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The House met at 10:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. EMERSON].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 27, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable BiLL EM-
ERSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of May 12, 1995, the
Chair will now recognize Members from
lists submitted by the majority and
minority leaders for morning hour de-
bates. The Chair will alternate recogni-
tion between the parties, with each
party limited to not to exceed 30 min-
utes, and each Member except the ma-
jority and minority leaders limited to
not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. ScHIFF] for 5
minutes.

WHAT NEW BUDGET FROM THE
PRESIDENT?

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, as our col-
leagues are aware, the House and Sen-
ate budget committees reached a reso-
lution of the differences between the
House budget resolution and the budg-
et resolution of the other body, and we
may get their conference report on the
future budget as soon as this week, and
I want to say that they have had to
make a number of hard choices, just as
each body, the House and the other
body, had to make hard choices within
their own budget resolutions.

Nevertheless, | have noticed a great
deal of media discussion again compar-
ing the President’s new budget that he
talked about in his televised presen-
tation to the Nation a couple of weeks
ago with the proposed united congres-
sional budget, and by united congres-
sional budget, | mean the House-Senate
conference report which is coming to
us.

Now, | have to say with the utmost
respect: ““What new budget from the
President of the United States?”’

Now, Mr. Speaker and colleagues,
this is a budget. In fact, this is the
President’s budget submitted to the
Congress in February of this year,
which, as you can see by its size, goes
through each agency and each program
and point by point proposes spending in
the next fiscal year and beyond. There
is no such document from the White
House, at least as of this time, which
gives comparable point-by-point pro-
posals for spending.

There is, if one contacts the White
House, available some talking points
about the President’s new budget
goals. But talking points are not by
themselves a budget. A budget is pro-
gram-by-program recommendations on
spending.

The fact of the matter is in most re-
spects we do not know what is in the
President’s new budget and, therefore,
when the media compares the Presi-
dent’s budget with the congressional
budget, they are comparing our real
budget with the President’s talking
points, and, as such, there cannot be a
point-by-point comparison.

We do not know how the President’s
new budget will affect so many pro-
grams that are federally funded. We
have a brief reference in the Presi-
dent’s televised address to the Nation
referring to a 20-percent cut in funding
for discretionary programs except for
the military and except for education,
and the President stated he wanted to
boost spending on education. But what

does that 20-percent cut mean? First of
all, is it a 20-percent real cut? Did the
President mean that Federal agencies
will have 20 percent less budget or did
he mean it will be a Washington cut,
there will be a 20 percent decrease in
the amount of new spending? | think
that is a reasonable question, but there
is no answer to it.

Further, does that mean a 20-percent
cut across the board? That means, how-
ever you define a cut, will every single
agency except for the military and ex-
cept for the agency, have a 20 percent
reduced budget, or does it mean an av-
erage 20 percent reduction so that some
agencies and some programs will, say,
remain the same and other agencies
and programs will be reduced by 40 per-
cent? We do not know any of that ei-
ther.

So, to give some specific examples,
we do not know what the congressional
proposal is being compared to. Let me
give three examples very briefly. First
of all, to start with, my home State of
New Mexico, there has been a great
deal of discussion about how the future
funding of the Federal Government will
affect the two national laboratories in
New Mexico and there has been a good
deal of debate about what the congres-
sional figures will mean in various pro-
grams. | want to say that all of this is
fair commentary, that the national
laboratories, | think, are important
programs, but they understand, as ev-
eryone understands, that they will be
affected as all Federal programs will,
in the goal to reach the balanced budg-
et. But the evaluation of how they are
being treated by Congress cannot be
made in a vacuum.

How will all the national laboratories
fare in the President’s new budget if
the President’s new budget is adopted
as the spending blueprint for the Con-
gress? Well, we just do not know be-
cause we have not seen those figures.
Nobody thus far can answer that ques-
tion.
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Just this morning, just to show this
applies anywhere, as | was leaving my
apartment to come here, | saw one of
the national morning news programs.
They were centered around the na-
tional park system, and one of the
comments | heard is they said we will
be talking about how proposed congres-
sional cuts will affect the National
Park Service.

| just wanted to say, to be a full play-
er, Mr. Speaker, the President has to
provide a full proposed budget.

COMPACT-IMPACT AID

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Guam [Mr.

UNDERWOOD] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, |

rise today to again call attention to
the problem of unrestricted immigra-
tion to Guam allowed by the compact
of free association and the failure of
the Federal Government to fulfill its
promises to Guam to reimburse our
local government for the cost of edu-
cational and social services that this
immigration policy causes.

This legal immigration allows the
citizens of the three nations of the
former trust territory to travel unre-
stricted to the United States, without
passports or visas, and to reside, work,
or attend school without going through
the usual INS applications. In opening
the door to this unusual and generous
policy, the Federal Government also
promised in Public Law 99-239 to reim-
burse the American islands in the Pa-
cific for the expected costs. Guam, be-
cause of its proximity, has received the
greatest share of this immigration.

Since 1985, when the compact was en-
acted, and compact-impact aid was au-
thorized, Guam has incurred over $70
million in costs. Guam has received a
grand total of $2.5 million in reim-
bursement.

Mr. Speaker, Congress has spoken
out loud and clear on unfunded Federal
mandates. As we consider the Interior
appropriations bill this week, | urge
my colleagues to ensure that the fund-
ing for Guam’s reimbursement is in-
cluded. Let us make sure that on this
issue, promises are kept.

THE FEDERAL BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
HOKE] is recognized during morning
business for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to talk about the Federal budget and
to talk about the context in which it is
being discussed both by the President
and in the media and on the floor, and
I particularly want to thank my good
friend, the gentleman from New Mexico
who spoke before me in his remarks re-
garding highlighting what the fun-
damental problems are in the way that
we talk about the budget itself.
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Let me just share a couple of num-
bers with you that may be helpful.
Total spending for 1995 was $1.531 tril-
lion; that is, $1.531 trillion. The pro-
jected spending for the year 2000, under
the Republican conference bill that was
just approved by the conference com-
mittee, will be $1.778 trillion, that is,
$1.778 trillion. Let us go over those
again:

In 1995, $1,531,000,000,000, in 2000,
$1,778,000,000,000: More than $350 billion
more will be spent in the year 2000 by
the Federal Government under the Re-
publican plan that gets us to a bal-
anced budget than was spent or is
being spent right now in the fiscal year
1995.

Now, let me put that in the context
of something that the President said
on the CBS This Morning program
about 2 years ago, May 27, 1993. He was
being interviewed by Paula Zahn, and
he said in response to a question about
the budget he said, ‘“We have about
$100 billion in cuts, but they are still
going up very rapidly.” | will say that
again: ‘“We have about $100 billion in
cuts in various entitlement programs,
but they are still going up very rap-
idly.”

I\)I/ow, what does that mean? Think
about those words. How can we have
$100 billion in cuts but they are still
going up very rapidly? That is the
problem with Washington doublespeak.
We talk a lot about Orwellian lan-
guage. We talk a lot about the problem
that George Orwell so brilliantly
talked about and exposed there is his
novel ‘“1984,” and it is the problem of
the debasement of language, the abuse
of language and the use of language in
a way that, in fact, confuses people in-
stead of bringing clarity and light, and
that is the problem we have got with
the budget, because the reality is that
we talk about money inside Washing-
ton in a way that is very different from
how we talk about it over kitchen ta-
bles in Cleveland, OH, or over cor-
porate board tables in corporate board-
rooms or the way that people in
churches discuss their budget for the
next year or the way that people with
nonprofit foundations and corporations
and universities and institutions of
that sort discuss their budget. The fact
is that we can talk about money in
Washington in terms of a projected
amount of growth that was created by
a bureaucratic agency known as the
Congressional Budget Office, and that
budget office, the CBO, talks about we
are going to have this much growth
projected; therefore, if you project
spending less than that, that is a cut,
and if you project spending the same as
that, then you have not spent more
money, but the reality is that in Cleve-
land, OH, if you are going to spend
$5,000 on food and clothing in 1996 and
you spent $4,700 on food and clothing
for your family in 1995, that is a $300 or
6 or 7 percent increase in spending. It is
not a cut. It cannot be a cut under any
circumstances, and until and unless we
begin to use language in Washington
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the same way that we use language in
the rest of the country, the public is
going to continue to be confused about
this.

Let us look at Medicare as an exam-
ple, because this is where you will hear
the greatest exploitation of these pro-
jected increases in terms of political
exploitation, and these numbers will be
used to inject fear into the debate, to
scare senior citizens and, frankly, to
confuse for political gain. The reality
is that in 1995 we are spending $178 bil-
lion on Medicare. In the year 2000,
under the Republican budget plan, if
that is what is finally approved and
passed by both the Senate and the
House and then signed into law this
coming August or September by the
President of the United States, we will
spend $214 billion, $178 billion in Medi-
care in 1995, $214 billion on Medicare in
the year 2000.

Does that or does that not sound like
an increase? Clearly, it is an increase,
and yet you will hear it described as a
cut.

ELECTIONS IN HAITI

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Goss] is recognized during morn-
ing business for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, speaking of
the budget as the previous colleagues
have from this point of view, | think it
is important to note that today the
Members of this body will be discussing
the appropriation for our foreign oper-
ations assistance, and that, of course,
is part of our budget process, how
much money are we going to parcel out
for the different things we undertake
as the United States of America
through the governance in Washington.

Today | am here to talk a little bit
about a specific budget item and a lit-
tle bit about a situation where Amer-
ican taxpayers’ dollars go in very sub-
stantial amounts, because | think
there is some interest in it. | think
there should be some interest in it.

I am reporting about the situation in
Haiti today, discussing a little bit the
question about foreign aid for Haiti,
how much is right and how should we
handle it.

As we go through the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill, I will be sub-
mitting an amendment that will deal
directly with the subject, so in a way |
am going to use these few moments
just to say that | have come back from
the elections in Haiti, and | think that
there is a very important message in
those elections, and | also feel that
there is much work ahead and much
accountability ahead.

Let me be specific. The headline this
morning in one of the Washington pa-
pers was, “A step for Democracy?”’
After reviewing showing pictures and
reviewing the reports that are coming
from Haiti, 1 would conclude, having
been there for 4 days and gotten around
part of the country and been in charge
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of a team that had observers spread
countrywide, that it was a very small
step, a very halting step, a very hesi-
tant step for democracy, but it was a
step. It was a very expensive step for
the American taxpayers also.

It turned out that by our standard,
you would probably not recognize it as
much of an election. It was a very com-
pressed election time, virtually no
campaign, which | think many Ameri-
cans would probably applaud, but un-
fortunately that meant for Haitians
they did not know what the issues were
or what was going on, and in that coun-
try, generally, you vote for an individ-
ual out of a loyalty or a personal con-
viction, and the issues seem to take a
subordinate role.

There were an extraordinary amount
of unaddressed administrative prob-
lems, and when | say unaddressed, that
is the critical word because the people
in charge of the election apparently
got the complaints but never gave any
answers out. It created a tremendous
amount of frustration that led to a
lack of transparency. The people did
not know what was going on. The peo-
ple making decisions were not sharing
why they were making those decisions,
and that, in turn, eroded credibility.
Credibility is vital for full, free elec-
tions.

It turned out not only was there no
campaign to speak out, there was no
training in advance of poll workers, no
preparation of the people. As a result,
there was no great enthusiasm to go
out and vote and, in fact, the turnout
was disappointingly light. It turned
out when you went to vote, if you were
a Haitian, there were missing can-
didates. The candidate you wanted to
vote for was not on the ballot or the
polling workers were not at the polling
station to help you vote or to open the
polling station, because they had not
been paid, or there were no materials
to vote. You might have gotten to the
right place and your candidate was on
the ballot, but there was no other ma-
terial to deal with, say, no ballot
boxes. We found these kinds of prob-
lems widespread everywhere.

The end result is people were dissat-
isfied. There was frustration, and as we
have all seen in the pictures from the
television and newspapers, widespread
disturbances, nothing like the violence
in past elections in Haiti. We are all
glad abut that. but, still, some very se-
rious incidents did take place in the
country, when you are burning down
voting stations and stoning candidates,
as did happen in some places, and we do
not know all of these details yet.

We have got a problem. The mood
was clearly more relaxed than in the
last election in 1990, when | was also
there as an observer, but there is still
concern about personal security, and
the light turnout was in part described
by some Haitians due to the fact they
did not have enough security at the
polls. They wanted to see somebody
out there who could protect them if
they want to vote, because they could
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remember what happened if they went
to vote in the past and they did not
have that security. Bad things hap-
pened.

Another good part of the news, of the
good news, is that the political parties
are beginning to work better in Haiti.
The one thing that did work in these
elections was the poll watchers were
there and doing their job on behalf of
the parties, and | am happy to say that
after the election voting process is
pretty much over, that the parties are
the ones who are getting involved in
making the complaints and making
things happen in Haiti, and that is the
way it should be. The parties were
doing a better job than the government
did of running, by and large.

What is ahead? We have got about a
quarter billion dollars in aid going to
Haiti. That means a lot of accountabil-
ity. I think most Americans want to
know what has been spent there, for
what purposes, what specifically, how
much more are we going to spend.

We have the Presidential elections
coming in December 1995, and that is
the big one. That is the one that mat-
ters. | think we had better be better
prepared than we were for these par-
liamentary elections.

THE NEW ENOLA GAY EXHIBIT AT
THE SMITHSONIAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON, during morning business
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, just a few short months ago,
the Smithsonian Institution was sur-
rounded with controversy. The planned
exhibit of the historic Enola Gay, the
plane that actually dropped the atomic
bomb on Japan, was overcome with his-
toric revisionism and distortion of fact
by a group of people that was deter-
mined to editorialize and promote an
anti-American message about the end
of World War Il, which we are celebrat-
ing this year, as you know.

I am happy to report that starting
tomorrow, that exhibit is going to be
open to the public, and Secretary
Heyman and the Smithsonian have cre-
ated a new Enola Gay exhibit that
every American can be proud of. The
new exhibit, which | had an oppor-
tunity to view last week, tells the
amazing story of the development of
the B-29 airplane, and it talks about
how America researched and how
American industry and how American
ingenuity developed our air power so
that we actually were able to win
World War 11, and it shows the brave
crew that flew on a historic mission.

Most importantly, the exhibit shows
the true role America played in ending

World War 1, in saving both American
and Japanese lives.
Mr. Speaker, | congratulate the

Smithsonian. | think the National Air
and Space Museum is back on track as
an exemplary museum for America,
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and | urge all Americans to visit the
National Air and Space Museum here
in Washington and see this great trib-
ute to American aviation, American
veterans, and American history.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Purusant to clause 12, rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 12
noon.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 52
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 12 noon.

O 1200

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. FOLEY) at 12 noon.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We admit, O gracious God, that often
we know the route we should follow
but we lack the will to take the step,
we understand where we should be and
what we should do, but we lack the res-
olution to follow through on our be-
liefs. On this day we pray, O God, that,
armed with Your good spirit, we will
have the courage to act as well as to
think, to do as well as to talk, and fi-
nally, to accomplish the works of faith
and hope and love in all we do. Bless us
this day and every day, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings 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 Georgia [Mr. BisHoP] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. BISHOP led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

| 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.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
concurrent resolutions of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. Con. Res. 18. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the Architect of the Capitol to
transfer the catafalque to the Supreme Court
for a funeral service.

S. Con. Res. 19. Concurrent resolution to
correct the enrollment of the bill H.R. 483.
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The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
483) ““An act to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to permit Med-
icare select policies to be offered in all
States, and for other purposes.”’

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain fifteen 1-minute
speeches on each side.

THE RETIREMENT OF E.C. *“GUS”
GUSTAFSON, CHIEF REPORTER
OF OFFICIAL REPORTERS OF DE-
BATE

(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, when
the House adjourns this week, it will
literally mark the end of an era. From
the days of the Pharaohs, from the
days of Moses, to the time of King Ar-
thur, to the founding of our great Con-
stitution and the words of our Found-
ing Fathers, all of the great spoken
words were memorialized by hand, pen,
quill, and ink.

Not any more. Now this new high-
technology stenotype machine, handled
by lovely people such as Ms. Mazur and
others of the official Office of the Re-
porters of Debates, shall memorialize
all the great debates that take place in
the House, including that today on for-
eign operations.

But the reason why this great era is
ending, Mr. Speaker, is because a beau-
tiful man, the chief of the Office of the
Reporters of Debates, E. Charles Gus-
tafson, known to us all as Gus, is fi-
nally retiring.

My colleagues, this beautiful man
was born in 1921, on June 26, in West
Clarksville, NY. Gus then graduated
from the Gregg College of Court Re-
porting in Chicago, IL, and began his
great career in the early 1940’s in near-
by Cleveland, OH, to my hometown of
Youngstown. Many of my colleagues
may not realize that when the war
broke out, World War Il, Gus enlisted
in the Navy and served his Nation
aboard the battleship U.S. New Jersey
and in the Philippines, and upon his
discharge, Mr. Speaker, Gus resumed
his career in my hometown, Youngs-
town, OH, and from 1946 to 1972 did tre-
mendously, establishing the foundation
of what would be called the ultimate
for a reporter, to in fact be summoned
to Washington, DC.

When the House adjourns this week,
my colleagues, Gus Gustafson will join
his beautiful wife, Betsy, his two sons,
Charles and Richard, and his beautiful
grandchildren, Ann and Alex, in that
retirement.

My colleagues, if Gus could speak on
the floor, he would say: ‘““Take care of
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your country, take care of America;
that’s why you were elected.”’

He would also say, ‘““Help the Amer-
ican people get jobs, and they won’t
need that much government,” and he
would also say, ‘““Pass H.R. 390 to
change the burden of proof in tax
cases.”

My colleagues, | want to present on
his retirement, Gus Gustafson. Hear,
hear, Gus. My colleagues, one of the
great men of the United States Con-
gress.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair wishes to thank the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT], and on be-
half of the Speaker and the entire
House of Representatives, the Chair
wishes to take this opportunity to
thank our dear friend, E.C. “Gus’ Gus-
tafson, for a very special service to the
House. Gus’ retirement does represent
the end of a great tradition of short-
hand official reporting in the House.
His attention to detail, his patience,
his mastery of proper parliamentary
terms and references, and his willing-
ness to communicate his knowledge
and experience to other official report-
ers deserves special commendation at
this time. We all wish him well.

WHAT IS IT LIKE TO FIGHT FOR
DEFICIT REDUCTION FROM
FIRST CLASS?

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

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, we have
been working hard in the House for
months to eliminate four Cabinet de-
partments and balance the budget be-
cause we are serious about trimming
the size of the Federal Government. We
started with our own budget, cutting
committees, cutting committee staff,
and congressional mailings by a third.
But we also believe it is time for the
Cabinet to step up to the plate, and
there is not a better place to start than
the Department of Energy.

Mr. Speaker, at committee hearings
Energy Secretary O’Leary tells us that
she cannot find even one more dollar to
cut in her department. She says she
wants to reform the Department of En-
ergy. But in next year’s budget she
wants an additional $337 million and
$360 million for travel.

Well, the L.A. Times tells us the real
story. Secretary O’Leary spends more
on travel than any other member of
the Clinton Cabinet. She is flying first
Class at taxpayers’ expense. She is
staying in four-star hotels, luxury ho-
tels. | guess she thinks it is proper for
taxpayers to foot the bill for her Robin
Leach lifestyle.

My question for the Secretary is:
“What’s it like to fight for deficit re-
duction from first class?”’

June 27, 1995

WHY DOESN'T THE REPUBLICAN
PARTY ABIDE BY THE RULES?

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House, | hold up this little
book, and | ask, ‘“Why don’t the major-
ity abide by this book?”’

Mr. Speaker, this is a bible of the
House of Representatives. It is the
Rules of the House of Representatives.
Yet under section 10, subsection 62(a),
it says no Member of this House may
be a member of more than four sub-
committees. That is a rule of the House
of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, that was changed by
the majority of Republicans under
Speaker GINGRICH back in January
when we used to be able to have five
subcommittees. He said, ‘““No, only
four.”” Well, we now have 30, 30 mem-
bers of the majority Republican Party,
who have more than four subcommit-
tees, some as many as Six.

Mr. Speaker, | ask, “Why doesn’t the
leadership of the Republican Party say
that they will abide by the rules of this
House? Why?”’

Because, Mr. Speaker, they make a
constant effort not to abide by the
rules of the House.

AID TO RUSSIA

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, today the
House is going to debate the foreign op-
erations appropriation bill. During the
debate on this bill | think we should
work to spend this money wisely and
responsibly. While the bill today is bet-
ter than in past years, many of us have
been concerned about the spending
that has gone into foreign aid in the
past, particularly aid directed at the
former Soviet Union.

Mr. Speaker, we have given the
former Soviet Union billions of dollars
in foreign aid and wonder how wisely
this has been spent. I am convinced
that much of it has not been spent
wisely at all. That is because between
50 and 90 percent of the money in these
aid packages has not reached the pock-
ets of one single pro-democracy, pro-
market, pro-reform Russian.

Instead, much of the money has been
found in the pockets of consultants
right here in the beltway, the ‘“‘beltway
bandits,”” and much of the rest of it has
just disappeared into the former Soviet
Union without any real accounting of
where it went or how it was being
spent. Too much of it has been given to
consultants, too much of it has dis-
appeared, too little of it has gone to
solid pro-democracy reformers in Rus-
sia.

Therefore, my colleagues, let us look
at this Russian section of the foreign
aid bill very carefully today.
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION WOULD
GUARANTEE LONGER HOSPITAL
STAYS ON CERTAIN VAGINAL
DELIVERIES

(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, having a baby is surely one of
the most wonderful and important
events for a family. Unfortunately, to
maximize their profits, many insurance
companies treat this event as just an-
other opportunity to cut costs.

Many insurance companies cover
only 1 night’s stay in the hospital after
a normal vaginal delivery. For some
women, this is enough time to recover
from the delivery and get adjusted to
breast feeding and caring for the baby.
But for many other women, this is not
enough time.

Doctors are increasingly alarmed
that babies are being discharged from
hospitals within 24 hours. In that short
time they cannot receive critical
health assessments to prevent routine
child illnesses from becoming serious
health problems.

Unfortunately, the decision to give
more extensive care to a newborn baby
and the mother—such as monitoring
for early signs of jaundice—is in the
hands of insurance companies, which
either limit stays or pressure doctors
to recommend short stays.

Today | am introducing legislation
with my colleague, PETER DEFAzIO, to
require insurance plans contracting
with the Federal Employee Health Ben-
efits Program to cover a minimum stay
in the hospital of 48 hours after a nor-
mal vaginal delivery, and 96 hours after
a caesarean section. In the case of
plans that offer at-home visits, this
minimum is waived as long as the plan
provides extensive at-home, post-
partum visits.

Mr. Speaker, let us start our babies
off on the right foot. The health of the
baby, not of insurance company port-
folios, should be our No. 1 concern. |
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation.

ENOUGH GAMESMANSHIP

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, as |
read the paper this morning, | could
not believe what | read about what the
liberals are up to today. As we are
reaching an agreement between the
House and the Senate regarding a bal-
anced budget by the year 2002 by re-
sponsibly slowing the rate of govern-
ment spending increases, the other side
of the aisle is planning another spate of
July fireworks.

According to the Washington Times,
the minority leadership is encouraging
their Members to go to a local nursing
home and engage in scare tactics about
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what they call unfair Medicare cuts.
Have they no shame? They want their
Members to go to our senior citizens in
a nursing home, many of whom are on
fixed incomes and dependent on Social
Security and their Medicare benefits,
and try to scare them into thinking
their benefits will be cut. Is this what
the once mighty Democrat Party has
been reduced to? Are they completely
bankrupt of ideas?

We want to work together to increase
Medicare spending every year, for
every eligible person for 7 years. Is
that a cut? No. We want to increase
Medicare spending by 33 percent over 7
years.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for partisan-
ship, gamesmanship, and scare tactics
to be set aside. We must work together
and solve the Medicare problems.

REMOVING THE ROADBLOCKS TO
A COLLEGE EDUCATION

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, | have
just this moment come from a meeting
with many young Americans who are
deeply troubled about why the Repub-
lican budget proposes the largest cut in
Federal assistance to students who
want to attend college of any time in
our Nation’s history, and they are ask-
ing why, and one of the individuals who
is asking why down in my district is a
woman named Tina Henderson, who |
had the opportunity and privilege to
meet a few weeks ago in Austin.

Tina Henderson is the first person in
her family to go to college. She did so
after working as a member of the U.S.
Air Force. She is a single mom. She
has a great daughter, a 5-year-old,
Erica, that she is mighty proud of, but
she told me that without Federal stu-
dent assistance she would not be able
to go to college.

Mr. Speaker, every family like hers
across America is being told in this
budget, ‘““Come up with an extra $5,000
if you want to support a young person
through college in America in the fu-
ture.” With the tremendous cuts that
are being made in this budget, road-
blocks are being erected to Tina Hen-
derson, to her daughter, Erica, and we
need to get those roadblocks out of the
way.

THE LARGEST DEBT EVER IN THE
HISTORY OF MANKIND

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, $3 per
month over the 10-year period; that is
the amount extra that students who
take out student loans are being asked
to pay in response to the gentleman
from Texas; $3 per month over 120
months.

Mr. Speaker, for the last 30 years the
Federal Government has ignored the
simple virtues that made America a
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great Nation. For generations, the
American people built their lives
around simple virtues: Thrift, hard
work, and personal responsibility.

Starting in the 1960’s, though, the
Federal Government began to reject
these tried and true American virtues
in favor of a value system that placed
government at the center of any policy
consideration.

The results have been phenomenally
disastrous.

The Federal Government has racked
up the largest debt ever in the history
of mankind; a debt that will passed to
future generations.

Mr. Speaker, this week, Congress will
vote to balance the budget in 7 years.
Not only will this budget return sanity
to chaotic Federal spending, it will re-
turn our Government to the basic
American virtues of thrift, hard work,
and personal responsiblity.

CLOSING OF FORT McCLELLAN
SEEN AS A DANGEROUS MISTAKE

(Mr. BROWDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, | am
asking Alabamians and all Americans
concerned about chemical weapons and
terrorism to write or call President
Bill Clinton and urge him to save the
world’s only live-agent chemical de-
fense training base.

The recommendation to close Fort
McClellan is a serious and dangerous
mistake. Closure of the only live-agent
chemical defense training facility will
disrupt and degrade the ability of
America’s military forces to fight and
survive chemical warfare.

Furthermore, with the threat of ter-
rorism on the rise, this is no time to
deprive American civilians of the only
base that can respond to chemical at-
tack.

Again, | am asking Alabamians and
all Americans concerned about chemi-
cal weapons and terrorism to write or
call President Bill Clinton and urge
him to save the world’s only live-agent
chemical defense training base.

PROMISES MADE, PROMISES KEPT
IN NEW JERSEY

(Mr. ZIMMER asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to salute Governor Christie

Whitman and the
State of New Jersey.

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, the New Jer-
sey Legislature by overwhelming bipar-
tisan majorities voted to pass the third
and final phase of Christie Whitman’s
30 percent income tax cut.

Two years ago, when Governor Whit-
man and the Republican candidates for
the legislature promised that they
would cut taxes in New Jersey by 30
percent, a lot of people did not believe
that they were going to do it, but they

legislature of the
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kept their promise. They cut taxes,
they cut spending, and they delivered
for New Jersey families and for the
New Jersey economy. No wonder Gov-
ernor Whitman has made New Jersey a
model for the other 49 States and for
this Congress.

Promises made, promises Kkept.
Lower taxes, more jobs. The New Jer-
sey message resonates throughout the
Nation and should be remembered in
this Chamber.

STUDENTS PROTESTING PRO-
POSED CUTS IN STUDENT LOANS

(Ms. LOFGREN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, today
in the Capitol hundreds of students will
be visiting with each of us protesting
the proposed cuts in student loans.
Why? Because these cuts are like open-
ing up with an assault weapon on the
American people.

As my colleagues know, 8,000 stu-
dents at San Jose State University in
my district received help in education
last year, and many of those students
would not be able to go to college with-
out the loans and grants and work stu-
dent programs that have been provided.

I was terribly shocked to read in the
paper the other day the supposition
that somehow this is class warfare,
that the high school graduates of the
country should not be asked to use
their tax money for students to get
ahead and become college graduates
and even more.
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I think the person who said that does
not understand blue collar America. |
grew up the daughter of a truck driver
and secretary, and | will tell you the
thing that mattered most to my par-
ents and every adult on the block, none
of whom had college degrees, was that
all the kids get ahead and be success-
ful. Do not cut down on the American
dream. Allow students who work hard
to get good grades to get ahead.

TAX RELIEF

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

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, when Presi-
dent Clinton was running for the Presi-
dency, a tax cut was one of the main
features of his campaign. But when the
President was elected, he raised taxes
on the middle class. Where does the
President stand now? Who knows.

Mr. Speaker, in the absence of lead-
ership from the White House, Repub-
licans have introduced a tax relief plan
that allows working Americans to keep
more of the money they earn. We have
not flip-flopped or changed our posi-
tion. Instead, we stand with the vast
majority of Americans who know all
too well the impacts of higher taxes
and who struggle to make ends meet.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. Speaker, the President may not
know where he stands, but Republicans
have consistently stood for tax relief,
smaller Government, and a balanced
budget.

CONGRATULATIONS TO DETROIT
RED WINGS AND 1995 STANLEY
CUP CHAMPIONS NEW JERSEY
DEVILS

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

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, the National Hockey League play-
offs concluded last Saturday with the
victory of the New Jersey Devils. | am
here today as a result of a friendly bet
with my colleague from New Jersey,
BoB FRANKS.

Unfortunately, my favorite team, the
Detroit Red Wings, lost to the Devils
after a brilliant run in the playoffs, de-
feating Dallas and San Jose and Chi-
cago. In the finals, New Jersey and De-
troit battled through four grueling
games, but the Devils prevailed. Due to
the excellent play of Devils skaters
such as Claude Lemieux, Scott Ste-
vens, goalie Martin Brodeur, and the
other excellent skaters, they secured
Lord Stanley’s Cup.

I wish to commend both teams in ad-
vancing in the playoffs and further to
the NHL finals.

In closing, consistent with our bet, |
show my tail, | show my horns, and I
show my fork, and | would like to
present this to BoB FRANKS, the Stan-
ley Cup winners, the New Jersey Dev-
ils.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The Chair would rule that the
gentleman should not wear those mate-
rials on the floor.

DO NOT SUPPORT A BALANCED
BUDGET THAT IS ANTIFAMILY
AND ANTIELDERLY

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, tonight
the Republicans will release the details
of their budget, setting the stage for
national debate on budget priorities.
The top priority of their budget is a
$245 billion tax cut to the wealthy, bet-
ter known as the crown jewel. Yet the
Republican leadership will tell the
American people that this plan is fis-
cally responsible.

Fiscally responsible? Where is the re-
sponsibility to working families? Is it
responsible for Republicans to cut $11
billion from student loans for the mid-
dle class to help to pay for a tax break
to the wealthy?

Fiscally responsible? Where is the re-
sponsibility to our seniors? Is it re-
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sponsible for Republicans to steal $270
billion from Medicare to finance a tax
giveaway to their wealthiest friends?
Seniors have every reason to be
scared. Democrats support a balanced
budget, but we will not support a plan
that is antifamily and antielderly. We
will not support a plan that asks the
middle class working families to sac-
rifice not to balance the budget, but to
pay for a tax cut for the privileged few.

CALIFORNIA TIMBER WORKERS
WANT A HAND UP, NOT A HAND-
ouT

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

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I might
point out to the gentlewoman that the
Republican family tax credit will com-
pletely remove or eliminate the tax li-
ability for 4.7 million working poor
families.

Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks ago, Bill Clin-
ton told thousands of timber workers
they could not go back to work in pro-
ductive highwage private sector jobs
when he vetoed the timber salvage
amendment. This veto, his first, trig-
gered a protest back here in Washing-
ton, DC, by mill workers and loggers
and their family members in a stormy
headlined loggers protest in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Today, the President is announcing
extra unemployment grants and some
loans for our area, northwest Califor-
nia. Well, we are glad that the adminis-
tration has not forgotten about us
completely, but do not insult the hard
working people in northern California
with your charity at taxpayer expense,
when you personally vetoed the bill
that would have put thousands of Cali-
fornia loggers back to work.

The fact that he would provide us
welfare style assistance, but will not
let loggers go back to work, tells us a
lot with the President. There is just
one problem: California timber workers
want a hand up, not a handout.

GIVE YOUTH OF AMERICA THE
FUTURE THEY DESERVE

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

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to recognize the students who
are visiting our Capital City. These
students have brought a message to
Congress, stressing the importance of
funding the student loan programs. If
the Republicans cut or eliminate stu-
dent aid, many bright young people
will not be able to go to college.

I have seen the wonderful results of
education funding. 1 have hosted sev-
eral financial-aid recipients as interns
in my congressional office. Currently, |
am proud to have Vernetta, from
Selma, AL. Without the benefits of the
student aid program, Vernetta would
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not be able to complete her college
education.

Each of my interns has demonstrated
great intelligence and drive, and | feel
very fortunate to have benefited from
their talent and enthusiasm. Let us not
deprive this country of these bright
minds by denying them the oppor-
tunity for an education. Let us give the
youth of America the future they de-
serve.

MEDICARE CUTS WILL BE
DEVASTATING

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

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, | have
stood in this well before and | have de-
fended the policies of my leadership,
and | have also taken them on in some
instances. So | think that | have got
some credibility that | do not nec-
essarily go along party lines with every
issue. But when it comes to Medicare
cuts, the Democrats are completely
correct and the Republicans are com-
pletely wrong. | tell you this after
going throughout the Fourth Congres-
sional District of Pennsylvania and
talking to Republican doctors and Re-
publican hospital administrators who
say, ‘‘Congressman, we are going to
lose 1,000 health care jobs in your dis-
trict if the Republican plan goes
through to cut Medicare this deeply.”

You see, in my district, 1 in 5 resi-
dents are on Medicare. Many of those
on Medicare are elderly and poor, and
are also on Medicaid. They cannot af-
ford these kind of cuts. And is it a cut
or isn’t it a cut? When you get less and
pay more for it, it is a cut. And when
you take a look at the dollars, and you
know those dollars are equal to the
amount of dollars that we are giving
wealthy people, those who make over
$200,000, in tax cuts, then you know it
is a direct offset we are taking from
the elderly poor to give to the rich.

EARLY DISCHARGE OF NEWBORNS
AND MOTHERS A THREAT TO
HEALTH

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, we have
all heard about drive-by-shootings.
How about drive-through deliveries?
This latest threat to the health of
newborns and their moms comes from
insurance companies and managed
health programs. They are requiring
physicians and hospitals to put moth-
ers and newborns out of the hospital in
as little as 12 hours. Not to meet the
wishes of the new mother, not to foster
the health of the newborns, not be-
cause it is best in the professional med-
ical opinion of the attending physi-
cians. These arbitrary limits have been
imposed, possibly jeopardizing the
health of the newborns and their new
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moms, only to increase the profits of
the insurance companies and these for-
profit managed health care plans.
Today the gentleman from California
[Mr. MiILLER] and | have introduced leg-
islation to restrict this growing threat
to the public health and to our most
vulnerable newborns and their moth-
ers. 1 urge my colleagues to join us in
stopping this outrageous practice.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Spec-
tators in the gallery will refrain from
displaying approval or disapproval for
Members’ remarks.

TROUBLES IN CALIFORNIA NEED
TO BE ADDRESSED

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

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, | take
the well this morning to stand and be
counted. | take the well this morning
to ask the President of the United
States to also stand and be counted.
For in my great State of California, we
have troubles.

Mr. Speaker, it was 2 years ago when
| came to this House on the wings of
riots and destruction, fires and earth-
quakes. Since then, we have had all
kind of layoffs and cutbacks in aero-
space.

But now, Mr. Speaker, the most dev-
astating thing that has happened is the
Base Closure Commission has said that
the Long Beach Shipyard and McClel-
lan Air Base and other bases in Califor-
nia must bear additional burdens of
other additional layoffs.

Mr. Speaker, in my area of Long
Beach, 3,000 additional jobs are going
to be lost. It is time for the President
of the United States to stand up and
make good on the promise that he
made to the people in California. We
cannot lose 3,000 more jobs in Long
Beach and 2,000 more jobs in Los Ange-
les County. The Rams have left, the
Raiders are leaving. We have problems
in California, and we need the Presi-
dent of the United States to stand up
and be counted.

AUTHORIZING TRANSFER OF THE
CATAFALQUE TO THE SUPREME
COURT

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 18) authorizing
the Architect of the Capitol to transfer
the catafalque to the Supreme Court
for a funeral service, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
concurrent resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?
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There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CoN. REs. 18

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Architect of
the Capitol is authorized and directed to
transfer to the custody of the Chief Justice
of the United States the catafalque which is
presently situated in the crypt beneath the
rotunda of the Capitol so that the said cata-
falque may be used in the Supreme Court
Building in connection with services to be
conducted there for the late Honorable War-
ren Burger, former Chief Justice of the Su-
preme Court of the United States.

The Senate concurrent resolution
was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule.

Committee on Banking and Financial
Services; Committee on Commerce;
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities; Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight;
Committee on International Relations;
Committee on Resources; Committee
on Science; Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure; and Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence.

It is my understanding that the mi-
nority has been consulted and that
there is no objection to these requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S. AIR
FORCE ACADEMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 9355(a) of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, the Chair announces
the Speaker’s appointment as members
of the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Air
Force Academy the following Members
of the House: Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr.
HErFLEY of Colorado, Mr. Dicks of
Washington, and Mr. TANNER of Ten-
nessee.

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF HEALTH CARE TO
VETERANS EXPOSED TO AGENT
ORANGE

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1565) to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend through Decem-
ber 31, 1997, the period during which the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs is au-
thorized to provide priority health care
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to certain veterans exposed to agent
orange, ionizing radiation, or environ-
mental hazards, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1565

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. AUTHORITY OF PROVIDE PRIORITY
HEALTH CARE.

(a) AUTHORIZED INPATIENT CARE.—Section
1710(e) of title 38, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking out sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

“(e)(1)(A) A herbicide-exposed veteran is
eligible for hospital care and nursing home
care under subsection (a)(1)(G) for any dis-
ease suffered by the veteran that is— 121*(i)
among those diseases for which the National
Academy of Sciences, in a report issued in
accordance with section 2 of the Agent Or-
ange Act of 1991, has determined—

“(I) that there is sufficient evidence to
conclude that there is a positive association
between occurrence of the disease in humans
and exposure to a herbicide agent;

“(I1) that there is evidence which is sug-
gestive of an association between occurrence
of the disease in humans and exposure to a
herbicide agent, but such evidence is limited
in nature; or

“(111) that available studies are insuffi-
cient to permit a conclusion about the pres-
ence or absence of an association between oc-
currence of the disease in humans and expo-
sure to a herbicide agent; or

““(ii) a disease for which the Secretary, pur-
suant to a recommendation of the Under
Secretary for Health on the basis of a peer-
reviewed research study or studies published
within 20 months after the most recent re-
port of the National Academy under section
2 of the Agent Orange Act of 1991, determines
there is credible evidence suggestive of an
association between occurrence of the dis-
ease in humans and exposure to a herbicide
agent.

“(B) A radiation-exposed veteran is eligible
for hospital care and nursing home care
under subsection (a)(1)(G) for any disease
suffered by the veteran that is—

“(i) a disease listed in section 1112(c)(2) of
this title; or

‘(i) any other disease for which the Sec-
retary, based on the advice of the Advisory
Committee on Environmental Hazards, de-
termines that there is credible evidence of a
positive association between occurrence of
the disease in humans and exposure to ioniz-
ing radiation.”’;

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking out ‘“‘Hospital’” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ““In the case of a veteran
described in paragraph (1)(C), hospital’’; and

(B) by striking out ‘“‘subparagraph’ and all
that follows through ‘‘subsection” and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘““paragraph (1)(C)”’;

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking out ‘“‘of
this section after June 30, 1995, and insert-
ing in lieu thereof *“, in the case of care for
a veteran described in paragraph (1)(A), after
December 31, 1997,”’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

““(4) For purposes of this subsection and
section 1712 of this title:

“(A) The term ‘herbicide-exposed veteran’
means a veteran (i) who served on active
duty in the Republic of Vietnam during the
Vietnam era, and (ii) who the Secretary finds
may have been exposed during such service
to a herbicide agent.

“(B) The term ‘herbicide agent’ has the
meaning given that term in section 1116(a)(4)
of this title.
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“(C) The term ‘radiation-exposed veteran’
has the meaning given that term in section
1112(c)(4) of this title.”.

(b) AUTHORIZED OUTPATIENT CARE.—Sec-
tion 1712 of such title is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)—

(A) by striking out ‘“‘and’” at the end of
subparagraph (C);

(B) by striking out the period at the end of
subparagraph (D) and inserting in lieu there-
of a semicolon;

(C) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraphs:

“(E) during the period before January 1,
1998, to any herbicide-exposed veteran (as de-
fined in section 1710(e)(4)(A) of this title) for
any disease specified in section 1710(e)(1)(A)
of this title; and

“(F) to any radiation-exposed veteran (as
defined in section 1112(c)(4) of this title) for
any disease covered under  section
1710(e)(1)(B) of this title.”’; and

(2) in subsection (i)(3)—

(A) by striking out ““(A)’’; and

(B) by striking out ““, or (B)” and all that
follows through “‘title’.

SEC. 2. SAVINGS PROVISION.

The provisions of sections 1710(e) and
1712(a) of title 38, United States Code, as in
effect on the day before the date of the en-
actment of this Act, shall continue to apply
on and after such date with respect to the
furnishing of hospital care, nursing home
care, and medical services for any veteran
who was furnished such care or services be-
fore such date of enactment on the basis of
presumed exposure to a substance or radi-
ation under the authority of those provi-
sions, but only for treatment for a disability
for which such care or services were fur-
nished before such date.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Ar-
izona [Mr. StumpP] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. MoNTGOMERY] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. STumP].

(Mr. STUMP asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 1565.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I want to
thank the leadership for allowing us to
bring H.R. 1565 to the floor as it ex-
tends authority which expires at the
end of this month.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1565, extends VA’s
authority to provide health care to vet-
erans exposed to agent orange.

It also makes permanent VA’s au-
thority to provide health care to veter-
ans exposed to ionizing radiation.

The provisions incorporate the find-
ings of the National Academy of
Sciences while still giving the benefit
of the doubt to veterans already being
treated.

Where the National Academy of
Sciences has found evidence suggesting
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certain conditions have no association
with exposure, H.R. 1565 does not ex-
tend authority for future health care.

However, those veterans previously
or currently receiving care would be
grandfathered for treatment under the
bill.

I want to thank my good friend from
Mississippi, SONNY MONTGOMERY, the
distinguished ranking member of the
committee for his assistance on this
measure.

Before yielding to him, | also want to
express my appreciation to TiMm HUTCH-
INSON, chairman of the Subcommittee
on Hospitals and Health Care, as well
as CHET EDWARDS, the subcommittee’s
ranking member for their work on the
bill.

They have maintained the commit-
tee’s bipartisan approach to matters
affecting veterans.

Concerns were raised at the sub-
committee markup about some provi-
sions by Mr. Fox, who had drafted an
amendment, as well as Mr. GUTIERREZ
and Mr. KENNEDY.

Mr. EVANS also raised some concern.

I believe Mr. HUTCHINSON and Mr. ED-
WARDS responded very well to those
concerns and have done an excellent
job working with other members on the
bill.

The cooperation of all Members on
these matters is greatly appreciated,
and | urge my colleagues to support
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON], chairman
of our Subcommittee on Hospitals and
Health Care.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, |
urge my colleagues to support H.R.
1565, bipartisan legislation to extend
the priority health care program for
veterans exposed to agent orange and
ionizing radiation through December
31, 1997.

I would like to thank Chairman
StumpP, along with full committee
ranking member MONTGOMERY and my
subcommittee colleague, ranking mem-
ber CHET EDWARDS, for their tireless ef-
forts to ensure that this bill receives

full consideration in an expeditious
fashion.

Furthermore, | wish to recognize
LANE EvVANS, JOE KENNEDY, Luis

GUTIERREZ, and JoN Fox for their bi-
partisan work in fashioning com-
promise language when concerns were
raised about the bill at the subcommit-
tee level. Without the work of these
veterans’ advocates, this bill might
have never come to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1565 would incor-
porate for a 2-year extension period the
findings of the National Academy of
Sciences, which provide rational sci-
entific evidence on which determina-
tions of eligibility for health care can
be based. The bill is supportive of vet-
erans and continues to give them every
benefit of the doubt. It would authorize
the VA to provide treatment for three
broad categories of conditions identi-
fied by the NAS and would grandfather
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for continued care those veterans who
have been previously treated at the VA
but for which the NAS has found no as-
sociation to exist between certain dis-
eases and exposure to herbicides.

Additionally, the bill would provide
special eligibility in the case of radi-
ation-exposed veterans for care of a
long list of cancers as well as for any
disease for which the VA determines
there is credible evidence of a positive
association between disease occurrence
and radiation exposure. This bill also
contains a generous grandfather clause
for those veterans who have previously
been treated at the VA for which no
positive association between the dis-
ease occurrence and radiation exposure
has been found. Under this bill both
groups of veterans would receive sub-
stantially expanded outpatient services
on a priority basis.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation also
takes into consideration the possibility
of a lag time between NAS reports and
the discovery of new credible evidence
on agent orange. It would provide a
mechanism to add additional diseases
based on new research findings.

H.R. 1565 would authorize the Sec-
retary, based on recommendations of
the Under Secretary for Health, to add
to the list of covered conditions. A dis-
ease could be added based on peer-re-
viewed research published within 20
months of the most recent NAS report
regarding agent orange. The addition
of new diseases must meet the test of
providing credible evidence suggestive
of an association between that disease
and exposure to agent orange.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1565 enjoys unani-
mous support from the Veterans' Af-
fairs Committee. The bill passed at
markup 29 to 0.

Again, | would like to thank my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle for
their support and assistance in writing
this legislation, and | urge Members to
support the bill.
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Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

| rise in strong support of this meas-
ure and commend the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. StumpP], for bringing the
measure to the floor; also to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHIN-
SoN], the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, for his quick action as well as the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS]
on the minority side.

Mr. Speaker, this is the first veterans
bill to be considered by the House in
this Congress. It is very fitting that
this measure is one that reforms and
expands the health care services which
veterans can obtain from the Veterans’
Administration. Health care eligibility
reform is one of the most important
veterans issues that will face this Con-
gress. Although this measure only af-
fects a small number of veterans, it is
important, Mr. Speaker, and it is a
step in the right direction.
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The bill comes at a time when the
VA health care system is undergoing
very significant changes. At many VA
facilities throughout the country, ef-
forts are under way to treat more vet-
erans on an outpatient basis rather
than putting them in the hospitals.
That saves a lot of money. That is a
big change.

There is an emphasis on making VA
services more convenient and deliver-
ing them in a more cost-effective man-
ner, and to do that on outpatient clin-
ics. The new Under Secretary for
Health, Dr. Kenneth Kizer, is moving
the VA system into the 21st century.
His leadership and vision for the state-
of-the-art health care for veterans have
turned the VA toward a goal of making
all VA health care the first choice for
the service-connected and low-income
veterans. His understanding of what
VA needs to do is very, very encourag-
ing. But there are some problems, Mr.
Speaker, that will be facing Dr. Kizer.

Dr. Kizer does not have some of the
basic tools he needs to make the VA
health care system more efficient. One
of the things he needs most from the
Congress is a modest capital invest-
ment so that the VA can shift from
that is still a hospital-based system to
provide more outpatient care.

We have had these great 171 veterans
hospitals, but we are trying to move
into more outpatient clinic care. That
is what the General Accounting Office
has recommended. Such an investment
will make VA care more convenient
and cost-effective, moving toward more
outpatient clinic care.

I am advised that the VA currently
has over $940 million in planned
projects to improve outpatient facili-
ties. If these projects are delayed and
are not a priority in the appropriations
process, the VA will be unable to be-
come the efficient health care system
veterans expect and deserve.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, it has been well
explained by the chairman of the sub-
committee, it is appropriate that the
first veterans bill taken up by the
House in the 104th Congress deals with
health care problems of veterans ex-
posed to agent orange and ionizing ra-
diation. The Congress originally au-
thorized health care services for these
veterans in 1981, when we had little
knowledge about the long-term effects
of the exposure of these agents. Over
time, as a result of objective scientific
review, the Congress and the executive
branch have tried to treat and com-
pensate those veterans whose lives and
health have been affected by their ex-
posure. Today, Mr. Speaker, we take a
step that honors our commitment to
these veterans.

I would certainly ask my colleagues
to give us a unanimous vote on H.R.
1565.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH], the vice chairman
of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in strong support of
H.R. 1565, legislation to extend the pri-
ority health care program for veterans
who were exposed to agent orange or
ionizing radiation.

As vice chair of the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, | would look to rec-
ognize the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. HUTCHINSON] and the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. StumpP] for their
unyielding dedication to these veterans
who have suffered a wide range of ill-
nesses because of their service to their
country.

Mr. Speaker, as you know, H.R. 1565
would take into consideration the find-
ings of the National Academy of
Sciences, which has done extensive and
exhaustive studies on agent orange
linkage. This legislation would author-
ize the VA to continue priority health
care treatment for the first three cat-
egories identified by NAS. Addition-
ally, it would grandfather those veter-
ans who have been previously treated
by the VA for illnesses which now the
NAS finds evidence of no linkage to
agent orange exposure. So they are
protected and they are grandfathered.

This bipartisan bill—and the minor-
ity side has been very, very helpful and
very strong in their views which has
helped to craft this important bill—
also takes into account the fact that
NAS is not the only reputable sci-
entific agency doing research on this
matter.

An amendment offered by Chairman
HUTCHINSON and supported by the en-
tire committee allows the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to add diseases to the
list of covered conditions based on peer
reviewed research which provides cred-
ible evidence of association between
that disease and agent orange expo-
sure.

Once more, Mr. Speaker, | strongly
support this legislation. | urge my col-
leagues to give it unanimous support.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. EDWARDS], the ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Hos-
pitals and Health Care.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, | want
to rise in support of H.R. 1565, as
amended. | want to pay my respects to
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
HuTCcHINSON] for his fine work on this.
I want to express a personal thanks to
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
STumP] and to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] for the way
in which they have not only helped
craft this legislation in a fair biparti-
san manner but the way in which the
gentleman from Arizona has run the
committee on a bipartisan basis that |
think is a role model that the people of
this country would have high respect
for. | appreciate the gentleman’s lead-
ership on this and other legislation and
the way he runs the committee.

My colleagues, H.R. 1565 would main-
tain our commitment to provide medi-
cal care to veterans who suffer disease
as a result of exposure in service to
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certain toxic substances. The authority
under which the VA provides such care,
first established in 1981, will expire at
the end of this month. H.R. 1565, as
amended, would extend the VA'’s treat-
ment authority. Current law, however,
reflects the limited knowledge we had
in 1981 regarding the relationship be-
tween exposure to agent orange and an
occurrence of specific diseases.

This bill would incorporate the find-
ings of the National Academy of
Sciences to identify the diseases for
which treatment is available. At the
same time, the bill extends veterans
every benefit of the doubt, as we
should, and expands the scope of treat-
ment which the VA may provide.

Mr. Speaker, Members on both sides
of the aisle have worked hard to
produce an excellent bill. I think this
legislation is a statement that even in
tough budget times, we do ask the
American people to tighten our belts,
this Congress and our Nation owe a
deep debt of gratitude to those who
have fought and been willing to put
their lives on the line for our country
and its freedoms. | enthusiastically
support this bill and thank those who
have played such an important role in
its development.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN], chairman of the
Committee on International Relations.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in support of H.R. 1565,
legislation to extend through Decem-
ber 31, 1997, health care benefits for
military veterans suffering from the
possible long-term side-effects of agent
orange, ionizing radiation, and other
environmental hazards. This legisla-
tion, demonstrates our continuing ef-
forts to provide our veterans with the
benefits and the medical care that they
have valiantly earned. Furthermore, I
commend the distinguished chairman
of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee,
Mr. StumpP, for his diligent efforts on
behalf of our service men and women.

| strongly support this legislation, as
we must provide treatment to our vet-
erans whose health has been affected
by their service. The National Acad-
emy of Sciences has conducted a com-
prehensive review of scientific and
medical literature to determine the
specific health affects of certain chemi-
cals that may have been used during
armed conflicts. Based upon their re-
search, the NAS has developed four
categories to classify diseases and their
association to agent orange exposure.

These categories include: sufficient
evidence of association, limited/sugges-
tive evidence of association, inad-
equate/insufficient evidence to deter-
mine whether an association exists,
and limited/suggestive evidence of no
association.

H.R. 1565 authorizes the VA to offer
treatment for illnesses that fall under
the first three of these categories. Thus
allowing veterans to claim treatment
for any disease that is conceivably re-
lated to wartime herbicide exposure
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unless scientific evidence has clearly
shown that the condition is not linked.

The measure we are discussing today
is significant legislation that provides
a framework for continued health serv-
ice to our Nation’s veterans who may
have been exposed to hazardous sub-
stances during their military service.
With this in mind, 1 am proud to vote
in strong support of H.R. 1565, and |
urge my colleagues to join in adopting
this measure.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. FILNER] who is a mem-
ber of the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support
of H.R. 1565, legislation to renew our
obligation to provide medical treat-
ment for veterans suffering from expo-
sure to agent orange.

Between 1962 and 1971, the military
forces of the United States used 11.2
million gallons of agent orange and 8
million gallons of other herbicides in
Vietnam, in order to strip the thick
jungle that concealed the opposition
forces. Most of these spraying oper-
ations were completed using airplanes
and helicopters, but herbicides were
also sprayed from the ground by sol-
diers with back-mounted equipment.

After a scientific report in 1969 con-
cluded that one of the primary chemi-
cals used in agent orange could cause
birth defects in laboratory animals,
U.S. forces suspended use of this herbi-
cide—and stopped all herbicide spray-
ing the following year.

But thousands of soldiers had already
been exposed to this chemical for
months at a time. Today, many of
these soldiers have a significantly
higher rate of diseases and death than
those who did not go to Vietnam. Since
the end of the Vietnam war, a growing
body of evidence has connected several
diseases to agent orange.

I join a truly bipartisan effort in urg-
ing support for this bill. We can do no
less for the brave men and women who
answered their country’s call to fight
in an unpopular war. They came home
to find that jobs were hard to come by,
as was emotional support for the ter-
rors they had experienced. No hero’s
welcome for these veterans.

Today, | would also like to recognize
the work of my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois, Congressman
LANE EVANS. Without his perseverance,
it is unlikely that we would be voting
on this legislation today—and it is un-
likely that thousands of Vietnam vet-
erans would be receiving the health
care that they need and deserve.

I also want to acknowledge the work
of Chairman BoB STumP and ranking
member SONNY MONTGOMERY of the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, as well as
the entire committee. This bill is the
latest in a long line of bills crafted in
a truly bipartisan manner for the good
of our veterans.

Whatever our views on the Vietnam
war, we must all help to heal its
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wounds—and these are few wounds
greater than those suffered from the ef-
fects of agent orange. These veterans
had to wait for decades to receive rec-
ognition and medical care. We must
not make them wait again.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, | commend the gen-
tleman for mentioning the work of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. EVANS].
He did have a lot of interest. He has
put a lot of hard work in this legisla-
tion on the agent orange issue.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs.
THURMAN], a strong supporter of veter-
ans’ programs.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong support of this legislation,
H.R. 1565, the extension of health care
to veterans exposed to agent orange.
Both the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. MONTGOMERY] and the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. STumMmP] know of the
gentleman that | am going to speak of
because they have been trying to help
me with this particular man’s case.

Mr. Speaker, this bill concerns veter-
ans who are sick today because they
were exposed to a herbicide later found
to be dangerous.

John Nichols, a constituent of mine
from Bayonet Point, FL, is one of the
2.7 million U.S. service men and women
who had their lives interrupted and
changed by the Vietnam war. Recipient
of the Bronze Star and three Army
Commendation medals, John Nichols
left active duty after 10 years as a U.S.
Army master sergeant.

Sergeant Nichols suffers from severe
osteoporosis, a gradual loss of bone tis-
sue that makes his bones brittle. John
has suffered a number of fractures of
his spine since his condition was first
diagnosed.

The Department of Veterans Affairs
concedes that Sergeant Nichols was ex-
posed to agent orange based on his
service in Vietnam. The VA claims,
however, that there is no legal or medi-
cal basis to associate this exposure
with his current medical condition.

Distinguished specialists in bone dis-
eases have recognized that Mr. Nichols’
osteoporosis could be associated with
his exposure to agent orange. He
watched it sprayed regularly from heli-
copters outside his base camp.

He has been examined by some of the
best specialists in the country. Thy
cannot find any other explanation for
his condition except exposure to agent
orange. However, the Veterans Admin-
istration has still not recognized his
condition as one related to exposure of
the herbicide.

If we send young men and women
into military combat in support of our
national objectives, we had better be
willing to follow through once the
fighting ends. We must make good on
our commitment to take care of those
who were willing to fight for this coun-
try. A tight budget does not free us
from this commitment. Mr. Nichols’
disease will not take a rest while we
struggle with the deficit.
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Mr. Speaker, this bill is a step in the
right direction and | believe that it is
a positive step for John Nichols and
veterans with similar ailments
throughout our country.

Again, | want to thank the two gen-
tlemen who have helped me so much
with this constituent.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, we
have some blue sheets that further ex-
plain this bill. If Members would come
by the stands here, they could pick up
these sheets.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, and | yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to once
again thank the distinguished gen-
tleman and ranking member of the full
committee for all his efforts, and also
to the gentleman from Texas, [Mr. ED-
WARDS], the ranking member of the
subcommittee, for all his hard work,
and to the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. HuTcHINSON], who is chairman of
the subcommittee.

But we also owe a lot of thanks to
the staff who have put in many hours
in putting this bill together. | thank
Members on both sides of the aisle. |
urge, once again, passage of H.R. 1565.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Fox].

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, as you know, | expressed the con-
cerns of many of our veterans with the
original version of H.R. 1565, which re-
authorizes care for agent orange and
radiation exposed veterans.

I am pleased that the House will now
consider a compromise version which
addresses this situation. It is impor-
tant that we ensure that no agent or-
ange-affected veterans are overlooked
in the period between National Acad-
emy of Sciences reports.

I firmly believe that we must honor
our commitment to care for our veter-
ans, particularly those who have borne
the sacrifices of battle for our country.
I would like to express my appreciation
to the men and women of the Vietnam
Veterans of America and the American
Legion, as well as to many of my col-
leagues on the House Veterans’ Affairs
Committee, for their hard work on this
issue.

I look forward to continuing our
work together to address the needs of
our Nation’s veterans.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. EVERETT].

(Mr. EVERETT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, | would
just like to congratulate the commit-
tee chairman, the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. STumMP], the gentleman from
Mississippi  [Mr. MONTGOMERY], the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCH-
INSON], the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
EDWARDS], the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Fox], the gentleman
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from |Illinois [Mr. EVANS], the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ],
and the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY].

This truly, Mr. Speaker, has been an
outstanding effort of bipartisanship,
and | want to congratulate all those in-
volved.

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to have been a
part of the bipartisan effort that has unani-
mously brought H.R. 1565 to the floor out of
the Veterans Committee. This is a necessary
and important bill, and | am glad to speak in
support of it today.

H.R. 1565 clarifies and simplifies the condi-
tions for coverage for victims of agent orange
exposure. Veterans who exhibit characteristics
of the exposure will be covered, as will those
whose condition demonstrates an association
with the disease. Even when available medical
data merits no conclusion on the source of
their condition, the veteran will be covered.
This bill gives veterans every benefit of the
doubt.

In addition, veterans exposed to radiation
during their time on active duty will be eligible
for hospital and nursing home care where
credible evidence exists of a positive associa-
tion with the disease and the defoliant. As an
extension of the Agent Orange Act of 1991,
this bill will also require the Department of
Veterans Affairs to work with the National
Academy of Sciences to evaluate and review
all issues pertaining to agent orange. This is
a positive step that will allow veterans access
to the best available information on their ail-
ments.

In short, Mr. Speaker, this is a good day for
our veterans and those who have suffered
from agent orange. We must work together to
protect the interests of our Nation’s veterans,
and this legislation marks a positive step in
that direction.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R. 1565, the extension of health
care to veterans exposed to agent orange.
The evidence continues to accumulate how
horribly our Vietnam veterans are suffering
due to this defoliant agent, which saturated
their lungs, their food, and their skin.

During the war, millions of gallons of dioxin-
contaminated agent orange and other herbi-
cides were sprayed over Vietnam. Two dec-
ades later, we are seeing more and more
health effects of that exposure among our 3
million service men and women who served
there. The National Academy of Sciences is
investigating reports of cancer, metabolic dys-
function, and a multitude of other disorders of
the reproductive, respiratory, digestive, cir-
culatory, and immune systems. We have no
way of knowing what additional illnesses may
develop. This bill very wisely leaves the option
open for new illnesses and disorders to be
treated.

This bill also makes VA benefits permanent
for those military men and women exposed to
radiation during the post-World War Il occupa-
tion of Japan and during cold war nuclear test-
ing in the Pacific. Diseases triggered by radi-
ation-exposure continue to plague veterans,
half a century later. While we remember our
victory 50 years ago, we must not forget the
suffering of those who helped bring that war to
a close.

Flnally, this bill ensures top treatment prior-
ity for veterans exposed to either radiation or
agent orange. This is fitting, as these veterans
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have struggled to cope with their illnesses
have experienced much frustration and uncer-
tainty over the years in their dealings with the
Government. Today, it is the least we can do
to respond to their illnesses without further
delay.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress is talking a great
deal about patriotism these days, during our
debate over flag burning. But protecting the
American flag is completely meaningless un-
less we take care of our surviving veterans
who have sacrificed their health for this coun-
try. We must help them heal. We should deci-
sively pass H.R. 1565.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
favor of H.R. 1565, which provides for priority
health care to veterans exposed to agent or-
ange, ionizing radiation, or other environ-
mental hazards.

In 1992, this body required the National
Academy of Science to conduct a comprehen-
sive study of the health effects of exposure to
agent orange and other herbicides. The NAS
findings serve as the basis of H.R. 1565 which
requires certain specific diseases to be con-
sidered related to exposure for treatment pur-
poses—including those where there is insuffi-
cient evidence to prove a connection.

Often, many of our veterans, who served
this country with distinction during their tour in
Vietnam, have felt let down. They have felt
that the Government has not recognized that
some of their problems stem from exposure to
agent orange and other herbicides. It is my
hope that this legislation will help drive home
the fact that we are aware of their tremendous
sacrifices and give our support.

H.R. 1565 also provides for treatment for
veterans subjected to ionizing radiation. These
veterans also deserve our assistance.

| wish to compliment my colleagues, Rep-
resentatives HUTCHINSON and EDWARDS, for
their leadership on this legislation. | am
pleased to offer my support.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, | have no
further requests for time, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. STumP] that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1565, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ““A bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to extend through
December 31, 1997, the period during
which the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs is authorized to provide priority
health care to certain veterans exposed
to Agent Orange and to make such au-
thority permanent in the case of cer-
tain veterans exposed to ionizing radi-
ation, and for other purposes.”.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 1868, and that I may include
tabular and extraneous material.



H 6324

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 170 and rule
XXI1l, 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. 1868.
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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
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1868) making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and relat-
ed programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. HANSEN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Thursday,
June 22, 1995, all time for general de-
bate had expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered under the 5-minute rule by
titles and each title shall be considered
as having been read.

Before consideration of any other
amendment, it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendments printed in part 1
of House Report 104-147. Those amend-
ments will be considered in the order
printed, by a Member designated in the
report, may amend portions of the bill
not yet read for amendment, are con-
sidered as having been read, are not
subject to amendment, and are not sub-
ject to a demand for division of the
question. Debate on each amendment is
limited to 10 minutes, equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent of the amendment.

After disposition of the amendments
printed in part 1 of the report, the bill
as then perfected will be considered as
original text.

An amendment printed in part 2 of
the report shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may accord prior-
ity in recognition to a Member who has
caused an amendment to be printed in
the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered as having been read.

The clerk will read.

The clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1868

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes, namely:
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Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | just wanted to re-
fresh the Members as to where we are.
We had general debate, and since that
time the weekend has intervened.

Just to bring the Members of Con-
gress up to date on where we are on
this foreign operations appropriation
bill, H.R. 1868, let me tell the Members
we have worked out a bipartisan agree-
ment with both sides of the aisle,
working very hard to bring to this
floor a bill that both sides could sup-
port. The ranking member on the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Texas,
CHARLIE WILSON, has been most cooper-
ative, as have all Members of the other
side that have approached the commit-
tee. We do not want to deny any Mem-
ber the opportunity to address any
issue they want to in this bill. Thus,
the open rule.

However, | must tell the House that
we have 73 pending amendments to this
bill. We would like for them to be con-
sidered as expeditiously as possible. 1
have informed the leadership, and |
have discussed it with the ranking
member of our committee, we are will-
ing to stay here until 4 o’clock in the
morning if that, indeed, is what the
Members want to do. We want to have
everybody here. However, at the same
time, we are going to ask Members to
be as brief as possible.

First of all, this bill is $11.99 billion
in budget authority. Most importantly,
it is a 22-percent reduction from 1995. It
is nearly $3 billion less than what the
administration has requested.

The American people have sent us a
strong message telling as to cut Gov-
ernment spending, and they said to cut
foreign aid as well. That is precisely
what this bill does. It is drafted in such
a manner that it gives the administra-
tion a great deal of latitude. | would
hope that we do not fall prey to some
today who will be coming before us
asking us to increase this measure.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate title I.

The text of title | is as follows:

TITLE I—EXPORT AND INVESTMENT

ASSISTANCE

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES

The Export-lmport Bank of the United
States is authorized to make such expendi-
tures within the limits of funds and borrow-
ing authority available to such corporation,
and in accordance with law, and to make
such contracts and commitments without re-
gard to fiscal year limitations, as provided
by section 104 of the Government Corpora-
tion Control Act, as may be necessary in car-
rying out the program for the current fiscal
year for such corporation: Provided, That
none of the funds available during the cur-
rent fiscal year may be used to make expend-
itures, contracts, or commitments for the
export of nuclear equipment, fuel or tech-
nology to any country other than a nuclear-
weapon State as defined in Article IX of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons eligible to receive economic or
military assistance under this Act that has
detonated a nuclear explosive after the date
of enactment of this Act.
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SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION

For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, insurance, and tied-aid grants as au-
thorized by section 10 of the Export-lmport
Bank Act of 1945, as amended, $786,551,000 to
remain available until September 30, 1997:
Provided, That such costs, including the cost
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974: Provided further, That such sums
shall remain available until 2010 for the dis-
bursement of direct loans, loan guarantees,
insurance and tied-aid grants obligated in
fiscal years 1996 and 1997: Provided further,
That up to $100,000,000 of funds appropriated
by this paragraph shall remain available
until expended and may be used for tied-aid
grant purposes: Provided further, That none
of the funds appropriated by this paragraph
may be used for tied-aid credits or grants ex-
cept through the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations:
Provided further, That funds appropriated by
this paragraph are made available notwith-
standing section 2(b)(2) of the Export-Import
Bank Act of 1945, in connection with the pur-
chase or lease of any product by any East
European country, any Baltic State, or any
agency or national thereof.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For administrative expenses to carry out
the direct and guaranteed loan and insurance
programs (to be computed on an accrual
basis), including hire of passenger motor ve-
hicles and services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, and not to exceed $20,000 for official re-
ception and representation expenses for
members of the Board of Directors,
$45,228,000: Provided, That necessary expenses
(including special services performed on a
contract or fee basis, but not including other
personal services) in connection with the col-
lection of moneys owed the Export-Import
Bank, repossession or sale of pledged collat-
eral or other assets acquired by the Export-
Import Bank in satisfaction of moneys owed
the Export-lmport Bank, or the investiga-
tion or appraisal of any property, or the
evaluation of the legal or technical aspects
of any transaction for which an application
for a loan, guarantee or insurance commit-
ment has been made, shall be considered
nonadministrative expenses for the purposes
of this heading: Provided further, That, not-
withstanding subsection (b) of section 117 of
the Export Enhancement Act of 1992, sub-
section (a) thereof shall remain in effect
until October 1, 1996.
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

NONCREDIT ACCOUNT

The Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion is authorized to make, without regard
to fiscal year limitations, as provided by 31
U.S.C. 9104, such expenditures and commit-
ments within the limits of funds available to
it and in accordance with law as may be nec-
essary: Provided, That the amount available
for administrative expenses to carry out the
credit and insurance programs (including an
amount for official reception and representa-
tion expenses which shall not exceed $35,000)
shall not exceed $26,500,000: Provided further,
That project-specific transaction costs, in-
cluding direct and indirect costs incurred in
claims settlements, and other direct costs
associated with services provided to specific
investors or potential investors pursuant to
section 234 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, shall not be considered administrative
expenses for the purposes of this heading.

PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, $79,000,000, as authorized by section 234
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, to be
derived by transfer from the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation Noncredit Ac-
count: Provided, That such costs, including
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the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That
such sums shall be available for direct loan
obligations and loan guaranty commitments
incurred or made during fiscal years 1996 and
1997: Provided further, That such sums shall
remain available through fiscal year 2003 for
the disbursement of direct and guaranteed
loans obligated in fiscal year 1996, and
through fiscal year 2004 for the disbursement
of direct and guaranteed loans obligated in
fiscal year 1997. In addition, such sums as
may be necessary for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the credit program may
be derived from amounts available for ad-
ministrative expenses to carry out the credit
and insurance programs in the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation Noncredit Ac-
count and merged with said account.
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 661 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, $40,000,000: Provided,
That the Trade and Development Agency
may receive reimbursements from corpora-
tions and other entities for the costs of
grants for feasibility studies and other
project planning services, to be deposited as
an offsetting collection to this account and
to be available for obligation until Septem-
ber 30, 1997, for necessary expenses under this
paragraph: Provided further, That such reim-
bursements shall not cover, or be allocated
against, direct or indirect administrative
costs of the agency.

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCE
CORPORATION

For payment to the International Finance
Corporation by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, $67,550,000, for the United States share
of the increase in subscriptions to capital
stock, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That of the amount appropriated
under this heading not more than $5,269,000
may be expended for the purchase of such
stock in fiscal year 1996.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE ENTERPRISE FOR THE

AMERICAS MULTILATERAL INVESTMENT FUND

For payment to the Enterprise for the
Americas Multilateral Investment Fund by
the Secretary of the Treasury, for the United
States contribution to the Fund to be admin-
istered by the Inter-American Development
Bank, $70,000,000 to remain available until
expended.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to echo
what the chairman of our subcommit-
tee said. The minority is perfectly will-
ing to stay here until 4 o’clock in the
morning to finish the bill.

I would also like to underline that
the bill is a fairly fragile compromise,
and | hope that we can keep it from
being fundamentally changed. As it is
now, | think it is veto-proof. | think
that would be a very constructive
thing for the House to do.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | 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. GILMAN:

Page 8, beginning on line 9, strike ‘“‘shall be
made available notwithstanding any other
provision of law, and”.
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Page 9, beginning on line 15, strike ‘“‘Pro-
vided further,” and all that follows through
“Committees on Appropriations:”’.

Page 16, line 23, strike ‘“‘and for other pur-
poses,”’.

Page 19, line 8, strike “1.5”” and insert “‘1”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 170, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GiILMAN] and a Member
opposed will each be recognized for 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly support
this bill, which is the product of care-
ful consultation with our Committee
on International Relations by the sub-
committee, under the leadership of the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CAL-
LAHAN]. I commend the distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Ala-
bama, and the ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
WiLsoN]. The bill as a whole deserves
the support of the House. | strongly
urge Members to support it on final
passage.

Mr. Chairman, my en bloc amend-
ment is designed to overcome certain
concerns | had with the bill as re-
ported. Chairman CALLAHAN, Chairman
SoLomoN, and | agreed that the best
way to handle these concerns, which
might otherwise be subject to a point
of order, would be for me to offer two
amendments. This is the first of those
amendments.

The amendment would strike three
legislative provisions and alter a third.

The first provision strikes legislative
language in the Child Survival and Dis-
eases Fund Program that would allow
funds appropriated to the fund to be
made available notwithstanding any
other provision of law.

This language is inappropriate, in my
view, because it would set aside appro-
priate provisions of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act and give the administration
little guidance beyond the bill’s six
child survival purposes.

In recent days, Members expressed
concerns about the child survival sec-
tion of the Foreign Assistance Act. The
International Relations Committee
will be considering legislation later
this summer to update the Child Sur-
vival Program. We will update provi-
sions of the FAA and take care of any
concerns with current law. | trust it
will be a bipartisan bill and would seek
its rapid adoption in the Congress.

The second provision would strike
the provision that allows the transfer
of funds from AID’s Development As-
sistance account to the Treasury De-
partment for debt restructuring. Given
the cuts to the Development Accounts
in the authorizing bill, our Inter-
national Relation Committee chose not
to allow the transfer funds from devel-
opment assistance to other accounts in
violation of section 109 of the Foreign
Assistance Act. The policy of section
109 of the FAA is clear—funds may not
be transferred from development as-
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sistance. | think it was wise policy
when it became law. | do not think this
law should be waived. | will also point
out that during debate on the authoriz-
ing bill, the House decisively rejected
an attempt to provide additional funds
for debt restructuring.

The third provision strikes language
that expands the purposes of the appro-
priation for the Freedom Support Act—
assistance to the former Soviet
Union—to unspecified other purposes,
notwithstanding any other provision of
law. This is the kind of legislative lan-
guage that could have the effect, how-
ever unintentional, of weakening the
appropriate oversight role of the au-
thorizing committees, since it is not at
all clear what the other purposes of
such additional aid would be or what
authorities they would employ. If this
language were not stricken, the House
would be appropriating, to some de-
gree, in the blind with respect to the
somewhat troubled aid program for
Russia and the New Independent
States.

Finally, the amendment changes the
ratio of required private participation
in certain programs in Russia. This
amendment reflects the reality that, in
dollar terms, indigenous contributions
by Russians, valued in dollars, are nec-
essarily going to be very small, and it
will be very difficult to reach the re-
quired ratio for many projects.

In a compromise with Chairman CAL-
LAHAN, we agreed to reduce this ratio
from 1.5 to 1 down to 1 to 1. It will re-
flect an equal partnership between the
public and private sectors It was my
understanding from the appropriations
committee staff that this change would
help groups like Save the Children in
Russia and other New Independent
States.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the effort
made by Chairman CALLAHAN and
Rules Committee Chairman SOLOMON
to help me address several concerns
that have come up during consider-
ation of this bill.

We had unprecedented cooperation
between the subcommittee and our
Committee on International Relations.
Chairman CALLAHAN addressed some of
my concerns through an amendment he
offered in full committee and | thank
him for that. With the adoption of this
amendment and the one that 1 will
offer next, our committees will be in
sync.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there a Member
opposed to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York?

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WILSON] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the amendment.

This amendment would delete a pro-
vision that waives legislative restric-
tions for programs for child survival.

Over the past several years the com-
mittee has included this provision in
the bill because programs for children
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should be carried out without technical
or political restrictions.

The provision has enabled aid to help
displaced children, orphans, and other
children in distress in Bosnia, Mozam-
bique, Somalia, and Rwanda.

It enables the United States to re-
spond quickly to assist children as a
result of natural disasters, war, and the
spread of disease.

Assistance to children for immuniza-
tion, family reunification, and other
assistance is the one area in the for-
eign assistance area where we can sta-
tistically show that benefits are
achieved and in fact lives are saved.
UNICEF has estimated that the United
States program for child survival has
saved more than 1 million lives during
the past 10 years.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
legislative provisions in this bill that
have been here for a number of years—
since there hasn’t been an authoriza-
tion bill signed into law for more than
10 years.

| do not know why the gentleman has
chosen this one to strike. But | think
for the sake of saving lives of children,
Members should vote against the Gil-
man amendment.

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

Mr. WILSON. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the pending first
amendment provided for under the
rule, by the chairman of the Commit-
tee on International Relations, and in-
cidentally, | want to thank the chair-
man for his cooperation during this
process, and for helping me through his
very knowledgeable history in foreign
relations.

However, the amendment of chair-
man of the Committee on International
Relations reflects discussions between
us prior to the Committee on Rules
hearing last week. By way of expla-
nation, the ‘“‘notwithstanding’ provi-
sion that is deleted in this amendment
was inserted by the Committee on Ap-
propriations to allow the executive
branch to act more expeditiously than
the Foreign Assistance Act would
allow in the case of epidemics. The
diphtheria epidemic now sweeping
across the former Soviet Union is a
case in point.

According to the General Accounting
Office, AID delayed contracting with
the Centers for Disease Control in At-
lanta, when diphtheria struck the
Ukraine more than a year ago. Now
that the epidemic has spread, we ac-
cept the chairman’s assurances that
the “notwithstanding’ clause is unnec-
essary to prevent future delays in re-
sponding to epidemics to prevent fu-
ture delays in responding to epidemics
abroad.

The two language changes in the
heading ‘‘Assistance for the New Inde-
pendent States of the Former Soviet
Union’’ should not change the Commit-
tee on Appropriation’s original objec-
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tives. Administration lawyers have as-
sured us that reverting to the cus-
tomary term ‘“‘and for related pro-
grams’ as a result of the deletion pro-
posed by the chairman, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GiLmAN], will in
no way reduce the ability of the coordi-
nator and special advisor to obligate
these funds. They may be used for any
activities in the former Soviet Union
that were requested by the administra-
tion and the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, 1 am not going to ask
for a recorded vote, | would say to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. WILSON].

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

Mr. GILMAN. I am pleased to yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. RoTH], a senior member of the
Committee on International Relations.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. ROTH].

The CHAIRMAN. The
from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH]
nized for 1 minute.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we have two amend-
ments here that are very important.
The first one deletes authorizing lan-
guage from the bill which runs directly
contrary to the provisions that came
out of the Committee on International
Relations and were written in the law.

In one instance, the bill waives all
provisions of law in providing funds for
certain health-related programs. In an-
other instance, the bill authorizes $15
million of debt relief in Africa. In an-
other, the bill authorizes the transfer
of $15 million from the development
fund for Africa. That is why these
amendments are important.

In offering these amendments, the
gentleman from New York is making a
very important point. The point is this:
appropriations bills should be consist-
ent with the authorization bills. This is
not the case here. | understand the
tendency, as has been pointed out by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. WiL-
SON], that in the past 10 years we have
not had an authorization bill enacted.
Now we have an authorization bill that
has been passed. Before, yes, the appro-
priations bill carried the burden of the
authorization bill.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, he means he has
had an authorization bill passed.

Mr. ROTH. Yes, Mr. Chairman. What
we are saying is the authorization bill
should set the standard. The appropria-
tions should dovetail into the author-
ization bill.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent for 2 ad-
ditional minutes to engage in a col-
loquy with the maker of the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise the gentleman, only if the time
is equally divided by each side can the
Chair entertain that request.

gentleman
is recog-
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent for an
additional 3 minutes, and that it be
equally divided between both sides.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I am concerned with the part of
the amendment that would delete the
phrase ‘“‘notwithstanding any other
provision of law” from the Child Sur-
vival and Disease Programs Fund in
title I1. 1 would just ask the chairman
of the full committee for a clarifica-
tion. If the amendment passes, can the
House be assured that the money in the
fund would not be used or available for
population assistance?
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We have such money designated. It
has been used in the past. My hope is
that this day on point for child sur-
vival interventions, immunizations,
oral rehydration, and the like, and
those things that were expressed on the
bottom of page 7 and page 8 of the bill.

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

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. | yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. If the amendment
passes, the House can be assured the
money in the fund would not be avail-
able for population assistance.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for clarify-
ing that.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent argument, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. WILSON] is rec-
ognized for an additional 12 minutes.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 2 printed in
part 1 of House Report 104-147.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | 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. GILMAN: Page 8,
line 16, strike ‘‘$669,000,000"" and insert
**$645,000,000”".

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GiLmaN] will be recognized for 5
minutes, and a Member opposed will be
recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | urge Members’ sup-
port for the Gilman-Brownback amend-
ment. This amendment simply reduces
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the foreign aid development assistance
budget to the level approved by the
House on June 8.

When the House debated the Amer-
ican Overseas Interests Act (H.R. 1561),
we supported a total funding level of
$858 million for development assist-
ance. This amount reflected a balanced
reduction in foreign aid to meet our
budget reduction targets included in
the House-passed budget resolution. |
strongly support these programs but
must note that we must show spending
restraint in a time of $200-billion defi-
cits.

Chairman  CALLAHAN’s  bill was
marked up in subcommittee while the
Overseas Interests Act was debated on
the floor—therefore amounts in the bill
are not identical to the authorizing
bill. Our amendment would simply re-
duce the amounts in the bill for this
particular account to the authorized
level as passed in the House. We sup-
port Chairman CALLAHAN’s Child Sur-
vival Program and our amendment
would not cut a penny from that ac-
count or AID funds for Africa. My col-
leagues recall that the budget savings
in the Overseas Interests Act were en-
dorsed by Chairman KAsicH and the fol-
lowing organizations: the National
Taxpayers Union Foundation, Ameri-
cans for Tax Reform, the Association
of Concerned Taxpayers, and Citizens
Against Government Waste. Remem-
bering the support of these budget-con-
scious groups, | urge support for the
Gilman-Brownback amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK].

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today in strong support of the Gil-
man-Brownback amendment to reduce
the Development Assistance Fund to
the level authorized by H.R. 1561, the
American Overseas Interests Act.

My support for reducing the Develop-
ment Assistance Fund is not based on a
desire to gut USAID’s development as-
sistance program. Nor is it based on a
desire to unfairly single out individual
projects for outright elimination.

The problem is we are broke. This fis-
cal year, the Federal Government is
forecasted to spend over $200 billion
more than it takes in. That annual def-
icit will add to our current national
debt of almost $5 trillion.

We cannot afford to continue our cur-
rent spending habits. That is why the
new Republican majority in the House
has crafted a balanced budget resolu-
tion, and we must meet our budget tar-
gets.

I cosponsor this amendment to the
foreign aid authorization bill, H.R.
1561, to bring its funding levels in com-
pliance with the budget resolution tar-

et.

9 Although this foreign operations bill
overall spends even less on foreign aid
than the budget resolution’s target,
H.R. 1868 raises the level of the Devel-
opment Assistance Fund by approxi-
mately $25 million.

I applaud the Appropriations Com-
mittee for lowering the level of tax-
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payer funding of foreign assistance.
However, the committee should not
have used the additional savings to
raise the funding levels of the Develop-
ment Assistance Fund.

| agree that the United States should
be providing development assistance
for programs that further U.S. inter-
ests abroad. However, because of the
importance of balancing the budget
and reducing the deficit, we need to re-
duce our overall level of development
assistance. As a result, we need to re-
evaluate our development assistance
priorities.

Providing more than $27,000,000 to
Nepal is not a priority.

Providing almost $19,000,000 to Sri
Lanka is not a priority.
Providing almost
Yemen is not a priority.

I do not want to gut these programs
of the entire fund. But | cite these pro-
grams as examples of areas in which
cost-cutting could and should occur.

Mr. Chairman, | ask for the passage
of the bill.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | am
confused. Do | control 5 minutes of the
time?

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
from Texas opposed to the amendment?

Mr. WILSON. | am extremely op-
posed, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WILSON] is recognized
for 5 minutes in opposition to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GiILMAN]. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN]
has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | am extremely op-
posed to this amendment for many,
many reasons, but basically because
the funding levels in this bill were
reached after very, very careful nego-
tiations in order to bring a bipartisan
bill to the floor, a bill that would be
veto-proof, a bill that could gain wide
acceptance through all elements of
both parties, and to cut $25 million
here out of development assistance,
which would mean a 40 percent total
cut, | think would endanger that com-
promise.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | would
simply say this: If the House wants to
have bipartisan support for this bill, it
needs to defeat this amendment. If it
does not care about getting support for
this bill from this side of the aisle and
wants to pass it all on your own, then
vote for the amendment, because that
is going to be the result.

When we came out of the subcommit-
tee, we had reached a very delicate
compromise. Basically what we had
done is, taking into account the level
of DA already recommended by the
subcommittee, we simply suggested
that other accounts that had been in-
creased over last year be reduced so
that through a combination of develop-

$10,000,000 to
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ment assistance and assistance to Afri-
ca, we would reduce somewhat the
huge cuts that had already taken place
in those accounts.

The problem with this amendment is
that it is cutting an account which has
already been cut by 40 percent at the
same time that military assistance in
this bill is $1 million above last year’s
level.

We do not believe that that is a bal-
anced approach, we do not think you
ought to do that, and frankly | do not
instead to support a bill if it becomes
nothing but a delivery mechanism for
warped priorities.

It seems to me it is essential for us
to stick with a bipartisan product. If
this amendment is passed, you abandon
that.

Mr. Chairman,
tleman from Louisiana [Mr.
STON].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
was going to ask the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN] to yield time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] controls the
time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that there is only 1
minute left.

Mr. WILSON. | think | control the
time, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WILSON] controls the
time in opposition. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN] has 1
minute remaining.

The gentleman from Wisconsin still
has the time that was yielded to him,
3 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. That is my impression.
My understanding is that there will be
no time for the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] or the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN] unless |
yield to them, which | am trying to do.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, if |
might, respectfully ask for unanimous
consent to extend the debate for 3 addi-
tional minutes on each side and then |
would ask the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN], chairman of the
Committee on International Relations,
to yield his 3 minutes to me so | can
recognize the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, and we
each would have additional time.

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, we
have, | think, 2 or 3 speakers on this
side that have served on the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs/International
Relations who feel very strongly about
this amendment. We would like to have
a minute or two for us to express our
feelings.

I would ask unanimous consent in-
stead of 3 minutes that we have 7 min-
utes so we can split it 3% minutes on
each side.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama modify his request?

I yield to the gen-
LIVING-
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Mr. CALLAHAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, further reserving the right to ob-
ject, is the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. CALLAHAN] planning to give the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations 3 minutes?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
am, when they yield to me.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, further reserving the right to ob-
ject, that being the case, then | think
we need more than the 3 minutes. We
need 10 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman,
this coming out of my time?

The CHAIRMAN. Each side has to be
equally treated in this area.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent that de-
bate on this amendment be extended by
an additional 10 minutes equally di-
vided on each side.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN] will be
recognized for an additional 5 minutes,
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
WiLsoN] will be recognized for an addi-
tional 5 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Could | ask the Chair how
much time | have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
has expired.

Mr. OBEY. | thank the Chair.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], the chairman of
the full committee.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me

is all of

the time. | doubt I will use the full 3
minutes.
Mr. Chairman, the Gilman amend-

ment reduces the development assist-
ance account by $24 million in order to
bring the bill in line with the author-
ization bill. 1 understand and support
his desire to appropriate within House-
passed authorization levels. However, |
respectfully disagree with Mr. GILMAN
on the merits, and the effect of this
specific amendment.

Our committee was forced to not
only work with the authorizing levels,
but also to work out billions in cuts in
a politically difficult bill.

Chairman CALLAHAN displayed amaz-
ing leadership and consensus building
skills in developing a bipartisan con-
sensus on how we should distribute the
declining foreign assistance dollars.
Each member of the subcommittee out-
lined their priorities and we com-
promised in order to report a bill with
wide bipartisan support. Mr. WILSON
and Mr. OBEY both support this legisla-
tion. | think it is important that we
maintain the support of the minority
in order to get this bill through.

However, if we agree to Mr. GILMAN’s
amendment, we break our bipartisan
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agreement and risk losing support from
our minority party members. It seems
extremely counterproductive to lose
the bipartisan support we have worked
so hard to achieve, merely to prove our
unequivocal compliance with the au-
thorizing legislation. Especially since
we conform with the authorization bill
in almost all respects, and overall $375
million below the total funding level
assumed in the authorization bill.

In addition to breaking bipartisan
support, this bill is wrong on the mer-
its. Our committee provided a $25 mil-
lion increase for child survival activi-
ties in the newly created child survival
and disease programs fund This was
done to accommodate a bipartisan ef-
fort to protect funding for child sur-
vival and infectious disease programs.
Not only did we maintain a separate
account, we were able to increase the
level by $25 million because of wide
support for protecting children.

Mr. GILMAN’s amendment, while un-
derstandable for jurisdictional reasons,
is a bad amendment for the children of
the world. In order to keep bipartisan-
ship and to protect children, I urge op-
position to this amendment.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN],
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations of
the Committee on Appropriations, and
| ask unanimous consent that he be al-
lowed to control that time.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN] is recog-
nized for 6 minutes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to the amend-
ment, but | am going to speak last on
it.

At this point, though, in fairness to
all concerned, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. | thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, we are not
going to be allowing children to starve
if we pass this amendment. The author-
izing committee came up with a rea-
sonable amount of money to deal with
the problems of the world. The problem
is the authorizing committee came up
with a figure and now we are going
above that with the Appropriations
Committee of $24 million. We do not
need to be spending that money at a
time when we are having fiscal prob-
lems.

I want to read what one of the Chief
of Staffs of AID said, Larry Byrne. He
said that AID was 62 percent through
the fiscal year and they had only spent
38 percent of their dollar volume. They
needed to spend a $1.9 billion in the
next 5 months. Now, get that.

They were two-thirds through the
year and they had only spent one-third
of their money so they had to speed up
the spending process, to blow American
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taxpayers’ dollars, so they could ask
for more money.

They don’t need more money. We
don’t need to be spending this $24 mil-
lion.

| say to my colleagues who are fis-
cally responsible, vote for this amend-
ment. It takes it back to the authoriz-
ing level, which was a reasonable fig-
ure. We do not need to be going above
authorized levels if we are really con-
cerned about balancing the budget.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. MANZULLO].
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Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, very
briefly, what we are trying to do here
is to roll back the aid to the Develop-
ment Assistance Fund $24 million, back
to the authorizing levels. It is very
simple. We are trying to save some
money.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of Mr. GIL-
MAN’s amendment to strike $24 million from
the Development Assistance Fund [DAF] in an
effort to cut spending and reduce the deficit
and national debt.

Today the national debt stands at over
$4.89 trillion—that's right, trillion—dollars. In
fact, the debt continues to increase by $9,600
every second, which means that by the time |
conclude my remarks, the national debt will
have risen by another $576,000—another half
a million dollars of fiscal liability placed on the
backs of our children.

Mr. Chairman, given this fiscal crisis, we as
responsible legislators must continue to look
for ways to make reasonable cuts in govern-
ment spending. The amendment before us
now makes such a reasonable reduction. Two
weeks ago, we passed a foreign aid authoriza-
tion bill that set spending levels for the Devel-
opment Assistance Fund at $858 million. The
appropriations bill we are currently considering
proposes to spend $25 million above the au-
thorized amount on the DAF. The Gilman
amendment simply brings the appropriation in
line with the levels authorized without touching
the Child Survival Program.

| think we all agree, Mr. Chairman, that cut-
ting spending to reduce the deficit and the
debt is necessary and will bode well for the
economy and for future generations of Ameri-
cans. | think we can agree, too, that a very
basic step in controlling spending is to keep
appropriations within approved authorization
levels. This amendment does just that. Let's
stop the half-a-million-a-minute trend of debt
accumulation. | support the amendment by the
distinguished chairman and | urge the support
of my colleagues.

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

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, | basically
have a question. | realize Chairman
CALLAHAN and ranking member WILSON
have done a good job and we congratu-
late them on that. As | interpret this
amendment, the nub of the issue basi-
cally is this. The gentleman’s amend-
ment takes us back to the authoriza-
tion bill and basically cuts it $24 mil-
lion. It brings it back to the authoriza-
tion fund. There is no jurisdiction fight
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or anything as | read it; it is just going
back to the authorization bill.

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

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin is precisely cor-
rect. It cuts development assistance by
$24 million, down to $645 million, to the
level the House authorized back on
June 8. It does not cut child survival or
Africa development funds.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BERMAN].

(Mr. BERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | urge
the body to reject the amendment. The
fact is the appropriations bill that is
before us is below the 602(b) allocation
for the 150 account. The total of the
bill does not exceed the authorization
level. it is $400 million below the au-
thorization level.

As was mentioned by Chairman Liv-
INGSTON and Chairman CALLAHAN, the
$24 million increase in the development
assistance was a major part, a very
small amount of money, but it was a
major part of deciding whether this
body is going to go back to a bipartisan
approach trying to deal with the very
important question of foreign assist-
ance.

| ask my colleagues to remember, the
appropriations bill is below the 602(b)
allocation, that is in the budget resolu-
tion that passed the House. The appro-
priations bill in total is $400 million
below the authorization level. And we
are talking about $24 million for devel-
opment assistance to support the most
critical programs in the foreign assist-
ance program; the kinds of aid that
goes directly to people, that is not gov-
ernment-to-government, that is not
going to be squandered.

And what is the benefit of this? We
go back to a bipartisan approach to the
foreign assistance program. That is
worth something. | am sorry the
amendment is being offered. | hope it is
rejected. | think it is critical to the fu-
ture of how we handle foreign assist-
ance programs in this body.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | think
it would benefit the House for the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN]
to close.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

| too rise in opposition to the Gilman
amendment. So just let me reinform
the committee that we have worked
hard. We have bipartisan support.

The Appropriations Committee has
reported a bill that conforms with the
authorization bill in almost all re-
spects. In fact, overall we are $375 mil-
lion below the total funding level as-
sumed in the authorization bill.

Chairman GILMAN maintains that we
are $25 million over the authorization
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level for the Development Assistance
Fund. However, that is only due to the
fact that the committee provided a $25
million increase for child survival ac-
tivities in the newly created Child Sur-
vival and Disease Programs Fund.

Creation of this new fund was a re-
sponse to a bipartisan effort to protect
funding for child survival and infec-
tious disease programs of the Agency
for International Development. Mem-
bers from both sides of the aisle on
both the authorizing and appropria-
tions committees discussed this matter
with me, and | decided to protect these
programs by creating a separate appro-
priations account.

Not only did we maintain funding for
child survival programs at the 1995
level of $275 million, we were able to
increase this level by $25 million.

In addition, | worked hard to achieve
bipartisan support for this bill. Part of
that compromise involved slightly
higher funding levels for development
assistance programs. | believe it is very
important that foreign policy legisla-
tion, to the extent it is possible, be
supported by Members on both sides of
the aisle.

In my opinion, we do not violate the
authorizing committee one iota. We
have created a child survival account
to make absolutely certain that the
children that we are helping worldwide,
the starving children that you see on
television in these Third World coun-
tries and underdeveloped countries, are
the ones that will suffer.

Let me encourage my colleagues in
this House to keep this bipartisan
agreement together; to reject the Gil-
man amendment.

Many of the funding levels in this bill were
developed with that end in mind.

| want to stress that this bill already makes
the largest reduction from a President's re-
quest for foreign aid in 20 years. It is 19 per-
cent below the administration’s request, and
over 11 percent below last year's level. We
have done our job on the Appropriations Com-
mittee to reduce spending on international re-
lations.

| have the greatest respect for Chairman
GILMAN. He did an outstanding job under very
difficult circumstances when he successfully
managed the authorization bill several weeks
ago. Therefore | can understand his reluc-
tance to agree to an appropriations bill that
does not completely comply with the author-
ization.

However, | have developed a bipartisan bill
with Mr. WILSON and Mr. OBEY, and | must op-
pose this amendment. | do so with the utmost
respect for Chairman GILMAN, but | believe the
committee process has resulted in a good bill
that we can all support.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in oppo-
sition to the Gilman amendment that would
slice $25 million from the Development Assist-
ance Fund.

The Development Assistance Fund, which
finances family planning programs, has be-
come the slush fund of choice for Members of
this body. Everyone is raiding the develop-
ment assistance pot—a pot that is almost
empty already.

Currently, this bill designates approximately
$669 million for development assistance for all
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sectors including population assistance, once
the child survival and disease programs ear-
mark is deducted. Under the current bill, popu-
lation assistance will get approximately a 49-
percent cut from the 1996 request level. Now,
Mr. GILMAN asks us to cut an additional $25
million. This cut would have a devastating and
irreversible effect on the well-being of women
and children throughout the world.

These cuts would directly result in the loss
of family planning and other reproductive
health services to millions of women who need
them. Ultimately, cuts in USAID population
funding will affect the size of the world’'s popu-
lation for decades to come. Our decisions
here today will determine whether the world’s
population stabilizes under 10 billion, or
whether it doubles from its current size to
reach 12 billion by 2050, and continues to
grow thereafter.

Among the immediate consequences of a
50-percent cut are an estimated 1.6 million un-
intended pregnancies per year, which would
have been directly prevented through USAID
supported family planning activities. These
pregnancies will result in 1.2 million unwanted
births, 363,000 otherwise unneeded abortions,
and 8,000 maternal deaths.

Programs lost or dramatically reduced due
to severe budget cuts would include research
programs developing new contraceptive meth-
ods and methods to help prevent HIV/AIDS
transmission. In addition, programs targeted at
reducing the heavy reliance on abortion in
countries like Russia and the New Independ-
ent States would have to be reduced or dis-
continued.

Moreover, with the cuts proposed here
today, USAID will be unable to continue its
mission of bringing family planning and repro-
ductive health services to the world. Over 120
million women have an unmet need for family
planning services today. During the next dec-
ade, 200 million more women will reach their
reproductive years, creating increased de-
mand for services. The world cannot afford for
the USAID programs to be crippled by severe
budget cuts.

One of the most important forms of aid that
the United States provides to other countries
is family planning assistance. No one can
deny that the need for family planning services
in developing countries is urgent and the aid
that we provide is both valuable and worth-
while.

Mr. GILMAN's additional cut of $25 million is
a gratuitous swipe at family planning. To de-
mand additional cuts on top of the 49-percent
reduction, is to say to the world that the Unit-
ed States does not care.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to vote
against the Gilman amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 202, noes 218,
not voting 14, as follows:
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Allard
Armey
Baker (CA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute

Bono
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox

Cramer
Crane
Cremeans
Cunningham
Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Fowler

Fox

Franks (NJ)
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Archer
Bachus
Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bishop
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)

[Roll No 420]

AYES—202

Gekas
Geren
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Lewis (KY)
Lincoln
Linder
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Myers

NOES—218

Bunn
Callahan
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crapo
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
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Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Roberts
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shays
Shuster
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Walker
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Doyle

Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Farr

Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Forbes
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gordon

Green McDermott Sanders
Gutierrez McHale Sawyer
Hall (OH) McKinney Schroeder
Hamilton McNulty Schumer
Hansen Meehan Scott
Harman Meek Serrano
Hastings (FL) Menendez Shaw
Hgfr:ler M!IIer (CA) Sisisky
Hilliard Mineta Skaggs
Hinchey Mink Skeen
Holden Mollohan Skelton
Hoyer Moran Slaughter
Hunter Morella Spratt
Jackson-Lee Murtha Stark
Jacobs Nadler
Stokes
Johnson (CT) Neal
Studds
Johnson (SD) Oberstar St
ump
Johnson, E. B. Obey
Stupak
Johnston Olver "
: Tejeda
Kaptur Ortiz Thompson
Kennedy (MA) Orton Tho ;iso
Kennedy (RI) Owens Thom on
Kennelly Packard urman
Kildee Pallone Torres
Kleczka Pastor Towns
Klink Payne (NJ) Tucker
Knollenberg Payne (VA) Velazquez
Kolbe Pelosi Vento
LaFalce Peterson (FL) Visclosky
Leach Peterson (MN) Volkmer
Levin Pickett Vucanovich
Lewis (CA) Pomeroy Waldholtz
Lewis (GA) Porter Walsh
Lightfoot Pryce Ward
Lipinski Rahall Waters
Livingston Rangel Watt (NC)
Lofgren Reed Wa>_<man
Lowey Regula White
Maloney Richardson Wicker
Manton Riggs Wilson
Markey Rivers Wise
Martinez Roemer Wolf
Mascara Rogers Woolsey
Matsui Rose Wyden
McCarthy Roybal-Allard Wynn
McCrery Rush Yates
McDade Sabo Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—14
Baker (LA) Furse Moakley
Camp Gunderson Reynolds
Collins (MI) Jefferson Torricelli
Cubin Lantos Williams
Ford Mfume
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Mrs. CHENOWETH changed her vote
from ‘““no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment, amendment No. 44.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS: Page
4, line 26, strike ‘‘$26,500,000”” and insert
*“$1,000,000"".

Page 5, line 9, strike ““$79,000,000"" and in-
sert ““$0”.

O 1400

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, as my
colleagues know, this country has a
$4.7 trillion national debt, and this
body has passed a budget which makes
savage cuts in Medicare, Medicaid, stu-
dent loans, veterans programs, and
many other programs which mean a
great deal to tens of millions of work-
ing Americans. Given that context, Mr.
Chairman, it seems to me long overdue
that the U.S. House of Representatives
begins to stand up and take on the $100
billion a year in corporate welfare
which goes to the largest corporations
in America and to the wealthiest peo-
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ple, and this amendment begins that
process.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment offers
a crystal clear test case to show all of
our constituents that Congress has the
guts to take a bite out of corporate
welfare. It will be a recorded vote to
stop the Federal Government acting
through the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation, OPIC, from commit-
ting billions more in U.S. taxpayer dol-
lars to help Fortune 500 companies.

What this amendment does very sim-
ply is, it says that OPIC, a Federal
agency, can no longer commit and put
at risk tens of billions of dollars of tax-
payer money for the largest corpora-
tions in America.

OPIC is a small, obscure Federal
agency which has its hands deep into
the pockets of every American tax-
payer. It receives at least $26 million
every year in appropriated funds, but,
more importantly, it has already
placed at risk, at risk, $6.3 billion of
taxpayer money, and it keeps on get-
ting bigger.

Why is OPIC such a juicy target for
cutting corporate welfare? It seems to
me, Mr. Chairman, that it makes no
sense at all that the Congress provide
incentives for large American corpora-
tions to invest in politically unstable
countries around the world. If huge
Fortune 500 companies, like General
Electric, duPont, Caterpillar, Westing-
house, and on and on it goes, want to
make investments in unstable coun-
tries like Russia, they have every right
in the world to do so. But they do not
have the right to obligate American
taxpayers to underwrite the insurance
for the possible loss of their private in-
vestments.

Currently, if these giant corporations
make a lot of money, well, the good
news is that the owners of those com-
panies become a little bit richer. How-
ever, if there is political turmoil in an
unstable country, and these large com-
panies lose their assets as a result of
expropriation, or political turmoil, or
civil war, guess what? It is Uncle Sam
and the American taxpayers who have
to bail out these companies.

Now, Mr. Chairman, OPIC does not
make sense for two basic reasons. No.
1, we do not have to subsidize the larg-
est corporations in America and stand
a tremendous potential loss when we
have a huge deficit. No. 2, from an eco-
nomic point of view, why in God’s
name are we encouraging the largest
corporations in America to invest
abroad rather than reinvesting in
America and creating jobs?

What are the outrages of OPIC can be
seen on the chart to my right. We are
providing incentives for corporations
like Ford to invest abroad when Ford
has laid off in the last 15 years over
150,000 American workers. We are pro-
viding incentives to GE to invest
abroad when GE has laid off over
180——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS] has expired.
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. SANDERS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, let us
eliminate OPIC for two reasons. The
largest, most profitable corporations in
America do not need taxpayer incen-
tives, and we do not have to cover
through insurance their risky invest-
ments. No. 2, what does it say to com-
panies in America who are reinvesting
here? That we are going to subsidize
large corporations who take our jobs
abroad.

It is time to eliminate OPIC. | urge
support for this amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS].

The Overseas Private Investment
Corporation is not perfect. It does have
room for improvement. Perhaps part of
that can be privatized. This matter will
be discussed in the amendments to be
offered later in the day by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG].

Mr. Chairman, the amendment before
us closes down the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation. In fact, it does
not leave enough money to even close
it down. It cannot be done for $1 mil-
lion. Many former Socialist nations are
now looking to American investment
and building the infrastructure needed
for their own development. In the short
term much of that American invest-
ment will involve OPIC insurance of fi-
nancing, and, as long as these coun-
tries, such as India, do not have a
track record of adherence to free mar-
ket principles, OPIC is needed.

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to
compete in a global economy, then our
business people must compete with the
Governments of Japan and Germany
and all of the other industrialized na-
tions because all of them have such an
agency to assist the export of our
American jobs overseas. This is the fin-
est vehicle we have to do that, and I
think that it would be a very serious
mistake to do it especially in the way
that the gentleman from Vermont pro-
poses, and that is just to walk down-
town, and give them a key, and tell
them to lock the door, and do not even
give them enough money to pay the
rent for the rest of the month.

So | strongly oppose the amendment
and urge my colleagues to support this
bipartisan disagreement to the gen-
tleman from Vermont’'s amendment
and to vote ‘““no’’ on this amendment.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | probably will not
take the whole 5 minutes, but, if there
has ever been a win, win, win situation
in an institution in the United States,
it is the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation. The Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation generates an im-
mense number of jobs in the United
States and the production of heavy
generation equipment, of airplanes, of
airplane engines, of all the rest. It not
only creates jobs, it creates a positive
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balance of payments. It creates a good
competitive situation against Germany
and Japan.

Mr. Chairman, many Members of the
House really do not know what OPIC
does, but what OPIC essentially does is
allow companies to buy insurance
against political instabilities in other
countries, and then this insurance
makes it possible for them to obtain
private financing.

The final point that | would make,
and we are going to be making these
points all day, but the final point that
I would make is that OPIC not only
generates an enormous number of jobs
in the United States, it not only gen-
erates a positive balance of payments
for the United States, but most of all it
returns money to the Treasury. It is
one of the few agencies | know that has
a positive impact on the Nation’s defi-
cit.

Mr. Chairman, since 1971 OPIC has
contributed $2 billion to deficit reduc-
tion in the United States, and in 1996
we expect OPIC to contribute $100 mil-
lion in addition to all of its other eco-
nomic contributions to our country
and to our balance-of-payments ac-
counts.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong support of the Sanders
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I myself introduced a
virtually identical amendment. | would
like to talk about who | think ought to
be for this amendment.

First of all, let me say that | com-
mend my colleagues on the Republican
side for making some very difficult and
controversial stands in favor of reduc-
ing the Federal budget. | do not agree
with all that they have done, but I
agree with the idea that they are ad-
dressing, in a very honest and aggres-
sive way, the fact that we are spending
far more than we take in. | invite them
to continue that philosophy and con-
tinue that tradition by voting for Mr.
SANDERS’ amendment.

The bill, as it presently is written,
calls for 79 million dollars’ worth of ap-
propriations for new loans, and new
guarantees and new goals for OPIC, and
it calls for, | believe, 29 million dollars’
worth of operating money from the
American taxpayer. Here is an oppor-
tunity, my colleagues, to say to du-
Pont, “Be a rugged individualist,” to
say to CocaCola in an entrepreneurial
society, ‘““Make it on your own,” to say
to AT&T and GTE, ‘““Take risks with
your own shareholders’ money, but not
with the taxpayers’ money of the Unit-
ed States,”” to American EXxpress,
‘““‘Leave home without it, leave home
without the taxpayers’ money the next
time you want to make a deal some-
where overseas.”’

Mr. Chairman, | say to my col-
leagues, If you will look, my friends, to
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cut unjustifiable welfare subsidies in
the welfare budget, as | have when I
voted with you on your welfare reform
bill, then look to the Sanders amend-
ment, and vote ‘“‘yes.”” If you think that
it is a wrong-headed policy for the
United States to subsidize a company
that will create jobs overseas, but not
create jobs in the United States, then
vote for the Sanders amendment.

I say to my colleagues, You think
about this the next time you return to
your district. If a company in your dis-
trict wanted a Federal loan guarantee
to make their factory bigger, or their
store employ more people, or do re-
search and development, by and large
the answer would probably be ‘“No,
they wouldn’t get that Federal loan
guarantee,” but if they chose to set up
shop in Guatemala, or Malaysia, or Ar-
gentina, or somewhere else outside of
the United States, here comes OPIC
driven and funded by the American
taxpayer to the rescue. If you think it
is a bad industrial policy to subsidize
the export of American capital and
American jobs, then vote for the Sand-
ers amendment.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, to my
friends’ concern about the foreign pol-
icy of our country, | say, If you think
it is bad foreign policy for an
unelected, unaccountable, private
group of people to travel the world and
make policy decisions on behalf of the
United States, if you agree with the
editors of the Wall Street Journal who
said that OPIC is really nothing more
than foreign policy conducted through
another way, foreign aid conducted
through another way then support the
Sanders amendments.

Mr. Chairman, the majority is to be
commended for making very difficult
and sometimes unpopular decisions to
try to bring our budget into balance. It
is entirely consistent with that tradi-
tion that they support the Sanders
amendment. | am going to; | would
urge my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to do so, too.

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment be-
fore us is a disaster for American ex-
porters and, therefore, American jobs.
This amendment reduces American ex-
ports, it costs American jobs, it does
great harm to our competitive position
in the world and will destroy a valu-
able tool for American exporters.
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I think the chairman of the commit-
tee and the ranking member have ex-
plained it very precisely. This amend-
ment simply denies OPIC the authority
to function. It shuts down OPIC.

Last week’s disastrous trade report
underscores the reason why the House
should reject this amendment. In April
of this year our overall trade deficit
was the worst in the 3 years, $11 bil-
lion, and the deficit in goods was $16
billion. The reality is, our exports are
stalling.

If our exports do not grow, our econ-
omy will not grow, and probably will
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slip into recession. Now, along comes
this amendment, which would further
reduce our exports. This amendment is
economic unilateral disarmament. Who
in this House wants to vote to cut ex-
ports, at the very time we are in dan-
ger of slipping into a recession?

OPIC essentially puts us in a position
in the world markets where we can
compete for jobs. OPIC provides two
services for American business they
cannot get anywhere else: Long-term
insurance against risk and financing
for trade and investment overseas.

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

Mr. ROTH. | yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, some of
the other speakers have indicated that
OPIC operates at a cost to the Amer-
ican taxpayers. Would the gentleman
agree that is not so?

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, | have looked at OPIC and
read the law. There is not 1 red cent of
taxpayer money in OPIC. That is No. 1.
No. 2, what is this talk about sending
jobs overseas? OPIC has written in law
that it cannot cost American jobs.
That is part of the law.

Long-term financing is given so that
we can compete in international mar-
kets. OPIC exists because American
business cannot get this insurance and
financing anywhere else. Over the past
25 years, OPIC has directly supported
$40 billion in American exports, and
that translates into 800,000 jobs.

Let me repeat that again—3$40 billion
in American exports. Where do you
think our good-paying jobs are coming
from? They come when we send our
products overseas. You stop selling our
products overseas, and you are not
going to have jobs in New Hampshire,
and Dallas, TX, or Green Bay, WI, or
San Francisco. You are only going to
have more good-paying jobs when you
have more exports.

OPIC is the best managed Federal
agency. OPIC has never lost 1 cent.
OPIC has paid back to the Treasury
every dollar; yes, my good friend from
Ohio, every dollar it initially had to
capitalize. So there is no taxpayer
money, not 1 red cent.

Look at me. Am | blue in my face?
There is not 1 red cent of taxpayer
money involved in OPIC. Every year
OPIC makes money for the Treasury.
Do you know how much it made last
year alone? It made $167 million. OPIC
actually helps cut the Federal deficit.
It has contributed $2 billion—yes, my
friend from Texas, $2 billion to the U.S.
Treasury. It has helped to reduce the
deficit. If you shut down OPIC, we will
not have this money to help reduce the
deficit. And where will U.S. exporters
obtain the long-term financing nec-
essary to establish a presence in for-
eign markets? The answer is, without
OPIC, you will not.

If this amendment would become law,
our exporters will suffer, particularly
in the emerging markets of Latin
America, Asia, and parts of Africa,
where OPIC insurance is so essential.
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A loss of American exports translates
into a loss of American jobs. That is
what we are fighting for here today. We
are fighting for American jobs, because
we are staring a recession in the face.
We have to have jobs for our people.
You cut out OPIC, you cut out exports.
You cut out exports, you cut out jobs.

So let us fight for the American
worker for a change. Let us do some-
thing for the American worker. This
amendment makes absolutely no sense.

So here is our choice. If we want to
reduce American exports, if we want to
kill jobs for American workers, and if
we want to make America less com-
petitive in the world markets, then
vote for this amendment.

But if you want to increase exports—
and let me just say, every indicator is
that we are facing a recession—if you
want to fight for American jobs, then
let us vote against this amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I, with some reluc-
tance because of my deep respect for
the sponsor of the amendment, rise in
strong opposition to this amendment.
This will, in a word, lose jobs. It will
not gain them.

I am in favor of eliminating unneces-
sary subsidies to business. | think
where the private sector can do it, it
should be able to do it, and it should be
left to do it. But | think we have to be
careful how we apply it. | believe when
we talk about corporate welfare, and
we need to look at it, we have to sepa-
rate the wheat from the chaff. We have
to look at business subsidies, but with
some care, and not with simply a sword
that cuts off some assistance where it
is necessary.

Where does the purpose of OPIC lie?
What does it do? Mainly it insures. And
what does it insure against? Expropria-
tion, currency problems, political vio-
lence. You cannot go to the private
sector and get that kind of insurance.
Period. The purpose of OPIC is not ba-
sically to give money to corporations
to go overseas to do research and devel-
opment.

That is not its basic purpose. It was
founded to provide insurance so that
American companies could compete
with companies of other countries and
be insured against contingencies where
they could not cover those problems
themselves.

Now, let me just say a word about
what other countries are doing. They
are providing this kind of insurance.
Our competitors do that. So if you
eliminate OPIC, what you are simply
saying to the companies of the United
States who are trying to do some ex-
porting, trying to operate overseas, not
to take jobs away from this country,
but to help to create them here, is that
they will not have the same kind of fa-
cility as is available to companies from
other countries.

Now, let me say a word about job
loss. Look, let us not confuse the issue.
OPIC specifically provides, the statute
does, that no money can be given, no
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insurance can be provided, where there
would be a negative effect on U.S. jobs.

Our companies do operate overseas.
When they do it appropriately, they
create jobs here. Simply to say there
will be no insurance available to them
is going to result in job loss in the
United States.

About 25 percent of the companies
that now are insured by OPIC, as | un-
derstand it, are small businesses. So |
do not think it is fair to simply take
the big business label and simply to
throw it around and say, “This is a way
to get at big business.”’

Look, | do not like the downsizing,
but the downsizing has nothing to do
with OPIC. | do not like the downsizing
when it comes to job loss. But OPIC’s
insurance activities have nothing to do
with that downsizing. Indeed, what we
need to do is to stimulate American
companies to compete with their over-
seas competitors.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVIN. | yield to the gentleman
from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me if we are going to provide
subsidies and incentives to corpora-
tions who are laying off hundreds and
hundreds, if not millions of workers,
then at the very least, it would be ap-
propriate to say stop laying off work-
ers here in the United States. To sim-
ply give these people incentives to in-
vest abroad and then turn a blind eye
on their disastrous policies here in
America is a real sell-out of American
workers.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, let me say in response to
my distinguished colleague from Ver-
mont, if that is what the facts were, |
would favor the Sanders amendment.
The trouble is, those are not the facts.
The facts are that the OPIC efforts
have nothing to do with the downsizing
in this country, and in fact, there is a
provision that will not allow insurance.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]
has expired.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, there is a
provision that if the insurance would
cause job loss, it will not be provided.

Now, look, everybody knows that
some activities of companies overseas
generate jobs in the United States.
That is simply a fact. When we, for ex-
ample, insure an activity, a powerplant
activity in another nation for a U.S.
company, that can create jobs in the
United States, because it is likely that
the equipment used by that power com-
pany will come from the United States.

So | think what you have to use here
when it comes to corporate welfare is
some objectiveness, some understand-
ing of the facts. You have to sometimes
use a scalpel and not a meat ax here,
and | think this is essentially a meat
ax proposal.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, | think
this is not a wise amendment. | think
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we have to protect American jobs, safe-
guard them in this country. | think we
have to be sure that our policies stimu-
late growth of jobs in this country, and
that is what OPIC’s mission is. And
while it has made some mistakes, it
has done more good than it has done
harm. So get at the problem, do not
take this sword and cut American busi-
ness and American workers, at the
knees in many cases.

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

Mr. LEVIN. | yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | just
want to take a second to say that the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]
and the previous speaker made a num-
ber of comments that | disagree with,
and they made some that | agree with.

My problem with the Sanders amend-
ment is it goes too far too fast from
the standpoint of what my and the
amendment of the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. KLugG] has, which is to
privatize the operation of this corpora-
tion. If we were to adopt the Sanders
amendment, we would have great dif-
ficulty.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]
has expired.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, | yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. So what | would argue,
Mr. Chairman, is that we should resist
the Sanders amendment and then
quickly pivot and adopt the Klug
amendment, which the chairman of the
subcommittee has agreement with.
That would do several things. It would
bring the appropriation more in line
with the game plan spelled out within
our budget resolution, and would pre-
vent the transfer of funds from the in-
surance fund into the investment fund,
all of which will serve in a short period
of time to privatize the operation of
OPIC.

We may have a debate down the road
as to whether the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] will support that.
I happen to believe it is not something
that should continue to be directly
supported by taxpayers, and can in fact
be a viable entity in the private sector.

So | would urge opposition to the
Sanders amendment, but then quick
support in favor of the Klug amend-
ment that will take this out of the
hands of the Government, privatize it,
and make it an efficient operation, not
directly funded by the taxpayers of the
country.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, let me just say quickly in
response, if we can privatize a function
effectively, let us do it. But you, I
think, will have the burden of showing,
the burden of proof, that this indeed
can be done by the private sector, the
insurance against political turmoil,
currency problems, and also expropria-
tion.
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Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVIN. | yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, my
understanding is not only is OPIC not a
drain on the taxpayers, it has a return
to the taxpayers every year. Estimates
are as much as $2 billion has been
brought to the Treasury since 1971.

So in effect what you are saying is
we have two challenges on the floor to
the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration today. One says we are angry
at business, so we want to hit anything
that helps them. The problem with
that approach is the layoffs will be
greater if we do not have OPIC to help
facilitate sales overseas.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]
has expired.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, | continue
to yield to the gentleman from Con-
necticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, the
other challenge says the private sector
can do it better. There is no dem-
onstration of that anywhere that |
have seen. | do not know where you re-
place the $140 million, $100 million a
year that comes to the Treasury, and
where you can get the kind of guaran-
tee that the Federal Government
brings in with its intelligence re-
sources and other resources to make
sure that American companies can stay
competitive overseas.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, let me just say to the
gentleman from Connecticut, | very
much agree with that, and let me just
close: Look, | think we need to get at
subsidies that are unwise. | think we
need to look after the taxpayers’ needs.
This is a shortsighted way to do it.
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OPIC has been insuring activity that
is creative of American jobs, not de-
structive. | urge defeat of this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
this amendment and will be speaking
on behalf of the Klug amendment that
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
KLuG] and | are going to bring after
this. But | want to correct one thing
before | speak in opposition. That is,
we hear repeatedly that OPIC has actu-
ally brought money to the Treasury
over the past couple of decades that it
has been in business. While in one
sense there is some truth to that, I
think that by saying that it is generat-
ing income is misleading. It really
ought to be corrected.

What it has done is it has generated
reserves against possible potential in-
surance claims, as any insurance com-
pany does. To say that that is income
to the Treasury and has helped offset
the deficit is essentially to mislead the
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fundamental aspects of what insurance
underwriting is all about.

If there are and when there are
claims against that amount, it could be
wiped out very, very quickly. It hap-
pens that OPIC has done a very good
job which, frankly, is a very powerful
argument in favor of privatization.

The reason that | am opposed to the
Sanders amendment is because it truly
does not offer an opportunity to pri-
vatize. It immediately shuts every-
thing down in a way that will make it
impossible to in a thoughtful and or-
derly and regular way actually get to a
privatization.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOKE. | yield to the gentleman
from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE]
makes a very important point, and |
hope the Members are listening. We
have heard some Members say, this
adds $2 billion to the Treasury. It is
used for deficit reduction, et cetera, et
cetera. Wrong. It is an insurance fund.

If my memory is correct, we have
some $6.3 billion in liabilities out
there. In point of fact, if we kill OPIC,
then we would have $2 billion to use for
deficit reduction. Right now, as the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] indi-
cates, this is an insurance fund.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, if we kill OPIC, | do not agree
that we would have that money for def-
icit reduction because | do not think
that we can simply abrogate the liabil-
ities of the U.S. Government by writ-
ing them off in a new agreement. At
least, even if we can do that by law, it
is something that | do not think that
this Congress is going to do because we
have made commitments in that area.

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

Mr. HOKE. 1| yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | think
the gentleman and | have got conflict-
ing information that we both believe is
true. But | believe that the OPIC has
steadily contributed to, has returned
money to the treasury in addition to
maintaining its $2.4 billion reserve. We
need to clear that up.

Mr. HOKE. That is my understand-
ing, Mr. Chairman.

Reclaiming my time, Mr. Chairman,
and to finish up, | think that the rea-
son that we do not want to go in this
direction where we are going to shut it
down is it will make it impossible to do
what we need to do, which is essen-
tially make it possible to privatize the
whole operation. | think we can do
that.

Clearly, the insurance end of it is
making money. | think that the credit
side of it is much more problematic,
and it may not be able to be privatized.
And frankly, it may not be worth going
forward with. | am not sure that that is
good use of taxpayer funds on the cred-
it side.
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I think most people do not under-
stand that there are two different ac-
counts. There is the credit account
that guarantees the loans and then
there is the insurance account that in-
sures against losses due to politics or
currency fluctuation, et cetera.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, |
think you will find, and you probably
do not disagree and it does not conflict
with anything you said, but it is the in-
surance side that turns the big profit
because there is no competition out
there. They can charge whatever they
think that the traffic will bear and
that is the reason they are able to re-
turn money.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, to sum up,
I rise in opposition to the Sanders
amendment.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and | rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | think it is interest-
ing what we have confronted here.
OPIC is under attack because it has
been successful. It has done a good job,
and it has helped exports. It has pro-
tected the American economy, pro-
tected American workers, and, yes, it
has helped American business. They
are all in the same boat. We are all in
the same boat.

To the Sanders amendment, | have to
say that without these tools, frankly,
more of the people that we are con-
cerned about, the workers, would be
being laid off. So if you take away the
guarantees and they cannot sell the
products that we make to a lot of these
markets, when they are unstable, we
are not going to be in there when these
countries stabilize. The Germans, the
French, the Japanese will have locked
up these markets, and we will be back
on this floor in 5 or 6 years wringing
our hands about a larger trade deficit
and more layoffs and more downsizing.

It is without question against Ameri-
ca’s best interests to do damage to
OPIC. This is the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation. It is not the one
that dealt with the oil monopolies.
This one helps us. The other one hurt
us. It helps workers, and we ought to
protect those workers.

How does it help us? When American
products are made and we are entering
markets that are just developing, there
are oftentimes a number of challenges:
stability in the regime; stability in the
currency. Corporations, large ones and
small ones alike, may not be able to,
first, assess the danger and, second,
take all that risk in a product being
moved into that country. The Govern-
ment guarantee helps us access those
markets.

As those markets mature and become
stable, once we are the ones that have
established the generating system, we
are going to get the replacement parts.
We are going to get the new orders
more likely, when there is a mature
and stable market.

This program has made money for
the taxpayers, made money for the
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treasury and made jobs for our coun-
try. It would be counterproductive,
with all the anger that we share
against people being unemployed, to
hurt this program because it means
more people would be unemployed.

I would hope we defeat this amend-
ment. It is a bad amendment. It would
hurt the workers of this country.

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

Mr. GEJDENSON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, we
talk about job creation. Where is your
information about how many jobs have
been created?

Second of all, the gentleman from
Wisconsin previously talked about ex-
ports. Nobody in this House believes
more than | do that we have got to re-
build our manufacturing base, create
decent-paying jobs and exports. That is
not what we are talking about here.

In fact, what we are talking about
here is helping the largest corporations
in America who have thrown hundreds
of thousands of American workers out
on the street, set up factories abroad.
The jobs that are going to be created
are over 90 percent abroad.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, | do not agree
with those statistics. | would say that
what we have seen across the board is
that every billion dollars of exports
means about 20,000 American jobs. And
when you look at the OPIC guarantees,
inevitably 70 and 80 percent of the
product in those plants that make
those plants operate are American-
made products, in some cases as high
as 90 percent.

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

Mr. GEJDENSON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, to answer
the question how many jobs OPIC cre-
ated, | can answer that for the gen-
tleman: $40 billion have been sold over-
seas because of OPIC. You had men-
tioned 20,000 jobs for every billion sold
overseas, that means 800,000 jobs have
been created because of OPIC. There is
your answer.

The other point is, some people say
that we are going to send some jobs
overseas. Look who is on the board of
directors of OPIC, the president of the
International Association of Machin-
ists and Aerospace Workers. Do you
think he would be on the board sending
jobs overseas?

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, what the gentleman
from Wisconsin has just listed is the
head of the machinists union, as | un-
derstand it, is a member of the OPIC
board and making these decisions. The
gentlemen from Wisconsin and | joined
together with language several years
ago to make sure that there was vir-
tually no chance that we would do a
net harm to the United States.

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

Mr. GEJDENSON. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.
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Mr. LEVIN. Let me say to the gen-
tleman from Vermont, just take an-
other look at this. We are now over in
Geneva trying to force open the mar-
kets of Japan.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
GEJDENSON] has expired.

(On request of Mr. LEVIN, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. GEJDENSON
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, we are
trying to get the Japanese to open
their markets for American cars and
American parts. We are spending a lot
of time and some resources doing that.

The beneficiaries, if you want to call
it that, will be Ford, GM, Chrysler,
they are big companies, Allied Signal,
TRW, and a lot of other parts compa-
nies, which would be able to build parts
here in the United States and ship
them to Japan. It simply is incorrect
to say because a company is large, as it
would be, because a company is small,
they should not do business overseas.
And what OPIC does, basically, is to in-
sure companies. And we do not need
this as to Japan. We need it other
places, against currency difficulties,
against political violence, and turmoil
and expropriation.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, to continue on the
gentleman’s analogy, you would then
have to argue that trying to open the
markets in Japan are helping these big
companies that downsize. That is not
correct.

Mr. LEVIN. The opposite is true, Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield. We want to open up the
Japanese market so that the
downsizing in the auto industry will
stop and they can continue to begin to
hire more people.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me that we are missing a fun-
damental point here. To talk about
opening up Japan for American prod-
ucts is something that we all agree on.
That means products are being manu-
factured in the United States, employ-
ing American workers and sold in
Japan. That is what we want. That is
not what OPIC is about. OPIC is giving
the largest, most profitable corpora-
tions in America help in setting up fac-
tories abroad.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
GEJDENSON] has again expired.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, if that
were the history of OPIC, | would be in
favor of its destruction. It simply is
not true.

Chairman, will
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Mr. GEJDENSON. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, | believe that it
would be impossible to have the head of
the machinists union on an organiza-
tion that was moving jobs out of the
country. The president of the machin-
ists union is on this board particularly
for that reason, to make sure that we
protect American jobs.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS] is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the
issue here is whether or not
multibillion-dollar corporations, Mars
Candy comes to mind, why Mars
Candy? Because that family, the Mars
family, is one of the very wealthiest
families in America. Why do these peo-
ple need subsidies and incentives to
start factories and plants in other
countries?

Some of my friends here have said,
this is a job creator. The way you cre-
ate jobs is to build plants and factories
in the United States, manufacture and
sell them abroad.

Some people say, well, it really does
not matter, that we are encouraging
companies to start factories abroad.

I respectfully disagree. A company
looks at the bottom line and it says, |
have got $1 billion here. Do | build in
Detroit, Ml or in Burlington, VT? Or do
I go to Russia? And then they say, is it
not nice, | cannot get Government sub-
sidies to build in Detroit or Burlington,
VT but | can get help to go to Russia
or to Latin America?

0O 1445

Mr. Chairman, | have heard a whole
lot about the beauties of the market
system and the free enterprise system.
If it is such a good system, then why do
the largest corporations in this coun-
try need taxpayer subsidies in order for
them to go out and make money?
Right now one of the scandals facing
this country, in my view, is that Amer-
ican corporations, while they are lay-
ing off hundreds of thousands of work-
ers a year here, are investing $750 bil-
lion a year abroad. They do not need to
help abroad. They are doing it just
fine. Ask the workers in the UAW who
have lot their jobs when companies,
automobile companies, are set up in
Mexico.

Mr. Chairman, if these programs are
so good, let the private sector under-
take the insurance. Let the multi-
nationals go to private banks to get
below-market financing. This Congress
has voted to cut back on Medicare, stu-
dent loans, veterans programs. We
should not be providing subsidies and
incentives to the largest corporations
in America.

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

Mr. SANDERS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman has said several times, and | do
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not know why he has said it, but he has
said several times that OPIC gives sub-
sidies loans and is subsidizing Amer-
ican corporations. Is the gentleman
aware that OPIC only makes loans at
market rates?

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, if
OPIC makes loans at market rates,
why do not companies go to the private
market and get those loans?

Mr. WILSON. They do not go to the
private market to get the loans, Mr.
Chairman, because the loans do not
bear the same significance as loans
guaranteed by the Government of the
United States, because it is impossible
to get private financing against politi-
cal instability.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |
should think that in a free market so-
ciety, there would be some insurance
companies that would love to be charg-
ing a high premium.

Reclaming my time, Mr. Chairman,
over and over again what | am hearing
from my Republican friends is, Get the
Government out of this, get the Gov-
ernment out of that. The private sector
does such a great job.

I am hard pressed to believe that a
large insurance company could not pro-
vide insurance for some of these com-
panies to invest in Russia and make
some money. If it is such a good deal,
let the private sector do it, and not the
taxpayers of America.

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman’s char-
acterization of OPIC is not correct.
Also, this is a bipartisan support. The
committee on both sides, Republicans
and Democrats, supported this bill.

The Overseas Private Investment
Corporation, or more commonly known
as OPIC, is a good thing for the coun-
try and a good thing for the American
people. Mr. Chairman, | support
downsizing Government more than
anyone. However, abolishing OPIC will
not further either of these goals.

OPIC is not some big Government
subsidy program, as some have
charged. It provides loans and political
risk insurance, as we just heard, to
American companies doing business
abroad. It does not do this for free. As
Members heard, it charges market

rates.
Let me tell the Members about a
company that | know of personally

that has worked with OPIC. It recently
got charged 11.9 percent for a financing
rate, 11.9 percent to construct a power-
plant in the Philippines. If it was not
for OPIC, that company would have
purchased 500 million dollars’ worth of
goods in the Japanese market.

Like most every other Federal agen-
cy, OPIC actually takes in more than
it spends. As we have heard this year,
this past year, it made over $167 mil-
lion. At the end of each year it writes
a check back to the Federal Govern-
ment. Since 1971, it has contributed
back $2 billion to the Federal Govern-
ment. OPIC is a successful entity be-
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cause it negotiates on a government-
to-government basis. Its services are
simply not available in the private sec-
tor. OPIC does not cost the taxpayers
anything. It actually makes money for
the Government, so its elimination
would actually increase the deficit, not
reduce it.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, OPIC
is a model example of how a Federal
agency should run. | oppose the Sand-
ers amendment. Mr. Chairman, | ask
for support for the committee’s posi-
tion.

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

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. | yield to the
gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is absolutely right. The gen-
tleman from Vermont is looking at the
Mars Candy Bar Co. | do not know
what he is talking about. Why does he
not look at some of the positive as-
pects of what OPIC is doing. Look at
some of the generation plants that
they are building. Large American
companies, true. However, look at the
fact that they are building power
plants, that they are building infra-
structure in countries that they would
not be able to be in without the guar-
antee of OPIC. Who would be there?
The Japanese would be there.

Do Members guess the Japanese
would insist we buy General Electric
generators? No, they would buy their
generators from Japan. Do we guess
then that people who bought the Japa-
nese generator might need American
parts to repair them? No. They would
go to Japan.

Let me tell the gentleman, he is ab-
solutely right. This is a way we can
compete. The example of the Mars
Candy Bar Co. to me makes no logic
whatsoever, because the gentleman is
talking about a small tip of the dog’s
tail, when he should be talking about
the fact that this is the only vehicle
that American business people have to
compete internationally with the other
G-7 nations, so the gentleman is abso-
lutely right, we should reject the gen-
tleman’s amendment.

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. 1 thank the
chairman for his leadership on this
issue. Reclaiming my time, that is ex-
actly the point. That is exactly what
has happened with the people that I
know of who have worked with OPIC in
the past.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | have been listening
to the debate on this amendment, and
am very concerned about the fact that
what | hear is that this is a program
that really benefits all of us here in
America, but it is really to the benefit
of the major corporations of America.
Again, it is like the old trickle-down:
We are going to be benefited when
somebody builds a power plant some-
where else and uses American goods.

That is true, we all benefit when
those jobs are created. However, what
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if the people that bought that power
plant do not pay for it? Then the tax-
payers have to pay for it.

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

Mr. VOLKMER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, the insur-
ance is not an insurance against the
loss of an investment because it was
unprofitable.

Mr. VOLKMER. | did not say unprof-
itable.

Mr. LEVIN. It is insurance against
expropriation, against political tur-
moil, like a revolution, or because of
currency problems, so no one could
bring back their money to the United
States. It is not an insurance to guar-
antee a profit.

Mr. VOLKMER. | did not say it was
guaranteeing a profit. Mr. Chairman, |
am saying basically it is a guarantee
that we are going to receive our return
for the investments.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, it is not.

Mr. VOLKMER. In a way, it is.

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

Mr. VOLKMER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, |
want to agree with the gentleman, that
OPIC does in fact do loan guarantees,
not just insurance. It gives loan guar-
antees. It says if the enterprise located
in a foreign country does not pay its
loan back, the American taxpayer does.

The other point in the gentleman’s
statement, | am sure in Missouri there
are a number of communities that
would like to build power plants, sewer
plants, and factories, as well.

Mr. VOLKMER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, | have all kinds of cities
that would like to build an industrial
tract in order to entice industry to
come in, and does the gentleman know
how much help those Missouri commu-
nities would get from OPIC?

They would not get any.

Mr. ANDREWS. Nothing, because it
is not part of OPIC’s charter.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, it is
basically to create jobs here, but basi-
cally the work goes elsewhere. What
really bothers me, Mr. Chairman, is
when | see the types of companies,
many of which are huge conglomerates,
worldwide companies, that have bil-
lions of dollars, and yet we have to
guarantee a loan for them.

DuPont? | have to guarantee a loan
for DuPont? Come on, Mr. Chairman.
Why would | have to guarantee a loan
for DuPont? Why do | have to guaran-
tee a loan for CitiBank? | think they
have enough of their own money. They
have whole bunches of money. Why
would | have to guarantee a loan for
CitiBank? That is what this does.

This is what | call, if we talk about
corporate welfare, and what really in-
terests me is listening to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska speaking in the
well before me. If | remember, he is the
same one who says we have to save a

little money and do away with elevator
operators, we have to do away with ele-
vator operators, but we can keep this
corporate welfare around. Who benefits
from it?

Mr. Chairman, | want to let the peo-
ple out there know that DuPont got a
$200 million loan guarantee, and that
CitiBank got a $113 million loan guar-
antee. How about a little Coca-Cola?
Little bitty old Coca-Cola, a little
bitty company, they do not have any
money at all. They got a loan guaran-
tee of $165 million.

What is going on in this world? We
are cutting back, we are going to cut
back on the increase that people need
out there for food stamps, for school
lunches, for Medicare, for Medicaid,
but we cannot cut back on all of these
loan guarantees for these huge major
corporations. We cannot do that, Mr.
Chairman. There is something wrong, |
think, with this Congress, with our pri-
orities.

I think it is time that we tell cor-
porate America that they are no better
off than individual citizens of this
country, and just because they have a
whole bunch of money to lobby down
here and pay off people and get good
benefits for their type of activity, it is
time we told them no. | think it is time
that we told corporate America that
they, too, can survive under the Repub-
lican budget, and they do not need this
kind of welfare.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 90, noes 329,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 421]
AYES—90

Abercrombie Hancock Rohrabacher
Allard Hinchey Royce
Andrews Hoekstra Rush
Barcia Holden Salmon
Barrett (WI) Hostettler Sanders
Becerra Kanjorski Sanford
Beilenson Kaptur Scarborough
Bonior Kennedy (RI) Seastrand
Brown (CA) Kingston Sensenbrenner
Canady Lewis (GA) Serrano
Chabot Lipinski Shadegg
Chenoweth LoBiondo Shays
Chrysler Luther Smith (MI)
Coble Martinez Souder
Condit McHale Spence
Conyers Mclnnis Stark
Costello McKinney Stearns
Crane McNulty Stump
Crapo Meehan Stupak
DeFazio Mica Taylor (MS)
Dellums Miller (CA) Taylor (NC)
Duncan Minge Towns
Ensign Mink Traficant
Evans Montgomery Tucker
Fattah Nadler Velazquez
Fields (LA) Neumann Volkmer
Fox Owens Wamp
Franks (NJ) Pallone Watt (NC)
Funderburk Parker Woolsey
Greenwood Poshard Zimmer
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Ackerman
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chapman
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Combest
Cooley

Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DelLauro
DelLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
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NOES—329

Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoke

Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey

Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHugh
Mclntosh
McKeon
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Molinari
Mollohan
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spratt
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Tejeda
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Thomas Waldholtz Wicker
Thompson Walker Williams
Thornberry Walsh Wilson
Thornton Ward Wise
Thurman Waters Wolf
Tiahrt Watts (OK) Wyden
Torkildsen Waxman Wynn
Torres Weldon (FL) Yates
Upton Weldon (PA) Young (AK
Vento Weller 9 (AK)

N . Young (FL)
Visclosky White .
Vucanovich Whitfield Zeliff

NOT VOTING—15
Camp Gunderson Mfume
Collins (MI) Gutierrez Moakley
Farr Hilliard Payne (VA)
Ford Jefferson Reynolds
Furse Lantos Torricelli
0O 1515
Messrs. PICKETT, PAXON, and

MANZULLO, Ms. MOLINARI, and Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN changed their vote
from *“‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. HANCOCK, McHALE,
HINCHEY, and TUCKER changed their
vote from ‘““no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KLUG

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, | 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. KLuG: Page 5,
line 9, strike ¢$79,000,000"" and insert
**$60,629,334"".

Page 5, beginning on line 10 strike *“, to be
derived by transfer from the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation Noncredit Ac-
count”’.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment, and all amendments
thereto, close in 15 minutes and that
the time be equally divided.

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, | ob-
ject; there has been so much misin-
formation on this whole subject. And |
fully and fairly object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
KLUG] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, as you
know, we have just had a long debate
about the proper role of OPIC in terms
of helping to fund overseas investments
and we had a choice in front of us sev-
eral minutes ago. The amendment of
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS] to essentially zero out OPIC
funding immediately. But | think the
suggestion of a number of my col-
leagues, including the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KAasicH], the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget, is that we
have a second alternative which is to
take one of the facets of OPIC, pri-
vatize it, and sell it off, returning more
money to the Federal Government.

The OPIC is divided into two funds.
First of all, the credit program and sec-
ond, an insurance program. One of the
key components in OPIC is an insur-
ance fund and what is does is insure
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against losses of U.S. companies who
invest overseas in politically risky en-
vironments.

We have to ask ourselves why it is
that the Federal Government in this
day and age is in the business of essen-
tially offering public insurance against
private risk?

And OPIC has grown dramatically
over the last several years where now
U.S. taxpayers face a potential liabil-
ity of nearly $800 million and is is not
going to be terribly far off before we
have a liability approaching a billion
dollars?

Mr. Chairman, | have absolutely no
objections whatsoever to keeping OPIC
in place to help do low-interest loans
which do return more money to the
Treasury than they actually cost. It is
an operation that stands in and of it-
self.

But there is absolutely no reason for
the Federal Government to be involved
in essentially guaranteeing high-risk
political decisions by U.S. corpora-
tions.

My colleagues can look around and
see all the other kinds of components
of high-risk ventures one can do. A
high-risk auto insurance driver can
only go to the private sector to get in-
surance. If you play in a charity golf
tournament where a car is offered on a
hole, insurance is available to guaran-
tee that the auto company does not
have to pay the cost. Insurance Iis
available to protect the charity spon-
sor.

Why is it that the Federal Govern-
ment is involved in guaranteeing for-
eign investments if they decide to put
U.S. operations or to sell U.S. products
in a very risky political environment?

One of the great ironies | think is the
fact that for example Ameritech re-
ceived $200 million in political risk in-
surance to provide Hungary’s long-dis-
tance telecommunications system. Yet
we have a fight over whether OPIC
should be privatized, but we will loan
money to help U.S. companies to com-
pete overseas.

We loaned Marriott $9 million for the
privatization of hotels in Budapest.
Clearly, what we need to do is have a
transition window where OPIC is al-
lowed to continue its job of offering
loans which cannot be obtained in the
private sector to help U.S. companies
invest overseas.

But it is time, clearly, to spin off the
privatization of OPIC’s insurance func-
tion and actually return dollars to the
U.S. Treasury and to eliminate what is
close to a billion dollar risk for U.S.
taxpayers.

That, | should say, was the intention
of the House Committee on the Budget
which recommended privatizing and
phasing out OPIC over the next 3 years.
It was also language in the original au-
thorization bill, but we have discovered
that the appropriations bill wanted to
fund OPIC’s operations by bleeding
money out of its reserve accounts. And
if money is taken out of those reserve
accounts and OPIC’s key asset is essen-
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tially depleted, guess what? We sud-

denly cannot privatize it.

Our amendment will reduce the fund-
ing levels from $79 million down to $60
million, consistent with the Commit-
tee on the Budget’s recommendation
and, second, rope off the reserve funds
now approaching $2 billion to guaran-
tee in the future that those funds will
be available so that when we follow
through on the authorizing commit-
tee’s language moving toward privat-
ization, an authority now granted to
the President to begin privatizing some
of OPICs functions, that that $2 billion
in insurance funds, the most valuable
component in OPIC’s treasury, the
most valuable asset in its portfolio,
will be available as an attractive com-
ponent in a move by the U.S. Govern-
ment to privatize OPIC’s insurance
function.

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Chairman, | offer my sup-
port for the Klug-Hoke amendment to H.R.
1868, allowing for the privatization of the
Overseas Private Investment Corporation
[OPIC].

Mr. Chairman, | believe we should provide
appropriate assistance to promote and encour-
age U.S. exports. Exports increase American
jobs at home and help encourage developing
countries to move toward free-market econo-
mies.

However, | question whether we can afford
to spend taxpayer dollars to provide below-
market subsidies to major multinational cor-
porations while we try to tackle an incredible
Federal deficit and national debt.

With the dual goals of balancing the Federal
budget while maintaining our strong presence
and assistance in the developing world, the
Klug-Hoke amendment makes common sense.
It enables OPIC to become self-supporting
within 3 years. It provides for export promotion
as well as fiscal responsibility. | therefore en-
courage my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CALLAHAN AS A
SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED
BY MR. KLUG
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |

offer an amendment as a substitute for

the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CALLAHAN as a
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr.
KLuG: Page 5, line 9, strike “