to more than 
$160,000 annually. One center director earned 
$327,352. 

Response. This statement is not true. The 
December 3, 1990 OIG report referenced clear
ly indicates that compensation for center di
rectors ranged from a low of $32,615 to high 
of $87,012. 

The CEOs referred to are not directors of 
individual program sites. They are CEOs of 
major corporations or subsidiaries which 
have contracts to operate Job Corps centers 
along with a variety of other businesses (e.g. 
Teledyne and ITT). The $327,352 cited as a 
center director's salary is actually the total 
compensation of the President of a firm 
whose principal business is in the defense in
dustry. Only a small prorata share of that 
CEO's salary is paid by Job Corps. Appor
tioning executive level compensation among 
a number of different contracts ls a required 
accounting procedure for such indirect costs 
that are incurred under government con
tracts. 

The 1990 OIG report states specifically 
"* * * the majority of the executives, as in
dividuals, appeared to receive reasonable 
compensation." In addition, Job Corps con
ducted a study which indicated that Job 
Corps executives are compensated at rates 
well below industry averages. All salaries for 
employees covered by Job Corps contracts 
are specifically reviewed and approved before 
the contracts are awarded. 

Statement. There ls no performance cri
teria for bonuses paid. 

Response. While this finding did apply to 
some contractors during the period covered 
by the 1990 OIG report, Job Corps and the Of
fice of Cost Determination responded imme
diately and have insured that all bonus plans 
are now documented and strongly correlated 
with center performance. 

Statement. Five operators improperly 
charged the bonuses as indirect costs to the 
program. 

Response. Payments of these bonuses were 
not improper and there were no disallowed 
costs. The OIG directed that these expenses 
be classified as direct rather than indirect. 
This is an accounting distinction only. Job 
corps has required all contractors to adhere 
to the correct accounting procedures in this 
area. Indirect cost allocations are reviewed 
and approved through regular reviews by the 
Department's Office of Cost Determination. 

Statement. Extremely high trainee drop
out rates. Out of approximately 60,000 stu-

dents who started the PY 1992 program, more 
than 25,000 (43%) dropped out and were not 
placed or their whereabouts were unknown. 
The majority of those left the program with
in the first 90 days. 

Response. This statement leads to the in
appropriate conclusion that an early dropout 
rate in this range represents poor program 
performance. This is not the case. The appar
ently high dropout rates exist because of the 
strict discipline and behavioral codes at Job 
Corps that are part of its success. The Math
ematical evaluation shows substantial over
all gains in earnings for enrollees even after 
averaging the performance of those who 
dropped out early. The social benefits still 
greatly outweigh the costs. 

Job Corps serves severely disadvantaged 
youth. The typical enrollee ls an 18 year old 
economically disadvantaged minority male 
who is a high school dropout who reads at 
the seventh grade level and has never held a 
full time job. In addition, a substantial num
ber of these youth have had prior contact 
with the criminal justice system, test posi
tive for substance abuse and come from fam-
111es receiving public assistance. 

Job Corps data for PY 1992 indicate that 
69% of these severely disadvantaged students 
stay beyond the early dropout period of 3 
months. The great majority of students are 
therefore successful in adjusting to a dis
ciplined, regulated residential program. In 
order to obtain substantial reductions in the 
early dropout rate, it would be necessary to 
pre-screen otherwise eligible young people 
on the basis of likelihood to succeed-a prac
tice referred to as creaming. 

While early dropouts do not generally ob
tain GED's or complete vocational training, 
they do receive placement services. Even the 
OIG report indicates that only 15% of dollars 
invested are for participants who receive no 
measurable results. Moreover, relatively few 
dollars are spent on short-term stayers. 

The placement results for these early drop
outs are Included in the overall Job Corps 
placement rate and other performance sta
tistics. 

Statement: Only 14,445 (about 24 percent) 
of the starting class completed one of the vo
cational skill programs, which is a primary 
goal of Job Corps. 

Response. This statement ls factually in
correct. Job Corps data for PY 1992 indicate 
that 19,731 students (32 percent of all 
terminees) completed their vocational train
ing. In addition, 10,931 (18 percent of all 
terminees) obtained a GED, which ls another 
important Job Corps goal. Job Corps strives 
continually to increase these positive out
comes. 

Statement. Low (12 percent) job-trade 
match placement of trainees and Job Corps ' 
questionable accounting procedures of these 
placements. 

Response. The goals of Job Corps are to 
raise employment rates, increase earnings, 
increase educational attainment and reduce 
involvement in crime. The Mathematica 
evaluation shows that it has succeeded admi
rably at doing this. Training in a particular 
trade is a means toward these real goals, not 
an end in itself. If training in a particular 
field motivates a young person to get more 
education and/or leads to success in another 
field, then we still consider that a success. 
By any reasonable measure, Job Corps is suc
cessful at doing this. 

More important than job training match 
placements, the issue is whether the Job 
Corps curriculum and approach increase 
earnings and employment, reduce serious 
criminal activity, and other socio-economic 

outcomes for participating youth relative to 
what they would have been without Job 
Corps and whether it does so in a cost effec
tive manner. The evaluation evidence indi
cates that Job Corps does perform well in 
this regard. 

A major new longitudinal evaluation study 
to update these findings is currently under
way. Annual program outcomes data have 
been consistent since the last study. 

Looking at the issue from the narrow job
trade match placement perspective, the Job 
Corps data shows that 38 perGent of those 
who obtained jobs did so in training-related 
occupations. The 12 percent figure cited 
above inappropriately measures training-re
lated placements against all terminees, in
cluding those who entered college or other 
educational institutions, as well as those 
who were not successfully placed. 

Statement. Insufficient job placement per
formance measurement--A trainee is consid
ered placed if he/she ls verified to have 
worked 20 hours during the first week on the 
job. No other follow up is required. 

Response. The Job Corps termination 
placement definition is correct as stated and 
meets or exceeds the measurement employed 
by other Federal employment and training 
programs. The placement definition is cur
rently under review by Job Corps in light of 
JTPA amendments and government-wide ef
forts to develop common core data elements 
for all training programs. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS IN KASSEBAUM AND 
KERREY PRESS RELEASES 

Statement. Job Corps claims a 70% place
ment rate of its graduates In jobs or colleges, 
but the IG has disputed that figure. The IG 
has argued that that actual total placement 
ls about 57% and a majority of those placed 
end up in low pay, entry level jobs they 
could have obtained without the program. 

Response. The DOL Congressional budget 
submittal for 1995 projects a 70% placement 
rate. This is based on new management em
phasis on placement activities and rep
resents a modest increase over the 65% per
cent actual level that has been reported for 
PY 1992, the most recent year for which com
plete data are available. 

An overall placement rate in PY 1992 of 
65% represents nearly 40,000 young people 
moving from dependency to employment or 
full-time education. The overall placement 
rate represents a combination of termlnees 
who are located after leaving the centers 
plus an estimate of placements that occur 
among the relatively small portion of 
terminees who cannot be located after termi
nation. The estimating procedure assumes 
that only 34% of those not located obtain 
jobs. This is a conservative estimating pro
cedure that reflects only the self placement 
experience of termlnees generally. 

The 57% OIG figure does not accurately 
portray the Job Corps placement rate. This 
figure was d·eveloped by OIG on the assump
tion that none of the termlnees who could 
not be located obtained jobs. The latest OIG 
report addresses the estimating procedure 
currently being employed and argues only 
for an alternative methodology. 

Given the severely disadvantaged nature of 
Job Corps students, even if the OIG meth
odology for determining the placement rate 
were accepted, a placement rate of 57% 
should be considered a success. A 57% place
ment rate for youth who are all economi
cally disadvantaged, reading on average at 
the 7th grade level, and often have a history 
of drug abuse or involvement in the criminal 
justice system should be a success by any 
standard. It is the reason Job Corps was and 
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continues to be one of the model programs 
for the past 30 years and the reason the Ad
ministration proposes to expand this success. 

Statement. Job Corps placement contrac
tors are paid for placements, even when stu
dents find their own jobs. 

Response. This statement is incomplete. 
The unit cost payments stated in terms of 
placements are intended to cover costs that 
go beyond those for direct placements. These 
unit cost payments are structured to reim
burse a wide range of services, including job 
development, gathering information from 
former students, contacts with employers for 
placement verification, documentation of 
placement results and report submission. 

Statement. Consistently poor performing 
Job Corps centers continue to operate with
out improvement or a decision to close them. 

Response. This statement does not reflect 
actual practice. For the 79 privately-oper
ated contract centers, performance assess
ment is an integral part of the Job Corps 
procurement process. Job Corps centers are 
closely evaluated against formal perform
ance standards and reviewed on an annual 
basis for compliance and quality. An assess
ment of poor performance impacts contract
ing decisions regarding continued operation 
of a center as well as the firm's prospects in 
competing for other center contracts. Con
tracts for operating centers are let for a two 
year base period and include three option 
years, for maximum duration of five years. 

The impact of Job Corps emphasis on per
formance in procurement ls demonstrated as 
follows: In the past two years, 20 contracts 
were terminated prior to their maximum du
ration, most of these on the basis of unfavor
able performance assessments. 

During the same period, 27 procurements 
were conducted for center operations con
tracts. In 16 of these, incumbents were chal
lenged and new center operators were se
lected in 7 instances. 

This approach to remedying poor perform
ance at privately operated contract centers 
by changing center operators makes more 
sense than closing centers and abandoning a 
20+ million dollar taxpayer investment in 
training facilities. 

Thirty centers are operated by other Fed
eral agencies, the Department of Interior 
and the Agriculture Department, under an 
lnteragency agreement. In cases of poor per
formance by any of these federally-operated 
centers, the Department of Labor works 
closely with agency management to improve 
performance. When that falls stronger meas
ures are taken. For example, Job Corps had 
to close a center (for more than a year) in 
one situation and temporarily discontinue 
student enrollment in several others. Unlike 
the contracted centers, the Department of 
Labor is not able to bring in new organiza
tions to operate these federally-administered 
centers in the case of poor performance. 

Statement. Dally absenteeism of 50% of 
trainees on residential sites. 

Response. This statement is incorrect. Job 
Corps data indicate that, on average, 88% of 
all students are present on center. The re
maining 12% are absent from the Job Corps 
center for reasons such as illness, family 
emergencies, annual leave or unexcused ab
sences. 

EXPLANATION OF HOUSE-PASSED JOB CORPS 
FUNDING LEVEL 

The Administration's FY 1995 request for 
Job Corps calls for a continuation of steady 
expansion of this high-return investment in 
our nation's disadvantaged youth. The 
House-passed level includes Sl,107 million for 

the program, an increase of $67 million over 
the FY 1994 level ($49 million below the 
President's original request). 

The requested increase ls largely related to 
needed funding for the existing centers and 
construction funding for the eight new cen
ters (announced in early 1994) that Congress 
approved in the FY 1993 and 1994 appropria
tions. Only a small portion ($15 million) of 
this increase is related to further expansion 
of the program to six new centers. 

Included in this request is an increase of 
$36 million to simply cover increased operat
ing costs at the existing 111 Job Corps Cen
ters. Most of this cost increase ls of an un
controllable nature, e.g., negotiated salary 
increase, inflationary increases in the costs 
of food, clothing, utilities, etc. A portion of 
the increase is also needed to cover planned 
increases in capacity with centers where new 
dorm construction will be completed be
tween new and FY 1995. Without these funds, 
fewer students will be served. 

The House-passed level includes $36 mil
lion-an increase of $16 million over the FY 
1994 level-for construction funds for new 
centers. This action simply follows through 
on the commitments Congress has made over 
the past two years to program expansion. 
Without these additional funds, construction 
of the eight new Centers cannot be com
pleted. This request includes the funds to 
continue progress on construction for the 
following eight new Centers: Loring AFB; 
Maine; Fort Devens, Massachusetts; Home
stead AFB, Florida; Memphis, Tennessee; 
Montgomery, Alabama; Flint, Michigan; Chi
cago, Illinois; and Treasure Island Naval Sta
tion, California. 

Finally, the House-passed level includes an 
increase of $15 million to initiate six addi
tional centers. These funds are needed to 
order to continue the long term expansion 
initiative known as the "50/50" plan. This 
amount represents first year facility funding 
to initiate these six additional centers. 
Without these funds, no new Centers can be 
selected this year. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, July 8, 1994. 

Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Chairman, Labor-HHS-Education Appropria

tions Subcommittee, Washington, DC. 
DEAR TOM: We are writing to ask that you 

retain the Administration's request for an 
increase in funding for Job Corps, our na
tion's largest, most comprehensive and effec
tive residential vocational and educational 
program for unemployed and undereducated 
youth. Job Corps helps America's hardest to 
employ youths become responsible, produc
tive, independent citizens. 

Job Corps stands out as one of our coun
try's most successful job training programs. 
It serves approximately 65,000 students each 
year in 108 centers throughout the U.S. Job 
Corps has a successful placement rate of 65 
percent. 

The average Job Corps student is 18 years 
old, reads at a seventh grade level, has a dis
ruptive home life, has never held a full-time 
job, and comes from a family with an income 
of under $7,000. More than 80 percent are high 
school dropouts. 

More than 1.5 mlllion Job Corps partici
pants have been prepared for jobs, the mili
tary, and advanced educational opportuni
ties since its inception in 1964. We are 
pleased that last year Job Corps announced 
its expansion to nine new centers, serving an 
additional 3,600 youth who are most at-risk. 
Nevertheless, in Illlnols, for every student 
enrolled in Job Corps there are 65 young peo-

ple who are eligible and in need but who go 
unserved. 

According to the Mathematica Policy Re
search study, for every dollar invested in Job 
Corps, Sl.46 ls returned to the economy 
through reduction in income maintenance 
payments, the costs of crime and incarcer
ation, and through increased taxes paid by 
Job Corps graduates. In addition to improv
ing their future earnings ability, Job Corps 
participants are less dependent on welfare 
and unemployment insurance. 

As you know, the President has requested 
an 11 percent increase in Job Corps appro
priations for next year. We think this is a 
crucial investment. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Cordially, 

Paul Simon, Edward M. Kennedy, Bob 
Graham, Barbara Boxer, Harris 
Wofford, George Mitchell, Howard 
Metzenbaum, Jim Sasser, Carl Levin, 
Harlan Mathews, Carol Moseley-Braun, 
Richard C. Shelby, Howell Heflin, Herb 
Kohl, William S. Cohen, Donald Riegle, 
Orrin Hatch, Harry Reid.• 

THREE CHEERS FOR WEST 
WARWICK HIGH SCHOOL 

• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
like to pay tribute to the outstanding 
performance of the team from West 
Warwick High School, West Warwick, 
RI, in the "We the people ... The Citi
zen and the Constitution" national 
competition. 

The national competition was held in 
Washington, DC, from April 30-May 2, 
1994. These outstanding young students 
from West Warwick competed against 
47 classes from schools throughout the 
Nation. The "We the People" program 
is the most extensive of its kind, devel
oped to help students understand the 
history and principles of the U.S. Con
stitution and Bill of Rights, and to 
learn to participate responsibly in our 
political system. 

The 21 students from West Warwick 
High School, as well as the young men 
and women from around our Nation, 
demonstrated an excellent understand
ing of the fundamental ideals and val
ues of the U.S. Government. Through
out the competition these students ex
hibited a great deal of teamwork and 
cooperation-characteristics that. will 
serve them well in the years to come. 
These students had the opportunity to 
meet and talk with many other stu
dents from around the Nation, which 
certainly added to the educational ex
perience of all involved. 

Programs such as "We the People" 
are extremely influential in promoting 
the desire to be educated and to be in
volved in our Government. Being a part 
of this program and competition 
bestows a great deal of honor on all 
who participated. The family and 
friends of those involved must be very 
proud, as am I. Good luck to these stu
dents, some of whom may be leaders of 
their generation, in future endeavors. 

I commend the achievements of these 
students, and congratulate their teach
er and all the faculty at West Warwick 
High School for a job well done. 
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Mr. President, I ask that the names 

of these exemplary West Warwick High 
School students and their teacher, 
Ellen Garland, be entered into the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD, as follows: 

Lauren Btlntley, Krista Bourgoin, Greg 
Brennan, Kimberly Caressimo, Jennifer 
Cook, Michael Cook, Paul Gauvin. 

Carolyn Gereau, Deborah Goldgaber, Chris
topher Grenon, Erin Hearne, Christina 
James, James Jeff III, Steven Joseph. 

Benjamin Lyttle, Geoffrey Monti, Erin 
Murray, Christopher Phillips, Kristie 
Piascik, Angela Rossi, Pablo Suarez.• 

DESIGNATING THE WEEK OF OCTO
BER 17 AS "NATIONAL CHAR
ACTER COUNTS WEEK" 

•Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join my colleagues in 
bringing attention to the importance 
of character by designating the week of 
October 17 as "National Character 
Counts Week." It is not surprising that 
there is growing sentiment in the 
United States that our Nation is losing 
sight of the basic values upon which it 
was founded. You only need to read the 
front page of your local newspaper or 
listen to the news report of your favor
ite radio or TV station to have a grow
ing sense of frustration about the 
moral health of our communities. The 
danger we face is letting that frustra
tion turn into a sense of apathy and de
spair. 

Our communities are not abstract en
tities, for they consist of ourselves, our 
families, neighbors, and fellow work
ers. Our community of friends and ac
quaintances we interact with on a day
to-day basis flourishes when we base 
those interactions on such principles as 
trustworthiness, respect, responsibil
ity, fairness, caring, and civic respon
sibility. We must find ways of encour
aging and honoring the use of these 
principles of character in our everyday 
lives. Designating the week of October 
17 as "Character Counts Week" gives 
us an opportunity to heighten all of 
our awareness of the importance of a 
strong set of values for our community 
and that each of us has a direct respon
sibility in nurturing those values. 

The causes of violence, drug abuse, 
alcoholism, abusive behavior, and teen
age pregnancy are not unrelated to the 
strength of our collective set of values. 
Nor should we assume that strong 
character is an innate and self-nurtur
ing trait available in equal measure in 
each of us. We struggle with value 
choices each day: having courage of 
one's convictions while practicing re
spect for the views of others; support
ing individual rights while at the same 
time understanding one's societal re
sponsibilities; doing what is right for 
the long run instead of going against 
one's moral precepts for short-term 
gain. These choices many times are dif
ficult and all of us from time to time 
need reinforcement of their underlying 
precepts. 

For our youth we must assure that 
we have built an appropriate founda
tion before any-reinforcement of values 
can have an impact. Through the in
volvement of family, schools, commu
nity, and religious organizations we 
can both build and reinforce that foun
dation. I am committed to working 
with my colleagues to find ways to 
build character education into public 
and private programs through leader
ship and legislation.• 

THOMSON CONSUMER 
ELECTRONICS, INC. 

• Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, for many 
years, Thomson Consumer Electronics, 
Inc., and its predecessor company, RCA 
Consumer Electronics, has been a 
major corporate citizen of Indiana, em
ploying thousands of men and women 
at its facilities in Indianapolis, Bloom
ington and Marion. Thomson Elec
tronics is perhaps best known as the 
company that makes and markets the 
RCA, GE, and ProScan brands of color 
TV and other video products. 

I rise today to recognize and salute a 
Thomson executive who has contrib
uted so much to his company, industry 
and Nation. D. Joseph Donahue, Thom
son's Senior Vice President for Tech
nology and Business Development, is 
retiring this month following a distin
guished 43-year career in the U.S. elec
tronics industry. During these four 
decades, Joe Donahue has held a vari
ety of senior management posts in en
gineering, manufacturing and market
ing, including CEO positions in both 
semiconductors and consumer elec
tronics. 

After joining Gen. David Sarnoff's 
team at RCA in 1951, Joe Donahue 
helped pioneer the development of the 
first color picture tube, holding a num
ber of key patents still in use today by 
the picture tube industry. Later in his 
career, he returned to this field as vice 
president of engineering at RCA Pic
ture Tubes. 

Joe Donahue's vast experience also 
includes 17 years with RCA Semi
conductors, where he held a number of 
key posts including CEO of RCA Solid 
State. He joined RCA Consumer Elec
tronics in 1977 as vice president, oper
ations, with overall responsibility for 
engineering, purchasing, manufactur
ing, and product assistance. 

Under his direction, the company's 
flagship plant in Bloomington, IN, was 
automated and became the world's 
largest color TV receiver manufactur
ing facility, a distinction it enjoys to 
this day. In 1982, Joe was named CEO of 
RCA Consumer Electronics, where he 
further strengthened RCA's market 
leadership in color television, VCRs 
and camcorders. 

Five years ago, Joe Donahue arrived 
in Washington as senior vice president 
for technology and business develop
ment, with special responsibility for 

advanced television systems. Through 
his work, he brought to the high-defini
tion television [HDTV] policy debate 
the perspective of someone intimately 
familiar with digital video research 
and development. He immersed himself 
in industry and government activities 
continuing his positive work with the 
electronics industry. 

Joe Donahue was a founding member 
and principal in the advanced tele
vision research consortium [ATRCJ 
which developed the "Advanced Digital 
HDTV" system, one of the leading con
tenders in the FCC's HDTV selection 
process. When an FCC advisory com
mittee recommended that the major 
proponents join forces in a so-called 
"Grand Alliance," Joe Donahue played 
an active role in identifying and inte
grating the attributes of the competing 
technologies into a "best of the best" 
HDTV system for the United States. He 
also serves as chairman of a worldwide 
industry effort aimed at developing a 
digital HDTV recording [VCR] stand
ard. 

Mr. President, I know ·that my col
leagues will join me in recognizing Joe 
Donahue's long and distinguished ca
reer with Thomson Consumer Elec
tronics. I join his family and many 
friends in wishing him well in what I 
know will be an active and productive 
retirement.• 

EDDIE EDWARDS 
• Mr. WOFFOB,D. Mr. President, I rise 
today to salute the hard work of Mr. 
Eddie Edwards who was recently hon
ored by the western Pennsylvania 
N.A.A.C.P. branches for his contribu
tion to the African-American commu
nity and his work as one of the very 
few African-American television sta
tion owners. 

On Martin Luther King's birthday in 
1991, Mr. Edwards became the first Af
rican-American to own a television sta
tion, WPTT-TV-Pittsburgh, in the top 
20 broadcast markets in the United 
States. Having worked with Martin Lu
ther King, I know he would have found 
this achievement appropriate. When 
Martin was assassinated, he was begin
ning to tackle in earnest the issues of 
economic empowerment and the oppor
tunity to not just sit down at the table 
but to own it. 

Barely over forty, Eddie Edwards is 
one of the youngest owner-operators in 
the broadcasting business and already 
is a "veteran" with 25 years of experi
ence in the field. 

And, Mr. President, on top of all the 
professional success he has enjoyed, 
Mr. Edwards has still found time to be 
very active in the Pittsburgh commu
nity. He has worked to make a real dif
ference in the lives of young people 
with his work on the National Board of 
Directors of Boy Scouts of America and 
the "Toys for the Needy" Campaign 
that he initiated with the Salvation 
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Army. He is the husband of Willette 
and the proud father of Eddie, Jr. who 
is now at Penn State. 

I am delighted to join with the 27 
N.A.A.C.P. branches of western Penn
sylvania and their Regional Director, 
Mr. Charles Stokes in recognizing · the 
many accomplishments of Mr. Eddie 
Edwards.• 

OCEAN FREIGHT REIMBURSEMENT 
PROGRAM 

•Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
concerned that at a time when private 
volunteer organizations [PVOs] are vir
tually overwhelmed with requests for 
assistance of all kinds in the Caribbean 
Basin, a source of extremely valuable 
support, AID's Ocean Freight Reim
bursement Program [OFRP], will ap
parently not even receive the level of 
funding available last year for the ship
ment of urgently needed supplies. 

In report 103-287 the Senate Appro
priations Committee strongly com
mends the .efforts of private volunteer 
organizations, stating that PVOs pro
vide invaluable support in implement
ing programs to meet basic needs in 
both development and emergency situ
ations. The committee also rec
ommends that best efforts be made by 
the Agency to provide funding at last 
year's levels to several specified pro
grams, including the Ocean Freight Re
imbursement Program. 

I am therefore extremely disturbed 
to learn that, far from the committee's 
OFRP recommendation to fund at the 
same level as last year, the Agency has 
capped these funds to a maximum of 
$150,000 for any qualifying PVO, which 
means of course that the level of actual 
goods supplied this year will have to be 
reduced by some quarter of a million 
dollars if the balance of the freight 
costs must be picked up privately. 
Many other PVO's benefiting from the 
OFRP must find themselves in the 
same position. 

Mr. President, at a time when the 
Nation finds itself in need of all the as
sistance it can get from friendly 
sources overseas and in particular in 
the Caribbean, it is utterly short
sighted to curtail an inexpensive and 
exceptionally useful program such as 
the OFRP, which helps to maximize 
substantial private sector contributory 
effort. 

The Ocean Freight Reimbursement 
Program should in fact be augmented 
rather than decreased. It should, at the 
very least, continue to be funded, as we 
have recommended, at the same level 
as last year. I urge the attention of my 
colleagues to this important matter.• 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, JULY 15, 1994 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 9 a.m., Friday, 
July 15, that following the prayer, the 
Journal of proceedings be deemed ap
proved to date and the time for the two 
leaders reserved for their use later in 
the day; that immediately thereafter 
the Senate resume consideration of 
H.R. 4426, the Foreign Operations Ap
propriations bill, under the limitations 
and conditions of a previous unanimous 
consent agreement. 

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

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if 

there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate today, and I see no 
other Senator seeking recognition, I 
now ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess as previously or
dered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 11:53 p.m., recessed until Friday, 
July 15, 1994, at 9 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate July 14, 1994: 
U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

RALPH EARLE II , OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. TO 
BE DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF THE UNITED STATES ARMS 
CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY, VICE STEPHEN 
READ HANMER, JR. . RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ELIZABETH ANNE MOLER, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEM
BER OF THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMIS
SION FOR THE TERM EXPIRING JUNE 30, 1999. (RE
APPOINTMENT) 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

WILLIAM HENRY VON EDWARDS III. OF ALABAMA. TO 
BE U.S . MARSHAL FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALA
BAMA FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS , VICE THOMAS C. 
GREENE. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 14, 1994: 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Nelba R. Chavez, of Arizona, to be Admin
istrator of the Substance Abuse and Mental 
H;ealth Services Administration, Department 
of Health and Human Services. 
U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

Michael Nacht, of Maryland, to be an As
sistant Director of the U.S. Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency. 

Amy Sands, of California, to be an Assist
ant Director of the U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. 

Lawrence Scheinman, of New York, to be 
an Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. 

James Sweeney, of New Mexico, to be a 
Special Representative of the President for 
Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disar
mament Matters, U.S. Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency, with the rank of Ambas
sador. 

Thomas W. Graham, Jr., of Maryland, to be 
Special Representative of the President for 
Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disar
mament Matters, U.S. Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency, with the rank of Ambas
sador. 

The above nominations were approved sub
ject to nominees ' commitment to respond to 
requests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Senate. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
TAIWAN'S COMMITMENT TO RE

FORM AND INTERNATIONAL CO
OPERATION ARE CONSISTENT 
WITH UNITED NATIONS IDEALS 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 

Taiwan has not been represented at the Unit
ed Nations since 1971 when it was replaced 
as the sole representative of China by the 
People's Republic of China. 

However, much has changed in Taiwan, 
and globally, since 1971. According to many 
reports, including our own Department of 
State's Country Reports for 1993, Taiwan has 
made great progres~-politically, economi
cally, and socially. Democratic reforms, includ
ing multiparty elections, have ensured greater 
representation of all peoples. Free and fair 
local elections were held late last year. The 
military has moved toward greater political 
neutrality and the law enforcement is under 
the control of civilian police · agencies. Restric
tions on political dissidents and greater free
dom of press and media have also added to 
Taiwan's growing list of freedoms and democ
ratization. .Taiwan's free market economy 
makes it a major international player, ranked 
20th in terms of GNP. According to one ex
pert, Dr. Hendrick Spruyt of Columbia Univer-. 
sity, Taiwan has "helped lead the explosive 
growth of all the East Asian countries." 

Currently, 28 countries maintain diplomatic 
ties with Taiwan and although they have been 
included in some international organizations
APEC and the Asian Development Bank-the 
21 million people living on Taiwan have no 
voice at the United Nations. Even our own Na
tion, with all of the economic and trade ties, 
does not have official ties with Taiwan. 

In contrast, the People's Republic of China, 
which has representation in the United Nations 
and official diplomatic ties with the United 
States, has continued on a course which sup
presses political dissent, tightly controls the 
press and media, violates almost every inter
national standard for human rights, and re
fuses to cooperate with the international com
munity in areas of global security. Every 
human rights report issued about China lists it 
as one of the most egregious violators of 
human rights in the world today. Many of its 
population control policies and eugenics laws 
have been compared to policies and laws en
acted by the Nazi's in Germany. 

In May, President Clinton reversed his 
China policy and without apology to the mil
lions of victims of the People's Republic of 
China's prison-labor camps, forced abortion 
and sterilization policies, restrictive religious 
laws, and other forms of repression, rewarded 
the dictators with MFN. 

It is amazing that forces directly opposed to 
the values and ideals of our Nation are re-

warded while those who are victimized for 
their support of freedom, human rights, and 
democracy are silenced. 

Mr. Speaker, Taiwan has made great strides 
in democratic reform and in protecting the 
rights of its people. Yes, the reform process is 
far from over, but Taiwan is moving in the 
right direction. Dr. Parris Chang, cochairman 
of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Yuan 
and a member of an opposition party, speak
ing in New York last year, said that Taiwan is 
seeking membership in the United Nations "to 
show the world that Taiwan cares. We don't 
just want a seat in the United Nations, but we 
want to be able to contribute to the peace and 
well being of the world." 

Mr. Speaker, I am a cosponsor of House 
Concurrent Resolution 166 expressing the 
sense of the Congress that Taiwan be rep
resented in the United Nations. I urge my col
leagues to support this resolution, as well. The 
Government of Taiwan is moving toward pro
tecting the rights of its people and ensuring 
that they have a greater voice in their own na
tion. Just as they are leaders in the economic 
growth of Asia, with representation in the Unit
ed Nations Taiwan could also become a lead
er in promoting human rights and democratic 
reform globally, as well. 

TRIBUTE TO KYLE P. HIGGINS 

HON. JACK REED 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sa

lute a distinguished young man from Rhode 
Island who has attained the rank of Eagle 
Scout in the Boy Scouts of America. He is 
Kyle P. Higgins of Troop 44 in Matunuck, RI, 
and he is honored this week for his note
worthy achievement. 

Not every young American who joins the 
Boy Scouts earns the prestigious Eagle Scout 
Award. In fact, only 2.5 percent of all Boy 
Scouts do. To earn the award, a Boy Scout 
must fulfill requirements in the areas of leader
ship, service, and outdoor skills. He must earn 
21 Merit Badges; 11 of which are required 
from areas such as citizenship in the commu
nity, citizenship in the Nation, citizenship in the 
world, safety, environmental science, and first 
aid. 

As he progresses through the Boy Scout 
ranks, a Scout must demonstrate participation 
in increasingly more responsible service 
projects. He must also demonstrate leadership 
skills by holding -one or more specific youth 
leadership positions in his patrol and/or troop. 
This young man has distinguished himself in 
accordance with these criteria. 

For his Eagle Scout project, Kyle blazed a 
nature trail at Matunuck Elementary School. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in saluting Eagle Scout Kyle P. Hig-

gins. In turn, we must duly recognize the Boy 
Scouts of America for establishing the Eagle 
Scout Award and the strenuous criteria its as
pirants must meet. This program has through 
its 84 years honed and enhanced the leader
ship skills and commitment to public service of 
many outstanding Americans, two dozen of 
whom now serve in the House. 

It is my sincere belief that Kyle P. Higgins 
will continue his public service and in so doing 
will further distinguish himself and con
sequently better his community. I join friends, 
colleagues, and family, who this week salute 
him. 

HONORING FALLEN FIREFIGHTERS 

HON. CURT WELDON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I 
took 1 minute to honor the firefighters who 
gave their lives in the line of duty as they 
fought the forest fire in the South Canyon of 
Glenwood Springs, CO. At that time, the 
Speaker pro tempore granted me the oppor
tunity to insert the names of these fallen fire
fighters into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD once 
they were available to me. I would like to take 
that opportunity at this time. 

These firefighters are heroes who died while 
fighting to protect the lives and property of 
Americans. I hope we all will take the oppor
tunity to recognize the selflessness and the 
risks faced by America's first responders in 
each of our communities everyday. In addition, . 
I ask you to please join me by including in 
your prayers the following firefighters who lost 
their lives in the South Canyon fire and their 
families: Don Mackey; Roger Roth; James 
Thrash; Richard Tyler; Robert Browning; Jon 
Kelso; Kathi Beck; Scott Blecha; Levi Brinkley; 
Bonnie Holtby; Rob Johnson; Tami Bickett; 
Doug Dunbar, and Terri Hagen. 

ROHRABACHER MOTION TO 
INSTRUCT 

HON. RICHARD J. DURBIN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, the Rohrabacher 

motion to instruct the House conferees on the 
crime bill to accept the Senate approved Exon 
amendment contains language which I sup
port. I agree that undocumented aliens should 
not be eligible to receive aid to families with 
dependent children [AFDC], food stamps, sup
plemental security income [SSI] benefits, Med
icaid-except for emergencies, legal aid, JTPA 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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funds, unemployment benefits, and Federal 
aid to college students. 

In fact, under existing law, undocumented 
aliens are already ineligible for virtually every 
one of these programs. 

During floor consideration, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER conceded that there was a seri
ous flaw in his motion to instruct. The motion, 
as drafted, would eliminate benefits for U.S. 
nationals who currently pay taxes and serve in 
the U.S. military. 

It would be unfair and unjust to treat these 
U.S. nationals as undocumented aliens and 
declare them ineligible for these programs. 

For that reason, I opposed the Rohrabacher 
motion to instruct. 

TRIBUTE TO BARRY MAYO 

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 
tribute to Mr. Barry Mayo, a prominent and 
successful radio broadcaster, who is being 
honored for his 20 years in the radio industry 
by the Midwest Radio and Music Association 
at their fourth annual convention in Chicago. 

Mr. Mayo began his career in 1976 in Little 
Rock, AR. In 1978, he came to Chicago as 
program director of WGCl-FM, where, in a 
very short period of time, he brought WGCI 
from 17th place in the Chicago market to 1st. 

In 1988, Mr. Mayo formed v.p. Broadcast 
Partners, and bought five ailing radio stations, 
including WVAZ-FM in Chicago. Within a year 
of going on the air with an adult alternative 
format, WVAZ-FM became the No. 1 adult 
radio station in Chicago. 

A winner of numerous broadcasting awards, 
including Rhythm and Blues Magazine's "Gen
eral Manager of the Year," Mr. Mayo has had 
a remarkably interesting and successful ca
reer. Furthermore, he has contributed signifi
cantly to the diversity of Chicago's radio mar
ket. I am pleased to enter these words of trib
ute and congratulations into the RECORD. 

WARDS OF HOPE 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, as 
many of our colleagues are well aware, Ha
dassah is an organization of Jewish women in 
America and around the world which has 
achieved a tremendous amount in terms of its 
humanitarian service to mankind. Through Ha
dassah Hospital in Jerusalem, as well as its 
medical outreach programs in Africa, Hadas
sah has been at the forefront of medicine, and 
has thus advanced the well-being of Israelis, 
Arabs, Africans, and others. 

The wonderful, dynamic president of Hadas
sah, Mrs. Deborah Kaplan, recently visited the 
Hadassah Hospital in Israel, and wrote this in
spiring article concerning Hadassah's role and 
the current situation in the Middle East. I com-
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mend this fine article from the April issue of 
Hadassah magazine to my colleagues. 

WARDS OF HOPE 

(By Deborah B. Kaplan) 
Hope is easier to find on a child's face than 

on an adult's, and on the index of optimism 
nothing beats a smiling child in a hospital. 
That's why I arranged to be at Hadassah 
Hospital on Purim. More than other holiday, 
Purim comes to our medical center like a 
liberating force, bringing joy, even if it is 
temporary, to all who are touched by it. 

In the midst of the holiday atmosphere, 
staff and volunteers-including members of 
Hadassah-Israel and their families-distrib
uted mishloah manot to the children. At any 
given time about one-third of the patients at 
our Ein Karem hospital are Palestinians, and 
the goody bags filled with fruit, candy and 
toys were given to every child, not just the 
Jewish ones. 

Normally I wouldn't even think to com
ment on the equal treatment given to Arabs 
and Jews at our hospitals, but Purim this 
year turned out to be anything but normal. 
Eleven of the wounded from the Hebron mas
sacre had been brought to our door that 
morning. Four of them required surgery and 
all eleven survived. In the emergency room I 
stood between one of the injured worshipers 
and an Israeli soldier who had been wounded 
in the rioting that followed the Hebron at
tack. 

As soon as we received word of the mas
sacre, Dr. Avi Israeli, Hadassah's deputy di
rector of medical affairs, called the directors 
of Palestinian hospitals in the Hebron vicin
ity, offering any help necessary-either re
ceiving patients or sending equipment or 
supplies. The offer was refused. No one is 
quite certain how some of the victims were 
sent to Hadassah, given the Palestinians' de
liberate avoidance of Jewish help. I suspect 
they were sent before consideration was 
given to political concerns. Sending patients 
to Hadassah Hospital is an instinctive act for 
Arab and Jew, and in an emergency instinct 
usually comes before politics. 

When Baruch Goldstein fired into the 
crowd at the Tomb of the Patriarchs he not 
only murdered innocent men at prayer, he 
also assaulted our ethical foundation. As I 
visited his victims I was torn between many 
emotions-concern for the men before me, 
grief for the fam1lies of the dead, sadness 
that the murder had been committed by a 
Jew and irritation that Jews are made to 
feel responsible, by ourselves and by others, 
for the act of one madman in our midst. 

I also feared that the killer may have ac
complished what he set out to do-put the 
peace process into a tailspin from which it 
cannot recover. He tried to murder hope. 

But outraged as I am by the action of a 
Jewish terrorist, something else gnaws at 
me. The finely tuned Jewish sense of justice 
tells us when to condemn our own, where to 
draw the line between self-defense and mur
der. Goldstein stepped way over the line, and 
never have I heard a more forceful con
demnation of a crime than Prime Minister 
Rabin's denunciation of what happened at 
the Tomb of the Patriarchs. 

Perhaps my deepest concern is not that the 
peace talks will fail, but that we will never 
be able to communicate fully with neighbors 
who do not have a similar sense of justice. 

I have just finished a letter of condolence 
to Fay Eisenstadt, a Hadassah member from 
America who has lived in Israel for many 
years. Shortly after the Hebron attack her 
husband, Morris, was at a bus stop near their 
home in Kfar Saba when Palestinian terror
ists bent on revenge hacked him to death. 
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A few days later I was with a delegation 

from the Conference of Presidents of Major 
American Jewish Organizations that met 
with Palestinian leaders in Jerusalem and I 
asked an Arab spokesman if he or his rep
resentatives ever expressed outrage or con
dolences to the family when a Palestinian 
killed a Jew. 

I am still waiting for an answer. But in my 
heart I know that if the Arab world went 
through the same kind of introspection that 
Jews practiced after one of their own com
mitted a racist murder, it is terrorism, not 
the peace negotiations, that would come to a 
halt. 

We have just commemorated our liberatiori 
from Egyptian slavery, and everything I saw 
last month in Israel-from the country's re
s1lient daily existence to its ability to deal 
with its problems like a mature nation-re
minded me of the benefits of freedom. Sov
ereign, democratic nations are not free of 
crime or hate, but they offer their citizens 
the capacity to use the best that is in them 
to combat the worst. Our own history mixes 
well with our freedom. Israel has made it 
clear that it doesn't want to rule over others 
any more than it wants to be enslaved. 

But as I look at what the Palestinians re
gard as their own struggle for liberation, I 
strain to see resemblances to ours. In one 
breath the Palestinian leadership demands 
release from Israeli occupation and in the 
next they delay Israel's already promised 
withdrawal from Gaza and Jericho. Logic 
would dictate that the murder of their peo
ple would make Palestinians more anxious 
than ever to make the negotiations work, 
but for the moment it seems that logic, too, 
was a victim in Hebron. 

Meanwhile, Israel continues to build for 
the future. A few yards from where I visited 
Purim celebrants and terrorist victims a new 
Children's Pavilion is rising at Hadassah, to 
be dedicated at our Jerusalem convention in 
July 1995. It will be a child-friendly center 
and another home for hope. 

I can't be certain of the political future, 
but I know that when the pavilion is com
pleted good care and goody bags will still be 
given to all. 

THE TIME TO LIFT THE ARMS 
EMBARGO ON BOSNIA HAS COME 

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to express my support for lifting the arms em
bargo on the Government of Bosnia. 

The history of the tragic conflict in the 
former Yugoslavia is well known. The scale of 
the slaughter in Bosnia is unsurpassed in Eu
rope since the days of the Second World War. 
Yet while thousands of Moslems continue to 
suffer and die at the hands of the Serbian ag
gressors, the United States, the European 
community, and the United Nations sit by, un
willing or unable to do anything about it. 

This tragedy cannot be stopped by waiting 
for a diplomatic solution to appear out of thin 
air. For negotiations to work, diplomacy must 
be backed up by some penalty for refusing to 
negotiate a settlement. The Serbs, who have 
a virtual monopoly on firepower and little re
gard for international opinion, have no incen
tive to reach such an agreement. At the dawn 
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of the cold war, George Kennan, one of this 
country's most distinguished diplomats, de
scribed Stalin's Russia as "impervious to the 
logic of reason, but highly sensitive to the 
logic of force." The same could be said of to
day's Serbia. Hand ringing rhetoric, and stern 
warnings will do nothing to help the Bosnia 
Moslems. The only way to stop the Serbian 
onslaught is to resist it with credible force. And 
there are only two ways to do that. 

The first is direct military involvement. While 
the U.S. air strikes around Gorazde and our 
shooting down three Serbian aircraft suggest 
that the administration may have already start
ed down that path, it still appears unwilling to 
put credible force on the ground. The United 
States public also does not seem ready to 
support sending United States troops into 
Bosnia. 

The second option is to allow the Bosnian 
Moslems to defend themselves by lifting the 
arms embargo. The Bosnian Government has 
repeatedly called on us to take this step. They 
understand the risks that lifting the embargo 
will present. But they also understand that 
ending the genocide will require confronting 
the Serbs with credible military resistance. 
Only then will the Serbs have anything to fear 
for continuing their campaign. Only then will 
they have an incentive to negotiate and abide 
by a peaceful settlement. 

There are those who contend that the 
United States should not act unilaterally, but 
should instead wait for the United Nations to 
lift the embargo. Mr. Speaker, we have been 
waiting for the United Nations to provide lead
ership in Bosnia for over 2 years. Nothing has 
been done. Every day, every minute that we 
wait for the United Nations to make up its 

. mind, more people die. United States leader
ship in Bosnia is critical. 

The argument that withdrawing from the em
bargo on Bosnia will encourage our allies to 
drop out of other embargoes we support, such 
as Iraq, is absurd. Iraq was embargoed be
cause it was an aggressor. Bosnia is the vic
tim of aggression. There is no reasonable 
comparison between the two cases. 

Finally, the Bosnia embargo is not only im
moral, it is also illegal. Article 51 of the U.N. 
Charter guarantees every state the right to de
fend itself against aggression. This Congress 
has already reached the decision that the U.N. 
arms embargo violates article 51 and is there
fore prohibited by international law. In light of 
this, the argument that we should not act be
cause of a U.N. policy that is antithetical to 
one of the most important tenets of its own 
charter, is doubly absurd. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no simple solution to 
the Bosnian tragedy. The day when we could 
have hoped for a happy ending are long 
passed. Lifting the embargo now will not bring 
the victims of Serbia's ethnic cleansing back 
to their families. It will not even guarantee a 
completely fair and equitable peace settle
ment. But it will give the Bosnian Moslems the 
strength to stand up for themselves and resist. 
Only then is there any hope of ending the con
flict. 
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COMMENDING THE WORK OF 
FREEDOM HOUSE AND THOSE 
WHO WORK FOR THE RIGHTS OF 
CHILDREN FORCED INTO PROS
TITUTION AND SLAVERY IN 
SOUTH ASIA 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 

quite often it is the children of the world who 
must suffer at the hands of those who abuse 
their positions of power and authority. 
Throughout the world there are social, eco
nomic and cultural conditions which contribute 
to the abuse and exploitation of children. Quite 
often those who are most vulnerable and are 
deserving of our care-yes, even our protec
tion-are victimized by those who create abu
sive conditions. What is tragic about the abuse 
of children is that most of them have no hope 
of overcoming their situation. In fact, there are 
cultural structures and even laws which sup
port and promote the abuses, rather than pro
tect those who are abused. 

Most nations have laws which regulate child 
labor and seek to protect them from the 
abuses to which they are subjected. However, 
many of these nations fail to adequately en
force these laws for any number of reasons. In 
some nations, the problem is so extensive that 
they lack the resources to enforce them. In 
other nations, cultural and social structures 
which support and promote these abuses are 
so entrenched that it is often difficult to re-edu
cate the population. Sadly, in some nations, 
the desire for expanding profits and economic 
greed completely override any concern for the 
child and entire industries give free reign to 
build on the lives of children. 

Mr. Speaker, only a few weeks ago the 
House of Representatives passed an impor
tant child protection measure when we 
passed-with only three dissenting votes-the 
Smith-Doolittle amendment, House Joint Res
olution 281, to the crime bill. This amendment 
condemned the Justice Department's weaken
ing of the child pornography laws of the United 
States. On June 9, a Federal appeals court 
also rejected the attempt to weaken the law 
and reafirmed congressional intent behind the 
tough Federal statutes. Mr. Speaker, children 
need protection from forces which will abuse 
them, forces that can go unchecked if not reg
ulated and enforced by law. 

Our concern for the children cannot stop at 
our shores. Millions of children, children the 
same age and younger than my own children, 
are victims of horrible labor conditions, sold 
into slavery and forced into prostitution. Young 
girls who are sold as child brides are often 
beaten, raped, and many are murdered-often 
over dowry disputes. 

Mr. Speaker, today I would like to commend 
Freedom House for its commitment to children 
by publicizing the widespread abuse of chil
dren and women worldwide. Freedom House's 
reports stand virtually alone in their informa
tion and power. When others might want to 
turn their backs on the children, Freedom 
House has continued to speak out. Whether it 
has been their reports on child slavery in Paki-
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stan and India; warnings of the potential for 
abuse in our own country; the children victim
ized by the war in Sudan; or the kidnaping of 
young boys and girls who are forced into the 
sex industry of Thailand; Freedom House has 
shown us the faces of children who cry out for 
help. I would like to thank Mrs. Bette Bao 
Lord, the staff of Freedom House for meeting 
today with the Congressional Human Rights 
Caucus. 

In India, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Nepal, 
the problems of child labor and prostitution are 
great. Although all of these nations have laws 
enacted to address the problems, the numbers 
of children and social pressures are so great 
that it is often difficult to enforce them. In 
these countries children who are abandoned, 
kidnaped, or living in the streets are often 
forced into lives of prostitution or to work for 
low wages in appalling conditions. It is re
ported that the most abusive industries are ag
riculture, family cottage, carpet weaving. 

Each night many of us go home and enjoy 
the comfort and beauty of carpets we have 
bought which have been imported from these 
countries. We have paid very high prices for 
these carpets. But, Mr. Chairman, that price is 
nothing compared to the price paid by the chil
dren who have been forced to make them. 
They have been forced to give up their child
hoods, their innocence, their freedom and their 
dignity. How can we walk on these carpets 
and not be reminded that we are walking on 
the lives of children, trampling underfoot their 
hopes and their dreams and their lives? 

Mr. Chairman, these children need to know 
that someone cares. The world needs to hear 
their story. Mr. Chairman, this may sound 
strange, but I did not look forward to hearing 
from our guests this morning for what they 
had to tell us should not have to be said. But 
the problem is real, and I am happy that they 
were with us to tell us about the children, and 
to challenge us to respond to their needs. Our 
guests Zohra Yusuf, the Secretary General 
and cofounder of the Human Rights Commis
sion of Pakistan; Salma Ali, the executive di
rector of the Legal Representation for Women 
Prisoners and the Urban Legal Aid Clinic in 
Bangladesh; and Mangala Sharma, the found
er and chair of the Bhutanese Refugees Aid
ing Victims of Violence-and herself a refugee 
from Bhutan-shared with the stories of 
women and children who are daily victimized. 
Each day these women and others bravely 
risk their lives for the protection of women and 
children. They honored us with their presence 
here today. I not only wish to thank them, but 
to pledge my support for their work and for the 
protection of women and children worldwide. 

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES COST 

HON. JACK REED 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sa

lute a distinguished young man from Rhode 
Island who has attained the rank of Eagle 
Scout in the Boy Scouts of America. He is 
Charles Cost of Troop One in North Scituate, 
RI. and he is honored this week for his note
worthy achievement. 
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Not every young American who joins the 

Boy Scouts earns the prestigious Eagle Scout 
Award. In fact, only 2.5 percent of all Boy 
Scouts do. To earn the award, a Boy Scout 
must fulfill requirements in the areas of leader
ship, service, and outdoor skills. He must earn 
21 Merit Badges, 11 of which are required 
from areas such as citizenship in the commu
nity, citizenship in the Nation, citizenship in the 
world, safety, environmental science, and first 
aid. 

As he progresses through the Boy Scout 
ranks, a Scout must demonstrate participation 
in increasingly more responsible service 
projects. He must also demonstrate leadership 
skills by holding one or more specific youth 
leadership positions in his patrol and/or troop. 
This young man has distinguished himself in 
accordance with these criteria. 

For his Eagle Scout project, Charles per
formed community service in the Town of Fos
ter under the direction of the Public Works Di
rector. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in saluting Eagle Scout Charles 
Cost. In turn, we must duly recognize the Boy 
Scouts of America for establishing the Eagle 
Scout Award and the strenuous criteria its as
pirants must meet. This program has through 
its 84 years honed and enhanced the leader
ship skills and commitment to public service of 
many outstanding Americans, two dozen of 
whom now serve in the House. 

It is my sincere belief that Charles Cost will 
continue his public service and in so doing will 
further distinguish himself and consequently 
better his community. I join friends, col
leagues, and family, who this week salute him. 

THE IMPACT OF TOURISM ON 
UTAH'S ECONOMY 

HON. KAREN SHEPHERD 
OF UTAH 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Ms. SHEPHERD. Mr. Speaker, earlier this 
year, we recognized National Tourism Week, 
and I want to take a moment to note the enor
mous positive impact of travel and tourism on 
the U.S. economy. Tourism is a $360 billion a 
year enterprise providing nearly 6 million jobs. 
It is this Nation's second largest employer and 
creates jobs at twice the average rate of all 
U.S. industries. 

Tourism is a $3 billion industry in Utah and 
is a vital component of the sustainable econ
omy we are trying to build. Over 14 million 
visitors experience the natural wonders of 
Utah each year, with three-quarters of a mil
lion of them from other countries. 

Foreign tourism is especially important and 
constitutes what has been called an "invisible 
export," and in 1992, foreign tourists spent 
$20 billion more in this country than Ameri
cans spent abroad. 

As the Utah experience shows, this trade 
surplus is vital to the economies of many 
States, 32 of which are represented in foreign 
countries. Because of efforts by States to pro
mote U.S. tourism, and because of the efforts 
of many in Congress who have focused on 
this important industry, tourism will only be-
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come more integral to our economic fortunes. 
In fact, the U.S. Travel and Tourism Adminis
tration predicts that by the year 2000, tourism 
will be this Nation's leading export. 

BLACK-JEWISH COOPERATION 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the most effective advocates of an 
America in which everyone's constitutional 
rights are fully respected is Leonard Zakim, 
executive director of the Anti-Defamation 
League of New England. Mr. Zakim has 
worked tirelessly, effectively, and creatively to 
combat antisemitism, and he has put his ef
forts against antisemitism in the broad context 
of respect for the rights of all. One area where 
he has been especially outspoken and 
thoughtful is that of relations between the Jew
ish and African-American communities. Know
ing as he does the history of members of 
these two groups working closely together to 
fight discrimination, Mr. Zakim has been one 
of the most forceful opponents of those who 
would divide these two groups of Americans 
concerned with fairness. Recently, he wrote 
an article in the Boston Globe which address
es the history of Black-Jewish cooperation, 
and even more importantly, the need for the 
groups to continue this cooperative effort in 
the future. I was flattered that Mr. Zakim men
tioned in his article the efforts of myself and 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS] along 
these lines, and because of the importance of 
this issue and the eloquence of Mr. Zakim's 
statement, I ask that it be printed here. 

A PARTNERSHIP FORGED IN BLOOD 

(By Leonard Zakim) 
Thirty years ago this month, James 

Chaney, Michael Schwerner and Andrew 
Goodman were among thousands of cl vil 
rights activists who spread across the South 
in the Freedom Summer campaign to demo
cratically overturn the apartheid-like Jim 
Crow laws violating the rights of black 
Americans. Chaney, Schwerner and Goodman 
were murdered for their beliefs and their 
commitment to make America the land of 
its promise. 

The civil rights movement that galvanized 
those students was led by black Americans. 
Its operative philosophy was Martin Luther 
King's recognition that we were "caught in a 
network of inescapable mutuality, tied in a 
single garment of destiny. Whatever affects 
one directly affects all indirectly. " The sick
ness of racism and bigotry was too deeply 
rooted institutionally and personally for any 
one group to effectively combat alone. King 
thought it obvious that a broad-based inter
racial coalition was essential to the move
ment's success. 

Many young white people enlisted in this 
nonviolent democratic revolution, although 
violence often resulted. It was no coinci
dence that almost two-thirds of these young 
white were Jewish, driven by the biblical in
junction that " one cannot stand idly by," a 
profound sense of social responsibility and 
the unfolding realization of the destruction 
of European Jewry in the Holocaust. 

Klan speeches and hate literature of that 
era point often to a Jewish " conspiracy" to 
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destroy white Christian America by support
ing civil rights for blacks. Synagogues as 
well as black churches in the South felt the 
heat of bombs and the pain of violence. 

Schwerner, Chaney and Goodman-two 
Jews and a black man-became symbols of 
an era marked by a remarkable and effective 
black-Jewish alliance. Relations even then 
were not perfect, but they were marked by a 
working partnership and shared values. As 
with blacks, Jews were also motivated partly 
by self-interest, a coalition's most reliable 
motivation. 

Anti-Semitism in America was not then , 
nor is it now, as deep-seated as racism, but it 
was serious, sometimes subtle and often vio
lent. Jews wanted and needed additional 
legal and political means to fight it. The 
civil rights laws provided some of the means. 

But the primary motive for Jewish in
volvement was that it was the right thing to 
do. Rabbi Abraham Joshua Heschel wrote 
that "the plight of the Negro is a living re
minder of our failure-the problem we need 
is to be or not to be human. The situation of 
the Negro is the test, the trial, the risk. " 
Heschel also said, " Few of us realize racism 
is man's gravest threat to man." 

Relations between blacks and Jews were 
never as good then as many remember. And 
today, relations between blacks and Jews are 
far from being as bad as we are often led to 
believe. That today Louis Farrakhan, Khalid 
Muhammad and their followers espouse 
many of the Klan 's anti-Semitic lies is sad, 
but black-Jewish relations cannot be held 
hostage to haters. 

Today's challenge to keeping the legacy of 
Goodman, Schwerner and Chaney relevant 
lies in our ab111ty to offset the dominant 
negativity surrounding black-Jewish rela
tions and the media focus they generate. 

Blacks and Jews around the nation are not 
paralyzed by hate rhetoric and extremism, 
nor do they live in the past. The black-Jew
ish alliance is not dead or broken in the 
1990's-it's simply different. 

Reps. Barney Frank and John Lewis, veter
ans of Freedom Summer 1964, introduced a 
resolution last week honoring the three slain 
civil rights activists. The resolution is root
ed in the many productive, day-to-day col
laborations between black and Jewish mem
bers of Congress on issues such as social jus
tice, welfare reform, public school education 
reform, employment training, aid to Africa 
and aid to Israel. 

In Boston, issues such as hate crimes, edu
cational quality, social justice, fair housing, 
job training, violence prevention, youth ac
tivities and continued antidiscrimination 
legal efforts provide opportunities for this 
coalition to succeed. Blacks and Jews stand 
together for the restoration of a free and 
democratic Haiti, support a free and demo
cratic South Africa and have linked up to 
promote Arab-Israeli peace. 

Leaders of both communities respond to 
individual incidents of racist or anti-Semitic 
hate crimes. The Anti-Defamation League 
and the Urban League recently organized a 
Unity Rally against hate in conjunction with 
Mayor Menino of Boston. 

The 14th Annual Black-Jewish Seder drew 
more than 500 people, including Andrew 
Goodman's mother and Jim Chaney's broth
er. The American Jewish Congress works 
with the Black Lawyers Association, and the 
Jewish Community Relations Council works 
closely with the Ten Point Coalition and 
those initiating the Freedom Summer 
Project of 1994. The American Jewish Com
mittee is collaborating to generate economic 
partnerships with African-Americans. There 
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are also an untold number of individual 
black and Jewish partnerships and church
synagogue collaborations that make the alli
ance real. In Boston, unlike other cities, we 
are not strangers attacking each other 
through sound bites and headlines. We know 
each other, earn respect from each other, 
help each other, and, yes, sometimes dis
agree with each other. 

The cancer of anti-Semitism and racism 
does threaten the viability of this crucial co
alition. It cuts into the moral high ground 
civil rights needs to occupy and it corrodes 
the coalition. The legacy of Freedom Sum
mer 1964 cannot be allowed to create a stand
ard of conduct and expectations for a coali
tion too high to fulfill. 

The deaths of Goodman, Schwerner and 
Chaney showed us the capacity of hate and 
fear to obstruct progress. Their souls and 
memories demand an end to indifference 
about racism and anti-Semitism-and a rein
vigorated coalition to address the challenge 
of securing equality that inspired them to go 
to Mississippi in the first place. 

HONORING CHRIS MORRIS AS A 
TRUE ROLE MODEL TO THE 
YOUTH OF GULFPORT, FL 

HON. C.W. Bill YOUNG 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, at a 
time when our Nation's youth are searching 
for role models to look up to and emulate, I 
am proud to honor a very special young man 
from Gulfport, FL, named Chris Morris. 

Chris is a 20-year-old college sophomore 
who has spent 20 hours a week the past 4 
months as a volunteer umpire in the Gulfport 
little league. What makes him special is that 
he is an umpire who is not only liked, but has 
become a hero to the little leaguers whose 
games he umpires. · 

Following my remarks, I would like to in
clude for the benefit of my colleagues an arti
cle from the July 3 edition of the St. Peters
burg Times. In it, Larry Cooper, president of 
the Gulfport little league, says "It is very spe
cial to have a 20-year-old dedicate his pre
cious time to be with kids. What he is doing 
is portraying a different ideal for young people 
today, and I think kids respond to that." 

They respond all right and in very positive 
ways. Mr. Cooper says that when Chris gets 
done calling a game, the kids surround him 
asking for autographs. "I've never seen any
thing like it," he says. 

The Gulfport little league has nominated 
Chris as District 5 Little League Volunteer of 
the Year. Regardless of the outcome, the 
most important judges of all, the ballplayers of 
Gulfport, agree that Chris is their umpire of the 
year. 

Mr. Speaker, Chris Morris is an example of 
how we can impress upon our Nation's youth 
the importance of building character and re
sponsibility. He's out on the field with them ev
eryday being a positive role model who will 
have a lasting effect on these players the rest 
of their lives. I salute Chris Morris for his serv
ice to the Gulfport little league and more im
portantly, for making such an important con
tribution to the youth of our community. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
[From the St. Petersburg Times, July 3, 1994) 

THE UMP 

(By Roger Mills) 
GULFPORT.-It was a typical Friday night. 

Chris Morris, the teenager, was hanging with 
" the boys," sitting on an arbitrary street 
corner, not bothering anyone. Then, there 
was a scuffle between two young men. It 
turned into a brawl, and was soon followed 
by the sirens of approaching police cars. 

Morris remained seated, while many of his 
friends scampered. He had no reason to run, 
he said, no reason to be afraid. He had done 
nothing. He explained that to the police offi
cers and walked home without incident. It 
was the right call. But then, it appears Mor
ris knows how to make the right call. 

"I suppose when I think of those times, I 
think that I was fortunate," Morris said. 
"I've always had the discipline to know 
what's the right thing to do and the right 
way to act. I hope to be that way for the rest 
of my life. " 

So far, things are off to a good start. 
Morris no longer hangs with the boys-he 

is otherwise occupied. During the past three 
months, the 20-year-old from Gulfport spent 
four days a week, for as much as 20 hours, 
calling balls and strikes as a volunteer um
pire in the 22-team Gulfport Little League. 

He worked almost every day of this year's 
regular season-which began March 5 and 
finished June 4-and will continue to umpire 
any games associated with Gulfport until the 
end of summer, when he expects to return to 
Saint Leo College in Pasco County for his 
sophomore year. 

This fall, Morris will suit up with Saint 
Leo's basketball team as a backup point 
guard. But he admits that his real passion is 
umpiring Little Leaguers. 

" I know it doesn't seem right for someone 
who can play both baseball and basketball to 
want to umpire, but I just enjoy it," Morris 
said. "I enjoy seeing the kids' reactions, and 
they seem to enjoy the way I umpire." 
It has been seven years since Morris put 

away his cleats and glove and began his um
piring career, and during that time he has 
made as many friends as he has called play
ers out on a third strike. The ride has been 
fulfilling and rewarding for all those in
volved. 

"It's very special to have a 20-year-old 
dedicate (his) precious time to be with kids, " 
said Larry Cooper, president of the Gulfport 
league. "At that age, most young men are 
thinking about other things. He could be out 
doing so many things-working a job, chas
ing girls, running the streets. But instead, he 
devotes his time to a non-paying role. That's 
very unusual. . 

"What he is doing is portraying a different 
ideal for young people today, and I think the 
kids respond to that." 

Morris' play calling quickly became leg
endary, not only among the players and 
coaches of Gulfport, but among neighboring 
and -rival leagues, Cooper said. 

"Other leagues have been trying to get to 
him for some time. He is known all over Dis
trict 5 as one of the best umpires in the 
game," Cooper said. " When he gets done call
ing a game, the kids surround him asking for 
autographs. I've never seen anything like 
it." 

Morris said the response is flattering but it 
ls not the only reason he participates. He re
members his playing days in the Gulfport 
league and said that kids only need proper 
role models to set them straight. It happened 
with him, and he feels a sense of obligation 
to give something back. 

" I remember how important Little League 
was to me, and I think I just want to repay 
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them for that, " he said. " As for the kids, 
they all look up to me like I'm a role model. 
They are so much fun to be with, in fact, 
often I feel like I see myself on the field 
again. " 

Morris, who graduated in 1992 from Boca 
Ciega High School, where he played baseball 
and basketball, wants to be a chiropractor. 
But he said the two years of high school 
ROTC have prepared him for a career in the 
m111tary. 

"What I like about the military Is the 
sense of discipline," Morris said. "It's all 
about discipline. My mom always told me to 
be disciplined. I have to give her all the cred
it for that." 

Some credl t seems to be coming Morris• 
way. Cooper recently nominated Morris as 
District 5 Little League Volunteer of the 
Year. Morris will be judged by a Little 
League selection comraittee from about 20 
district nominees throughout the state. The 
state's winner will move on to consideration 
in the 16-state South regional competition. 

" You don't just nominate a person because 
it's the thing to do," said Paul Pollard, ad
ministrator for District 5. " It's an honor to 
be nominated. That person has to be one who 
goes out of one's way to improve Little 
League. 

"There are a lot of parents who give up as 
many as 15 hours for Little League, but 
that's because they have children playing. 

· What we look for is someone who has noth
ing to gain. We think (Chris) is that guy." 

"To tell you the truth, I was shocked," 
Morris said about the nomination. "I never 
really thought about it. But I'll adtnit, it 
takes time and effort. The kids make it easy 
for me to volunteer. They have confidence in 
me behind the plate, and I know I can trust 
them." 

Pollard said many districts have yet to 
nominate someone for the award, which will 
be announced in three weeks. But Pollard 
said Morris' contribution this year makes 
him the front-runner. 

" I think he has about a 70 to 80 percent 
chance of winning this award, " Pollard said. 
" What he has done this year has been very 
special. '' 

MS. JESSIE CONROW TURNS 100 ON 
JULY 16, 1994 

HON. PETE GEREN 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
born on July 16, 1894 in Pindars Corners, NY, 
Jessie Marguerite Burdick is today remem
bered by her grandson, singer-songwriter 
Jerry Jeff Walker, as the woman who inspired 
him to pursue a life in music. The song "The 
Gift," from Walker's 24th and latest recording 
album, "Viva Luckenbach!", is dedicated to 
her and recounts how her gift of a guitar to 
him for his 13th birthday inspired a lifetime 
love of music. 

First taught chords on a piano by her moth
er, Ms. Conrow went on to master not only the 
guitar, but the fiddle as well. In later years she 
and her husband organized a band which en
tertained at square dances, barn dances and 
other social events in their part of the Cats
kills. Both became musically active in the 
Grange as well and she was voted Granger of 
the Year in 1981. 
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Grandma Jessie, as she is known to her de

scendants, married Clyde Conrow in 1918. 
Soon thereafter, the couple gave birth to two 
children, Alma and Norma. It is Alma Cros
by's, nee' Burdick, son, Ron who adopted the 
name Jerry Jeff Walker when he began a per
forming career in the late 1960's. Walker, who 
has a worldwide following and counts Presi
dent Clinton as one of his biggest fans, is 
today best known as the author of the pop 
music standard, "Mr. Bojangles." 

Today, Ms. Conrow can look down a long 
line of children, grand-children, and great
grandchildren stretching from upstate New 
York to Texas. Jerry Jeff and Susan Walker's 
daughter, Jessie Jane, carries on by name a 
century-old legacy. 

As for Ms. Conrow herself, she is still active 
in caring for the disadvantaged elderly at the 
Fox Nursing Home in Oneonta. At age 100, 
she continues to set a standard for genera
tions of descendants and it is our privilege to 
honor her here today. 

WHY SMALL BUSINESSES NEED 
HEALTH REFORM 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, there is a com-· 
mon misconception that health reform will be 
detrimental to small businesses. I believe that 
health reform is necessary for small busi
nesses to grow and compete in the years to 
come. 

Small businesses that cannot offer health 
benefits to prospective employees are not able 
to attract the best candidates, who instead go 
to work for larger firms which provide attrac
tive benefits packages. We need to help make 
small businesses competitive with big firms by 
providing health coverage for small firms. 

Present barriers created by insurance com
panies, such as countless unnecessary forms 
and regulations, make it difficult for small busi
ness to find an acceptable, affordable policy. 
The vast amounts of paperwork required by 
insurance companies helps discourage small 
businesses from seeking coverage and in
creases health costs for everyone. 

By providing subsidies to small businesses 
and removing present barriers we can help 
provide small business with affordable, high 
quality health coverage. 

Following is an outstanding letter written by 
Barbara Davis and Kevin Nortness of Emdee 
Associates, a small firm which provides 
database support to law firms and government 
counsels. This letter illustrates how small busi
nesses will benefit from health reform. 

Hon. FORTNEY PETE STARK, 
Cannon House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

JUNE 14, 1994. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN STARK: We are a small 
company which provides database support to 
law firms and government counsel on the 
west coast. Recently we learned that our in
surance carrier was writing various govern
ment officials making the assertion that 
small business would be ruined by a manda
tory health care plan. We want you to know 
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that we strongly disagree with that senti
ment. 

In fact, we think that a health care plan 
that requires employers to offer their work
ers health care insurance is the only way to 
level the playing field and get some control 
over health care and insurance costs. We 
would like to tell you something about our 
experiences in locating and implementing a 
health care policy and dealing with the in
surance industry. 

First, small businesses have real difficulty 
in locating health insurance providers. Our 
experience in Oregon and in California has 
been that health insurance was unavailable 
or severely limited in its availability to 
businesses with less than 15 full-time em
ployees (per state, or per location). Only 
when Oregon's state legislature pushed to re
quire businesses to offer health care as part 
of the Oregon Health Care Plan did things 
improve in Oregon. (Our office in Seattle is 
new, and therefore we can't fairly comment 
on our experience there.) 

Second, the barriers small businesses 
confront (when they do investigate health 
insurance for their staff) often leave owners 
with the impression that insurance compa
nies have such impossible regulations and re
quirements that the businesses will be un
able to comply or impossibly burdened with 
paperwork from their insurer. 

Insurers generally do not offer policies 
which can be framed for a fluctuating staff 
(meeting the needs of companies with long
term temporary or seasonal staff). 

We were told that insurance companies 
could not offer quotes on staff of less than 10 
in specific office locations. 

Based on our own business's insurance 
search-and searches we have done as a man
agement service for clients-we have come 
to the conclusion that the health care indus
try is caught in a bog of its own making, 
with the result that what lawmakers see and 
hear from the industry is often confusing. 
And we suspect that that bog is, to a great 
extent, the creation of the insurance indus
try which is so strongly opposed to any 
change in the American health care system. 
For example, 

First, the financial management tech
niques employed by various insurance com
panies providing services in health care (and 
other fields) serve to escalate the cost of the 
insurance service. 

We have experienced instances (both in 
health care and in other types of claims pay
ment) where there were two and three levels 
of claims screening, the result of which was 
to delay payments for many months. 

Payment delays result in the provider in
creasing fees to cover the lost interest, and 

Payment delays also result in a severe loss 
of confidence in the whole system, and 

At least in some instances, we believe pay
ment delays contribute to the public rage 
against insurance providers, which results in 
added litigation. 

Second, insurance providers' and govern
ment forms increase costs and fail to serve 
the public. 

One result of the plethora of insurance 
claims forms and reports is that the insured 
and/or the health care provider is required to 
spend an inordinate amount of time figuring 
out what is wanted by the insurance com
pany-resulting in extra calls and questions 
to the insurance company, errors in claim
making, etc. 

Third, and, we suspect that another goal of 
the management systems used by insurance 
companies is to effectively discourage claim
making and/or to delay payment of claims. 
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By delaying payment on a Sl0,000.00 claim 

for a period of six months, the company can 
make a fair amount of interest on its in
vested asset which would otherwise go to pay 
the claim; and if in the lqng run the claim 
has to be paid, the company is all to the 
good the amount of interest earned for the 
period that the payment was delayed. 

We also suspect the reasons for the use of 
the specific language which is employed to 
deny claims which might later be paid by the 
insurer-this language often serves to so dis
suade the insured party from pursuing a 
righteous claim. 

We realize that this is a complex issue and 
that we have not touched on the part of the 
issue that might be arguably closest to our 
business-how personal injury and medical 
malpractice suits fit into the picture-we 
think that is for another letter. 

What we especially want you to be clear on 
is that nowhere near all small businesses op
pose mandatory health care-we welcome it. 
Making employer-provided health care na
tionwide would level the playing field for 
companies from one state to another, and 
serve our working public, and get the part
time masses out of the emergency-room syn
drome. 

Please feel free to contact either one of us 
regarding this letter. And again, thank you 
for your time and efforts on creating a na
tional health care plan which will serve 
America. 

Very truly yours, 
BARBARA J. DAVIS AND 

KEVIN C. <"CASEY") NORTNESS, 
Emdee Associates. 

RECOGNIZING AMIT KURLEKAR 
AND TANIA KREBS OF SPRING, TX 

HON. JACK F1ELDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I am 
enormously proud that a young man and a 
young woman from my congressional district 
were recently named "Presidential scholars" 
for 1994. 

Amit A. Kurlekar, a recent graduate of 
Spring High School, and Tania M. Krebs, a re
cent graduate of Klein Oak High School, vis
ited Washington earlier this month to receive 
their Presidential scholar medallions. Amit and 
Tania are 2 of just 141 students nationwide to 
be so honored. 

Amit is the son of Arun and Sheela Kurlekar 
of Spring Gate Drive in Spring, TX. Amit was 
the valedictorian of his graduating class at 
Spring High School, and he scored a perfect 
1,600 on his scholastic aptitude test. 

At Spring High School, Amit competed in 
debate on the national level and was selected 
as his local Exchange Club's "Youth of the 
Year." His selection as a Presidential scholar 
is but the latest in a long list of honors that 
have been accorded to Amit. 

Tania is the daughter of Nadine Krebs of 
Spring, TX, and Eric Krebs of Lynchburg, VA. 
Tania lives with her mother on Cypresswood 
Drive in Spring, TX. 

Tania attended Girls' State and Girls' Nation 
last summer, and she, too, was named the 
Exchange Club's "Youth of the Year." At Klein 
Oak, she served as editor of the school news
paper, the Panther Press. She also is the re
cipient of the Daughters of the American Rev
olution's Good Citizen Award. 
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Tania has won a number of college scholar

ships, including the Dedman Scholarship and 
the Texas Excellence Scholarship-both to the 
University of Texas-as well as a National 
Merit Scholarship and the Robert C. Byrd 
Scholarship. 

Both Amit and Tania have demonstrated ex
traordinary academic excellence during their 
high school careers, and will, I'm sure, con
tinue that academic excellence during their 
college years. Amit's and Tania's parents, fel
low graduates, teachers, and friends have 
every reason to be proud of their academic 
and other accomplishments. I join with them in 
wishing both Amit and Tania continued suc
cess in the years ahead. 

Each Presidential Scholar has demonstrated 
outstanding leadership and scholarship, has 
made contributions to his or her school and 
community, and has evidenced talent in the 
arts, sciences and other fields of interest. Es
tablished by Executive order in 1964, the U.S. 
Presidential Scholars Program is designed to 
recognize and honor our Nation's most distin
guished graduating high school seniors. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that you join with me 
in congratulating Amit and Tania-and all the 
other 1994 Presidential Scholars-on this 
great honor that has been accorded them. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEGISLATION AMENDING POSTAL 
SERVICE POLICY 

HON. DON YOUNG 
OF ALASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, today 
I rise to introduce legislation that will amelio
rate problems stemming from a U.S. Postal 
Service policy that prohibits the users of com
mercial mail receiving agents [CMRA's] from 
submitting a standard change of address form 
to expedite routine mail delivery service. 

In nearly all cases when an individual 
changes residency, the U.S. Postal Service fa
cilitates prompt and accurate mail delivery by 
encouraging the postal customer to file a mail 
forwarding change of address form. Atypically, 
when a CMRA customer relocates, that indi
vidual is responsible for informing all potential 
mailers of any change of address. This policy 
creates delays and may exacerbate mail fraud 
as testimony has shown that the first line of 
defense against fraud is accurate information 
regarding postal addresses. 

Current policy is contradictory to the Postal 
Service's charge to ensure prompt, accurate 
mail delivery service. This important legislation 
will benefit all parties in this particular mail de
livery chain: the U.S. Postal Service, the 
CMRA's, and most importantly, the postal cus
tomer. 

I submit a copy of the bill. 
H.R.-

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CHANGE-OF-ADDRESS ORDER BY 

COMMERCIAL MAIL RECEIVING 
AGENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 36 of title 39, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
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"§ 3686. Change-of-address order by commer

cial mail receiving agency 
"Upon termination of an agency relation

ship between an addressee and a commercial 
mail receiving agency, either the addressee 
or the commercial mail receiving agency 
may file a change-of-address order with the 
Postal Service. The Postal Service shall for
ward to such addressee mail which is marked 
for forwarding by the commercial mail re
ceiving agency in the same manner as, and 
subject to the same terms and conditions as 
apply to, mail forwarded directly by the 
Postal Service to such addressee.". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents at the beginning of chapter 36 of title 
39, United States Code, is amended by insert
ing after the item relating to section 3685 the 
following new item: 
"3686. Change-of-address order by commer

cial mail receiving agency.". 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
WINNEBAGO HOSPITAL 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, on June 23, 
1994, the Winnebago Hospital's Drug Depend
ency Unit [DOU] and Diabetes Program re
ceived a Public Health Service Special Rec
ognition Award. The Winnebago DOU placed 
first among 103 nominated Public Health Serv
ice programs for its program to simultaneously 
treat diabetes and alcoholism. The Indian 
Health Service Hospital is located in Winne
bago, NE, in the First Congressional District. 
The Drug Dependency Unit serves both the 
Winnebago and Omaha Tribes in addition to 
many other native Americans from throughout 
the Nation. 

This award recognizes an innovative and 
progressive model program which has ad
vanced the treatment of alcoholism and diabe
tes for American Indians. This is made pos
sible by the location of the DOU in a hospital 
that allows a wide range of services to be pro
vided that clinics alone cannot. The Winne
bago DOU routinely treats patients for diabe
tes and alcoholism within the same program. 
By concurrently treating both problems, pa
tients receive substantially greater health ben
efits than when only one is treated. 

The DDU has an amazingly high success 
rate when compared with other programs that 
treat native Americans. It is reported that it 
has a 56-percent success rate in treating alco
hol and substance abuse while non-Indian 
treatment programs serving Indian people 
have a 0- to 5-percent success rate. Not only 
is the DOU the first adult in-patient substance 
abuse program in the Indian Health Service 
system, it also has the highest success rate of 
programs assisting native Americans. 

The Winnebago and Omaha Tribes created 
this unit to help stem an extraordinarily serious 
problem in Indian country. The tragic results of 
alcoholism and substance abuse can be seen 
throughout the United States, and especially 
among Indian people. The Winnebago DOU 
has developed an innovative treatment pro
gram for native Americans that deserves to be 
considered elsewhere. 
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The Public Health Service award is just one 

of several prestigious awards the Winnebago 
DOU has recently received. In 1992, it re
ceived the 1992 Public Service Excellence 
Award in the Federal category. The Winne
bago DOU is a proven success story that pro
vides essential health services to many Amer
ican Indians. 

Mr. Speaker, this Member is pleased to ex
tend his congratulations on this well-deserved 
honor to the staff of the Winnebago Hospital 
DOU and the diabetes program. 

ALASKA NATIVE SUBSISTENCE 
WHALING EXPENSE CHARITABLE 
TAX DEDUCTION 

HON. DON YOUNG 
OF ALASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to introduce a measure that recognizes the 
need to provide critically needed tax relief to 
a few Alaskan Native whaling captains who 
otherwise may not be able to continue their 
centuries-old tradition of subsistence whaling. 
In brief, this bill expresse the support of the 
House of Representatives to provide a modest 
charitable deduction to those Native captains 
who organize and support traditional whaling 
bunt activities for their communities. 

The lnupiat and Siberian Yupik Eskimos liv
ing in the coastal villages of northern and 
western Alaska have been hunting the 
bowhead whale for thousands of years. The 
International Whaling Commission [IWC] has 
acknowledged that "whaling, more than any 
other activity, fundamentally underlies the total 
lifeway of these communities." 

Today, under the regulatory eye of the IWC 
and the U.S. Department of Commerce, these 
Natives continue a sharply restricted bowhead 
subsistence hunt out of 10 coastal villages. 
Local regulation of the hunt is vested in the 
Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission [AEWC] 
under a cooperative agreement with the De
partment of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. 

The entire Native whaling community partici
pates in the hunt activities. However, Native 
tradition requires that the whaling captains are 
financially and otherwise responsible for the 
actual conduct of the hunt; meaning they must 
provide the boat, fuel, gear, weapons, ammu
nition, food, and special clothing for their 
crews and must store whale meat until used. 

Each of the approximately 35 bowhead 
whales landed by Native communities each 
year provides thousand of pounds of meat and 
"muktuk" (blubber and skin). Native culture 
dictates that a whaling captain whose crew 
lands a whale is responsible for feeding the 
community in which the captain lives. Cus
tomarily, the whale is divided and shared by 
all of the people in the community free of 
charge. 

In recent years, Native whaling captains 
have been treating their whaling expenses as 
a deduction against their personal Federal in
come tax, because they donate the whale 
meat to their community and because their ex
penses have skyrocketed due to the increased 
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costs in complying with Federal requirements 
in outfitting a whaling crew. The IRS has re
fused to allow these deductions, placing ex
treme financial burden on those who use per
sonal funds to support their Native commu
nities' traditional activities. Currently five whal
ing captains have appeals of these disallow
ances pending before the tax court or the IRS. 

The bill I am introducing today expresses 
the need to amend section 170 of the Internal 
Revenue Code to provide that the investments 
made by this relatively small and fixed number 
of subsistence Native whaling captains are 
fully deductible as charitable contributions 
against their personal Federal income ·tax. 
Such an amendment should also retroactively 
resolve the disallowance and assessment 
cases now pending within the statute of limita
tions. 

The expenses incurred by these whaling 
captains are for the benefit of the entire Native 
community. These expenses are vital contribu
tions whose only purposes are to provide food 
to the community and to perpetuate the ab
original traditions of the Native subsistence 
whaling culture. 

Each Alaskan Native subsistence whaling 
captain invests an average of $2,500 to 
$5,000 in whaling equipment and expenses in 
a given year. A charitable deduction for these 
expenses would translate into a maximum rev
enue impact of approximately $230,000 a 
year. 

Such a charitable deduction is justified on a 
number of grounds. The donations of material 
and provisions for the purpose of carrying out 
subsistence whaling, in effect, are charitable 
contributions to the lnupiat and Siberian Yupic 
communities for the purpose of supporting an 
activity that is of considerable cultural, reli
gious, and subsistence importance to those 
Native people. In expending the amounts 
claimed, a captain is donating those amounts 
to the community to carry out these functions. 

Similarly, the expenditures can be viewed 
as donations to the lnupiat Community of the 
North Slope [ICAS], to the AEWC and to the 
communities' participating churches. The ICAS 
is a federally recognized Indian Tribe under 
the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 (48 
Stat. 984). Under the Indian Tax Status Act, 
donations to such an Indian Tribe are tax de
ductible (28 U.S.C., 7871(a)(1)(A). The AEWC 
is a 501 (C)(3) organization. Both the ICAS 
and the AEWC are charged with the preserva
tion of Native Alaskan whaling rights. 

It also is important to note the North Slope 
Borough of Alaska, on its own and through the 
AEWC, spends approximately $500,000 to 
$700,000 annually on bowhead whale and 
other Arctic marine research and programs in 
support of the U.S. efforts at the International 
Whaling Commission. This is money that oth
erwise would come from the Federal budget to 
support the U.S. representation at the IWC. 

Given these facts and the internationally 
and federally protected status of the Native 
Alaskan subsistence whale hunt, I believe ex
penditures for the hunt should be treated as 
charitable donations under section 170 of the 
Internal Revenue Code. I ask my fellow Mem
bers to join with me in clarifying the Federal 
tax code to make this a reality for these Native 
whaling captains. 

I ask that a copy of the bill be printed at the 
close of these remarks. 
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H. CON. RES. -

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring) , That in recognition of the 
prohibitive financial burden placed upon 
Alaska Native subsistence whaling captains 
by international obligations ratified by the 
United States, it is the sense of the Congress 
that the utmost consideration should be 
given to clarify Federal tax law to allow a 
reasonable Federal charitable tax deduction 
for the reasonable and necessary expenses of 
such captains related to their conduct of the 
centuries old subsistence whaling hunt as a 
charitable contribution activity for the ben
efit of their native community, donations to 
which are deductible under section 170 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

U.S. TROOPS MEAN U.S. 
PROBLEMS 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday , July 14, 1994 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, there 
is much discussion these days about a poten
tial settlement between Israel and Syria that 
would entail a United States peacekeeping 
presence on the Golan Heights. This is a very 
serious issue worthy of debate, but I am sorry 
to say that such debate has been lacking up 
till now. 

In the interest of promoting such debate, I 
commend to all my colleagues' attention these 
two excellent articles, one by Frank Gaffney 
and one by Yoram Ettinger. 

[From the Jerusalem Post, July 7, 1994] 
U.S. TROOPS MEAN U.S. PROBLEMS 

(By Yoram Ettinger) 
Involving American troops in an Israeli

Syrian peace agreement is not just a sugges
tion floating somewhere between Jerusalem 
and Washington. 

Congressman Lee Hamil ton, chairman of 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, re
cently indicated that a US survey is already 
underway to determine the specific locations 
of a US peacekeeping force on the Golan. The 
survey's underlying assumption is that Is
rael will evaluate the entire Heights. 

Assad's military potential and his record 
of brutality and unpredictability, the brief 
life-span of hundreds of Mideast agreements 
and the violently abrupt nature of their ab
rogation make Israel's risks in evacuating 
the Golan substantial. 

An American force would supposedly con
stitute an essential reassuring component. 

But to bolster a potentially vulnerable ac
cord, US presence on the Golan must be du
rable, and politically/militarily sustainable. 
Moreover, it must be compatible with US in
terests, lest it be summarily withdrawn. 

Is the deployment of US peacekeepers 
(monitoring or combat, unilateral or multi
national) consistent with such requirements? 

Unlike US observers in Sinai (22,000 square 
miles of empty desert) US personnel on the 
Golan (450 sqm) would be situated about 25 
miles from two of the most notorious train
ing/opera tonal centers of international 
narco-terrorism: Damascus and the Syrian
controlled Beka's Valley (" Medellin East.") 

They would be stationed in a neighborhood 
the size of a small US congressional district, 
populated by well-armed Afghan, Hizbullah, 
Hamas, Islamic Jihad, Abu Nidal, Jibril, 
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Habash, Hawatmeh, PLO, PKK, Japanese 
Red Army, Latin American, West European 
and Southeast Asian terrorists. 

Moreover, these terrorists are proxies of 
hostile radical regimes (Syria, Iran, Iraq, 
Libya, etc.). They would enable their patron 
regimes to intimidate Washington, constrain 
its ability to respond to provocations else
where (e.g. the Gulf area), and extort politi
cal concessions by targeting US servicemen. 
The states sponsoring the terrorists would, 
meanwhile, preserve the element of 
deniability. 

A truly effective US combat force is pre
cluded-even theoretically-by the dimin
ished overall size of the US military. One 
may safely predict, then, a possible with
drawal of the peacekeepers in face of hos
tage-taking and casualties. 

Such a withdrawal would be perceived as 
another retreat (following Beirut, Somalia 
and Haiti) , further eroding the US posture of 
deterrence and shrinking public support for 
essential overseas military involvement. 

While on the Golan, the US presence would 
constrain Israel by forcing it to coordinate 
preemptive and reactive operations with the 
US, thus inadvertently shielding terrorists. 
It would also deny the US the benefits from 
Israel's " unauthorized actions" (e.g. the 1981 
bombing of Iraq's nuclear reactor). 

Requiring Israel to seek prior approval in 
countering belligerence would strain US re
lations with Israel. At the same time, ap
pearing to have enabled Israel to act freely, 
would damage US-Arab ties. 

However, as demonstrated by the prece
dent of the 1982/83 US episode in Lebanon, 
and evidenced by Mideast complex! ties, one 
can expect the relationship between the US 
and both sides-essential to the achievement 
of a genuine peace-to be undermined. 

In addition, a US presence at a stormy 
junction bordering Israel, Lebanon, Syria, 
Jordan and numerous terrorist groups, could 
draw the US unwillingly into inter-Arab and 
Arab-Israel disputes. It would certainly deep
en the involvement of Russia (which has re
sumed strategic cooperation with Syria), 
France (which still views Lebanon as · a 
French auxiliary), and other powers, further 
exacerbating global and regional tensions. 

A Washington power broker recently 
agreed that the question of a complete with
drawal from the Golan should be decided by 
Israeli voters. But the fate of US peace
keepers and their implications for US na
tional security should be debated by the 
American public and the appropriate con
gressional committees, independent of Isra
el 's stance on the Golan. 

Keeping in mind the American public reac
tion to US military involvement in Lebanon 
and Somalia, and recognizing the likely pit
falls of a US force on the Golan, such an un
dertaking would probably not be politically/ 
militarily sustainable. 

LONG-TERM CARE IMPROVEMENT 
ACT 

HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, long-term care 

means different things to different people. It 
means home health care for those who need 
some help, but do not require round the clock 
care. It means respite care so those families 
who are struggling to keep a loved one at 
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home can have a short break and some time 
to themselves. And it means nursing home 
care for those in need of institutional services. 

As the floor debate on health care draws 
closer, it is important that we all remember 
that any major reform of our health care sys
tem will be incomplete if it does not address 
some of the problems facing our long-term 
care system. I am introducing legislation today 
that addresses four areas that are in need of 
change: setting standards for private long-term 
care insurance; changing the Tax Code to 
make insurance more affordable; providing 
respite care tax credits for family caregivers, 
and providing a tax credit to those who care 
for Alzheimer's victims at home. 

Private insurance coverage for long-term 
nursing home care is very limited with private 
insurance payments amounting to 1 percent of 
total spending for nursing home care in 1991. 
In 1986, approximately 30 insurers were sell
ing long-term care insurance policies of some 
type and an estimated 200,000 people were 
covered. As of December 1991, the Health In
surance Association of American [HIAA] found 
that more than 2.4 million policies had been 
sold, with 135 insurers offering coverage. 

HIAA estimates that the long-term care poli
cies paid $80 a day for nursing home care 
and $40 a day for home health care; they had 
lifetime 5 percent compounded inflation pro
tection, a 20-day deductible, period and a 4-
year maximum coverage period. These poli
cies had an average annual premium in De
cember 1991 of $1,781 when purchased at 
the age of 65 and $5,627 when purchased at 
the age of 79. 

We need to make sure that these policies 
are not only affordable, but that they guaran
tee the benefits they promise. The National 
Association of Insurance Commissioners 
[NAIC] has produced standards for long-term 
care policies which cover the spectrum of is
sues-from disclosure to clearly defining the 
benefits, cost and time period covered. The 
Federal Government should require that all 
States meet this standard in any long-term 
care policies sold in their States. My bill would 
put the NAIC standards into law. 

There is general agreement that we need to 
change the Tax Code to take away any dis
incentives to purchasing long-term care insur
ance. In addition, the change may encourage 
employers to off er long-term care policies as 
an optional benefit, as they would be able to 
deduct the cost, too. This bill will treat private 
long-term care insurance policies like accident 
and health insurance for tax purposes. It 
would also define a dependent as any parent 
or grandparent of the taxpayer for whom the 
taxpayer pays expenses for long-term care 
services. This change will allow children and 
grandchildren to deduct the long-term care ex
penses they pay. Current law requires that an 
individual must pay 51 percent of the ex
penses for a dependent before they can be 
deducted. 

Over 80 percent of disabled elderly persons 
receive care from their family members, most 
of whom are their wives, daughters, or daugh
ters-in-law. Family caregivers provide between 
80 and 90 percent of the medical care, house
hold maintenance, transportation, and shop
ping needed by older persons. Numerous 
studies have found that family caregivers give 
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up their jobs, have reduced their working 
hours or have rejected promotions in order to 
provide long-term care to loved ones. 

My bill will expand the dependent care tax 
credit to make it applicable for respite care ex
penses and make the credit refundable. A res
pite care credit would be allowed for up to 
$1,200 for one qualifying dependent and 
$2,400 for two qualifying dependents, This 
money could go, for example, toward hiring an 
attendant for an elderly dependent during the 
work day, or for admittance to an adult day 
care center. The credit for respite care ex
penses would be available regardless of the 
caregiver's employment status. 

Such a respite care credit will save dollars 
for both caregiving families and the Govern
ment by postponing, or even avoiding, expen
sive institutionalization. 

Finally, this legislation will provide tax de
ductions from gross income for individual tax
payers who maintain a household which in
cludes a dependent who has Alzheimer's dis
ease or a related disorder. It would allow de
ductions of expenses, other than medical, 
which are related to the home health care, 
adult day care and respite care of an Alz
heimer's victim. 

In most cases of Alzheimer's disease, fami
lies will bear the brunt of the responsibility of 
care. Many caregivers of dementia victims 
spend more than 40 hours a week in direct 
personal care. These families are trying to 
cope with the needs of a dependent older Alz
heimer's victim with little or no financial or pro
fessional help. 

In the face of the continued and intense in
volvement of the family caregiver, services 
that provide respite from the ongoing pres
sures of care become essential in the 
caregivers' ability to support the Alzheimer's 
victim at home. Home health care, adult day 
care and long-term respite care all provide op
portunities to free caregivers from their 
caregiving responsibility and are crucial in en
abling employed caregivers to continue work
ing. Most caregivers willingly provide care for 
dependent and frail elderly family members. 
Even so, the presence of these supportive 
services can be a crucial factor in continued 
caregiving activities. 

It is important to provide some tax relief for 
those expenses related to their continued care 
in the home. Perhaps by such action we can 
delay the institutionalization of dementia vic
tims. Surely we can provide financial relief to 
their caregivers. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in support
ing this bill and in supporting the inclusion of 
changes in our long-term care system in what
ever health care reform package we send to 
the President. 

NORTH KOREA'S NUCLEAR 
PROGRAM 

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday , July 14, 1994 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, President Carter's 
visit to North Korea and the disorganized na
ture of the Clinton administration's policy 
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threaten the security of the United States. 
President Clinton would have us believe that 
the crisis of North Korea's nuclear program is 
over. Nothing could be further from the truth. 

North Korea has been pursuing a nuclear 
bomb since the 1960's and has consistently 
displayed a lack of cooperation with the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency. To believe 
that a brief visit by former President Carter 
has reversed decades of effort and expense 
on Pyongyang's part is doubtful at best. North 
Korea is doing what it has done for years
stalling. The reality is that the the North Ko
rean nuclear bomb program is likely to con
tinue unimpeded. 

President Clinton promised that North Korea 
would not be allowed to develop a nuclear 
weapon and called for sanctions if they failed 
to submit to IAEA inspections. He has re
versed himself on both counts. North Korea 
may already have a nuclear weapon and is on 
the verge of building more. If we fail to act 
soon, North Korea will have a nuclear arsenal 
it could sell to Iran, Syria, and other rogue 
states that pose a threat to the United States 
and our allies around the world. 

A TRIBUTE TO A UNIQUE FAMILY: 
THE HOW ARDS OF MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY, MD, AND THE HOL
LANDS OF ONTARIO, CANADA 

HON. CONSTANCE A. MOREilA 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, it is a proud 
moment for me to rise and pay tribute to a re
markable family-the Howards of Montgomery 
County, MD, and the Hollands of Hamilton, 
ON, Canada. This special family is gathering 
for their sixth reunion in Gaithersburg, MD, 
that ends July 17. 

The Howards and the Hollands trace their 
origins in the United States to the early 
1800's, when their ancestors lived under the 
dreadful yoke of slavery. The Howard family is 
said to be descended from Jack and Polly 
Howard, who were slaves on the plantations 
of the Gaithers, Howse, and Griffith families of 
Montgomery County. Jack and Polly had eight 
children. The Hollands of Canada are de
scendents of Jack and Polly's second child, 
Leatha Howard Holland Webster. 

It was Leatha Howard's two sons who es
tablished the family in Hamilton, ON, Canada. 
William Hanson Holland and Thomas John 
Holland escaped to freedom in Canada and 
changed the family name from Howard to Hol
land out of fear that they would be kidnaped 
and returned to America during the enforce
ment of the Fugitive Slave Act. 

The Hollands of Canada lost contact with 
the Howards in America for more than 125 
years. Then, in 1978, members of the Howard 
family attended a family reunion in Ontario. A 
plan was devised to bring the entire family to
gether in 1984, in Gaithersburg, MD. 

Mr. Speaker, the Howard-Holland family is 
rich in accomplishments. In 1867, George 
Enoch Howard petitioned the Montgomery 
County government for a school to educate 
African-American children. The petition was 
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granted in 1880, and the land for the school 
was a gift from George Enoch. John Henry 
Howard built Howard Chapel and Howard 
Chapel Rd., in Montgomery County, is named 
for him. Mary E. Howard married John Henry 
Murphy and, together, they founded one of 
America's great black newspapers, the Afro
American. Betty Simpson is the founder and 
current director of the North American Histori
cal Museum in Amherstburg, ON. 

The Howard-Holland family is an American 
family in the best traditions of this Nation. 
Throughout their history in America, they have 
dared to challenge injustice and discrimination. 
I commend them for their perseverance and 
their diligence in light of the obstacles they 
have faced and surmounted. I am honored to 
add my voice to the praises of friends and col
leagues who salute them on the occasion of 
their sixth family reunion. 

EV ADNE BLANCH EMMANUEL-100 
YEARS YOUNG 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I bring to the attention of my es
teemed colleagues the work of Ms. Evadne 
Blanch Emmanuel. Ms. Emmanuel is a bea
con of light and commitment within her com
munity in Brooklyn, NY. 

Ms. Emmanuel was the last of six daughters 
born to Sarah and George Blanch who are 
from Jamaica, West Indies. She was born on 
July 15, 1894, in Matachin, Panama Canal 
Zone. 

Throughout her life in Panama and later in 
the United States Ms. Emmanuel made the 
church the center of her life. She first attended 
the Methodist church and was educated in 
Panama at the Methodist Elementary School. 
She married and had two daughters and a 
son. During these years Ms. Emmanuel was a 
devoted wife and mother she was also in
volved in community service. She taught and 
provided recreational activities for children in 
her church. 

In October 1963 she immigrated to the Unit
ed States of America. Soon after, she joined 
St. Peter's Evangelical Lutheran Church where 
she is still found worshipping most Sundays. 
At St. Peter's she continued her community 
service by becoming an active supporter of 
members of the congregation. She is a mem
ber of the Ladies Aid Society at St. Peter's 
and is known by the congregation as loyal and 
extremely generous. One member says she is 
known by younger members of the congrega
tion as mom or grandma. 

Ms. Emmanuel represents the everyday 
people who get little recognition throughout 
their lives even though it is the Evadne 
Emmanuels of the world that constitute a 
strong community. Her daily, charitable deeds 
on the local level have made a profound im
pact on the Brooklyn community. I rise to sa
lute Ms. Evadne Emmanuel on her 1 OOth 
birthday. 
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25 YEARS OF DEDICATED SERVICE 

HON. STENY H. HOYER 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday , July 14, 1994 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com

mend a quarter century of service by the 
Greater Waldorf Jaycees in my home district
Maryland's Fifth. Over the past 25 years, the 
Jaycees have made invaluable contributions to 
the life of their community again and again. 

We in Congress try to create a body of law 
that will encourage service like that of Jaycee 
members. From there, individuals of each of 
our districts bring these goals to life. Organiza
tions where people can dedicate themselves 
to helping their neighbors are what is right 
about our country. 

Organizations like the Jaycees become in
dispensable community resources from which 
we benefit every day. The Greater Waldorf 
Jaycee Foundation has given its community 
incalculable hours of service, from the first 
project, a teen coffee house, 25 years ago to 
the community center in recent years. They 
have given to Crime Solvers, Little League, 
Junior Miss, Toys for Tots and countless other 
individual projects. Members have helped a 
community remember Robert Stethem, killed 
in Beirut, by dedicating a sports complex in his 
name. Jaycee members have risen to these 
tasks on their own, simply because the job 
needed done. 

The Jaycees are important to our commu
nity not only because of the projects they have 
successfully completed, but because they rep
resent the best of service to community and 
are a model for all our citizens. By example, 
they encourage the spirit of a family. Their 
personal character exhiibts a spiritual strength 
and neighborly caring that sets a standard for 
all. 

The Jaycee motto states, "That earth's 
great treasure lies in human personality." I am 
glad this organization reminds us that, al
though it can be helpful to address people as 
members of a group, the contribution of the 
each person as an individual has its merit. By 
volunteering, the members shows a personal 
commitment and strength of character. The di
versity is melded into a strong whole. And, 
these individuals, banded together, address 
needs of individuals close to home. Helping 
out their own neighbors, whom they can know 
personally, their humanity makes great strides 
for which I, as part of their community, am 
grateful. 

Thank you for your service to the commu
nity and may we all benefit from your actions 
for many years to come. 

A SALUTE TO NATIONAL SECU
RITY AGENCY UNDERGRADUATE 
TRAINING PROGRAM GRAD
UATES 

HON. LOUIS STOKES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday , July 14, 1994 
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

salute the graduates of the National Security 
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Agency Undergraduate Training Program 
[UTP]. On Monday, July 18, 1994, nine stu
dents will be recognized for completing the 
training program. As the author of this unique 
scholarship program which serves minority 
and disadvantaged students, I take particular 
pride in saluting the 1994 graduates. I am also 
pleased to note that on the date of the grad
uation, my friend and colleague from New Jer
sey, DONALD PAYNE, will travel with me to the 
National Security Agency for thP. commence
ment exercises. Today, as I salute the UTP 
graduates, I want to share with my colleagues 
some important information regarding the cre
ation of the Undergraduate Training Program. 

During my tenure as chairman of the House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, I 
was struck by the lack of minorities employed 
in key ranking and policy making positions 
throughout the intelligence community. To ad
dress the problem, I initiated legislation which 
was signed into law for the creation of a spe
cial Undergraduate Training Program. We 
were then able to secure the cooperation of 
the Central Intelligence Agency and National 
Security Agency to become the first intel
ligence agencies to include in their budgets 
the funds to provide full scholarships for mi
nority and disadvantaged students. 

Through the program, minority high school 
graduates have their undergraduate college 
education fully funded and, following comple
tion of college, are placed in midlevel positions 
at the intelligence agencies. While in college, 
students are provided a yearly salary, and full 
payment of their tuition, fees, and books. 
Many of the UTP participants enter such chal
lenging fields as electrical engineering, com
puter science, computer engineering, and for
eign languages. 

Mr. Speaker, since its birth more than 7 
years ago, the Undergraduate Training Pro
gram has enjoyed great success. At the Na
tional Security Agency, 40 students are cur
rently enrolled in the program, with an addi
tional 23 students scheduled to begin the 
training program in August. The students par
ticipating in the Undergraduate Training Pro
gram are some of the best and brightest in the 
country. They are not only high academic 
achievers, but their future employment is al
ready secure in promising fields throughout 
the intelligence community. 

Mr. Speaker, the graduate of the Under
graduate Training Program bring to the Na
tional Security Agency excellent skills and 
training which will benefit the agency in its 
mission. As I salute the 1994 graduate. I also 
take this opportunity to commend the Director 
of the National Security Agency, Vice Adm. 
J.M. McConnell, for his strong support and 
commitment to the UTP Program. I look for
ward to the opportunity to express my per
sonal appreciation to Admiral McConnell, as 
well as personally salute the 1994 graduates 
at the upcoming commencement exercises. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE DURHAM 

WOODS NATURAL GAS SAFETY 
ACT OF 1994 

HON. BOB FRANKS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
as my colleagues may recall, soon after mid
night on March 24, 1994, a 36-inch interstate 
natural gas transmission pipeline exploded in 
Edison. Four months after the blast, it is still 
difficult to comprehend the devastation and 
horror caused by one defective 36-inch piece 
of natural gas pipeline. Eight apartment build
ings were demolished. Hundreds of cars were 
scorched, and some even melted from the in
tense heat. Windows were shattered and roofs 
buckled. 

For the 1,500 people who lived at the Dur
ham Woods apartment complex, March 23 
was a night of sheer terror. Men, women, and 
children fled their homes with just the clothes 
on their backs in a race for their lives against 
a roaring wall of fire. 

Miraculously, only 1 person died; 29 others 
escaped with only minor injuries. 

Although the physical rebuilding of Durham 
Woods has begun, the pain and financial 
hardship are far from over. Close to 130 fami
lies were left without a home, and virtually all 
their possessions were burned beyond rec
ognition. For those who were fortunate enough 
to return to their homes, they may never feel 
safe again. They have to live with the fear of 
knowing that several hundred yards from their 
homes, buried 15 feet below the ground, is a 
pipeline that almost ended their lives. 

This fear is not confined to Durham Woods. 
The intensity of the explosion shook people 
out of their sleep in communities throughout 
central and northern New Jersey, leaving them 
frightened about their own safety. Residents 
throughout New Jersey have begun to wonder 
and worry about the hidden danger buried 
under their homes, businesses or the schools 
their children attend. 

And there is reason for concern. Throughout 
New Jersey, there are 961 miles of interstate 
pipelines that are regulated by the Federal 
Government. There are another 27,725 miles 
of intrastate pipelines that carry natural gas to 
homes and businesses. 

Natural gas pipelines can be found through
out the United States. Since 1970 over 500 
people in our country have died in natural gas 
pipeline accidents. 

Although the final verdict is still out on the 
cause of the Edison explosion, it has sounded 
the alarm for more stringent controls over nat
ural gas pipelines. At this point, it appears that 
the owner of the pipeline, Texas Eastern, had 
been complying with all Federal rules and reg
ulations regarding inspection of this section of 
pipeline. The pipeline, which was built in 1961, 
had been tested in 1986. Authorities now be
lieve a gouge in the pipeline caused by heavy 
machinery triggered the blast. 

The Federal and State laws currently on the 
books failed to protect the Durham Woods 
families. And they can't be relied upon to safe
guard thousands of other families in New Jer
sey who live near natural gas pipelines. 
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This is why today I am introducing biparti
san legislation to toughen pipeline safety laws 
in order to ease the fears of residents in our 
State and throughout our Nation. 

First, we need to develop a greater public 
awareness of the dangers posed by damaging 
a pipeline and the critical importance of notify
ing the owners of natural gas pipelines before 
performing any construction work near a pipe
line. Under my legislation, for the first time it 
would be a Federal crime to damage a natural 
gas pipeline and not report the damage 
promptly to the operator of the pipeline or ap
propriate authorities. Anyone found guilty of 
this offense could receive a 10-year prison 
term. 

Second, it is essential to ensure that the 
public and anyone planning to do excavation 
work near a pipeline knows exactly where this 
potential hidden danger lies. My bill would re
quire that all intrastate natural gas pipelines 
located in densely populated areas be clearly 
identified with line markers. Right now, only 
companies without damage prevention pro
grams are required to post markers. That's 
simply inadequate. Markers are a relatively in
expensive means of safeguarding the public 
and should be required for all pipelines in 
densely populated areas. 

Third, there is an urgent need for more fre
quent inspections of pipelines. Specifically, my 
bill would require natural gas pipeline opera
tors to inspect pipelines once a month to 
check for potential problems, such as con
struction activity, in the area. 

Fourth, my bill would also require that the 
latest technology-the smart pig-be used to 
internally inspect pipelines. Pipelines in dense
ly populated areas that are piggable would 
then have to be inspected with a pig at least 
once every 7 years. 

Fifth, to promote compliance with pipeline 
safety requirements owners of natural gas 
pipelines and construction crews must know 
that if they violate the law, they'll face tough 
penalties. My bill would double the criminal 
and civil penalties for anyone violating Federal 
pipeline safety standards .. The minimum jail 
term would increase from 5 to 10 years. Fur
thermore, anyone convicted of deliberately 
sabotaging a pipeline would face a 30-year 
prison term. 

Finally, some concerns have been raised 
about whether these natural gas pipelines, 
which now carry huge volumes of highly pres
surized gas, are still safe. To answer this very 
serious question, my bill would require the 
U.S. Department of Transportation to conduct 
an assessment of the risk to the public safety 
and environment posed by natural gas pipe
lines. 

We have all learned some very frightening 
lessons from the explosion that ripped apart 
Durham Woods. The pipelines that crisscross 
the Nation carrying natural gas can no longer 
be ignored. Out of sight can no longer mean 
out of mind. One oversight or unreported con
struction accident can lead to disaster. Strin
gent new precautions are essential to ensure 
that these pipelines meet the highest safety 
requirements. 

For the residents of Durham Woods the 
night of March 23 is a nightmare they will 
have to live with the rest of their lives. We in 
Congress must take all the necessary steps to 
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ensure that nightmare is never repeated. The 
millions of Americans who live and work near 
natural gas pipelines need to know that every 
possible precaution has been taken to keep 
them safe. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill would make the trans
portation of natural gas by pipeline safer, and 
I urge my colleagues to support this needed 
legislation. 

AMERICANS MAY NOW OBTAIN A 
DIFFERENT POINT OF VIEW ON 
POLITICS 

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to call 
the article, "New Book Bolsters Clinton Com
plaints on 'Cynical' Media," by Morton M. 
Kondracke, in the July 14 issue of Roll Call, to 
the attention of my colleagues. A new book ti
tled "Out of Order," by Thomas E. Patterson, 
suggests that reporters don't report the news 
so much any more; instead they editorialize 
the news. Patterson's book proves that much 
of what is being broadcast or printed in the 
media is negative when it comes to covering 
politics. The author states that one of the larg
est problems with today's coverage of news is 
that the media too often doesn't allow politi
cians to be heard. Perhaps Professor Patter
son's book and Morton Kondracke's review 
will help in giving Americans a different point 
of view. 
NEW BOOK BOLSTERS CLINTON COMPLAINTS ON 

' CYNICAL' MEDIA 

President Clinton charges that journalists 
don't so much report the news anymore as 
editorialize about it, and that they are mak
ing Americans cynical about politics. An im
portant new book suggests he's absolutely 
right. 

The book is "Out of Order" (Knopf) by Syr
acuse University professor Thomas E. Pat
terson. It shows that during the 1992 race, 80 
percent of presidential campaign stories on 
the front page of the New York Times were 
interpretive accounts stressing the report
er's opinions, while in 1960, almost all stories 
were descriptive accounts largely based on 
the words of candidates and other politi
cians. 

What's more, analyzing more than 4,200 
campaign stories in Time and Newsweek 
from 1960 to 1992, Patterson finds that until 
1976, "good news" about candidates and their 
campaigns dominated, whereas from 1980 on, 
articles have been mainly negative, some
times savagely so. 

Television coverage is much the same, Pat
terson shows, with correspondents regularly 
opining that candidates purposely mislead 
votes, don't stand for anything, lack a clear 
agenda, or have character flaws making 
them unfit to govern. 

Patterson's book documents increasing 
negative "advocacy coverage" in campaigns, 
but other data indicate that the tendency 
carries over into coverage of governmen~ 
possibly because the same reporters cover 
campaigns, the White House, and Congress. 

According to the Center for Media and 
Public Affairs, 62 percent of 1993 network 
news stories on the Clinton presidency were 
negative. Coverage of Democrats in Congress 
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was 60 percent negative and 75 percent nega
tive for Republicans. 

During a radio interview with St. Louis 
station KMOX on June 24, Clinton blasted 
radio talk-show host Rush Limbaugh, right
wing preacher Jerry Falwell, and the main
stream media. What he said about the media 
was all but ignored. 

Explaining citizen cynicism, Clinton said, 
" If you look at the information they get, at 
how much more negative the news reports 
are, how much more editorial they are, and 
how much less direct they are ... you can't 
blame them for responding that way." 

Curiously, the Center for Media and Public 
Affairs finds that the overall content of TV 
coverage of the Whitewater and Troopergate 
scandals from last November through this 
May has been equally balanced for and 
against Clinton-although obviously the sub
ject matter of the stories works against Clin
ton. 

But during the two months prior to Clin
ton's complaint in St. Louis, TV scandal re
porting had turned decidedly negative for 
Clinton, by a margin of 61 percent to 39 per
cent. By far, ABC News has been toughest on 
Clinton and CBS the most favorable. 

Patterson's book, while coming from the 
vantage point of campaigns, is a 300-page 
vindication of Clinton's basic point of view. 

"There is a danger to democracy in both 
the unrelenting negativism of the press and 
the increased inability of candidates to avoid 
the press's scrutiny," he writes. " Candidates 
have to communicate with an electorate 
that is continuously warned by the press to 
mistrust them. A wall of suspicion is thus 
created, and disbelief sets in. " 

Possibly Patterson's most damning find
ings are that the media nowadays won't even 
let a politician be heard. 

In 1968, the average TV soundbite featuring 
a presidential candidate's own words was 42 
seconds long. In 1988 and 1992, the average 
was less than ten seconds. 

For every minute that the candidates 
spoke on the evening news in 1988 and 1992, 
Patterson reports, journalists who were cov
ering the campaign talked for six minutes. 

Newspapers are little better. In 1960, the 
average continuous quote or paraphrase of a 
candidate's words in a front-page New York 
Times story was 14 lines long. By 1972, the 
average had fallen to six lines. 

"The candidate's words are now usually 
buried in a narrative devoted primarily to 
expounding the journalist's view," says Pat
terson. And usually the journalist's view, he 
says, is that politicians are trying to put 
something over on the public. 

Patterson writes that the fundamental 
problem with presidential politics· today is 
that the media have taken over the can
didate-judging role formerly occupied by 
party leaders-largely as a consequence of 
the 1968 McGovern-Fraser reforms in the 
Democratic party. 

The media, naturally inclined toward 
"news" rather than underlying issues and to
ward " horse race" coverage rather than sub
stance-and increasingly driven toward scan
dal and personality-simply is not cut out 
for the role of chief arbiter of politics, Pat
terson writes. The remedy he recommends: 
shortening campaigns. 

That's a distant cure, though. What Amer
ica needs most is for TV and print editors to 
order their reporters to quit being de facto 
columnists and to go back to telling people 
what happened yesterday, rather than what 
to think about tomorrow. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

MONTANA'S VOICE OF DEMOCRACY 
WINNER-PAIGE ROIGER 

HON. PAT WILLIAMS 
OF MONTANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 

today to insert in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
the following winning script, by my constituent, 
Ms. Paige Roiger of Sidney, MT. Ms. Roiger 
was Montana's winner in the My Commitment 
to America Contest sponsored by the Veter
ans of Foreign Wars of the United States. 

MY COMMITMENT TO AMERICA 
DEAR AMERICA: I'm writing this letter to 

thank you for being a great nation. Since 
your birth, God has blessed this land more 
than any other nation, with great natural re
sources, beauty, and countless opportunities. 

This nation was founded by committed 
people with integrity and forethought, who 
wrote our Constitution and developed the 
laws we still live by today. The signers of the 
Declaration of Independence, put more on 
the line than their name. Many of them sac
rificed everything, their personal weal th, 
family security, and some even forfeited 
their lives. But it was worth it to them be
cause of their commitment to this "noble ex
periment" America. 

Our national character was developed by 
men like George Washington, who was com
mitted to the shaping and molding of this 
nation. Men like Thomas Jefferson, who saw 
beyond the Mississippi, and was committed 
to expanding this nation. And Lincoln, who 
was committed to preserving the Union, who 
for this cause, risked the separation of this 
beloved land, and guided this land through 
its darkest hour. Enshrined alongside them 
on Mt. Rushmore, is Teddy Roosevelt, who 
guided the developing of this nation into a 
world power. 

Men of honor, courage, and vision have 
this heritage and challenge to a new genera
tion of Americans. Through their example, I 
am challenged-compelled to be committed 
to stand up for the things that are best for 
our nation. According to John Stuart Mill, 
" One person with a belief is equal to a force 
of 99 who only have interest." 

We are the world's leader, example, and 
model, the best in medicine, the best in agri
culture, the best in technology. The fact 
that we are the leader is no mere coinci
dence. The challenge to my generation is to 
uphold this standard of excellence. 

My first commitment is to America's beau
ty. I must strive to preserve and protect our 
vast natural resources. From coast to coast 
we've inherited mighty rivers, scenic lakes, 
spacious prairies, majestic mountains, and 
grand forests. Along with the inheritance 
comes the responsibility to insure their con
tinuing beauty and benefits for future gen
erations. 

Secondly, my commitment is to America's 
freedoms. I must seek to preserve our fun
damental rights. The freedom of press, the 
freedom of speech, and the privileges we 
have of going to schools of our own choice, 
worshiping God the way we believe, and hav
ing an active voice in our government. I hope 
to be included in the thousands of God fear
ing citizens who have served in their commu
nities and in our country in order to protect 
and keep the cause of freedom. In Job 5 verse 
8, is Job's prayer as well as mind, "and unto 
God would I commit my cause. " 

Finally, my commitment is to America's 
goodness. A visitor to our land once said, 
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"America is great because America is good, " 
I need to be a fair, honest, and law-abiding 
citizen. I want to be diligent in striving to be 
morally good and exhibit a character that 
would be an example to others. We need to 
remember, freedom is not the right to do as 
we please, but freedom is the liberty to do 
what is right. 

Thank you, America, for being so great. 
Yours truly, 

A YOUNG AMERICAN. 

TRIBUTE TO BILLY AND GEORGIA 
ROSSER 

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to rise today and pay tribute to 
two outstanding citizens of Indiana's First Con
gressional District, Billy and Georgia Rosser. 
On Saturday, July 16, the Rossers, along with 
their children and grandchildren, will celebrate 
their 50th wedding anniversary at Rosser Hall, 
in Hobart, IN. 

Both Billy and Georgia have dedicated a 
substantial portion of their lives to the better
ment of northwest Indiana, particularly, Hobart 
Township. 

After a 30-year career with Inland Steel's 
accounting department, Billy retired to pursue 
a life of public service. In 1970, Billy was 
elected Hobart Township trustee, and through
out his 24-year role in this position, Billy has 
successfully led Hobart Township into one of 
the only debt-free townships in the county. 
With an emphasis on the improvement of edu
cation among Hobart Township's youth, as 
chief administrator of Hobart, and as a mem
ber of the Lake County Board of Education, 
Billy was instrumental in the restructuring of 
the Hobart Township School System from 
1971 through 1974. During his tenure as Ho
bart Township trustee, Billy procured funds to 
establish Rosser Hall, which is utilized for var
ious celebrations, and Rosser Park. The mon
eys generated from these structures flow back 
into Hobart Township, and are applied directly 
to the township's assistance fund. 

Billy currently serves as president of the 
Lake County Township Trustee Association, 
and has held past presidencies for organiza
tions such as the East Gary Police Associa
tion, and the Hobart Township Lake Ridge 
Community Services. He serves as chairman 
of the Lake Station-Hobart Township Precinct 
Organization, and director of the East Gary 
Democratic Club. Billy holds memberships in 
the Hobart Elks, the Lions Club, the Shriner's 
organization, the Fraternal Order of Police As
sociations of Hobart and Lake Station, as well 
as membership on the advisory board for the 
Regional Lake Station Bank of Indiana board 
of directors. 

Billy confesses that none of his accomplish
ments would have been possible had it not 
been for the constant support of his wit e, 
Georgia. A master cosmetologist, and 20-year 
owner/operator of her own beauty salon, 
Georgia closed the doors of her business to 
become the Hobart Township trustee's admin
istrative assistant and payroll clerk. Through 
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Georgia's meticulous attention to detail, the 
trustee's office has been successfully reaching 
out to the residents of Hobart Township in 
need of assistance for the past 24 years. 
Georgia is a current member and past presi
dent of the Lady Lions Club in Lake Station. 
She also holds memberships in the American 
Legion Post No. 100 auxiliary, the Democratic 
Clubs of Lake Station and Hobart, and the In
diana Township Trustee's Association. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in honoring this amazing couple, 
not only for their commitment to the better
ment of their community, but also for their 
commitment to one another, and the families 
they have produced. With all of the challenges 
facing today's society, it brings me great 
pleasure to see the sacrament of marriage 
honored and fulfilled as this wonderful tradition 
was intended to be. I truly hope that the 
Rossers' celebration this Saturday proves to 
be a most joyous occasion. 

HONORING THE MEMORY OF JOHN 
D.HAVENS 

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I am deeply 
saddened by the death of John D. Havens 
and wish to extend my most heartfelt condo
lences to his family and many friends. 

John Havens was an intelligent and creative 
man who set high personal standards and 
worked with steadfast determination to 
achieve his goals. He was a kind man who set 
a shining example of decency and neighbor
liness. 

He was a community and agricultural leader 
who gave willingly of his time and efforts to 
serve others. He was a member of Grace Lu
theran Church, Fremont; Fremont Exchange 
Club; National Dairy Shrine; Green Springs 
Co-Op Association (past director); Fremont 
Sugar Beet Growers Association (director); 
Sandusky County Soil Conservation Service; 
Sandusky County Farm Bureau (board mem
ber); Fremont Pickle and Tomato Growers As
sociation (past director); Late Comers Farm 
Council; Ottawa County Harness Horseman 
Association; Holstein-Friesian and Ohio Hol
stein Association; Sandusky County Chamber 
of Commerce (Agricultural Committee); Fre
mont Elks; and a member of the board of di
rectors of The Old Fort Banking Company. 

Although there are no words to ease the 
sorrow caused by the passing of John Ha
vens, solace can be found in the memory of 
having been touched by such an outstanding 
man. It is my sincere hope that happy memo
ries will comfort his wife, Joyce, daughters 
Jennifer and Janelle, son, Eric, his mother, 
Gertrude, and his other beloved family mem
bers in their bereavement and will be a con
tinuing source of strength to them. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

THE NORTH CAROLINA ARBORE
TUM: A NATIONAL TREASURE 

HON. CHARLES H. TAYLOR 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. Speak

er, North Carolina's 11th Congressional Dis
trict is home to many national treasures, in
cluding the Blue Ridge Parkway, the Great 
Smoky Mountains National Park, the cradle of 
forestry, and the Pisgah and Nantahala Na
tional Forests. The district is also home to the 
North Carolina Arboretum, itself the home of 
the National Native Azalea Repository. I'm 
pleased to share an article from the 1993 edi
tion of Diversity magazine. 

[From Diversity magazine, 1993] 
NORTH CAROLINA ARBORETUM HOUSES 

NATIONAL NATIVE AZALEA REPOSITORY 

(By Rich Owings) 
The North Carolina Arboretum is home to 

the National Native Azalea Repository, a 
germplasm collection focusing on the 17 spe
cies of azaleas native to the United States 
and North America. Eleven of these species 
are found within 100 miles of the arboretum's 
location in Asheville, North Carolina. 

The repository is the result of suggestions 
made by John L. Creech and David Dean dur
ing a visit to The North Carolina Arboretum 
in 1988. Dr. Creech, a renowned plant ex
plorer and retired director of the National 
Arboretum in Washington, D.C., is currently 
a member of The North Carolina Arboretum 
Board of Directors. He served as the interim 
director of the North Carolina Arboretum 
until George Briggs was hired as director in 
1987. David Dean was an active member of 
the American Rhododendron Society and an 
avid grower and collector of the genus prior 
to his death in 1991. 

COLLECTION TO BE TREASURY OF U.S. AZALEA 
GERMPLASM 

The National Native Azalea Repository is 
intended to be the most complete collection 
of azalea germplasm for those species native 
to the United States. This collection will be 
of maximum interest to many user groups: 
azalea enthusiasts, botanists, researchers, 
nurserymen, and plant breeders. The vari
eties that create the best floral display will 
be planted in the core garden areas where up 
to one million visitors a year are expected to 
see them. 

Systematic collection activities have cen
tered on the genetic variation found within 
native azaleas. Examples of each species and 
more than 80 botanical and cultivated vari
eties are being grown in the arboretum's 
nursery and will be moved in the near future 
to a site within the Scientific and Botanical 
Plant Collections Area alongside Bent Creek. 
The site includes native stands of Rhododen
dron arborescens and R. calendulaceum and en
compasses various habitats including rocky 
slopes, rich bottomland, wet drainage chan
nels, and riparian sites. 

Various levels of taxa will be featured in 
the repository. Species material will include 
individuals with different morphological 
characteristics, botanical varieties, and rep
resentatives of the various habitats and seg
ments of each of the 17 species ranges. 

Within each species, cultivated varieties 
will also be included. There are over 140 
known cultivars and selections in this group, 
including 36 clones of the flame azalea (Rho
dodendron calendulaceum). 

July 14, 1994 
HYBRIDS A VALUABLE PART OF COLLECTION 

Hybrids between the various native species 
will also be displayed. A search of existing 
literature has revealed 146 named varieties of 
interspecific hybrids. Rhododendron 
arborescens and R .. bakeri figure most promi
nently in these crosses. 

Featured are naturally occurring hybrid 
populations, such as the famous hybrid 
swarm on Gregory Bald in the Great Smoky 
Mountains National Park, where Rhododen
dron arborescens, R. bakeri and R. viscosum 
have interbred to form a hybrid complex 
which is a unique naturally occurring floral 
display. Working under a collection permit 
with the Great Smoky Mountains National 
Park, staff members of The North Carolina 
Arboretum have conducted expeditions for 
the past two years to document representa
tive and superior individuals on Gregory 
Bald. The staff has collected seed and 
cuttings for asexual propagation of selected 
clonal material. Through these efforts an ex 
situ collection of these plants will be estab
lished at The North Carolina Arboretum. 

New selections and hybrids are being 
named and released each year, and the arbo
retum intends to add new selections to the 
repository as they become available. 

COLLECTION OFFERS AMPLE OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
RESEARCH 

This complex group of plants offers many 
opportunities for research. On a botanical 
level, collection activities lend themselves 
to the study of morphological differences at 
the various extremes of each species' natural 
range. The study of botanical varieties, her
barium development, exploration of natu
rally occurring hybrid swarms in addition to 
the stand at Gregory Bald, and the develop
ment of morphology-based non-floral keys 
are additional possibilities. 

Another research avenue would be to uti
lize genetic fingerprinting technologies to 
determine the species' parentage of undocu
mented hybrids, including the taxonomically 
confused group at Gregory Bald. Such a tool 
could also be used for the verification and 
documentation of our collection. 

A further use for this technology would be 
to conduct genetic studies on the relation
ships between native and Asian species. 
Through the use of arboretum facilities, such 
as the planned laboratory complex at the 
Horticultural Support Facilities. The North 
Carolina Arboretum would like to support 
and encourage such research. 

PLANT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

The North Carolina Arboretum is cur
rently initiating a Plant Development Pro
gram which w111 include selection, introduc
tion, and distribution components. Possible 
avenues of development for the native azalea 
group include the evaluation of currently 
available cultivars for superior performance 
and the selection of outstanding clones from 
the Gregory Bald site. Because of the large 
numbers of hybrid azaleas currently avail
able and the number of actiye azalea breed
ers working with native species, it is doubt
ful that an actual azalea breeding program 
will be established as part of our plant devel
opment efforts. This does not preclude selec
tion work utilizing existing clones to search 
for such desirable characteristics as summer 
bloom time and fragrance. 
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''MY COMMITMENT TO AMERICA'' 

HON. CHET EDWARDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I am 

proud to announce that Mr. Andrew Ruppar 
has won honors from the Veterans of Foreign 
War in the Voice of Democracy broadcast 
scriptwriting contest. Andrew is a senior at 
Copperas Cove High School in Copperas 
Cove, TX, which I am privileged to represent. 

This year, more than 138,000 students par
ticipated in the Voice of Democracy contest 
which demonstrates the great accomplishment 
that Andrew achieved by being recognized as 
the top entry in Texas. 

I am proud to insert a copy of this winning 
speech. 

"MY COMMITMENT TO AMERICA" 

(By Andrew Ruppar) 
I think we've all seen the tradition before 

the olympics when one runner passes the 
eternal olympic flame to another. It is then 
his responsibility to proudly run with it 
until that time when it is his turn to pass 
the torch. This tradition is a great deal like 
America. For over two hundred years, the 
torch of liberty has been carried patrioti
cally by past Americans and now it will soon 
be my turn. The only way America could fail 
is if the wind of apathy blows out this flame. 

· I fear the moment that someone stops and 
says, "Well, these past generations did fine. 
Why do I have to do anything? Besides, I am 
sure if it is really so important, someone else 
could carry this torch besides me." My com
mitment to America is to never let this apa
thetic view overcome myself, and I will 
struggle to keep it from overcoming others. 

Some people view freedom like a belly but
ton. As long as they can remember, it has al
ways been there, and they seem to pay it no 
mind or attention. From living in a military 
family I have had unique experiences that 
have helped me to cherish what I have. One 
of my most memorable experiences was at 
age seven, traveling past the east side of the 
Berlin wall. The buildings, monuments, 
streets, all were a cold grey color, a color re
flected even in the people's sullen faces. See
ing the limited choices in the stores, being 
searched and followed by guards, walking 
down the street and having a stranger spit at 
my father in his military uniform, a uniform 
that defended all that I believed, all were a 
rude awakening to the world. At an age 
where I had just learned to spell the word 
"rights," I learned what it was like to live 
without any. As we crossed the border back 
to the West, I was surrounded by familiar 
and vivid colors. And only in its absence did 
I understand that freedom is more than 
going on a field trip and not having to use 
the buddy system. 

The freedoms and liberties that we now 
have did not come cheaply. There has never 
been a blue light special on justice. Thou
sands of brave men and women have broken 
down the barriers of oppression and now de
fend and keep us safe from further danger. 
Yet, erecting a memorial or placing a wreath 
does not negate any American, including 
myself, from our true responsibilities. My 
commitment to America and the memory of 
these past and present patriots is to strive to 
preserve the rights and freedoms we were 
given, always struggle to find more just 
rights and liberties, and guarantee the suc
cess of future generations. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Norman Cousins states that, "In a Democ

racy, the individual enjoys not only the ulti
mate power, but also carries ~he ultimate re
sponsibility." My ultimate responsibility is 
to see my commitment through and not let 
the victories of past generations be for noth
ing. My commitment to America comes in a 
variety of forms. When I am driving and I see 
a stop sign, it is my commitment to America 
to stop. While it may seem obvious, part of 
my commitment to America is to be a law
abiding citizen. It is also my commitment to 
America to take care of my debts and my 
own welfare. I cannot allow others to need
lessly provide for me. America is strong be
cause the individuals that make up this 
great country are strong. I, too, must make 
my contribution to the strength of America. 
Even standing up at a baseball game as the 
National Anthem is played is one of my com
mitments to America. However, my most im
portant method of fulfilling my commitment 
will be through my occupation, for I want to 
go into government service. I can serve my 
country and its people by ensuring that the 
barriers of oppression stay down and con
tinue to see justice being served. 

God bless America! I believe it to be the 
greatest country to live in, but it still has its 
share of problems. When one watches the 
news one can not help but feel the pain of 
others, witness the presence of injustice, and 
simply have the feeling of not being safe. 
Even the youth of America has its share of 
problems. While inost, idealistically, should 
be studying, or being productive citizens, 
they seem more intent on raising the rate of 
juvenile crime. My commitment of America 
will be to roll up my sleeves and get to work 
at the problems and find solutions to satisfy 
us all. 

If you ask most Americans on the street, 
"Is there a problem 'Yith our health care sys
tem?" They will say, "Yes." "Is there a prob
lem with our educational system?" "Yes." 
"Is there a problem with our foreign policy?" 
"Yes." 

But if you ask most Americans how to cor
rect them or what they will personally do to 
fix these problems, their enthusiasm will 
tend to dwindle. I, however, will devote my 
life to these conundrums and try to keep the 
active participation of all whom I represent 
and serve. While I don't claim to be the pan
acea for every imperfection in this country, 
I will never allow myself to be one of its 
problems. Like the Olympic runners, I will 
keep the flame of liberty and justice burning 
bright. My commitment to America will be 
to proudly pass it on to future generations so 
the essence of this great country called 
America, can illuminate the world. 

LABRANCHE WETLANDS BILL 

HON. WJ. (BILLY) TAUZIN 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in

troduce legislation that has two very important 
purposes: First, preserving significant wetlands 
habitat and second, protecting the rights of pri
vate property owners. My bill directs the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service to acquire the 
LaBranche Wetlands located in St. Charles 
Parish, LA, from voluntary sellers for inclusion 
in the Bayou Sauvage Urban National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

Acquisition of the LaBranche Wetlands by 
the Fish and Wildlife Service is very important 
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to the preservation of wetlands in Louisiana. 
The LaBranche Wetlands is an ideal candidate 
for refuge status because of its high visibility 
to travelers along Interstate 10 between New 
Orleans and Baton Rouge, and it could easily 
be included within the already existing Bayou 
Sauvage National Wild I if e Refuge because of 
its close proximity. The LaBranche Wetlands 
is located adjacent to New Orleans and could 
serve as an excellent educational tool for the 
citizens and school children of the New Orle
ans area. The LaBranche Wetlands contain 
significant wetlands habitat and could provide 
a model for other coastal and marsh restora
tion efforts throughout the nation. The 
LaBranche Wetlands has been the site of one 
of the first projects to use Christmas trees as 
sediment traps, a practice now widely used in 
coastal restoration eff arts. 

Federal acquisition as a wildlife refuge is 
needed to better establish and preserve wild
life habitat and restore the wetlands. Unified 
management and improvement projects con
ducted by Federal employees is essential in 
creating a showplace for wetlands and coastal 
restoration. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service acquisition of 
the LaBranche Wetlands is also critical in pre
serving the rights of private landowners. A 
large number of landowners bought land with
in the LaBranche Wetlands with the under
standing that the land could be developed 
both residentially and commercially. However, 
due to subsequent changes in the wetlands 
regulatory program, these landowners were 
not allowed to use and develop their land. In 
the past, I have requested that the Fish and 
Wild I if e Service acquire this land for use as a 
refuge. The Service has informed me that it 
has no intention to acquire the LaBranche 
Wetlands because the wetlands are not a high 
priority. Many individuals and organizations at 
the state and local level disagree. I believe 
that the real reason the Federal Government 
has not already acquired the LaBranche prop
erty is that, in effect, they already have it. Be
cause of Federal wetlands permitting regula
tions, affected landowners are unable to do 
anything with their land other than pay taxes 
on it. 

This legislation is needed to ensure that pri
vate property owners in the affected area are 
protected. Private landowners should not be 
forced to bear the burden of what society 
deems to be a mutual benefit shared by all. 
Let me make it clear that I fully support the 
societal goal of preservation of wetlands. How
ever, private landowners should not bear the 
entire burden of achieving that goal. Equally 
important, this bill is needed to ensure that 
LaBranche Wetlands are preserved in the best 
way possible. Unified management and control 
by the Federal Government along with Federal 
resources and manpower are the key to mak
ing the LaBranche Wetlands the showplace for 
coastal restoration and wetlands habitat that it 
can truly be. 
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INTRODUC'l'ION OF THE FAMILY 

SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing the Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1994. 
I am putting forth this proposal because I be
lieve that we must broaden the debate over 
how best to reform the Nation's welfare sys
tem. 

All of us-the public, legislators, and those 
on AFDC-agree that the Nation's welfare· 
system needs to be reformed. It does not work 
sufficiently to meet the needs of either those 
dependent on AFDC or the taxpayers who 
support the program. 

The debate over welfare reform has been 
characterized by little more than demands to 
get tough on recipients. Far too great an em
phasis has been placed on how long people 
should be able to receive AFDC benefits, and 
too little on the question of how to truly break 
the cycle of poverty and dependency that 
threatens the lives of the most needy women 
and children in our society. 

The bill I am introducing today places its 
emphasis on providing the tools and supports 
necessary for those on AFDC to become self
sufficient. The welfare reform debate cannot 
focus solely on sticks and punitive measures 
to evoke change. We must also use carrots by 
providing services that motivate women to find 
jobs and stay employed, such as safe and af
fordable child care and health care coverage. 
These benefits must continue once families 
leave AFDC for a job, to ensure that they can 
remain independent of the welfare system. 

All welfare recipients are not alike, and for 
this reason we cannot assume that they all will 
be able to succeed in a specified time period. 
The bill I am introducing today contains bene
fits for participating, as well as penalties for 
noncompliance. However, these are granted 
on an individualized basis that recognizes that 
people learn and advance at different speeds. 

I think that we can improve the Nation's wel
fare programs, but we must do so in a com
passionate manner that recognizes the chal
lenges these families face. I believe the family 
self-sufficiency provides this new voice. 

ECONOMIC GROWTH AND 
BILIZATION FINANCING 
ONSTRATION ACT OF 1994 

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

STA
DEM-

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 14, 1994 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, today the 
ranking Republican member of the Economic 
Growth and Credit Formation Subcommittee, 
Mr. RIDGE, and I are jointly introducing the 
Economic Growth and Stabilization Financing 
Demonstration Act of 1994. 

This bipartisan legislation addresses the sin
gle largest shortcoming of existing Federal 
programs to promote economic growth and 
stabilization in economically distressed com-
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munities across this country. It provides the 
Secretary of Commerce with the financing 
tools necessary for the success in developing 
an effective, comprehensive strategy to create 
new jobs in economically troubled regions 
through targeted assistance to help new busi
nesses get started and for existing businesses 
to remain or become competitive in today's 
global economy. 

Specifically, the legislation authorizes the 
Secretary of Commerce to conduct four dem
onstration programs for financing assistance 
for economic growth and stabilization in eco
nomically distressed communities. These dem
onstration programs would focus on loan guar
antees, interest rate subsidies, equity financ
ing, and credit enhancements to securitize 
economic development loans for the second
ary market. 

On Tuesday, Commerce Secretary Ron 
Brown testified on the administration's new 
Competitive Communities initiative. In his testi
mony he underscored the need for the legisla
tion I am introducing today. He said, "To im
plement the Competitive Communities Pro
gram fully, with its emphasis on funding 
intermediaries to support private economic ac
tivity, EDA could benefit from additional tools. 
In particular, loan guarantee authority to sup
port high-growth business activity would be 
extremely helpful." 

Mr. Speaker, Secretary Brown's testimony 
echoes that provided by Assistant Secretary 
for Economic Development William Ginsberg 
when he testified before the Banking Sub
committee on Economic Growth and Credit 
Formation on June 22. Mr. Ginsberg's testi
mony unveiled the Competitive Communities 
initiative which was described by Secretary 
Brown Tuesday. 

At my subcommittee's hearing on June 22, 
Secretary Ginsberg outlined the focus of the 
administration's new initiativ·e saying, "At EDA, 
we are redirecting our programs and the tools 
which we use with the objective of ensuring 
that economically distressed areas and re
gions of the United States benefit from the 
new Federal commitment to promote Ameri
ca's globally competitive, technology-based, 
export-oriented industries." 

Secretary Ginsberg identified as the two key 
components of the new strategy, " . . . fi
nancial inducements for the growing globally 
competitive industrial sectors to invest in our 
distressed communities and . . . institutional 
linkages between the community leadership 
and the business leadership whose companies 
can form the economic base of the future." 

Many State and local governments have 
recognized that infrastructure development 
alone, is simply not sufficient to successfully 
implement a strategy to promote economic de
velopment and facilitate the creation of new 
jobs. Frequently, the critical element which de
termines success or failure of economic devel
opment efforts is the availability of business fi
nancing assistance. 

Despite this growing realization, the Federal 
Government lags behind many States in pro
viding this often vital assistance. This seriously 
handicaps the effectiveness of our overall eco
nomic development efforts. Simply building a 
new industrial park does not assure that new 
business will locate there and create new jobs. 
We need to focus our efforts on encouraging 
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the development of new businesses and jobs 
that off er real opportunities for advancement in 
troubled communities. 

When Secretary Ginsberg testified before 
my subcommittee 3 weeks ago, in addition to 
unveiling the Competitive Communities initia
tive, he also commented on a draft version of 
the Economic Growth and Stabilization Fi
nancing Demonstration Act of 1994 which I 
am introducing today. 

He noted that this legislation mirrors the 
goal of the Clinton administration saying, "The 
administration has strongly supported legisla
tion emanating from this subcommittee . . . 
which would provide EDA with the authority to 
guarantee economic development loans." He 
also testified that, "The equity finance program 
proposed for EDA in the draft subcommittee 
legislation . . . would also achieve [the ad
ministration's] objectives," and vision for EDA 
in the future. 

Secretary Ginsberg also noted in his testi
mony that, "by leveraging private investment 
. . . this vehicle ensures a better leverage 
for the Federal dollar . . . and serves as a 
catalyst to encourage private sector invest
ment that will create jobs." 

Mr. Speaker, while a number of our col
leagues helped develop the ideas which are 
reflected in the Economic Growth and Sta
bilization Financing Demonstration Act of 
1994, I particularly want to recognize the im
portant contributions made by my ranking Re
publican .member, Mr. RIDGE, as well as by 
Representatives KLEIN and TRAFICANT. 

As a new Banking Subcommittee chairman 
in the 103d Congress, it has been a pleasure 
and privilege to work with my ranking Repub
lican member, TOM RIDGE, on this and other 
economic development and job creation initia
tives. Congressman RIDGE has contributed 
many important suggestions to the legislation 
we have worked on, and has been a true part
ner in the work of the subcommittee. 

Earlier this year, Mr. KLEIN introduced H.R. 
3853 authorizing the Federal Government to 
participate in, or guarantee, loans made by 
banks and other qualified lenders for busi
nesses with potential for expansion and 
growth and for other viable economic develop
ment projects. Throughout his tenure on the 
Subcommittee on Economic Growth and Cred
it Formation, Congressman KLEIN has consist
ently shown great vision and a dedication to 
create new employment opportunities for all 
Americans. He has demonstrated an enor
mous capacity for thinking through some of 
our economy's most intractable problems and 
for proposing new and innovative solutions. 
Clearly, the Economic Growth and Stabiliza
tion Financing Demonstration Act of 1994 in
corporate many of his ideas. 

Last year, Representative TRAFICANT intro
duced H.R. 2191, introduced to authorize the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 
to carry out a demonstration program to make 
grants available to community development 
corporations for reducing interest rates on 
loans for economic development activities in 
five federally designated enterprise zones. As 
I have noted, the Economic Growth and Sta
bilization Financing Demonstration Act of 1994 
provides for a demonstration program to sub
sidize the interest rates of loans associated 
with enhancing economic growth and stabiliza
tion in economically distressed communities. I 
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commend Mr. TRAFICANT for his foresight and 
leadership in this area. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to note for our 
colleagues that similar loan guarantee and eq
uity financing demonstration provisions were 
adopted, with strong bipartisan support, by the 
Subcommittee on Economic Growth and Cred
it Formation, and were subsequently, by a 
unanimous bipartisan vote, passed by the full 
Banking Committee, as part of its version of 
H.R. 2442, which reauthorizes the Economic 
Development Administration. 

Unfortunately, the version of H.R. 2442 
which was ultimately brought to the House 
floor only provided for a study of new EDA fi
nancing tools. With the launching of the ad
ministration's new Competitive Communities 
initiative, however, it is critical that we provide 
the Secretary of Commerce with the financing 
tools that Secretary Brown testified Tuesday 
that he needs to fully implement the new pro
gram. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor the Eco
norr:iic Growth and Stabilization Financing 
Demonstration Act of 1994. For the benefit of 
our colleagues, I am attaching to this state
ment a section-by-section analysis of this bill. 
I look forward to timely action on this legisla
tion by the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

HON. IBOMAS J. BARLOW III 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday , July 14, 1994 

Mr. BARLOW. Mr. Speaker, I recently re
ceived a letter from Nancy Jo Kemper, the ex
ecutive director of the Kentucky Council of 
Churches. Her letter dealt with the issue of 
health care reform and the need to provide all 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Americans with access to primary health care 
services. 

I want to share this letter with all my col
leagues in the House. Ms. Kemper was also 
kind enough to include a copy of "Pastoral Ap
peal: Health Care Coverage for All Ameri
cans." This message, endorsed by the leaders 
of religious groups around the country, makes 
it clear that health care is a moral, not a politi
cal issue. I am including this message in the 
RECORD for my colleagues as well. 

KENTUCKY COUNCIL OF CHURCHES, 
Lexington, KY, July 11 , 1994. 

Hon. TOM BARLOW, 
Longworth House Office Building, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BARLOW: Heal th 

care reform with universal coverage for ALL 
Americans is a moral and economic neces
sity. The Kentucky Council of Churches, rep
resenting 11 major Christian denominations, 
some 2700 congregations, and over 800,000 
members of these churches across the Com
monwealth, has long been committed to sig
nificant health care reform in our state and 
in our nation. I urge you, in the coming floor 
discussions, to do your utmost to expand pri
mary heal th care coverage to all Americans, 
as speedily as possible. 

I am enclosing a "Pastoral Appeal: Health 
Care Coverage for All Americans" which has 
been signed by national religious leaders. I 
also endorse this pastoral appeal, both per
sonally, and on behalf of the Kentucky Coun
cil of Churches and its member congrega
tions. 

May the spirit of wisdom and compassion 
guide you in your deliberations in Congress 
on this vital matter for the well-being of our 
society. 

Sincerely, 
NANCY JO KEMPER, 

Executive Director. 

A PASTORAL APPEAL: HEALTH CARE 
COVERAGE FOR ALL AMERICANS 

Now is the time for religious voices, long 
committed to establishing hospitals and pro-
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viding care, to be heard in support of health 
care for all Americans. 

Decisions touching every life are being 
made in these very days. By adding its voice 
of moral conviction and guidance to the pub
lic process, the religious community can, in 
concert with others, make the difference. 
The doors to heal th care resources for all 
people can be opened. It can happen now! 

The issue of universal coverage is neither a 
partisan nor a political matter. It is a moral 
mandate. Anything short of health care for 
all is morally flawed. Religious commitment 
to the dignity and value of every human life 
insists on it. Our nation's history of fa111ng 
to provide such care needs to be repudiated 
as a moral deficit that has stood too long. 

The provision of health care for all will 
embrace particularly the lives of those about 
whom we as religious communities have so 
long cared-the poor and those often ignored, 
the burdened and those thought to be unwor
thy, the modest middle-income folk so often 
found among the people of religious loyalty 
and quiet faithfulness. 

So often those who have significant assets 
or access to private resources have little un
derstanding of what the threat of the loss of 
health care means. For working people with 
hourly wages or limited salaries, the possi
b111ties of faltering health or losing coverage 
is an abiding fear. For those in poverty for 
whom managing each day is a demanding 
battle, the absence of adequate health care is 
a pending defeat of life itself. Without uni
versal health care coverage, these are the 
very ones who will fall away, often unno
ticed. Therein lies the moral issue: Whether 
we are willing to provide for all people as 
children of God. 

Therefore our support for universal cov
erage is morally grounded. Important issues 
still being debated can, we believe, best be 
resolved in a setting of commitment to and 
the enactment of universal coverage. To 
those participants in decision-making who 
are undecided or opposed, we implore a new 
attention to the moral meaning of universal 
coverage. 
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