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To Paul Hill, the murder was a jus-

tifiable homicide.
Mr. President, this syllogism lies at

the heart of one of the most corrosive
dangers that we face in an ever increas-
ingly violent world and a violent Amer-
ica.

There are religious teachings that
offer justifiable excuses for killing, but
the mainstream religions, all of them,
have always promoted tolerance over
intolerance. The only people who use
religion to justify cold-blooded murder
are religious fanatics, and they must
be recognized as such.

But what happened in Brookline and
what happened to Shannon Lowney and
Lee Ann Nicols and the tragedy of
their deaths tells us that we can no
longer dismiss these fringe elements of
our society, we can no longer let good
people fall victim to intolerance and
fanaticism.

Yes, John Salvi read from the same
Bible that Shannon and Lee Ann did.
The teachings and the words were the
same, but their lives could not have
been more different.

It is our task to remember that com-
mitment and dedication can be mani-
fest in kindness and concern, or they
can take the hideous form of fanati-
cism and hatred that motivated John
Salvi to play God.

Mr. President, it is incumbent on all
of us, and particularly as we begin this
term in the Senate, to understand the
increasing danger that can be wrought
by those who interpret religious teach-
ings as a crusade against others and as
a justification for cold-blooded murder
or for violent acts.

It is our task to understand that we
live in dangerous times and that the
easy availability of weapons in society
makes it even more dangerous. People
like John Salvi and Paul Hill have in-
creased the danger and increased the
threat to those who choose to show
their commitment and their faith by
helping others build a better life for
themselves and their families.

So I believe, Mr. President, it is time
for both sides on the abortion issue to
exert leadership and to show that we
can find a way to express our views
without increasing the rhetorical vio-
lence or the physical violence.

It is our task to sit down and to talk
to each other, and I commend my
friend and constituent and his emi-
nence, Cardinal Bernard Law of the
Archdiocese of Boston, for his personal
efforts to bring both sides together. He
has shown courage in this regard. Even
though he is strongly pro-life, he has
called for an end, temporarily at least,
to antiabortion protests in Boston. He
is trying to bring everyone together in
an unprecedented sense of negotiation.

Cardinal Law has shown leadership
and tolerance, and his deep faith serves
as an example to all of us who want to
bring an end to the senseless violence.
What we achieve together can send a
loud and clear message to those who
would use their beliefs as justification
for murder that, though we may not

agree, we are still one people bound to-
gether not only by our faith and our
commitments to our beliefs but by the
expression of our common interest
through tolerance for our differences
and a mutual respect and understand-
ing for each other.

Mr. President, Shannon Lowney, ob-
viously, did not deserve her fate. She
was a good and decent woman, though
some might disagree with what she
chose to do. They certainly could not
wish on her the death she found. She
was the personification of the prin-
ciples of freedom, freedom of choice
and equality and the justice that
unites us as a people, and she was
working to help others because she
cared about other human beings.

Make no mistake, the wrong response
to these shootings would be to turn
clinics into armed fortresses on the
fringes of our medical delivery system,
further from those who have a con-
stitutional right to seek the procedure.

We must learn from this and, indeed,
in tribute to those who died, make cer-
tain that this constitutional right is
protected at the Federal, State, and
local level by providing the resources
necessary to maintain peace in our
country.

When those shots rang out in Brook-
line last Friday, Mr. President, John
Salvi did not just take life, he took
something very precious from all of us.
He took our freedom to believe and to
express our beliefs as we choose and he
took our freedom to act on our beliefs
without fear of violence. We cannot
permit that to happen in this country.

For many days, there will be many
who will continue to mourn the deaths
of Shannon Lowney and Lee Ann
Nicols. The people of my State will re-
main shocked and outraged at this
senseless act of violence that took
them from us. And I know I speak for
every Member of the Senate in extend-
ing our deepest condolences to their
families and friends and to all the vic-
tims of this tragedy.

The lesson, Mr. President, is toler-
ance, and it is a lesson we would do
well to learn and to think about as we
witness other divisions in the United
States of America, particularly the di-
vision of race. If we do not learn it,
then we will dishonor the memory of
these two young women from Massa-
chusetts who lost their lives through
intolerance in the name of God.

I yield the floor.
Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana.

f

PROPER AND LEGITIMATE ROLE
OF GOVERNMENT

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I say to
my colleagues, we have all just under-
gone an election process, a great de-
bate that has occurred in this country,
culminating in the elections on No-
vember 8, which saw those of us who
are Democrats lose the majority both

in this body as well as in the other
body.

I think a great part of that debate
was over the proper and legitimate role
of Government as it affects the individ-
ual lives of the citizens of this country.

Many traditional Democrats—not all,
but many—have taken the view that
the proper role of Government is to try
to solve everybody’s problem all of the
time, and that necessarily meant that
many of those suggestions were coming
from Washington as to what those so-
lutions should be. Many, not all, Re-
publicans took the view that the role
of Government was to get out of the
way and that Government really had
no role in helping people solve their
problems, but that it was more of a
survival of the fittest type of attitude
that should be the predominant one by
which we govern ourselves.

I think both of those roles are not
what the American people were talking
about when they went to the polls on
November 8. Many self-styled new
Democrats take the view that the le-
gitimate and proper role of Govern-
ment is to help equip people to solve
their own problems. Government’s role
is not to solve their problems, nor is
Government’s role to get out of the
way and let the survival of the fittest
be the rule of the day. But, rather, the
proper role of Government is to try to
help and equip people to be able to
solve their own problems. That is a
viewpoint that I think is proper and
one that I share.

In keeping with that perspective of
what Government’s role is, I have
joined with Democratic leader DASCHLE
and Senator KENNEDY, of Massachu-
setts, in introducing legislation, which
is S. 6, which is entitled the Working
Americans Opportunity Act.

I think it is legislation which all
Members should carefully consider be-
cause it takes as its premise that the
role of Government is to help people
solve their own problems, to help them
equip themselves to meet the needs and
the problems they are facing.

We all know that in today’s society
the average American worker has to
change jobs several times in a lifetime.
We all know that a great deal of the in-
security that Americans have in their
daily lives is because they do not know
whether the job they are in today will
be there tomorrow. They do not know
whether they will have the training
and the skills to go out and seek a new
job, perhaps in a new area, perhaps in
a new profession, because they have
not been properly trained.

S. 6, the Working Americans Oppor-
tunity Act, provides the types of train-
ing, the types of opportunities that
American workers need in order to
equip themselves to meet the chal-
lenges of the future. President Clinton
has in his proposal for a middle-class
bill of rights a similar proposal. The
President has said many times that
what you earn is tied to what you learn
in this country, and that is a very true
statement.
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Our legislation will try to help Amer-

icans learn more so that in their lives
they can earn more. What we do with
this legislation is to build on the old GI
bill with which so many Americans are
familiar, where returning servicemen
after World War II were given an oppor-
tunity to select a college, an institu-
tion they would like to attend, and the
Government helped them equip them-
selves by giving them the money which
allowed them to select where they
wanted to go to college, and also to se-
lect what courses they would take.

The Government did not make that
decision. The Government in Washing-
ton, after World War II, did not tell
young Americans where they had to go
to college. It did not tell them, when
they got there, what courses they had
to take. It did not tell them in what
they had to major. The Government at
that time had faith in the individual
American citizen to make that deci-
sion on their own because Government
at that time felt the individual would
make the right decision; they would
take the courses they felt they were
best able to do well in; they would go
to the college they felt best suited
their particular need.

There was no bureaucracy or no Gov-
ernment in Washington that made that
decision. That is one of the reasons
why the GI bill was such a good piece
of legislation and why thousands and
thousands of Americans today have
lived a better life, because someone
had the intelligence back in the 1940’s
to offer legislation which made that
type of career education possible for
hundreds of millions of Americans.

What we have offered today is build-
ing on that concept. It will give to
Americans who have been dislocated
because of a plant closing or because
they have been fired, they have been
laid off, vouchers to allow individuals
to select the type of training they
want, at the place they want, the type
of program they want, they feel best
suited they can handle, and then enroll
and better themselves so they can earn
more in later life.

Mr. President and my colleagues, we
have hundreds of programs in the Fed-
eral bureaucracy. We have agencies all
over the place that have job training
programs where bureaucrats in Wash-
ington are deciding for an individual in
my State of Louisiana what is the best
course they can take or where they
should go to school. This legislation
says the individual should have the
ability to make that decision; that our
role in Government is to give that per-
son a voucher and let them decide
where they want to go and what
courses they want to take. I think this
concept is one of which the President is
supportive, one of which I think many
of our Republican colleagues will be
supportive because it eliminates the
bureaucratic, governmental decision
maker in Washington and allows the
decision to be made back at the local
level by the person who is going to ben-
efit from that decision in the first

place—the individual who is going to
benefit from these vouchers.

I would point out that this concept of
putting the workers in charge of their
own fate rather than having their fate
decided in Washington is going to ac-
complish a couple of things. No. 1, it
would really I think for the first time
allow the workers to take charge of
their career, let them decide what they
want to do instead of having that deci-
sion made in Washington.

Second, I think allowing that indi-
vidual to decide where they want to go
and what school they would like to at-
tend for the training they are seeking
is going to provide competition among
private and public institutions for that
individual’s interest, to compete for
that individual’s business. I think that
competition will provide better serv-
ices. Right now there is not a great
deal of competition among training in-
stitutions because the Government
makes the decision where these indi-
viduals have to go. There is no com-
petition. This legislation would create
competition among these schools to
compete for those individuals coming
to their institutions, and I think they
would provide a better product.

Third, competition would provide ac-
countability for performance. Dissatis-
fied customers could vote with their
feet, taking their business to more ef-
fective providers.

And fourth, bureaucracies that run
the current program would certainly be
reduced. I am told by I think the Gen-
eral Accounting Office that we have
literally hundreds of departments and
agencies in Washington that run job
training programs. We already spend
literally billions of dollars in Washing-
ton on job training programs right
now. Our legislation says we should not
be spending any more money. It is a
question of spending it more wisely.

Our legislation takes money from ex-
isting bureaucratic programs in Wash-
ington and uses the dollars to create
vouchers to give to individuals to let
them make the decision as to where
they can best get their best education
and the best retraining to compete in
today’s modern world. The global econ-
omy that we are now talking about
creates a lot of opportunities for Amer-
icans, but it also has created a lot of
problems for Americans because many
jobs people are involved in today are
not going to be here tomorrow because
of the changing global competition and
environment.

This Congress just in the last year
passed a North American Free Trade
Agreement. We passed a GATT agree-
ment. That is going to make global
competition more and more and create
more opportunities for American work-
ers and for American businesses. But
we cannot do it if our workers are not
trained. We cannot do it if our workers
are still educated to work in jobs that
are not the jobs of the future, that are
not the jobs in a global environment
with global competition.

I think this legislation for the first
time will say that we are going to rec-
ognize that individuals, citizens back
home have the ability to make the de-
cisions for themselves. But Govern-
ment does have a role. It is not sur-
vival of the fittest. It is not just throw-
ing everybody out there and saying
some will survive and some will perish,
but it is saying Government’s role will
be to help people make the best deci-
sions for their lives.

So I would suggest the legislation we
have introduced today, the Working
Americans Opportunity Act, is in keep-
ing with that theory, that there is a le-
gitimate role for Government to help
equip our citizens to make their own
decisions and to help them solve their
problems.

That is the role of Government I
think most Americans share. I think it
was one of the clear messages of the
last election. I think all of us have to
take heed of those results, Republicans
and Democrats alike. This legislation
is a major step in that direction, and I
urge my colleagues to consider joining
with us in supporting this legislation
as it has been introduced.

Mr. President, I now yield the floor.
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I rise

today to lend enthusiastic support to
S. 9, which I think is probably one of
the most important, if not far-reach-
ing, measures that have been intro-
duced today, along with very many
other important measures.

S. 9 addresses the matter of the con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget. I have long been a supporter of
that, and my name has been mentioned
by my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle. I was very pleased to join as a co-
sponsor of the bill of the Democratic
leader to focus attention on this mat-
ter.

I also happen to be the ranking Dem-
ocrat on the Budget Committee, and
the Budget Committee, with all of its
other very important responsibilities,
is going to play a very key, a very deci-
sive role in the constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget.

I rise today though to say while I
voted for it before and I am going to
vote for it again, I am going to be
plowing a straight furrow down the
road on this whole matter to explain to
the Senate and to the House and to the
people at large that passing a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et is the easy part.

There has been no legislation intro-
duced today, and I daresay there will
be no legislation introduced in this
Congress, that has such far-reaching
implications. This is where the rubber
meets the road. Passing a constitu-
tional amendment—which I believe
will be passed—is the easy part. In
doing so, we have to have a thorough
understanding by every Member of the
Senate, every Member of the House of
Representatives, every Governor, every
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legislator in every State and the people
at large, as to the awesome task that
we take upon ourselves when we pass
this measure. It is not going to be easy.
It is probably one of the most difficult
tasks that the Congress of the United
States all during our history has ever
saddled itself with. But saddle it we
must if we are going to stop runaway
deficits, skyrocketing national debts.

I think the first thing we have to
have a full understanding with the peo-
ple on, if they do not understand it
now, is that there is a difference be-
tween the annual deficit and the na-
tional debt. I am afraid the people hear
about the $150 to $350 billion annual
deficit and then they hear about the
skyrocketing national debt that was
addressed earlier in the day by Senator
DASCHLE, under $1 trillion in 1980 and
now it is $4.7 trillion. They hear often
that the fastest growing part of our
budget is interest on the national debt.

I simply say that if we are going to
balance the Federal budget by the year
2002, as is outlined in most of the meas-
ures that have been introduced thus
far, we are going to have to cut $1 tril-
lion or more, depending on how much
money we expend for tax decreases—
worthy or unworthy, justified or un-
justified. The political climate, it
seems to me, is to make everybody
happy we have to have a tax cut. Add
that tax cut, if you will, to the $1 tril-
lion that I have already outlined and
you see the monumental problem that
we have on our hands.

Meanwhile back at the ranch we have
all kinds of people, well-intentioned
people, who are saying, ‘‘This has to be
off limits. Of course that has to be off
limits. We cannot touch this, we can-
not touch that.’’ I hope those of us who
vote for a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget recognize, as we
must, that not all of us, maybe not a
majority of us, will be here serving in
the U.S. Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives in the year 2002. Yet we
are mandating what people will do
then. We, therefore, in my view, have
the responsibility to plow a straight
furrow, to tell the people exactly what
the situation is, to put the pain and
suffering that is going to take place in
making these cuts so they are clearly
understood—to recognize that, of all
things, we may even have to raise
taxes sometime before 2002 to accom-
plish the ends we are about to vote for.
When you mention the tax word around
here, though, that is a no-no.

I simply say in tackling this propo-
sition this Senator, and I expect two-
thirds of the Senate, are strongly in
support of and will pass a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et. We have the responsibility, not only
to vote but we have the responsibility

to fully understand what we are tack-
ling and what we are taking on. There-
fore, I want to make the point that
this S. 9 is a far-reaching measure. It
has to be passed, I believe, to bring
some sanity to the Federal Govern-
ment, to begin to balance income with
out-go. Therefore it is a necessity. It is
a very, very painful one and the people
of the United States who send us here
to do their bidding should understand
when we do what they want us to do—
the vast majority want a constitu-
tional amendment to balanced the
budget. I say to the people of the Unit-
ed States of America, it is not going to
be easy. I am afraid too many believe if
we just eliminate the $1,200 toilet seats
and the $500 hammer, and if we cut the
salaries of the Members of the House
and Senate and their staffs in half, we
could do those things and everything
would take care of itself. It would be
balanced.

I heard a big debate on television last
night about $300 million for public
radio and public television. That is
what television shows are made of. The
$300 million that we spend on public
broadcasting maybe should be cut. But
it is a drop in the bucket. And we con-
tinue to focus on the little things,
making believe if we do that, the prob-
lem is solved. It is a monumental prob-
lem of major proportions that all
should understand, as we proceed down
this dangerous course that in my view
we must proceed on if we are ever
going to bring outlays in line with ex-
penditures.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. REID addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. I make inquiry to the

Chair on a matter, a parliamentary in-
quiry as to what the proceedings are
before the Senate now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may speak for up to 10 minutes.
f

SENATOR DASCHLE’S IMPORTANT
MESSAGES TO THE AMERICAN
PUBLIC

Mr. REID. Mr. President, at the be-
ginning of every session of Congress
the Senate, both the minority and the
majority, introduce five bills. These
are deemed to be the most important
bills of the two parties during a Con-
gress. I would like to congratulate and
applaud the minority leader, Senator
DASCHLE of South Dakota, for the
choice he made in the bills that are
part of the legislation that will be ad-
dressed by this Congress. The bills he
has introduced are important messages
to the American public.

I first want to talk about S. 6. This is
a bill dealing with the American work-

ing class. It is called the Working
Americans Opportunity Act. We have
made great strides, these past couple of
years, in creating new jobs. Over 5 mil-
lion new jobs have been created. We
have the lowest inflation rate since
John Kennedy was President. Three
years in a row we have had a deficit re-
duction. We will have a reduction in
our annual deficit this year, the third
year in a row. This is the first time in
50 years this has happened.

Industrial production is the highest
since the days of President Lyndon
Baines Johnson. Real business invest-
ment is the highest since World War II.

Mr. President, we have 100,000 fewer
Federal employees than we had years
ago. Corporate profits soared 45 percent
in the last quarter. Productivity as I
indicated is skyrocketing.

What then is the problem? The prob-
lem is that the American public gen-
erally is not benefiting from the gains
that are being made.

Let me read from a speech that was
given by the Secretary of Labor very
recently. He said among other things,
and I quote:

The old middle class has become an anx-
ious class—worried not only about sustain-
ing their incomes but also about keeping
their jobs and their health insurance. Our
large corporations continue to improve pro-
ductivity by investing in technology and
cutting payrolls. In a recent survey three
out of four employers say their own employ-
ees fear losing their jobs. Meanwhile, 1994 is
on track to become history’s second-biggest
year for mergers and acquisitions. But who
wins in this $300 billion deal? Certainly not
the average American worker. When two in-
dustry giants merge, the advantages of the
deal often come from layoffs. Across Amer-
ica, I hear the same refrain: ‘‘I’ve given this
company the best years of my life, and now
they dispose of me like a piece of rusted ma-
chinery.’’ What has happened to the men and
women who have lost their jobs? Some have
navigated their way to new and better oppor-
tunities. But nearly one out of five who lost
a full-time job since 1991 is still without
work. And among those Americans who have
landed new jobs, almost half—47 percent
—are now earning less than they did before.

In sum, tens of millions of middle-class
Americans continue to experience what they
began to face in the late 1970’s—downward
mobility. They know that recoveries are cy-
clical, but fear that the underlying trend is
permanent. They voted for change in ’94 just
as they voted for change in ’92, and they will
do it again and again until they feel that
downward slide is reversing. But what so
many Americans find shocking about today’s
economy is the seeming randomness of their
fates.

On a recent poll, 55 percent of American
adults said they no longer believe that you
can build a better life for yourself and your
family by working hard and playing by the
rules. Of those without college degrees, 68
percent no longer believe it. Because they
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