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

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 2, 1996.

I hereby designate the Honorable FRED
UPTON to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Reverend Thomas A. Kuhn, pas-
tor, Church of the Incarnation,
Centerville, OH, offered the following
prayer:

On this National Day of Prayer, Fa-
ther, when we look at our great Nation,
we realize that it was You who has
blessed us and made us great. That in
our faith we know that Your gifts are
not for us alone but they are to be
shared. In a world constantly torn by
war, violence, and injustice, so many
people do not get to enjoy the chance
for the pursuit of happiness intended
for all of Your children. Help us to use
Your gifts to make us, in the words of
St. Francis, an instrument of Your
peace. May each of us work for justice
in our own Nation. Help us protect
those who cannot care for themselves.
Help us work so the rights of each is
guaranteed and our Nation is a living
symbol of Your peace. Let us use Your
gifts and our talents to help others find
the peace You intended for all Your
people. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
UPTON). The Chair has examined the

Journal of the last day’s proceedings
and announces to the House his ap-
proval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed a
bill and a joint resolution of the Senate
of the following titles:

S. 966. An act for the relief of Nathan C.
Vance, and for other purposes; and

S.J. Res. 51. Joint resolution saluting and
congratulating Polish people around the
world as, on May 3, 1996, they commemorate
the 205th anniversary of the adoption of Po-
land’s first constitution.

WELCOME TO THE REVEREND
THOMAS A. KUHN

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
privilege to welcome Rev. Tom Kuhn to
the House this morning as our guest
Chaplain on this National Day of Pray-
er. Father Tom is pastor of the Church
of the Incarnation in Centerville, OH,
just outside of Dayton. He is a former
principal at Cincinnati’s Moeller High
School, and | came to know him over a
decade ago when he was the assistant
pastor at St. John’s Church in West-
chester, my hometown.

Father Kuhn is the spiritual leader of
one of Ohio’s largest Catholic commu-
nities. But just as important and not
always as apparent are the countless
ways in which he reaches out to young
people, encouraging them to make the
most of God’s gift. His work has truly
improved the lives of a great many in
our community.

Father Tom is well known for his 5-
minute sermons, not for their brevity
but for his way of bringing issues to a
point in a very significant way so that
in fact when people leave church after
mass, they truly remember his ser-
mons. As this House works for a better
tomorrow for America’s children, |
think it is appropriate that we are
joined today on this National Day of
Prayer by someone who has dedicated
himself to helping our Nation’s youth.

Mr. Speaker, please join me today in
welcoming Father Tom Kuhn.

REPORT RELEASED ON FAMILY
MEDICAL LEAVE ACT

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
was honored to serve as one of the con-
gressional members on the Commission
To Oversee the Implementation of the
Family Medical Leave Act. As my col-
leagues know, | started with that bill
and it took me 9 years to get it passed,
so | was very anxious to see the report
that was released yesterday. | hope
Members all take a look at that report.

It is very, very moving, because,
guess what? Companies did not run out
of jobs or did not have to shut down be-
cause of family medical leave. People
did not claim family medical leave dur-
ing the deer season or to go on cruises
or anything else. People used it very
seriously, for family issues.

When we couple that with the fact
that in the last 10 years that has really
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been about the only work and family
issue in the workplace that has hap-
pened, | think we must look at this re-
port, realize how urgent it is to address
work and family issues, and move on.
This report really clears away a lot of
the misstatements and the misinforma-
tion that circled around this issue. Let
us get on with it and let us help Ameri-
ca’s families in the workplace.

COURTS HAVE MISAPPLIED ICWA

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

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, the Indian
Child Welfare Act was intended to pro-
tect Indian children from being re-
moved from their families and their
heritage, as well it should. But, unfor-
tunately and tragically, this well-in-
tentioned legislation has been mis-
applied due to a lack of definition as to
its scope and its application.

Last year the Minnesota Supreme
Court heard a case that involved 3 lit-
tle sisters who had lived in 18 different,
yes, 18 different foster homes. But their
tribe argued that permanency was a,
quote, Eurocentric value, and could not
be imposed on the tribe or the Indian
children, and the court agreed.

Although the children exhibited
many emotional problems, the court
found that the tribe could still deny
their adoption by non-Indian parents
who wanted to provide the permanency
and security of family life that chil-
dren so desperately need. The court or-
dered them returned to yet another
foster home.

Mr. Speaker, child welfare must put
the welfare of children first. Study
after study shows that above all chil-
dren need permanency and security.
The Indian Child Welfare Act, as it is
being applied today, does not do that.

| urge my colleagues to join me in
helping put the needs of children at the
top of our public policy debate. All
children deserve a loving, nurturing
and permanent home no matter what
their race, creed, color or religion. Sup-
port the adoption legislation next
week.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

RESPONSIBLE CORPORATE
CITIZENSHIP AND MITSUBISHI

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
am here to talk about a press con-
ference that | had with many fellow
Congresswomen yesterday. It was not a
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happy topic. We were talking about the
need for responsible corporate citizen-
ship in this country and the problem
with the Iimpending case on the
Mitsubishi factory in Normal, IL.

Many people have read about this
case, and the last thing the Congress-
women meant to do was try the facts of
the case. That is for the court and for
the EEOC. But where responsible citi-
zenship comes in is understanding what
your role is when an American has
come forward and filed this type of ac-
tion, and that seems to be where the
corporation has totally fallen down.

Of course the corporation can spend
all the money it wants defending itself
in the forums, and it is going to be con-
sidered innocent until proven guilty.
But what the corporation has done in-
stead is an all-out classic retaliatory
action like | have never seen.

Let me just document some of the
things that we are so concerned about.
We have seen the company asking
women for their medical records and
women for their credit records that
filed these suits. These women have re-
ceived death threats on the job and
they have received rape threats on the
job, and yet the company refuses to
protect them. They have watched the
perpetrators or the alleged perpetra-
tors be promoted to supervise them.

There is a real message for us. The
clear message is these rights are not
going to be able to be accommodated if
that kind of environment continues on.

Furthermore, the company has given
some very, very strong speeches talk-
ing about how if these things come to
be, there may no longer be any jobs,
the company may be closed down, all
sorts of things. That type of thing is
also group retaliation, because it cre-
ates a whole atmosphere of panic, an
atmosphere where suddenly employees
come running to the company saying,
“What can we do? What can we do?”’
and the company says, “‘Oh, well, you
can go to Chicago, organize great
things against the EEOC, lobby outside
there,”” and the company pays for the
bus. It is a free day off. They provide
the lunches, they provide free phone
calls, hand them Members of Congress’
phone numbers and say, ‘‘Here, phone
them and go on.”

Rather than deal with this as a legal
case, which the company has the right
to do, and hopefully they are doing
that part. But they are also spending a
whole lot of resources trying to make
this a political case, trying to say that
they are going to go out there and take
on the entire Federal Government, and
anybody who stands up for this case or
thinks that they are going to file some
kind of an action or thinks they have
any employee rights, guess what, they
will be destroying the plant and de-
stroying the community because of
this, and so forth.

That is not to be tolerated. That is
not responsible corporate citizenship,
and that is what we are talking about.
So we will be sending a letter to the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
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mission, trying to find out what we can
do to see that the people who have
these legitimate complaints and legal
rights can pursue them without fearing
for their life, fearing they are going to
be raped, or fearing for anything else.

This is an absolute reign of terror
going on in this plant at this moment.
I must say, one has to wonder, if these
types of actions are going on in Nor-
mal, IL, we kind of wonder what is
going on in Abnormal, Illinois. | must
say, as one who has worked in labor
law before | came here, | have never
seen a case with factual statements
like this, nor have | seen such a history
like this.

I think one of the things that is re-
sponsible for all of this has been some
of the rhetoric we have seen in this
city, where people talked about, “We
don’t need the EEOC anymore. We
don’t need these standards. Everything
is fine, everything is wonderful.”
Maybe somebody in corporate America
misread that to think they did not
have to play by the rules anymore and
there was no Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission anymore.

Well, it is smaller and it is crippled,
but it is still here. Thank goodness
those rights have not been repealed—
yet. So we stood firm yesterday with
the workers who were trying to exer-
cise their rights, and we are saying to
the corporation they must try to
change this reign of terror going on
there and treat those people with the
dignity and the respect they deserve.

O 1015

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
UPTON). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. VOLKMER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MCINTOSH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

ANSWERING AMERICA’S CALL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, it is
my pleasure today to pay tribute to a
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remarkable youngster from my dis-
trict. His name is Christopher Deufel,
and he is the first place winner of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars Voice of De-
mocracy Broadcast Script Writing Con-
test for the State of Minnesota. Chris-
topher is the son of Mr. and Mrs. Jo-
seph Deufel and is currently a senior at
Austin Senior High School in Austin,
MN.

His interests include reading, debate,
and swimming. He is also president of
both his high school student council
and the National Honor Society. Chris-
topher is planning to attend St. Olav
College in Northfield, MN, where he in-
tends to pursue a degree in either phys-
ics or economics.

His essay, entitled ‘*‘Answering Amer-
ica’s Call,” was a genuinely patriotic
piece of writing, and | am honored to
share several passages for the House
today.

We answer America’s call by maintaining
the ideals of democracy. Our Nation was
founded on the ideals of compromise and
equal opportunity. From Henry Clay to
President Roosevelt, our leaders have sought
solutions to our daily problems. These solu-
tions do not come easily; they require fore-
sight and effort, but there are solutions and
it is our responsibility to answer this call.
Often it seems that our society is out of
focus. From big cities to rural towns, vio-
lence and poverty are issues we face daily.
Too often we become immune to the prob-
lems affecting us. The desensitization of our
culture is a growing problem. Acceptance of
our current difficulties is acknowledgment
that we have given up. Achieving social
change can’t be deduced to a simple formula,
but two things will reverse some of the det-
riments we have created. Active participa-
tion and the willingness to cooperate can
motivate even the most stubborn.

Another way we can answer America’s call
is yet the most obvious. The right to vote
has empowered the people with a voice and
mechanism for change. The influence we
wield goes deep into the concept of the ballot
box. The informed citizenry is one of the
most potent forces in a government. We
work together to bring our Nation into
focus.

| see the world around me and witness both
the good and the bad. I know | don’t live in
a perfect world, yet | will not complain
about the changes that need to be made, but
I will work to make those changes.

Mr. Speaker, | submit the balance of
the text for the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

ANSWERING AMERICA’S CALL

Susan B. Anthony fought for the right to
vote; Neil Armstrong took a walk on the
moon; Rosa Parks refused to sit in the back
of the bus.

Through the framework of time Americans
have risen to become the mechanisms for
progress and change. There will come a time
in our lives when we are called upon to pro-
tect and preserve the ideals of America.

By utilizing our rights, maintaining the
ideals of Democracy, and exercising our in-
fluence, we answer America’s call.

Patrick Henry professed that if a law is un-
just we are compelled to violate this law.
This was the premise that motivated the
Son’s of Liberty to begin the quest for free-
dom. We are endowed with certain rights
that give us checks upon our government.
Our constant questioning and evaluations of
law have created a system of justice and dig-
nity.
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We answer America’s call by maintaining
the ideals of democracy. Our Nation was
founded on the ideals of compromise and
equal opportunity. From Henry Clay to
President Roosevelt, our leaders have sought
solutions to our daily problems. These solu-
tions do not come easily; they require fore-
sight and effort, but there are solutions and
it is our responsibility to answer this call.
Often it seems that our society is out of
focus. From big cities to rural towns, vio-
lence and poverty are issues we face daily.
Too often we become immune to the prob-
lems affecting us. The desensitization of our
culture is a growing problem. Acceptance of
current difficulties is acknowledgment that
we have given up. Achieving social change
can’t be deduced to a simple formula, but
two things will reverse some of the det-
riments we have created. Active participa-
tion and the willingness to cooperate can
motivate even the most stubborn.

Another way we can answer America’s call
is yet the most obvious. The right to vote
has empowered the people with a voice and
mechanism for change. The influence we
wield goes deep into the concept of the ballot
box. The informed citizenry is one of the
most potent forces in a government. We
work together to bring our nation into focus.

As the time arises for each of us to make
a difference, we will have the power and
tools to bring a positive change. As magnani-
mous as a bid for the presidency, or as mun-
dane as lending a helping hand, we all can
make a difference.

When | was 5 years old my parents took me
to visit the Vietnam Memorial. While | was
still too young to fully understand, | was
quite aware of the solemnity and power of
that place. It represented thousands of
Americans who made the ultimate sacrifice
as they answered their call.

Ever since | can remember I've felt the
urge to make a difference. Each day as | set-
tle into my chair at school, | imagine where
I will be years from now. Some days I'm a
doctor, others I’'m a journalist, and there are
days when I’'m even the President.

I see the world around me and witness both
the good and the bad. | know I don’t live in
a perfect world, yet | will not complain
about the changes that need to be made, but
I will work to make those changes.

As | continue onward, | carry hopes and
dreams with me. Like others before me | will
try to preserve justice in our Nation. And
each day as | strive to realize this vision, |
answer America’s call.

COLA EQUITY FOR FEDERAL
RETIREES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. DAvIS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to express my concern about one of the
budget procedures attached in both the
President’s budget and now under con-
sideration by the House Committee on
the Budget that continues a delay on
the cost-of-living allowance for Federal
workers of 3 months.

As you know, in this last Congress a
terrible mistake was made when Fed-
eral employees were singled out, not
Social Security recipients, Federal em-
ployees were singled out for delays in
the cost-of-living allowance to Federal
retirees for 3 months. Military retirees
were treated to a 6-month delay. It was
a terrible mistake. There was no COLA
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equity, and | think Members on both
sides of the aisle recognize this is not
the way we want to do business.

Then comes the administration budg-
et for this year that continues a defer-
ral for Federal retirees, and at this
point, as | understand, under the Com-
mittee on the Budget’s recommenda-
tions, the military retirees will receive
no COLA delay, Social Security will re-
ceive no COLA delay, but Federal retir-
ees once again are singled out for a
delay in the cost-of-living allowance,
and that will be continued. A terrible
mistake has been made once and they
want to continue this, or at least some
Members at this point are looking at
this as a way to try to bring down the
deficit.

The difficulty with this of course is
that Federal employees and retirees
have already given over $150 billion to-
ward the deficit in terms of benefits
since 1980. They continue to be willing
to give on a fair and reasonable basis.
But this last year has seen an assault
on Federal employees and retirees as
we have never seen before.

Of course, they are undergoing the
downsizing that every other organiza-
tion and State and local governments
are going through across this country.
But at the same time, they have been
threatened with the loss of benefits.
They were going to raise the retire-
ment contribution, basically a 2.5-per-
cent pay cut this body passed at one
point, but fortunately was Killed over
in the other body. There was an effort
to take their retirement and figure it
on the high 5 years instead of the high
3 years. There were going to be caps on
the health benefit plan. There were
going to be caps on making them pay
for parking that civilian employees get
for free. But we defeated most of that
at this point. Then, of course, we had
the terrible furloughs in November and
December.

In every other organization through-
out this country people are recognizing
your employees are the essential com-
ponent of being able to deliver the
service to your customer. But here at
the Federal level, we do not understand
that. We end up treating our own em-
ployees and retirees as if somehow this
is just another pocket to be picked, in-
stead of one of the strongest assets this
Government has.

| hope as we entertain the budget de-
liberations this year, that we will not
look to the Federal retirees to give un-
fairly and single them out for COLA
adjustments. Many Federal retirees do
not get Social Security. If they are
under the Civil Service Retirement
System, they do not get Social Secu-
rity. They worked for the Federal Gov-
ernment and as a result of that gave up
their rights to Social Security. Why
should their cost-of-living allowance be
attacked, and other retirees who by
reason of the fact they did not work for
the Government would continue?

COLA equity is the byword. Every-
body is willing to pay on a fair, level
playing field. But this Congress owes it
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to our Federal retirees and employees
for fair treatment. We have not been
fair in this last year. We can begin
anew. | hope the Committee on the
Budget in their final deliberations will
look for COLA equity across the board.

STALEMATE WITH FREEMEN
SHOULD END

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, | have
watched and deliberated and thought
about what is happening in Montana
with the Freemen, and more and more
it is bothering me. It bothers me, be-
cause all of us have to live under the
laws of the land. A lot of the laws, we
do not like; a lot of the rules and regu-
lations, we want to change; but there is
a way to go about it.

The New York Times reported that
the leader of the Freemen has collected
over $676,000 in Federal farm supports
over the past 10 years. It is all right for
him to denounce the Federal Govern-
ment, but the fact is, he is living off
the Federal Government.

These Freemen that occupy this
property in Montana, they do not own
that property. Somebody else owns
that property. And what about the peo-
ple that own that property? They are
about to lose that property because
they have a big mortgage to pay. They
need to plant a crop. They need to cul-
tivate the land. They need to do some-
thing with that land. And yet they can-
not even get on that land because we
keep continuing to delay.

Now, I realize our reluctance. | real-
ize maybe some mistakes were made in
Waco, maybe some mistakes were
made at Ruby Ridge. But the Federal
Government, the Government, finally
has to act or react. They cannot keep
postponing and delaying, knowing that
by doing nothing we are not complying
with the laws and we are infringing on
the majority’s rights.

Sure, we want to protect the minori-
ty’s rights, and, my goodness, | have
supported much legislation to protect
the minority’s rights. | realize a lot of
people in the West feel very strongly
when it comes to individual rights and
property rights, and much of the land
in the West is owned by the Federal
Government; it is not owned by the in-
dividuals. But the fact is, fair is fair,
and | think a lot of people in the West
would also say that this has gone on
long enough, that we need closure, and
we need it now.

Talks have broken down again. Just
yesterday we thought we were going to
have some type of conclusion to these
talks, but that is not true at all. The
fact is, a lot of these people have bro-
ken the law that live on this property
in Montana.

Let us give this ultimatum that
these people need, to get off this prop-
erty and need to get off it now, and
give that property back to the home-
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owners, to the people that own that
property, to let them pursue their
goals and objectives. That is the Amer-
ican way, and that is what we ought to
do as Americans. By doing that, we
will be doing something for our coun-
try and for individual rights.

THE MINIMUM WAGE AND MEAN-
INGFUL REFORM OF WELFARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to ad-
dress my colleagues and to focus a lit-
tle bit on the subject of the minimum
wage, because | would like my col-
leagues to know that in the 1994 cam-
paign | promised to support a modest
increase in the minimum wage, pro-
vided that that increase in the mini-
mum wage was coupled with meaning-
ful reform of the welfare system.

It seems to me we ought to increase
the minimum wage so that the mini-
mum wage can keep pace with infla-
tion, so that we can restore some of the
purchasing power to the minimum
wage, and so that, most importantly,
we can make work more attractive
than welfare.

I would like to quote for you, Mr.
Speaker and colleagues, the distin-
guished minority leader of the House of
Representatives, the Congressman
from Michigan, Mr. BoNIOR, who said
last night on the Ted Koppel ABC
Nightline Show, ““If you are going to
move people off of welfare, you have to
make work pay.”’

| agree with that premise. The real
problem | have though is that we need
to again combine a minimum wage in-
crease with real reform of the welfare
system, and many of our Democratic
colleagues, who are led by Mr. BONIOR,
while supporting a minimum wage in-
crease on the one hand, adamantly op-
pose reforming welfare on the other.

So | want to take this opportunity to
remind our colleagues that there is a
definite linkage, it is sort of a natural
linkage, between increasing the mini-
mum wage and reforming welfare. It is
something | think that this Congress,
the 104th Congress in our country’s his-
tory, has the opportunity to do, if only
we can put partisan politics aside.

I also want to remind my colleagues,
as you well know, Mr. Speaker, that
President Clinton, who in 1992 as can-
didate Clinton promised to end welfare
as we know it, has already vetoed two
welfare reform proposals sent to him
by this Congress, that is to say, two
welfare reform proposals that passed
the House, passed the Senate, but
which he vetoed.

These were commonsense welfare re-
forms that put a time limit on receiv-
ing welfare benefits, that end welfare
as an entitlement, that require able-
bodied welfare recipients to work, at
least part-time, or enter a job training
program in exchange for their welfare
benefits, which creates subsidized jobs
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for those welfare recipients who cannot
find work in the private sector, and
which increases child care and trans-
portation assistance for welfare recipi-
ents so that they can make that dif-
ficult transition from welfare to work,
especially single mothers, who many
times struggle against heroic odds.

So | hope we can put the partisan
politics aside. |1 hope we can get our
congressional Democratic colleagues to
acknowledge the premise that the mi-
nority leader was saying last night, “If
you are going to move people off of
welfare, you have to make work pay.”’

It is my belief we ought to increase
the minimum wage so that the mini-
mum wage, that is to say, an entry
level job which pays a minimum wage,
pays more than welfare benefits in the
aggregate. That is the only way we are
going to be able to reform welfare. It is
a natural linkage.

So, again | say to my Democratic
colleagues, when you stand up and
thunder on the House floor about your
desire to see the minimum wage in-
crease, which, by the way, is something
that congressional Democrats did not
do during the 2 years that they con-
trolled this whole town, when they
controlled both the Congress and, of
course, the Presidency, but if you are
going to talk about a minimum wage
increase, let us at least do it in the
context of reforming the welfare sys-
tem, so that, as the minority leader
said last night on ‘““Nightline,” we can
in fact make work pay more than wel-
fare.

RAISE THE MINIMUM WAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, let me acknowledge the Na-
tional Day of Prayer and to appreciate
the words of our guest chaplain and to
acknowledge that this is a country
that allows all of us to be able to pray
in peace and in freedom. | would en-
courage all those who utilize that tool
as their spiritual connection to ap-
plaud and appreciate this particular
day.

0O 1030

I could not help but also, just as an
aside from my remarks, listen to the
gentleman from Tennessee and his
carefully prepared comments about the
standoff in Montana, and | would only
echo his very eloquent statement that
freedom in America is paid at a price,
and that price is the obedience to the
laws of the land in a nonviolent man-
ner.

We recognize and respect protest. It
has been a part of this Nation from its
earliest history, recounting the throw-
ing of the tea into the Boston Harbor
and on down into the abolition move-
ment, the women’s movement of the
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early 1900’s, and, of course, the con-
tinuing civil rights movement now in
the late 20th century. But | would say
that having been a member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and sat
through the Waco hearings for a num-
ber of weeks, and been advised on and
studied the Ruby Ridge incident, and
certainly the loss of life, it is impera-
tive that our law enforcement officers
on a Federal level, one, be supported,
and that our citizens recognize their
responsibility to peacefully protest but
not cover it in weapons and charging
that they will not give up without a
fight.

I would hope that we would be able to
end this standoff peacefully, but |
would admonish those who are holding
up at this time that they have an obli-
gation as those who have partaken of
the rights of this country to protest,
yes, but in peace and not in violence.

I think it is important, as we begin a
new week and have concluded a legisla-
tive week to assess our week on the
issue of human capital. The investment
in human capital. The headlines and
much of the attention of Congress this
week has focused on the increasing gas-
oline prices that have come about over
the last couple of weeks. Much of the
attention, of course, has occurred be-
cause our constituents and citizens
have faced an increased price at the
pump.

In Houston alone, where | represent,
we are finding prices $1.35, average, and
maybe higher in other parts of the
community. It is important, and | be-
lieve that Congress has a responsibility
to recognize the investment in human
capital. That means that we must un-
derstand the burden of what we do on
the United States people, and then we
are to be problem solvers. Not to create
problems but to be problem solvers.

I have studied this issue and have
come to understand that it is probably
not easy to point the finger anywhere.
We can look to a place like Texas,
which has had a long history in the en-
ergy arena, both in oil and gas, and we
have found that there have been occa-
sions in Texas history when it has been
at the peak of domestic production,
when the oil barrel price was going at
a high level, relatively, on an inter-
national level, and the oil wells were
pumping hard.

So we have a problem of supply in
this country. We, then, have not built a
refinery in the last 20 years. And then
those who exist have indicated that
they admit that the transition process
for going from heating oil into gasoline
has not been the most efficient this
year. In fact, because of the demand for
heating oil, we have found that they
have not transitioned.

We realize that the weather reports
have shown us that just this past week
we have had snow in the Midwest and
West and so they have not
transitioned. That is part of the prob-
lem. We recognize that there has been
extremely cold weather in the central
and eastern United States and Europe
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and it has forced refiners to draw down
their product and crude oil inventories
in order to supply the market. And, ul-
timately, it has forced refiners to de-
mand more crude oil.

In short, in the first quarter of 1996,
refiners around the world increased
their demand for crude oil, while crude
oil supplies were less than expected.
That drove up crude oil prices every-
where, so refiners have paid more for
crude oil and, in turn, have been pass-
ing through costs in gasoline and other
products.

There lies the question, and where is
the answer? The question is what are
we doing about domestic energy pro-
duction, in particular? What has this
country been doing about a domestic
energy policy.

So we can rise on the floor of the
House and begin to talk about hearings
and other emergency responses, but
what is the long-term response? And
my question then goes out to our com-
panies that have certainly worldwide
interests, many of whom that | rep-
resent. Their look and their attitudes
have been focused on international pro-
duction. What has happened with their
production here domestically that
would help enhance jobs for America?

Crude oil prices in late March were
the highest level in 5 years. They have
risen recently because weather and
other factors increased demand for pe-
troleum products this winter. U.S.
heating oil use, for example, was esti-
mated at 6 to 8 percent higher than
during the previous year. Also, world-
wide crude oil supplies failed to in-
crease as much during the first 3
months of 1996 as had been anticipated.

It is important to realize, and many
observers have stated, that additional
supplies of crude oil may soon appear
on world markets from a number of
places inside the Persian Gulf, the
North Sea, and Latin America. We note
that none of those are off the Gulf of
Mexico and other places where we
could look to do domestic production
safely and environmentally safe.

That is a key. And | think that the
environmental community has a large
role to play in enhancing domestic pro-
duction, and we must do it sitting at
the table together. The Persian Gulf
and other thoughts about energy is re-
liance on energy outside of this coun-
try. And | might add that we are con-
cerned or in a crisis somewhat because
the oil coming from Iraq has not come
because of negotiations with the Unit-
ed Nations.

So we have the average family that is
trying to make ends meet finding
themselves in America, particularly
now in Houston in the 18th Congres-
sional District, not only acknowledg-
ing but paying prices that are beyond
their ability.

So | am announcing today that | am
prepared to support the repeal of the
gas tax contingent upon those dollars
being immediately passed through to
the benefit of the consumer. Imme-
diately passed through on the basis of
that reduction to the consumer.
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I then call for a major energy sum-
mit of those leaders of the major com-
panies, the big six, a domestic energy
summit to talk about the increase of
domestic energy production so that we
are not undermined domestically or
with respect to our national security.

There is a need for this Congress, as
the days of legislative activity are
waning, to reinvest in human capital.
And certainly that is human capital, to
ensure the domestic production of en-
ergy, in particular oil and gas, and as
well to increase the opportunity for
work in this country that | have spo-
ken about over the years and bring
some immediate relief to our constitu-
ents by repealing the gas tax, but hav-
ing it based and contingent upon mov-
ing it directly to the consumer.

With that, | hope that we will, as a
Congress, be able to come back next
week, and, in fact, not have the par-
tisan bickering but ensure that we re-
spond to what appears to be an ap-
proaching energy crisis. We will have
these, however, repeatedly and we will
then look for other ways to cut the
costs of gasoline. That is not the way
to handle it, through the back door.

The best way to handle it is to
confront now the immediate emer-
gency, but to deal with the issues of

domestic production, job creation, and
facing this crisis, whether we have cold
winters or light winters, whether we
have harsh summers or whether we
have a busy summer for travel. We
need to tell the people of America we
will protect you and you have the re-
sources that you have come to expect
over the years.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, | likewise
rise to speak about another aspect of
human capital investment, and that is
the increase in the minimum wage. |
have been a constant speaker on this
issue, reminded very frequently as |
visit with my constituents.

It has sometime saddened me that we
categorize people. And | have heard my
friends on the other side of the aisle,
Republicans who have said it is only a
small amount of individuals who get
the minimum wage. It is young people
who are in entry level jobs. They do
not stay there long. Well, let me tell
my colleagues something. First of all,
80 percent of the American people want
to see the minimum wage increased. In
fact, 59 percent of those who are on
minimum wage are working women
with children trying to make ends
meet, facing the elimination, by my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, of the earned-income tax credit.
These individuals have opted for work
over welfare.

And might | add to my good friend
who was previously on the floor chal-
lenging that we have an increase in
minimum wage and welfare reform,
that I am on record for voting for wel-
fare reform, that is the right kind of
welfare reform, along with my Demo-
cratic colleagues; and that is welfare
reform with child care, job training
and health care, and a certain period of
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time on, and, as well, the ability to
supplement with respect to food
stamps that allows individuals to tran-
sition off of welfare into the workplace.

| assure my colleagues, however, that
we are not going to be serious about
the discussion of whether we need to
have an increase in the minimum wage
if we have the leadership of the House
saying, “The minimum wage is a very
destructive thing. | will resist a mini-
mum wage increase with every fiber in
my being.”” House Majority Leader
Dick ARMEY, who was likewise on the
“Nightline”” program where he altered
his comments. But these are his com-
ments on Fox Morning News, CNN
News, on January 24, 1995.

That is clearly not a bipartisan ap-
proach to the question of helping
Americans become equal. We find out
that the minimum wage presently is
$4.25, which allows our citizens to
make a mere $8,840. That is what some-
one has to work a full year on a mini-
mum wage to make $8,840. Now, | would
like the heads of our major companies,
and | think they create work in this
country, and | am certainly a sup-
porter of that, but the average CEO of
a large U.S. corporation works half a
day to make $8,840, and yet 59 percent
of working women make $8,840, and
they may have two or more depend-
ents.

What is the issue, then, of raising the
minimum wage, a clean bill of 90 cents,
that would allow our citizens to get
$1,800 more in their pocket? The middle
class should be supporting this as well,
because as those raises go up, | have
heard from my constituents who are
two-parent families, working every
day, barely making ends meet to pay
for the cost of transportation, the cost
of light and water bills and mortgages,
the cost of caring for children. And
here we have a situation where the
U.S. Congress is standing in the way of
increasing the minimum wage.

The Democrats are simply asking not
for a political point, we can all argue
political points, but we are asking for
the real answer to a real problem, and
that is Americans are not seeing their
wages go up in equal rate, if you will,
with the responsibilities that they
have.

So | would ask my colleagues to give
some thought to those people who pick
peas and pick corn. | would ask Mem-
bers to give some thought to those who
sweep floors and, yes, who throw the
hamburgers, because those who do that
work are not only young teenagers but
they are people who have responsibil-
ities to support their families.

In fact, one story of a young person
who worked, they were not just work-
ing for extra cash, they were working
to be able to support themselves for a
better life, to go through medical
school. And they argued vigorously
that we do not know what that 15 cents
per hour means to them. Many of us
who would not remember those days
when we started out in minimum wage,
and all of us did, do not understand
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what it is to take home $8,840 a year
while some of our good friends can sit
and get that in maybe 4 hours in the
morning.

So | call now for an immediate in-
crease in the minimum wage, a clean,
straightforward 90 cents. I know my
colleagues had offered a higher num-
ber. If the analysis will support it, |
would even be willing to do that. How-
ever, | would not be willing, and I
think it is, of course, an effort to stop
the increase in minimum wage, to draw
down on or to heavily laden that par-
ticular legislation with a whole lot of
other parts of the legislation that
many of us do not agree with.

Welfare reform will come, but it has
to come in a bipartisan manner such
that we provide to those who are
transitioning off of welfare the job
training, the child care, and health
care that they need. Right now these
individuals who are in the workplace
need our help now. They are the ones
that are suffering without getting
health care. They are the ones, if you
will, that are suffering by having to
support their children. Yes, their chil-
dren, plural, on $8,840.

So | would say that a minimum wage
is an investment in human capital and
we must invest in human capital.
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It brings me of course to another
point about the investment in human
capital. | found this week and over the
last week something that is most egre-
gious. It is offensive. It takes away
from the American people their privi-
leges of seeking redress of their griev-
ances in the Federal courts or any
court, for that matter.

Mr. Speaker, | might venture to say
that | am not going to make a judg-
ment on the right or wrong of this
case. | will not make a judgment. I will
simply provide the facts. Those facts
deal with a case dealing with the
Mitsubishi Co. that makes cars out in
Normal, IL. It is tragic that we find
ourselves in 1996 where actions are
being filed on behalf of women for sex-
ual harassment.

I will read out of a petition by these
plaintiffs indicating what has occurred
there. This is about 30-some women
who have gone to work in this plant for
no other reason than to provide an in-
come for themselves and their family,
no other reason, to do a good job and to
provide an income for their family. It
said from the time Mitsubishi opened
its plant in 1987 and continuing
through the present, 1996, Mitsubishi
has created and fostered an environ-
ment at the plant that has been se-
verely hostile toward its female em-
ployees. As a result, plaintiffs in many
of the plants, other female employees
have been continually subjected on an
ongoing basis to relentless sex dis-
crimination, sexual harassment and
sexual abuse from their male col-
leagues and in many cases from their
male supervisors.

Mr. Speaker, such discrimination,
sexual harassment and abuse has taken
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many forms that have been presented
now in this particular petition. It
would include unwelcome grabbing,
touching, fondling, Kissing, assaults,
and other sexual conduct by male co-
workers and/or male supervisors. This
is 1996 when women and men should be
allowed to go into the workplace, and
it should be safe. It should be free of
discrimination, and that discrimina-
tion may be racial and that discrimina-
tion may be sexual or it may be age,
ethnic origin. It should be allowed to
be free of discrimination.

What do we have here? We have a sit-
uation where not only are the women
being provided an unsafe workplace, as
it relates to their own personal feel-
ings. There is horrendous name calling
going on. They are being harangued by
individuals who are supervisors and
their work colleagues. In fact, as they
have filed a lawsuit or a petition at the
EEOC, they have been intimidated and
harassed. They have gotten phone
calls. Those of us who are Congress-
women who have joined in support of
these women have likewise been called
and asked to cease and desist.

Mr. Speaker, we will not cease and
desist. We will call for further support
of the EEOC by providing it with the
necessary resources to be effective on
this case. We will also say to this com-
pany that we are ashamed that their
corporate citizenship has been so taint-
ed and diminished. But the place to
fight their case is in the courtroom and
not in the battlefield of the workplace
or against their employees who have
every right to petition against these
horrible and horrific acts.

Just this week we were shown lewd
and horrendous pictures showing sex-
ual activities of male employees and
supervisors of this company. Were
these private pictures gotten from the
homes of these individuals? No, they
brought these pictures into the work-
place, into communal areas where men
and women had to be. Shame on you.
Shame on you. This is intolerable.

I would simply ask that we play this
out in the courtroom where it needs to
be played and the facts be told and a
decision be rendered. Stop the intimi-
dation. Stop the characterization of
those who have sued as individuals who
have no rights. And, yes, to the em-
ployees, | am in great support of your
ability to work, of the plant to remain
open, of the company to be successful.
But | will ask that you consider your
actions in being paid to go forth and
picket different companies and intimi-
date those individuals who have taken
up the responsibility of making this a
safe workplace and stopping the sexual
harassment that has continued from
1987 to 1996, 9 long years.

Mr. Speaker, | would ask that this
case be handled appropriately, fairly,
without intimidation. Then | would
join in with my colleague who pre-
viously spoke, the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], and others
who joined us, that we write the EEOC
and ensure that all the facts are had
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and given to us and as well to receive
a status report on the progress of this
case.

| said that | would talk about an in-
vestment in human capital, and now
we have talked about the increase in
the gasoline price at the pump. | an-
nounced that | will support the repeal
of that gas tax and ask that it imme-
diately be passed through to the
consumer and call for an energy sum-
mit.

We have spoken about the need to in-
vest in our citizens so that they can
get a decent salary above $8,840, espe-
cially those at minimum wage. Those
women and men are working to support
their families and have refused to go
back on welfare, if you will.

I have asked that that occur and then
to challenge one of our corporate citi-
zens, well known, located in Illinois to
behave like a good corporate citizen
and to cease and desist from activities
that would bias against women and to
proceed to argue and debate any issues
dealing with the case in the appro-
priate jurisdiction, not in intimidating
those who have filed their lawsuit.

Now | would like to speak on another
issue dealing with the investment in
human capital, and that is, of course,
the siege upon affirmative action that
affects minorities and women and, of
course, the attack on the districts that
have allowed to come to the United
States Congress those individuals who
come from diverse communities. It is
interesting that we have found in this
climate, where talk show hosts have
gotten, | guess, their inspiration from
the revolution of 1994, where there were
candidates who ran on the contract, |
call it, on America, the ugly talk of
blame, blaming minorities and women
for their problems. The talk show hosts
across this Nation indicate that affirm-
ative action has kept individuals from
their jobs. Poppycock, at the most;
bunk, whatever you want to call it. It
makes no sense.

This morning | think it is important,
as | track the interest in investing in
human capital, that we talk about this
siege, this ugly talk that has created
this atmosphere where everyone feels
that it is the cost of their job, their
community, that minorities have been
able to achieve certain levels of suc-
cess.

I am reminded of a statement that
was made in 1901. Mr. Speaker, it goes
like this:

This, Mr. Chairman, is perhaps the Negro’s
temporary farewell to the American Con-
gress, but let me say, Phoenix-like, he will
rise up some day and come again. These
parting words are in behalf of an outraged,
heartbroken, bruised and bleeding people,
but God-fearing people, faithful, industrious,
loyal people, rising full of potential.

The year was 1901, and the speaker
was George H. White of North Carolina,
the last African-American Congress-
man to serve in the 19th century.

We come now in the 20th century and
we find a series of cases being filed by
individuals who allege that they have
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been injured. You wonder, some of
them have been found not to even live
in the districts. These districts have
included such diverse States as New
York, where a Hispanic is representing
a predominantly Hispanic district, Chi-
cago, where another Hispanic is rep-
resenting a predominantly Hispanic
district, North Carolina, where Afri-
can-Americans are representing pre-
dominantly African American dis-
tricts, along with Georgia, along with
Louisiana, along with Texas.

In these cases, we found ourselves be-
fore judicial bodies, appointees of
Reagan and Bush, listening to those in-
dividuals who allege gerrymandering.
We know that gerrymandering, in the
sense for political purposes, has been
upheld as a legal basis to maintain
strangely drawn districts.

My case, in particular, in Texas, it is
clear, as the State has argued, that the
real basis of the districts that have
been drawn is to protect incumbents.
States have a compelling interest to
compel or to protect incumbents. They
have that because of seniority and rea-
sons where those who have gained se-
niority and reasons where those who
have gained seniority in the United
States Congress, the Senate and the
House, particularly the House, that
these seats are impacted, are those who
can carry the business of the State of
Texas, the State of Georgia, the State
of North Carolina. But yet we find time
after time after time, we find that
these cases have been undermined and
that these cases have been ruled
against those who would hold these
seats.

I argue not only the question of po-
litical incumbency, but | argue that
these majority/minority districts do
one thing and one thing only: They
allow the constituents of that district
to select a person of their choosing. It
is based upon the 1965 Voting Rights
Act which is based upon almost 400
years of discrimination and prejudice
against minorities in this country, par-
ticularly African-Americans.

There is no doubt that you can cite
very pertinent and pointed discrimina-
tion, for African-Americans started in
this Nation three-fifths of a person and
came here in the bottom of the belly of
a slave boat and spent some 300 years
as slaves in this country.

I am as well familiar with the opposi-
tion’s position: That is not current dis-
crimination. We have heard about that
already. That is past discrimination.

Oh, I would simply take a moment of
personal privilege and maybe a mo-
ment of a degree of emotionalism here.
No matter how far we go in this coun-
try, you will never wipe out the history
of slavery. You cannot do it. We will
not allow you to do it. There is no rea-
son to do it.

Yes, there is time to go forward, and
we link arms with our brothers and sis-
ters as Americans to go forward and
take hold of the best of this country,
the dreams of all, to aspire to the
greatness of America. But you will not
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take away from me or the people that
have African-American heritage their
history. And you will not come into
the court system, now moving away
from the courts of the 1950s, when the
Brown decision did allow for schools to
be opened up. You are not going to
take the history away forever and ever
and suggest that we can go back to
that place.

We have seen a sizable increase in
this House, in this body, because of the
Voting Rights Act of 1965, which helped
eliminate things like poll tax, reading
tests in order to vote, which denied
many African-Americans in the Deep
South their ability to vote, which in-
timidated them. We have taken away
the history of the Ku Klux Klan and
the Jim Crow days. Yes, we have, but
the remnants are still there.

If these decisions are allowed to pre-
vail, then time after time after time
we will see the loss of districts which
simply allow people who happen to be
minority to vote for a person of their
choosing.

My district in particular is less than
50 percent African American. It is a
fairly diverse and, in fact, 1 would
argue, one of the most diverse districts
in the State of Texas, It is my job to
represent all of the citizens, and | work
extremely hard, as do all of the Mem-
bers in this body, to work for their con-
stituents. Therefore, | think it is in-
credible that the case law is contin-
ually undermining the Voting Rights
Act which seeks simply to fairly give
to those who have been discriminated
against the right to vote for a person of
their choosing. The voting rights of all
Americans are in danger as a result of
these Federal court decisions and the
Supreme Court decision. Despite the
fact that the Voting Rights Act has
been the law of the land for more than
30 years, it has not been truly accepted
by all Americans. It has been charged
unfairly with taking away the rights of
others. Many Americans fail to under-
stand the reasons underlying the pas-
sage of this Voting Rights Act. They
ignore or are unaware of our Nation’s
history.

When the Nation was founded, only
white males who owned property were
allowed to vote. Through the ratifica-
tion of the 15th amendment to the Con-
stitution during the Reconstruction pe-
riod and the ratification of the 19th
amendment in the 1920’s, were African
Americans and women of all races
granted the right to vote.
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Despite the 15th amendment, African
Americans were routinely denied the
right to vote, particularly in the
South, through physical and economic
intimidation, political maneuvers such
as racial gerrymandering, poll taxes,
white primaries and at-large electoral
districts instead of single-member dis-
tricts for municipal and county govern-
ments. It is only in the last 5 to 6 years
have we, in fact, been able to find in
our local governments opportunities
for minorities to be elected.
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I know that | was one of the first two
African-American women to be elected
to the city council in the city of Hous-
ton in the history of that city that is
over 150 years old.

Thus, it was necessary to pass the
Voting Rights Act of 1965, which pro-
vided the first real opportunity for Af-
rican-Americans to elect representa-
tives of their choice. In 1965, there are
approximately 500 black elected offi-
cials in the country. In 1995 there has
been an increase, so that number has
increased to a mere, to a mere 8,000.

We have not finished the fight. We
have won many battles, but the fight
goes on because notably from 1901 to
1973 there were no Representatives in
the U.S. Congress from the deep South
who were African-American. Congress-
woman Barbara Jordan and Andrew
Young were the first African-Ameri-
cans in Congress from the South in
more than 70 years, and it was only
through the redistricting process en-
gaged in by State legislatures after the
1980 census and 1990 census that Afri-
can-Americans were in a position to
elect a significant number of African-
Americans to serve in Congress.

After all of this progress in 1993, with
twisted logic and unusual semantics
the Supreme Court uses the term polit-
ical apartheid in the Shore versus Reno
case to describe majority minority dis-
tricts such as the two black majority
districts in North Carolina. And then,
on in 1995, to Miller versus Johnson,
the court ruled a black majority dis-
trict in Georgia as unconstitutional be-
cause it was drawn primarily for racial
reasons.

We go on to the case in Louisiana
and congressional districts in Louisi-
ana, and, as | mentioned, Florida,
Texas, Virginia are also under attack.
The Fourth Congressional District in
Louisiana, Third Congressional Dis-
trict in Florida, have already been de-
clared unconstitutional by lower Fed-
eral courts.

We are working to improve this, and
yet we find that we have a combination
of a siege in the American public’s per-
spective fueled by ugly talk, some com-
ing out of the U.S. Congress, some
coming out of talk shows, suggesting
that it is too much, let us roll the
clock back. | see that happening in the
instance of affirmative action because
this very Congress, this 104th Congress
that got elected on the Contract With
America, with only 37 percent of the
American people voting, now wants to
take back the clock on affirmative ac-
tion.

Now wants to take back the clock on
affirmative action? | am appalled, I am
outraged, I am incensed. | would ask
my colleagues of goodwill on the other
side of the aisle, my Republican
friends, | would ask that we not sup-
port the turning back of the clock. I
would ask them to simply look in
places where they might not see, and
that is in the nooks and crannies of
this government, in the nooks and
crannies of this community and this
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Nation, where African-Americans, His-
panics, and Asians and women have not
found their rightful place, where work-
places are predominantly of one race or
the other. They have not found their
rightful place.

It is tragic, then, that in the State of
Texas we would have cases coming out,
the Hopwood case versus University of
Texas School of Law, and a district
court would determine, United States
Court of Appeals, would say something
to the effect: Since Bakke, the court
has accepted the diversity rationale
only once in its cases dealing with
race. The Bakke case has been good
law for years. It has been inoffensive
law because what the Bakke case said
is that race can be considered as a fac-
tor, just a factor.

Similarly, as | went to Yale Univer-
sity and it was considered whether you
were the child of an alumnus, very
clearly so that was taken in consider-
ation, and, yes, you were admitted
along with other institutions across
this land like Harvard and Stanford
and Princeton. Those issues have been
considered, and | might imagine the
University of Texas School of Law or
the University of Texas, at least, and
for this court to say that there is no
basis to continue to support the Bakke
decision when we can look in graduate
schools across this Nation and find an
absence of African-Americans, you may
find an absence of women, you may
find an absence of Hispanics, you may
find an absence of some disciplines of
Asians, what is wrong with allowing an
institution not to have quotas? Abso-
lutely not. Quotas have been declared
illegal for a number of years. But what
is wrong with allowing institutions to
effectively seek out that talent that
can bring diversity of life experiences?

And then | have heard the ‘“make
way’’ arguments. | am incensed. The
“make way’” arguments, on this af-
firmative action, is not benefiting the
poor people in America, poor blacks in
America. What a ludicrous point to
make. When a large company goes out
to seek a CEO, do they do their search
amongst CEOs around the Nation?
Chief executive officers? Or do they go
to the Bowery or do they go to the jail-
house and look for individuals?

The question of affirmative action,
that is the myth, is based upon quali-
fications, being even in your qualifica-
tions, but being ignored because you
happen to be a minority, African-
American, Hispanic, women or other-
wise. That is the crux of affirmative
action, to recruit among equals short
of the fact that you happen to be a per-
son of color who has suffered immense
discrimination in this Nation.

I am incensed then of the Dole-
Canady legislation, which we have had
a series of hearings in the Committee
on the Judiciary and elsewhere, that
wants to turn back the clock on affirm-
ative action. It wants to insure that we
have no affirmative action in edu-
cation, in jobs, and in contracting, the
very people who have provided oppor-
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tunity for others to come up, the mid-
dle class, Hispanic middle class, Afri-
can-American middle class, women and
Asians who have moved into the work-
place, moved into positions of power,
who have been able to bring others in
behind them. This legislation now
wants to cut it to the quick, legislation
that has not shown injury, and, if it
has shown injury, then | would argue
that we should take it to the proper
forum, and that is to the EEOC, to
your respective State agencies that can
help assist in providing for equal op-
portunity.

Affirmative action programs are
being unfairly attacked as reverse dis-
crimination against white males. These
programs have only been in existence
for 30 years, and certainly this short
period of time is not adequate enough
to overcome 200 years of slavery and
100 years of legal segragation and the
continued instances of discrimination
that exist today.

We must not forget the continuing
obligation of Federal Government and
State government to remove all of the
badges and incidences of the Nation’s
past racial attitudes. It is important to
realize as late as 1974 minorities rep-
resented only 1 percent of the law
schools’ student body. Medical schools
across this Nation are actively recruit-
ing minorities and African-Americans
in particular because of the low num-
ber of students in medical schools.
They believe that their plan to force
diversity in the student body was per-
missible under the Supreme Court deci-
sion in Bakke versus University of
California, and that is, of course, the
Hopwood case, this case in Texas. The
very tragedy of this case, of course, is
the fact that as soon as the case came
about and before the High Court has
ruled, the Supreme Court, everybody
started rushing to judgment. Institu-
tions throughout Houston began to
have press conferences saying we are
going to stop affirmative action. We
had the Texas Coordinating Board indi-
cating they were going to stop render-
ing scholarships. Families in Houston
and Dallas and San Antonio and west
Texas and east Texas and Laredo and
places in south Texas depending upon
scholarships for their young people to
enter into the fall semester, and what
does our State do? Call back the schol-
arship program based on a decision at
best that is wrong and has not been to
the Supreme Court.

Why is that? It is because there is a
mind set and an attitude. Everyone is
rushing to judgment. They are rushing
to judgment to insure that the good
work of the 30 years that have began to
open the doors of opportunity be imme-
diately turned back.

My plea is to this U.S. Congress to
remember the words of George, the in-
dividual, George White, in terms of his
desire to come back into the U.S. Con-
gress through his people. He had to
leave in 1901, and there was a big gap
for 70 years, but he never gave up. He
continued to be able to assure with his
spirit that we would never give up.
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And as | talk about affirmative ac-
tion, it is to be emphasized that as we
look at the student body population in
the 1995-96 school year, only 17 percent
of the student body was comprised of
minorities. Additionally, 58 percent of
the student body was male, and 75 per-
cent was white. The State’s minority
population is currently 40 percent. This
is in the State of Texas, and the State
of Texas has appealed this case to the
U.S. Supreme Court.

And so, in fact, when we begin to
talk about whether there is an over-
utilization where the minorities have
gotten too much, it is a fiasco, it is a
false argument, and | hope when we de-
bate this affirmative action that we
will have more people coming to the
floor coordinating and joining in with
us to be able to say that the goodwill
of the American people is that all the
doors of opportunity should be opened
and we should not rest until that is the
case.

I am not here to argue for discrimi-
nation against the white male; far be it
from me. The doors should be open for
all of us to access, and in order for that
to occur, the affirmative action pro-
grams around the country are designed
to effectively provide aspirations,
goals, not set-asides, not quotas, but
goal aspirations so that we can ensure
that that occurs.

We find ourselves in a climate of
turning the clock back. Here in Texas
we have another case that was just ren-
dered dealing with the Houston Con-
tractors Association versus Metro.
That is a transit agency in Houston.
Metro, whose program has been author-
ized and confirmed by the Department
of Transportation, a program that is
not unequal, that provides an even goal
for women, for African-Americans, for
Hispanics, and Asians and those eco-
nomically disadvantaged, a program
already given the approval as a DBE
program by the Department of Trans-
portation. The Houston Contractors
Association in contrast gets 80 percent
or more of the contracts rendered by
Metro.

We have a community in the Houston
area of almost a million minorities,
some 600,000-plus African-Americans,
some 600,000 approximately, well, plus
Hispanics, and yet we have a lawsuit
challenging a sour-grapes lawsuit be-
cause, in fact, the facts will point out
that Metro was prepared to resolve
some of these issues that the Houston
Contractors had concern with in 1996,
March 1996. What did they do? Run to
the courthouse.

Here we have an opinion by the dis-
trict court judge which has been de-
clared as one of the most far-reaching
opinions, has nothing to do with the
cause and the issue, and, in fact, has
been noted by the Department of
Transportation as a wrong-headed deci-
sion primarily because they have sent
a letter to Metro indicating that if
your program is as we believe it to be,
a goals program, only aspiring pro-
gram, then your program is the kind of
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program we approve, and if you do not
utilize that program you will lose Fed-
eral funding, you will hurt the citizens
of Houston in the tax dollars they have
sent to Washington, we will lose the
Federal funding because you are not
complying with the DBE program as
approved by the Department of Trans-
portation.

They also went on to say that if you
have a set-aside program, then that
should be eliminated, and, of course,
Metro does not have a set-aside pro-
gram, and so this opinion becomes ludi-
crous. If a government has as a part of
its legitimate authority the redress of
social ills, which Metro does not, it
may seek remedies for the con-
sequences of past governmental and in-
dividual wrongs, but its programs must
address the past ills.

Mr. Speaker, | know what is trying
to be said here, but Metro is a govern-
mental agency, a quasi-governmental
agency. | might ask that if that is the
case, if it is a quasi-governmental
agency and governmental agencies
along with the private entities and this
whole community, meaning America,
has been discriminatory, then it is the
responsibility of Metro, which receives
Federal funds, to correct the past ills.
And those past ills involve the whole
idea of insuring that people have an
equal right to justice, an equal right to
access what is transpiring, and that is
to secure for the American people,
which includes minorities, the right to
access contracts, education, and jobs.

Affirmative action simply does that.
And | am quite disturbed that we have
now this attitude, this siege, if you
will, where we now want to undermine
the opportunities for minorities, mi-
norities to do contracting business.
And, by the way, Mr. Speaker, those
businesses hire minorities, create job
opportunities lacking in our commu-
nities.

I am devastated that we would want
to undermine an economic aspect of
inner-city communities, and that is
minority contractors who, in fact, are
qualified and, as | said earlier, you
would not try to recruit minority con-
tractors to lay pavement, or to build a
building, or to fix a pothole. You would
not want to do that with individuals
who have no skills. So this ‘“‘make
way’’ argument that it does not happen
to help minorities who are poor, it does
help those minorities who are hired,
then trained, and they learn on the job
by way of being hired by minority con-
tractors.
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There is a trickle-down effect. There
will be none, of course, if we continue
this siege upon affirmative action.

It is important, then, that the Dole-
Canady legislation, in its form as it is
today, be soundly defeated. It is impor-
tant as well that this legislative body
take up the moral cause of providing
opportunity for all Americans. They
opportunity, of course, is to declare
that affirmative action is, in fact, a
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viable tool to be utilized by those of us
who believe in government effectively
opening the doors for all people.

The cases, Houston Contractors ver-
sus Metro, dealing with minority op-
portunities for contracting, the Hop-
wood decision dealing with education,
are wrong on the law and should be
corrected by this legislative body and
not perpetrated by the Dole-Canady
legislation.

| see the gentlewoman from North
Carolina, who is one who has faced the
issues dealing with redistricting. In
fact, as | indicated, in the case of
North Carolina, they had not seen an
African-American coming from North
Carolina for some 70 years, after 1901,
when George White left the U.S. Con-
gress. The gentlewoman from North
Carolina has been a very effective
fighter for her constituents on all is-
sues, from minimum wage to welfare
reform, and to providing opportunity
for young people.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON], dealing with this whole issue
of affirmative action, and particularly
redistricting, that we face in the U.S.
Congress.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, | want
to thank the gentlewoman from Texas
for holding and organizing this special
order so that we could expand the un-
derstanding and the thought behind
the whole issue of redistricting, and
also to add my comments.

Mr. Speaker, | want to just give some
overview about what is involved in
this.

Mr. Speaker, I want to preface my
statement by saying we are at a criti-
cal point in the history of this Nation.
There is no more fundamental and im-
portant right than the right to vote.

Every other right that we have is de-
pendent upon the right to vote.

Yet, today the voting rights of mil-
lions of Americans in several States,
including my State of North Carolina,
hang in the balance.

That is why | am pleased to join with
Congresswoman JACKSON-LEE this
evening to offer my perspective on the
current redistricting fight and its im-
pact on the voting rights of the citi-
zens of my congressional district.

This morning, | want to first discuss
the history of the case of Shaw versus
Hunt, which was heard by the U.S. Su-
preme Court on December 5, 1995, and,
we are now awaiting the decision in
that case.

I then want to share with my col-
leagues some important facts about the
case, present a summary of the argu-
ments our side made in the case and
conclude with some of my thoughts
about this issue.

HISTORY OF THE CASE

The redistricting plan that was be-
fore the Supreme Court in December,
was adopted by the North Carolina
General Assembly in January 1992.

The predecessor case of Shaw versus
Reno, was decided by the Supreme
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Court in 1993. The SupremeCourt sent
Shaw versus Reno, back to the district
court in North Carolina.

The district court, on August 22, 1994,
upheld—upheld, Mr. Speaker—the con-
gressional redistricting plan, reasoning
that it was narrowly tailored to fur-
ther one or more compelling State in-
terests. The district court’s decision
was appealed.

In June 1995, when the court decided
the case of Miller versus Johnson, rul-
ing against Georgia redistricting—dis-
missing for lack of standing on Louisi-
ana—the court also decided to hear the
Texas and North Carolina case, and
that is why we were before the court
again in December of last year.

IMPORTANT FACTS

It should not escape our attention
that African-Americans make up just
50.53 percent of the voters in the my
district, the First Congressional Dis-
trict.

African-Americans make up just 53.54
percent of the voters in the 12th Dis-
trict, the other North Carolina district
in contest.

SUMMARY OF OUR ARGUMENT

We were able to make the same argu-
ment that prevailed initially in the
Louisiana case, Congressman FIELD’S
case, inasmuch as the plaintiffs lack
standing in the First Congressional
District because they do not live there.

In the 12th, we were able to argue
that most of the plaintiffs do not live
there, and the two that do lack stand-
ing because they did not allege race as
a factor.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | think that is an important
point. I want to focus on what this
body is about. It is about representa-
tion. It is about Members being able to
represent their constituents. | have not
heard one constituent, when we go
home and they argue about the shape,
so much as questioning your represen-
tation.

In these lawsuits, | would ask the
gentlewoman, have you had constitu-
ents maybe that you see in your town-
hall meeting or that you interact with
when you go home, run to the court-
house to be part of this because they
say, ““Well, Congresswoman CLAYTON is
in a funny drawn district’’? Are those
the issues your townhall constituents
ask you about, or are any of them, the
kind of people you see day to day who
need help on the minimum wage, are
they the kind of people who you see
running to the courthouse on these
cases?

Mrs. CLAYTON. In fact, the issue sel-
dom comes up. The issue is an issue
when the news media brings it up or it
is an issue in court. But, by and large,
the constituents want to know that
you care about them. By and large,
constituents want to think that you
are fair. By and large, constituents
want to think that you have their in-
terests at heart. So it is not an issue
whether my district is a large district
or my district is beautifully shaped.
Those who are in my district, most of
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them are very pleased to be in my dis-
trict.

However, it is a large district. | will
share with you, | will be the first one
to say that | have a very large district.
The reality is that | live in a rural
area. The reality is also my prede-
cessor before me had a large district. It
had nothing to do about trying to re-
spond to the 1965 Voting Rights Act. It
is just the sparsity of the population,
that if you are going to have a one
man-one vote equal representation, in
order to have the same number of peo-
ple in my district as you would in a
district around Raleigh and Durham,
you had to have a lot of counties. So
there was a reason for the largeness of
my district.

Most people in my district under-
stand that we are a rural district, be-
cause of the vastness of the land and
the way we live. But people are con-
cerned if | understand the nature of my
district, if | understand the needs of

my district.
Mr. Speaker, regarding the redis-
tricting issue, more importantly, we

argued, the redistricting plan should
not be disturbed because race did not
predominate over all the other redis-
tricting goals. There are compelling
State interests, we argued, which jus-
tify our redistricting plan:

Compliance with section 2 of the Vot-
ing Rights Act because the factors re-
quired by prior court decision had to be
met.

Compliance with section 5 of the Vot-
ing Rights Act because the General As-
sembly determined that the Justice
Department’s objection to their first
plan was meritorious.

The State has interest in remedying
the effects of current racial discrimina-
tion.

We also argued the redistricting plan
created districts narrowly tailored to
approximately remedy the voting dilu-
tion harm to African-Americans with-
out unduly burdening the rights of
other North Carolinians.

SOME THOUGHTS

As a result of the Supreme Court
hearing, I remain confident that the
district | represent, the First Congres-
sional District in North Carolina,
should be upheld and should not be af-
fected by the Court’s decision in Miller
versus Johnson.

Nearly 100 years have passed from
the time North Carolina last enjoyed
minority representation in Congress
following the end of the term of Rep-
resentative George Henry White.

That is because historically poll
taxes, property requirements, and
grandfather clauses, combined with
scare tactics, to systematically ex-
clude African-Americans from Con-
gress, beginning in 1870.

It is my hope that in 1996, many cur-
rent African-American Members of
Congress do not face the same fate that
Representative White faced in 1901—the
last of 40 African-Americans elected to
Congress over a quarter of a century.

It seems to me that the Court should
not use the Constitution—the very doc-
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ument that gives us rights—to take
those rights away.

It is my belief that my congressional
district, as currently drawn, does with-
stand the standards that have been set
out by the Supreme Court.

But, at stake in these cases is more
than congressional seats. City and
county officials, State legislatures, and
even local school boards will be af-
fected by this decision.

America has always stood for one
standard of justice, and the Court
should support that basic premise of
our democracy.

This struggle will go on. It does not
end here.

Over the years,
greatly sacrificed
right to vote.

African-Americans and others have
withstood fire hoses, billy clubs, and
vicious dogs to gain and preserve their
right to vote.

Today, with these current attacks on
voting rights, groups of individuals
may be discouraged and led to believe
that they may not be full participants
in our democracy.

Mr. Speaker, | would offer that this
is a great democracy. This democracy
is great both for its weaknesses and its
differences as it is for its strengths.
Why | say that, we may differ as to
how we have representation, but we
must find ways to include everybody.
America is divided on this issue. Fortu-
nately, our Constitution embraces, in-
deed encourages, differences.

So regardless of how the Supreme
Court decision will come out in June,
as we expect it, | expect | will continue
to represent my district. | believe in
this democracy, and | think the courts
will finally uphold the fundamental
principles of this democracy. Fairness
and equal opportunity to represent
their constituents is a fundamental
right of this democracy.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | want to thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina for her
very eloquent presentation and elo-
quent conclusion. | appreciate her ex-
planation that our districts are so di-
verse. She represents a rural commu-
nity, and the nature of its configura-
tion is based upon the need for one
man-one vote, and the need to have
representation of people who live in
rural communities. That is the mis-
direction, if you will, of some of the de-
cisions that have previously come
down. It is to not understand that even
minorities are not in like situations.

I am very proud to say that the 18th
congressional district that | represent
may be configured as such so that we
could have included an opportunity for
Hispanics to be represented in my
neighbors’ district, District 29; like-
wise, District 30, to allow for the first
time in the history of Texas for
Dallasite African-Americans to be rep-
resented in the State of Texas since re-
construction. That election, the first
time that someone was elected was in
1992.

Americans have
in defense of the
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So when we begin to understand the
facts of the basis of the redrawn dis-
tricts that are labeled majority-minor-
ity districts, | hope all America, as the
gentlewoman from North Carolina did
say, will applaud what America stands
for. Its stripes and stars stand for in-
clusion. That inclusion, Mr. Speaker,
would include, if you will, a recogni-
tion of human capital.

One, we do not want our citizens pay-
ing high gasoline prices. We want to be
able to invest in them.

Two, we want to ensure the fact that
those who make only $8,000 a year get
an increase in minimum wage.

Three and four, Mr. Speaker, if you
will, that affirmative action and the
redistricting process that has opened
the doors to African-Americans, His-
panics, women, and other ethnic mi-
norities, would end the basis upon
which many of us have been discrimi-
nated against.
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Slavery was real. It existed. Let us
work together to ensure that we never
go back, that we have representation
in the U.S. Congress and that our chil-
dren, our businesses, our men and
women have opportunity for jobs and
contracts and education.

FACTS ARE STUBBORN THINGS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

UPTON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr.

SCARBOROUGH] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, it
is certainly good to be here this morn-
ing and | certainly did enjoy the com-
ments of the gentlewoman from Texas
on gas prices, minimum wage, and
other issues which | am also going to
be addressing this hour, but I will be
addressing them for a slightly different
perspective. It may surprise the gentle-
woman, many on her side of the aisle
and also many in this audience that
the arguments that | will be making
today on gas prices, on gas taxes, on
the minimum wage, on Medicare, on
tax cuts, on a variety of issues are the
same exact positions that Governor
Bill Clinton took in 1992. But, of
course, between 1992 and 1996, now that
it is time to get reelected, things have
changed.

Every time | walk in here, | am very
honored to be a Member of Congress
and honored by the history. This has
been a great experience for me. It has
been great to visit the monuments to
Jefferson and to Washington and to
Lincoln and to others who have made
great changes in this country.

I think this is a good, decent Con-
gress. | think it is a noble Government.
I think that many, many Members try
to do their best to make sure that
working-class Americans do not suffer
because of what Washington does. But,
unfortunately, for the past 40 years
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Washington has done more to damage
working-class Americans than anybody
else.

The gentlewoman talked about the
Contract With America and talked
about the Contract With America in
very disparaging terms. All last year
people talked about NEWT GINGRICH
and the Contract With America and, in
the same sentence, talked about how
horrible it was.

I guess my biggest frustration, as
much as | have loved being in Washing-
ton, DC, has been how short some peo-
ple’s attention spans can be. Because
let us talk for a second about the Con-
tract With America. Let us talk about
these items that are supposedly so rad-
ical, that Democrats claim to be so de-
structive and radical. Let us have a
quick refresher course on what the
Contract With America was about.

The first thing it was about was bal-
ancing the budget and ending 40 years
of waste and abuse, 40 years of deficit
spending where this Congress, run by
Democrats, passed deficit budgets for
40 years.

Now, of course they had to get a lot
of Republican Presidents to sign those
bills. |1 suggest that when we are $5 tril-
lion in debt, there is enough blame to
go around for both parties. But let me
say this. In 1994, part one of the Con-
tract With America was, we said,
“Enough is enough. We are going to
stop stealing money from our children
and grandchildren.””

I have got two boys, ages 5 and 8, who
right now have about a $20,000 debt on
their head because this Government
has not had the decency to balance its
budgets. We are spending so much more
money than we have and we are send-
ing our check to our children. We are
$5 trillion in debt.

I must admit | am not very good in
math. That is why I went to law school
instead of becoming an engineer, and |
guess that is why | got in politics. | am
not good with math. | try to deal in
images and stories.

I had an interesting story told to me,
an interesting illustration to explain
to me what $5 trillion meant. This is
what it means. If somebody made $1
million every day from the day that
Jesus Christ was born to today, May 2,
1996, he would not make enough money
to pay off our Federal debt.

Let me repeat that. If someone made
$1 million every day from the day that
Jesus Christ was born until today, he
would not make enough money to pay
off our Federal debt.

Mr. Speaker, it gets worse. You can
work another 2,000 years, making $1
million a day for the next 2,000 years,
and still be unable to pay off how much
we owe by the Federal debt.

Democrats think that it is radical
and have said that that plank of the
Contract With America was radical be-
cause we wanted to balance the budget
in 7 years. There are still many here,
believe it or not, despite the fact that
we are $5 trillion in debt, who are tell-
ing us we do not need to balance the
budget in 7 years, that it is too harsh.
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Mr. Speaker, we are being too harsh
on our children. It may be too harsh on
their political fortunes to finally show
a little bit of discipline and stop send-
ing our bills to children and grand-
children, but it is not too harsh for an
America that wants to take care of
their future generations.

And if you do not really care about
children and grandchildren and the 21st
century, you are just in it for today, I
will also appeal to your greedy in-
stincts. If we follow the first plank in
the Contract With America and pass
the Balanced Budget Amendment and
pass those budget deals that we passed,
it will also cause interest rates to go
down 2 percent. That causes the econ-
omy to explode.

We passed the first balanced budget
in a generation and the President ve-
toed it. He did not like it. He said we
were moving too quickly. He said last
year that he has studied it and you just
cannot balance the budget in 7 years.
That is what he said last summer.

In 1992, he was on “‘Larry King Live”’
and Larry King asked the Governor, he
said, ‘“‘Governor Clinton, will the Clin-
ton administration, if elected, give us a
balanced budget?””

He said, ‘““Yes, Larry, | will balance
the budget in 5 years.”

Mr. Speaker, his 5 years are just
about up. He did not balance the budg-
et. He went back on his word, he vetoed
the first balanced budget plan sent to a
President in a generation, and now is
claiming once again that he wants a
balanced budget.

Facts are stubborn things, Mr. Presi-
dent. Let those who have ears to hear,
hear.

He has changed his position so many
times on this issue that it is almost
impossible to keep up with him.

Another plank that we had in the
Contract With America was tax cuts
for middle-class Americans. It is very
interesting because we are talking
about the gas tax today. The former
speaker talked about how they wanted
to get gas prices down. They were try-
ing to figure out, ‘“How can we get gas
prices down?”’

What the Democrats will not tell us
is that they voted for about a 5-cent a
gallon tax increase which costs this
economy billions and billions of dol-
lars.

The gentlewoman probably thinks
raising gas taxes in 1993 was the right
thing to do. | know the Democrats did.
I know Al Gore did because, remember,
he cast the deciding vote. It was tied
50-50 in the Senate and Al Gore, acting
on the President’s behalf, voted to pass
the largest tax increase in the history
of this country.

In that tax increase was a 5-cent tax
increase on gas prices. The President
was not happy about it, mind you. He
actually wanted to pass even more fuel
taxes on to the American people in the
form of a Btu tax but even the liberals
said, ‘““No, that’s taxing too much.”’

Today, after the President passed the
largest tax increase in the history of
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the country, after the President in-
creased gas prices on all Americans,
now the President is fighting our at-
tempts to cut taxes, to repeal his tax
increase. They are saying we are ridic-
ulous for saying this will help working-
class Americans, that this will help the
poor.

| take out a quote that President
Clinton made in 1992 when he was run-
ning for President. Again, Mr. Presi-
dent, facts are stubborn things. You
can change your position a million
times but we have got them all down
on paper.

This is what the President said in
1992. During his presidential campaign
Bill Clinton said:

| oppose a Federal gas tax increase. It
sticks to the lower income and middle-in-
come Americans and it sticks to retired peo-
ple in this country and that is wrong.

Facts are stubborn things.

The President said it was wrong to
raise gas taxes in 1992. He got elected,
and 6 months later he passed gas taxes
on to senior citizens on fixed incomes,
on to working-class Americans that
could ill afford to pay more in taxes,
and on to all Americans who would
have to pay not only at the pump but
at the grocery store because when you
raise fuel taxes, Mr. Speaker, you raise
taxes on every item you buy. There is
a multiplier effect because people have
to drive your bread and your milk to
the market, and these other issues, and
it causes a drain on the economy, a
multibillion-dollar drain.

But the President went ahead despite
what he said in 1992. Again, facts are
stubborn things. Let us remember what
the President said then and what he
said now. In 1992 he was running
against Paul Tsongas who made fun of
him and said, “Governor Clinton, you
will not cut middle-class taxes,”” and
the Governor was defiant. Bill Clinton
in the New Hampshire debate raised his
plan and said, “I’'ve got a plan. I'm
going to cut middle-class taxes.”

Facts are stubborn things. He said
that in 1992. In 1993 he passed on the
largest tax increase in the history of
this country, and, Mr. Speaker, he
passed it with the help of liberals in
Congress and passed it without a single
Republican vote.

Yesterday | was on C-SPAN on the
““Morning Round Table,”” and | had a
Democrat with me who had voted for
that tax increase and was trying to jus-
tify the fact that he and the President
voted for the largest tax increase in
the history of this country.

He said, ““Well, Republicans voted for
it, too.” | said, ““No, they did not.”

And he said, “lI will guarantee you
Republicans voted along with the
Democrats and the President for the
largest tax increase in the history of
the country.”

Then | pointed it out to him again to
check the record, and not a single Re-
publican voted for Bill Clinton’s mas-
sive tax increase. But | will tell you
what we did do, because | had a caller
call me up and say, “All you Repub-
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licans do is talk about what Bill Clin-
ton’s not doing. What have you done?”’

Let me tell my colleagues what we
did. Again going back to the Contract
With America, we promised tax cuts
for senior citizens. We promised tax
cuts for working-class Americans. We
promised tax cuts for business men and
women. We promised tax cuts for small
businesses. Not irresponsible tax cuts,
mind you, simply tax cuts that would
repeal Bill Clinton’s 1993 massive tax
increase.

We promised a $500 per child tax cut
that Bill Clinton vetoed. We promised a
tax cut for senior citizens because Bill
Clinton in 1993 raised taxes on senior
citizens’ Social Security checks to 85
percent. We promised to repeal that,
and we did.

Well, the President thought senior
citizens needed to be taxed at 85 per-
cent, so he vetoed our attempt to cut
taxes for senior citizens. Republicans
believe that senior citizens ought to be
able to work and make money without
the Federal Government punishing
them for doing it.
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So we had an earnings limit of
$34,000. The President and many of the
Democrats here did not like that. |
guess they do not think it is a good
thing for senior citizens to remain pro-
ductive in the work force, so they low-
ered that limit from $34,000 to $11,000.
When you make $11,000, the Democrats
punish you, the President punishes
you, because | guess he does not think
senior citizens should be in the work
force.

We repealed that and pushed it back
to $34,000, but the President vetoed
that also. Yet today the President can
stand in front of the camera, and | still
have not figured out how he does it,
but he can stand in front of the camera
with a straight face and tell you that
he supports tax cuts.

It is the most unbelievable thing I
have seen in my life. | have no idea
how he does it, but he has gotten very
good at changing his story every week
and acting shocked if anybody calls
him on it.

| talk to reporters around here. | talk
to people behind the scenes, even staff-
ers for the Democrats. | talk to every-
body. Everybody is shocked how the
President and the Democrats can just
move in so many different directions at
the same time.

It seems to me either you believe
that Washington taxes too much,
spends too much, regulates too much,
wastes too much of America’s money
and gets in our way too much, or you
do not. Say what you will about Mi-
chael Dukakis and Walter Mondale, but
at least those men believed in some-
thing. They would tell you where they
stood, and, if you did not like it, you
could vote against them, and Ameri-
cans voted against them.

Well, Bill Clinton cannot afford that
to happen and the Democrats cannot
afford that to happen. So they attack
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this thing called the Contract With
America, when in fact they are attack-
ing a balanced budget, they are attack-
ing tax cuts, they are attacking regu-
latory reform, they are attacking term
limits.

Let us talk about term limits. Ninety
percent of Republicans voted for term
limits, 90 percent of Democrats voted
against term limits. Is that radical? |
do not think that is radical. | think we
need to limit the terms of people who
serve in Congress.

I think that is how we keep it fresh.
I see a lot of young people in the audi-
ence today. They should not have to
wait until they are 65 or 70 for their
Member to step aside. | think there are
visitors up in the audience today, in
the gallery today, that will be Mem-
bers of this Congress, that need to be
Members of this Congress, because the
challenges facing us in the 21st century
are going to be monumental.

If the future leaders of this country
do not step forward today, tomorrow,
next week, next year and the next 5
years, we will lose the momentum we
have gained through the 21st century.
The next century will not be the Amer-
ican century, the next century will be
the Asian or Chinese century if we do
not act now.

So | support term limits. | support
younger people coming and infusing
this Chamber with new ideas on how
we save not only future generations,
but how we save senior citizens.

| have got to say, | have talked about
how the President has waffled and
changed his mind on taxes and on the
balanced budget and on term limits
and on all these other issues. | have got
to admit something to you: | think the
most frustrated | ever was, was during
the Medicare debate. Just mentioning
Medicare on the floor, it is like the
electrified third rail of American poli-
tics. Touch it and you die, supposedly.

Well, we dared to touch that rail last
year, and, if it was not death, it was a
near-death experience. You heard the
President every day coming out shak-
ing his fist, and he bit his lip, he is real
good at biting his lip, kind of quiver-
ing, makes him look really sincere.
And then he says, ““‘I will not let the
Republicans destroy Medicare. | am
going to protect senior citizens.”

Well, Mr. President, facts are stub-
born things. In 1993, the President and
Fist Lady of the United States, Bill
and Hillary Clinton, were lobbying to
save Medicare. And the First Lady in
her testimony said before Congress,
said before a Democratic Congress,
mind you, ‘“We have got to lower the
rate of increase in Medicare to twice
that of inflation.” The First Lady
wanted to lower the rate of increase
from about 10 percent in Medicare
spending to approximately 6.9 percent
in Medicare spending.

In our plan to save Medicare, we de-
cided to take it a step further. In tak-
ing it a step further, we said ‘“‘Okay, we
will save Medicare, but what we will do
is cut the increase from 10 percent to
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7.2 percent. So we will give Medicare
recipients even more than the First
Lady suggested in 1993.”

After we made that recommendation,
my goodness, you would have thought
that this was a radical new idea that
nobody had ever thought of before, and
that we had gone into a cave one week-
end, came out of the cave with clubs,
and said ‘‘How can we stick it to senior
citizens?”’

But, Mr. President and members of
the Democratic Party, facts are stub-
born things. This proposal is more gen-
erous for senior citizens than even the
President’s proposal in 1993.

And what did the press say about it?
Well, there was a silence. There was a
conspiracy of silence for some time. In
an article in Roll Call this morning,
Morton Kondracke talks about how a
new study shows that 89 percent of
journalists in Washington voted for
Bill Clinton in 1992 and only 6 percent
voted for George Bush.

I really do not care who they voted
for. 1 care about how they report the
news. Unfortunately, during the Medi-
care debate, the way they reported the
news for a good portion of the time was
one-sided and shameful.

There are notable exceptions, and |
have got to say one of the most notable
exceptions has been the Washington
Post, long considered to be an enemy of
conservatives, the Washington Post
told it straight when they talked about
the President’s demagoguery and
shameful behavior on Medicare.

The Post started with an editorial
talking about medagoguery, talking
about how the Democrats and the
President were more interested in scar-
ing senior citizens and allowing Medi-
care to go bankrupt than they were in
helping senior citizens.

Later they wrote an editorial talking
about what they called the real default
when this Government was close to de-
faulting. They said the real default was
the President and the Democrats’ re-
fusal to help senior citizens. In fact,
the terminology was they said, “The
President and the Democrats,”” quoting
the Washington Post, ‘“‘“have shame-
lessly demagogued on the Medicare
issue to scare senior citizens, because
that is where they think the votes
are.”

Another editorialist, Robert Samuel-
son, for the Washington Post, wrote
later in straightforward terms that
“The President,” and | am quoting
Robert Samuelson, | would not say this
on the floor myself, but Robert Sam-
uelson said, “The President lied on
Medicare to win votes from senior citi-
zens when the President knew that So-
cial Security was going bankrupt.”’

Matthew Miller, a former employee
of President Clinton, wrote a front
page article for the very liberal New
Republic, and the headline was ‘“Why
the Democrats’ Demagoguery on Medi-
care Is Worse Than You Thought.”

And Miller’s quote was, ‘““The Presi-
dent has taken the low road on Medi-
care in ways that only the media could
call standing tall.”
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
UPTON). The Chair would remind the
gentleman from Florida that he is not
to use any personally derogatory terms
in relation to the President.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, |
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
are they permissible if they are not my
terms?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
rules of the House do not allow the
gentleman to quote from anyone, from
any source, that may give some derog-
atory term to the President which
would be improper if spoken in the
Member’s own words.

The gentleman may proceed.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

Needless to say, many people have
been concerned with the behavior of
elected officials on this issue. Why do |
bring it up? Why do | not just leave
this issue alone? It is not a good issue,
right?

Well, let me tell you something. |
have got two parents that are about to
go on Medicare. | have got a 93-year-old
grandmother who is on Medicare right
now. The fact of the matter is that the
President of the United States had his
own Medicare trustees come before him
and tell him that Medicare was going
bankrupt.

Unfortunately, the news got worse.
This past fall they were aware of the
fact that Medicare was going bankrupt
even quicker than the April 1995 report
stated. In fact, instead of Medicare
going bankrupt in 7 years, the new re-
ports that the White House got was
that Medicare is going bankrupt in 5
years. And the CBO just came out with
a new report that says it is even worse
than we ever imagined. Medicare is
going down the drain quickly, and
something better be done about it fast.

I think it is time for us to put the
demagoguery behind us. It is time to
make a difference, and it is time to
save Medicare for my grandmother and
for my parents. | personally, if telling
the truth costs me my seat, | really do
not care.

The President came before this
Chamber and talked about the era of
big Government being over. | do not
know how many of you saw the State
of the Union Address, but he came be-
fore us and talked about the era of big
Government being over. He said Gov-
ernment should not be involved in ev-
erything. Of course, 2 days ago he
thought gas prices were getting too
high, so he decided | am going to kind
of interfere in the economy and sell off
some oil reserves and we will try to cut
gas prices that way, instead of course
cutting the 4.56-cent per gallon tax he
increased on us.

The next day the Washington Post
ran an article, ““Clinton Acts to Halt
Drop in Beef Prices.”
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Well, apparently the President and
his administration thought that beef
prices were becoming too low for con-
sumers, that they could actually afford
to buy beef more, so they decided that
they were going to do what they could
to increase beef prices. And the Post
says, ‘““One day after intervening to
hold down gasoline prices he said were
getting too high, President Clinton
yesterday announced steps to help cat-
tle producers rally from prices they say
are too low.

Clinton’s action left White House
aides laboring to explain the apparent
contradiction of a President who says
he supports free markets, but who is
also launching initiatives aimed at
fine-tuning prices in different indus-
tries on consecutive days.

Ladies and gentlemen, either you be-
lieve that Government is too big, that
it spends too much money, and that
the era of big Government is over, or
you do not. We need consistency from
our leaders, not only at the White
House, but also in conference.

Now, we have been hearing Demo-
crats talking for some time also this
past week or two about the minimum
wage. This is another one of those is-
sues. You do not talk about Medicare,
you do not talk about the minimum
wage. It is a loser, right? A lot of
Democrats think that they have found
the Holy Grail. After being intellectu-
ally bankrupt for a year or so, now
they think they have found the issue,
and it is the minimum wage.

Well, facts are stubborn things. In
1992, Gov. Bill Clinton, running for
President, was asked if he supported an
increase in the minimum wage. The
President said, then Governor, said
that he opposed an increase in the min-
imum wage. Governor Clinton said he
opposed an increase in the minimum
wage. He said it would hurt too many
working class Americans, it would cost
too much money, and it would cause
too much unemployment.

In fact, his chief economist wrote a
scathing indictment of those people
who would suggest that we would help
the working class by raising the mini-
mum wage.

There has been a study by a recent
Nobel Prize winning economist who
says that it could cost us up to 400,000
jobs, of not only high school students
and college students, but also working
class Americans that are holding down
different jobs, that if we act this way
we are going to lose 400,000 jobs.

Unfortunately, with every study
showing that, with every single reputa-
ble study showing the same thing, that
minimum wage increases cost jobs, we
still have people advocating it.

It goes back to Medicare. If it costs
me my job here to just simply speak
the truth and to tell people what the
facts are, fine. But facts are stubborn
things. We have to tear through the
emotionalism, the demagoguery, the
politics of it all, and talk about what
really matters, and that is figuring out
a way to help working class Americans,
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and we do that by getting the Govern-
ment off their backs, by cutting taxes,
the way we attempted to cut taxes be-
fore the President vetoed them, by bal-
ancing the budget the way we at-
tempted to balance the budget for the
first time in a generation before the
President vetoed those balanced budg-
ets, to try to cut regulations to allow
entrepreneurs to expand and grow, and
to end welfare as we know it.
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The President in 1992, when he was
campaigning, said he was going to end
welfare as we know it. Well, in his first
2 years here, when he had Democrats
controlling both Houses, he refused to
bring up a bill on welfare reform. He
also, by the way, and | think it is quite
ironic that everybody has sort of had
this last-minute conversion to raising
the minimum wage when they know it
is going to cost jobs; it is also ironic
that in the 2 years that the Democrats
controlled Congress and the White
House, they did not try to raise the
minimum wage.

Why did they not try to raise the
minimum wage? Because it would have
caused an increase in unemployment
figures. That would have been bad po-
litically. You see, you raise the mini-
mum wage now, there is going to be a
lull before those rates go up, which
probably will be after the election.

So we have got to ask, how do we
help the working class? | have to tell
you, | understand it very well. | re-
member back in the early 1970’s my fa-
ther went to college, worked hard, got
a job at Lockheed in Atlanta, worked
there for many years, and when Lock-
heed fell on hard times, he got laid off
and was unemployed. And | remember
driving around the South with my fa-
ther over a summer. We were looking
for a job, any job, to keep the family
going.

But during that time, during that ex-
tremely difficult time for my family,
and | remember the Christmases, | re-
member how difficult it was at Christ-
mas, | remember how difficult birth-
days were for my parents. Not for the
kids, because we really did not know
any different, but it was tough for my
parents. | never once remember my
parents saying, hey, you know, it is all
that doctor’s fault down the road; or it
is that businesswoman’s fault down the
road that started up her own business.
They did not try to incite class war-
fare, they did not try to blame anybody
else or say, oh, it is the CEO’s at Lock-
heed. They recognized that these
things happen and it is a difficult econ-
omy that we live in.

Unfortunately, the economy contin-
ues to get worse and worse. We are in
the middle of what many are now call-
ing the Clinton crunch, because the
rate of growth in this economy contin-
ues to stagger at about 1.2 percent.

Now, you may remember in 1992, then
Governor Clinton was talking about
how the economy was terrible and how
it was the economy, Stupid, and that is
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why George Bush needed to be voted
out. What they are not telling you now
is the economy is staggering along at a
slower clip today than it was back in
1992. In the last quarter we had 4 per-
cent growth in the economy. When the
election was being held in November
1992, the economy was growing at 4 per-
cent, a healthy, healthy clip. Unfortu-
nately, right now it is staggering at
about 1 percent. Facts, my friends, are
very, very stubborn things.

As | go to town hall meetings | hear
middle-class Americans telling me, you
guys in Washington are killing us. You
have got to get off our backs. You have
to cut taxes. It is not people making
$100,000, $200,000, that are asking for
tax breaks. They are not saying, gee, |
need another boat. It is working-class
Americans. A lot of single parents com-
ing up to me in town hall meetings and
saying | am working two jobs, by the
time | pay my taxes, | do not even have
money for health care insurance or for
day care.

I do not know how many of you saw
last night an episode, | believe it was of
“Prime Time Live,” but they inter-
viewed a family that was falling fur-
ther and further behind and they broke
the bad news to the wife in the family
that she was actually losing money
holding down a second job because of
high taxes, because of child care, be-
cause of all the other expenses. And
that is something Americans need to
know. Facts are stubborn things. We
have many people including the Presi-
dent and many in this Chamber, that
have raised taxes and that have fought
us trying to cut taxes. Women of Amer-
ica, working women of America, if you
are in a two-income family, you are
averaging about $29,000 a year, on aver-
age. The facts clearly show that you
are not bringing a cent home for your-
self. All of your money is going toward
taxes. All of your money. It is shame-
ful.

I figure if God gets 10 percent, | do
not think Congress and Bill Clinton
should get 28, 29, 30 percent. Just does
not make sense. But people still ask
themselves, and others last night on
the TV show, they are saying, we look
at our parents and we see the way our
parents lived in the 1950’s, when mom
would stay home, dad would go out to
work, and this is not a sexist thing,
you could have it opposite, dad stays
home and mom goes out to work, | do
not care, but somebody is staying
home with the children.

They say, we remember back the way
it was in the 1950’'s and we ask our-
selves what is happening to us? Are we
failures? Why are both of us working,
leaving our children home and working
harder and harder every year and fall-
ing further and further behind? This is
a societal tide.

When | was running for office in 1994,
I could not afford to pay the filing fee.
I did not have the money. So | went
door to door and knocked on doors in
neighborhoods because | had to get pe-
titions signed. Nobody was home. Walk
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through your neighborhoods, they are
vacant. They are ghost towns in the
middle of the day. The neighborhoods
of the 1950’s and 1960’s and 1970’s that
we know are gone. They are ghost
towns.

When | coached football and taught
school, most of the kids | coached and
taught went home after school without
a parent at home to ask them how
their day was, to see if they could help
them with their homework, to keep
them out of trouble. That is when most
of the kids | taught got in trouble,
whether it was with drugs, or with sex,
or whatever it was, it was after they
got home from school, when no parents
were there to say, hey, how was your
day, what was going on?

It is a societal tide and people ask,
why is this happening to us? Unfortu-
nately, it goes back to taxes. Believe it
or not, it goes back to taxes. In the
1950’s that family was paying about 5
or 6 percent in taxes to Washington,
DC, in income taxes. Today, that aver-
age American family pays about 26, 27
percent.

So, you see, if they wanted to keep
up with their parents in real dollars, in
current dollars, they would have to
make about six times as much as their
parents made in the 1950’s.

We have to get Washington off the
backs of working-class Americans. We
have got to cut taxes, we have to bal-
ance the budget to lower interest rates,
we have to cut regulations, we have to
make a difference. And, unfortunately,
the facts have not been getting out.

They will get out, they will get out
every day from now until November,
because people need to know where we
stand on the issues. They need to know
where the President stands on the is-
sues. He needs to tell Americans once
and for all and then act on his words. Is
he for tax cuts? If so, he needs to pass
our tax cuts.

He needs to cut taxes not only in gas-
oline, which we are going to do because
he raised taxes on it; we are going to
cut taxes for senior citizens that he
raised in 1993; we are going to give
working-class families a $500 per child
tax credit; we are going to cut capital
gains to stimulate investment, because
let us face it, people do not like saying
it these days, but there is a direct cor-
relation between how much a small
business makes and how many people
they can hire.

We have to do all of these things, and
we have to continue to fight. Now is
not the time to back down. And it is a
fight that all of America is going to
have to fight. It is a fight our senior
citizens are going to have to get en-
gaged in if they want to save Medicare
and if they want to save this country
for future generations.

And | have to tell you, I have con-
fidence that they will, because those
who are seniors now, like my grand-
parents and parents, not only made it
through the Great Depression in the
1930’s and had incredible sacrifices, but
also fought through World War IlI,
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fought back the tyranny of Nazi Ger-
many and Hitler, fought back the tyr-
anny of Japan, and made this country
and, in fact, made Western civilization
safe for democracy.

That is what we have to do in the
21st century. | am firmly committed,
and 1 know my other Republican col-
leagues and some conservative Demo-
crats are also firmly committed, to
making sure that the 21st century, like
the 20th eventually, will be remem-
bered as the American century. And to
do that we have to turn back to the
basic truths our Founding Fathers left
us.

You know, James Madison said that
the government that governs least gov-
erns best. Actually, that was Thomas
Jefferson. James Madison, who was
really the father of the Constitution,
said we have staked the entire future
of the American civilization not upon
the power of government but upon the
capacity of the individual to govern
himself, control himself, and sustain
himself according to the Ten Com-
mandments of God.

We have turned away from those
basic truths, and that is why we find
ourselves $5 trillion in debt in a coun-
try that is rapidly going bankrupt and
that steals from future generations to
pay off current political promises, that
misleads senior citizens into believing
they are their friends when they are al-
lowing the coffers to run dry in Medi-
care, that tries to figure out how to cut
gas prices in every way but repealing
the gas tax that they passed just 2
years ago.

You see, we have to refocus our ef-
forts. We have to reclaim the revolu-
tion that we wanted to start in 1994,
and we have to retake America, and
that is what this fight is about, and it
is a fight that we will win.

Mr. Speaker, at this point, | want to
yield to the gentleman from Utah.

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, President
Clinton’s Parks for Tomorrow plan rep-
resents an act of plagiarism. Of the 18
proposals contained in the President’s
plan, not a single one represents a new
idea or concept. Rather, these are re-
sponses by the administration to acts
of Congress, bipartisan proposals which
have been circulating on Capitol Hill,
in some cases for years, and even con-
cepts which the administration has op-
posed, outright until recently.

However, this is National Parks
Week, and the administration wants to
look like it is active, even if it has no
parks agenda. So it has stolen other
persons’ ideas. In fact, over the last 3%
years, the Clinton administration has
sent a grand total of seven legislative
proposals to Capitol Hill for action.
Most of these proposals were for minor
ministerial duties, such as increasing
the development ceilings at a handful
of parks, and authorizing the location
of memorials to Thomas Paine and
World War Il on The Mall. Only one of
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these proposals previously submitted
to Congress is even mentioned in the
President’s 18-point plan.

In February 1995, the General Ac-
counting Office testified before my sub-
committee that the National Park
Service was in a crisis. Drastic action
was needed now to solve critical fund-
ing and other problems facing the
agency. According to the Interior In-
spector General, the National Park
Service hadn’t balanced its books in
three years. The National Park Service
has no way to ensure its existing funds
are spent on the highest priority
projects, said the GAO. The response
from the Clinton administration has
been, and is, deafening silence.

Really, it is not too surprising. Sec-
retary Babbitt has inserted more polit-
ical appointees into the NPS in key
slots than any administration in recent
memory, more than the last three ad-
ministrations combined. Most of these
persons came from extreme environ-
mental groups, never worked in a park
a day in their life and were ill-equipped
for their new jobs.

Instead of focusing on the real prob-
lems of the agency, the National Park
Service has been consumed with a re-
organization plan. This is a plan which
has cost uncounted millions to develop,
and produced literally no benefits to
the parks. After unending task forces,
meetings and travel, we are left with a
plan which merely shifts the organiza-
tional blocks on a piece of paper, but
provides no new personnel or resources
to parks.

Secretary Babbitt himself has shown
little interest in addressing park is-
sues, except as they represent a photo-
op or press story for himself. In fact, he
has largely ignored management of the
entire Interior Department, choosing
instead to spend tens of thousands of
dollars and a good chunk of his time on
fishing trips around the country, while
bashing Republicans in their districts
for attempting to constructively re-
solve environmental issues.

I would like to examine the proposals
in President Clinton’s plan on a one-
by-one basis.

SECTION I. EXECUTIVE ACTIONS

Aircraft overflights: President Clin-
ton says he will address overflight
problems at national parks. In 1987,
Congress passed Public Law 89-249 di-
recting the President to take action to
address any impacts to parks resulting
from aircraft overflights. I’'m glad the
President plans to implement the law,
even If it means taking action 6 years
after the legislative deadline. As a
postscript, 2 weeks ago, the Resources
Committee adopted an amendment to
the recreation fee bill which provides
for economic incentives for the use of
quiet aircraft technology over national
parks to address aircraft overflight im-
pacts.

Historic preservation: The President
promises to do a study of the funding
backlog of historic preservation
projects in parks. So what? What’s he
been doing to address this problem the
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last 3% years while it’s been growing
under his watch?

Roads and transportation: Hey. An-
other study. In 1991, Congress passed
the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Act, Public Law 102-240, which author-
ized and funded an identical study. In
fact, one of the parks studied then—
Yosemite—is now proposed for restudy.

National Park Foundation: Congress
authorized the National Park Founda-
tion in 1967 to help raise money for
parks. If it can be made more effective,
we will support that.

Cooperative agreement authority:
Sure let us cooperate, whatever this
means.

Five Executive actions which amount
to nothing.

SECTION Il. NEW LEGISLATION ACTIONS

Wilderness in parks: This new legisla-
tive proposal is as much as 24 years
old. President Clinton proposes to des-
ignate portions of parks as wilderness
areas. This is really a meaningless pro-
posal. Land in the major national
parks in the West is already managed
as if it were designated wilderness.
This proposal would change nothing on
the ground, and protect nothing that is
not already protected. However, since
the administration has not consulted
with the affected delegations, this pro-
posal is a nonstarter.

Point of Reyes seashore expansion:
This is one of the most troublesome
proposals of all. Under this proposal,
Congress would spend tens of millions
of dollars to buy up the viewshed from
the existing park. Never mind that
Marin County, where the proposal is lo-
cated, is the wealthiest per-capita
county in the country. Never mind that
the National Park Service is already $1
to 2 billion in the hole to acquire land
at existing parks. Never mind that all
the public would get for the expendi-
ture of tens of millions of dollars is a
chance to look at the land, there would
not even be public access. This is a
purely political proposal in a must-win
State for President Clinton’s re-elec-
tion. We need better reasons to spend
scarce tax dollars.

Reauthorization of the Historic Pres-
ervation Fund: The Historic Preserva-
tion Fund, authorized in 1966 is sched-
uled to expire in 1997. It is a pretty
good program and should be reauthor-
ized. Changing a date in an existing
law from “*1997"" to ‘2005’ hardly quali-
fies as a new legislative proposal.

SECTION 111. ACTION PLAN FOR PENDING
LEGISLATION

National Park Service 1997 budget:
The fact that the administration sub-
mitted a 1997 budget for the NPS as re-
quired by law is noted.

Fee reform: As part of the 1997 budg-
et, the President suggests Congress
should enact recreation fee reform.
While he has submitted no specific lan-
guage with the budget, in fairness he
has submitted other legislative fee pro-
posals to the Hill. The budget describes
two key provisions of the administra-
tion’s proposal. First, the administra-
tion estimates their proposal would
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raise $12 million for parks. Second the
administration supports siphoning 20
percent off the top from recreation fees
collected for deposit in the Treasury
for deficit reduction. The administra-
tion proposal is inadequate in scope,
and unacceptable in sending user fee
revenue to the Treasury.

The administration’s recreation fee
proposals provides for minor tinkers to
existing law, to the benefit of National
Park Service visitors only. This is un-
acceptable to me. We need a complete
overhaul of existing law. We need a
proposal which addresses the needs of
the hundreds of millions of visitors
who choose to recreate on other Fed-
eral lands not managed by the National
Park Service. We need to return all
recreation fees to the benefit of visi-
tors. We need to make sure that in-
creases in funding due to recreation
fees are not offset through reduced ap-
propriations. Recreation fee legislation
reported from the Resources Commit-
tee several weeks ago on a bipartisan
basis meets all these test. | hope the
administration supports my fee legisla-
tion, H.R. 2107 when it comes to the
floor in the near future. The Interior
Inspector General estimated that legis-
lation similar to mine could generate
over $200 million per year for parks.
This is the type of positive recreation
fee legislation we need.

Concession reform: The administra-
tion has never submitted a legislative
proposal for concession reform. How-
ever, the administration has supported
legislation which would exclude over 80
percent of existing National Park Serv-
ice concession contracts from fair and
open competition; and which CBO esti-
mates would lose $79 million in exist-
ing fees to the Treasury over 5 years.
By comparison, H.R. 2028, concession
reform legislation which | have intro-
duced, will open not only all 660 Na-
tional Park Service concession con-
tracts to competition, but over 7,000
other agency concession contracts as
well. Further, my legislation would in-
crease deposits to the Treasury by $84
million over 7 years. My bill has al-
ready been marked up by the House
Subcommittee on National Parks, For-
ests, and Lands. Simply put, my legis-
lation raises more funds for our parks
and increases competition for these
Federal contracts.

National Heritage Area System: The
administration has never submitted
heritage area legislation to Congress;
however, Mr. HEFLEY has introduced
this legislation. My subcommittee held
a hearing on that bill over a year ago
and marked it up last fall. This pro-
posal has been developed in recent
years on a bipartisan basis by Con-
gress. Welcome aboard, Mr. President.

Presidio: After a long struggle, the
administration is not supporting estab-
lishment of the Presidio Trust to man-
age the developed lands at the Presidio.
Last Congress, the administration led
the effort to address the issue. Their
legislative proposal in the 103d Con-
gress was perpetual management by
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the National Park Service, which
would have cost the taxpayer about
$1.2 billion over 15 years. The current
proposal, H.R. 1296, developed on a bi-
partisan basis between myself and Ms.
PELosI, will protect the critical natu-
ral lands while saving the taxpayers
hundreds of million of dollars. We are
glad to have the administration as
overdue supporters of this effort.

Sterling forest: This proposal does
not even need legislation. The proposal
to provide funding for a State park in
New York is already authorized under
section 6(b) of the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act. If the administra-
tion was really serious about this ef-
fort, they would have requested the
funds for it in their fiscal year 1997
budget request.

Old Faithful Protection Act: Protect-
ing the irreplaceable geothermal re-
sources of this world class park is a
high congressional priority. However,
according to exhaustive study con-
ducted by the U.S. Geological Survey,
this legislation is unnecessary. The
State of Montana has already passed
legislation modifying State water law
to protect the park. The States of Wyo-
ming and ldaho remain adamantly op-
posed to making their State water laws
subject to Federal control, as proposed
in this bill, just as they have for the
last several years.

Minor boundary adjustment: | agree
we need flexibility to administratively
make minor park boundary adjust-
ments at parks. | introduced legisla-
tion to accomplish just that last year.
The number of my legislation is H.R.
2067, and | am flattered you are trying
to make my legislation part of your
plan, Mr. President, but I am ahead of
you again and | welcome your signa-
ture when the bill gets to your desk.

Management of museum properties:
This bipartisan legislative proposal has
been kicking around in Congress for
over 4 years, carried alternatively by
Republican and Democratic chairmen
of the House Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks, Forests, and Lands. In
this Congress, it is my bill, and again |
ask the President, Where have you
been?

Housing: This is another critical
topic which Congress has been working
on for several years. In the last two
sessions, it has passed the Senate twice
and the House once. The involvement
of the Clinton administration on this
effort is illustrative of how they do
business. About 2 years ago, Secretary
Babbitt announced a new housing ini-
tiative for the National Park Service
in the Interior Department. He was
going to bring in extensive outside ex-
pertise and solve this housing crisis.
Press releases were issued and the Sec-
retary showed up for a photo-op at
Great Smokey Mountains National
Park to help build a house being do-
nated to the park. The sum total of
that effort after 2 years has been the
donation of three new housing units.
Today, no one in the Secretary’s office
is even assigned to this program. It is
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dead as far as Secretary Babbitt is con-
cerned.

So, Mr. President, you have had your
press release and photo-op on your
plan. Your plan even made it onto the
front page of the Washington Post,
above the fold. Now that you have ac-
complished your political goal, why do
you not finally sit down and engage
yourself in the work of real reform?
The protection of our national parks is
too important to use as a political ploy
and, Mr. President, you have an obliga-
tion to start working for our national
parks.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION ESTAB-
LISHING SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE
TO INVESTIGATE UNITED
STATES ROLE IN IRANIAN ARMS
TRANSFERS TO CROATIA AND
BOSNIA

Ms. GREENE of Utah, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 104-551) on the
resolution (H. Res. 416) establishing a
select subcommittee of the Committee
on International Relations to inves-
tigate the United States role in Iranian
arms transfers to Croatia and Bosnia,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2974, CRIMES AGAINST CHIL-
DREN AND ELDERLY PERSONS
INCREASED PUNISHMENT ACT

Ms. GREENE of Utah, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 104-552) on the
resolution (H. Res. 421) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2974) to
amend the Violent Crime Control and
Law Enforcement Act of 1994 to provide
enhanced penalties for crimes against
elderly and child victims, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3120, WITH RESPECT TO WIT-
NESS RETALIATION, WITNESS
TAMPERING, AND JURY TAM-
PERING

Ms. GREENE of Utah, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 104-553) on the
resolution (H. Res. 422) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3120) to
amend title 18, United States Code,
with respect to witness retaliation,
witness tampering and jury tampering,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.
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ISSUES OF CONCERN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BALLENGER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE]
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is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, there are
several topics | would like to discuss in
this allotted time that | think are im-
portant and are on the floor of the
House.

First is the gas tax. We have heard a
lot about that recently, as consumer
prices have skyrocketed, certainly cer-
tain things have to be done. I am de-
lighted to see that the President has
called for what many of us were urging,
which is a complete investigation to
see whether there are any antitrust
violations, any evidence of collusion.
Even if there is not, | think this type
of investigation is important. The pub-
lic needs to know what we have all
seen at the tank as we have been filling
it up in the last few weeks, about the
rapid escalation of gasoline prices.

Mr. Speaker, | believe | paid $1.49 last
night for 89 octane for my car, and |
know that that is running roughly
about what it is across not only West
Virginia out much of the country. So
as these prices suddenly skyrocket,
people justifiably want to know why.
Yes, there are possible answers such as
failure to negotiate a deal with the
Iragis so that sanctions could be lifted
and that their oil could then spill into
the market. The failure to be able to
turn out enough refined product be-
cause of the closure or the lack of re-
fining capability in this country be-
cause too much petroleum product was
converted to heating oil during the
winter, the very cold winter, and thus
taking petroleum that otherwise would
have been used for refined gasoline off
the market, a whole list of things could
be the reason. But at the same time it
is very important to have an investiga-
tion.

By the same token, the President has
called for the strategic petroleum re-
serve to release 12 million barrels. That
seems at least in the short term to
have had a partial effect, and the fu-
tures price of gasoline dropped some-
what over the past couple of days. |
question whether 12 million barrels,
which is about a half day’s supply in
this country, whether 12 million bar-
rels will have much of a market impact
over a period of time, but we will see.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leader-
ship and some Democrats are now talk-
ing about a rollback of the 4.3 cents a
gallon that was passed as part of defi-
cit reduction in 1993. I do not have
problems with that rollback. But | do
want to make sure that, if it is rolled
back, any savings of 4.3 cents does not
go into pockets of the oil companies,
does not go into the pockets of perhaps
foreign producers. | want to make sure
it goes into the pockets of consumers.
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So how can you guarantee in this leg-
islation that if you roll back the 4.3
cents, that indeed the consumer is get-
ting the benefit of that, not the foreign
oil producer and not the oil company?
That is going to be a test that | think
is very, very important.
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I do find it interesting that those
now calling for that, and particularly
the Presidential candidate for the Re-
publican Party, that those now calling
for it previously voted for other gaso-
line tax increases, as high as a dime
total. And so | just say that under the
heading of irony.

The other irony, | think, is this. |
have also heard the charge from some
of my Republican brethren and col-
leagues, and particularly the Repub-
lican nominee for President, that they
want to keep referring to this 4.3 cents
as President Clinton’s gas tax, and
they point out proudly that not one
Republican voted for this in 1993. And
they are correct, not one Republican
did vote for that in 1993. But then they
do not tell you what else they did not
vote for in 1993. They did vote in that
same package for the earned-income
tax credit, a tax cut that went to every
American making less than $26,000 a
year, working Americans, not those on
public assistance, those who are work-
ing, particularly those at minimum
wage. When they voted against that
deficit reduction package, they voted
against a tax cut for 100,000 West Vir-
ginians.

So while they were voting to sup-
posedly spare people a 4-cent-a-gallon
tax increase, they were voting against
a tax cut for 100,000 West Virginians
and millions of Americans.

They were also voting against raising
income taxes on who? The low-income
and middle-income rank-and-file Amer-
ican? No, they voted against raising in-
come taxes on those earning over
$180,000 a year as part of that deficit re-
duction package.

How many people did that affect? Let
us take my State, West Virginia. West
Virginia had 1,600 people paying in-
creased income taxes; that is 1,600 out
of 1.8 million; 1,600 people paid higher
income taxes as a result of that deficit
reduction package—100,000 West Vir-
ginians, those earning under $26,000 a
year, received a tax cut. So when they
tell you how proudly they voted
against the gasoline tax increase, re-
mind them that they also voted
against a very significant tax cut.

They also voted against the deficit
reduction package, and | think it is im-
portant to bring this out as well be-
cause when they voted against the defi-
cit reduction package, everyone wants
to balance the budget, but when they
voted against it they voted against the
deficit reduction package that in 3
years has exceeded its goals and has re-
sulted today in less Federal workers
actually on the payroll than at any
time since John Fitzgerald Kennedy
was President. There have been rough-
ly 180,000 to 200,000 Federal, there are
less Federal workers today then there
were 3 years ago. The goal was 272,000.

So when they voted against that defi-
cit reduction package, they voted
against deficit reduction. They pro-
claimed at the time, and these are the
same folks who want to give you their
balanced budget version, so | think it
is important to look at the projections.
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We are talking, Mr. Speaker, about
the deficit reduction package of 1993
and the fact that there were dire pre-
dictions made by those on the other
side about the impact of that. Mr.
Speaker, of course what has been the
impact has been that the deficit has
dropped by one-half or will have
dropped over the 5-year period by one-
half, but actually today the deficit is
about one-half of what it was in 1993.

The deficit has dropped 3 years in a
row, the first time that has happened
since Harry Truman was President.
The deficit has gone from almost $300
billion a year to somewhere around
$160 billion a year, and the deficit,
most significantly as a percentage of
GDP, gross domestic product, which is
our economy, that is what everybody
puts into the economy: wages and sales
and whatever; that the deficit, as a per-
centage of our economy, had dropped
to about one-half of what is was, from
roughly 4 to 5 percent of GDP to 2 to
2% percent, which, | might add, now is
one of the lowest rates of any major in-
dustrialized nation in the world. The
United States for the first time is now
being looked upon as a model for defi-
cit reduction by many of our trading
partners, including Japan, including
Germany, including France and many,
many others.

So the folks that were telling us just
3 years about how bad this was going to
be, they are now the ones who are put-
ting together their own so-called bal-
anced budget proposal, and meanwhile,
or course, trashing the work that has
already been done.

So when they tell you that they
voted against a gas tax increase, please
remind them they voted against sig-
nificant deficit reduction, they voted
against asking those who made over
$180,000 a year to pay a little higher,
they are now up to 40 percent income
tax. That is down from 70 percent in
1980. They voted against a tax cut for
working Americans under $26,000 a
year, and particularly those at the
minimum wage and slightly higher
level. That is what they voted against.
And they voted against significant def-
icit reduction.

Just one final note. They often trot
out on the floor here a group called the
Tax Foundation. | love the Tax Foun-
dation because it was the Tax Founda-
tion that 3 years ago, on the floor,
every time a Democratic Member
would stand up to speak for the deficit
reduction package, somebody would
stand up and say, ‘““Did you know that
according to the Tax Foundation you
will lose x amount of jobs in your dis-
trict,” in West Virginia, or in Texas, or
California or wherever the Democratic
Member was from.

Well, of course, the Tax Foundation
got it pretty wrong. The deficit reduc-
tion package did not cause the econ-
omy to sink. It caused the economy to
continue growing. The Tax Foundation
got it wrong because what they were
calling a job killer turned out to be a
job producer, and yet this is the same
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Tax Foundation that now gets trotted
out on the floor to justify the current-
day Republican proposals, including
the balanced budget proposal that will
be here.

So | just think it is important to put
this in a little perspective.

There 1is another perspective, too,
that | hope we could agree on a biparti-
san basis needs to be done where, once
again, we are facing a rapid run-up of
petroleum prices and gasoline prices.
$1.45 at the pump is pretty tough, par-
ticularly when that is a 20- to 30-cent
increase for many consumers in just
the last couple of months. That means
that that tank which took 13 or 14 dol-
lars to fill now takes over $20 to fill,
and if you are driving long distances,
as many of us in rural areas do simply
to get to work, you begin to feel it
very, very quickly. If you are running
obviously a small business, transport-
ing goods, you begin to feel it very
quickly.

When do we learn collectively as a
country, as Republicans, as Democrats,
about the need for energy independ-
ence? How many times do we have to
go through this? | thought that after
the Persian Gulf war, when for the very
first time Americans sent their sons
and daughters to defend the oil lifeline,
I thought that that would drive the
message home to all of us as policy
makers, as a public, all of us, and re-
grettably we are today more dependent
upon foreign-produced oil than at any
time in our country’s history, includ-
ing from before the Persian Gulf War.

When do we learn? And when do we
start seriously funding and assisting
alternate fuel development? Gasoline is
a very nice fuel, but | drive a car; in
fact, it is parked out in the Capitol
parking area now; | drive a car that
runs on compressed natural gas. | pay
about a dollar a gallon equivalent for
that compressed natural gas.

In the State of West Virginia, which
has had the private sector willing to
make the investment along with the
public sector, willing to make some
commitments, | can drive almost any-
where in the State on compressed natu-
ral gas. It is much cleaner for the envi-
ronment, it is much cleaner for my en-
gine, it is much better for both the en-
vironment and the economy, and the
nice thing about natural gas is it is a
domestic fuel, it is produced almost ex-
clusively in the United States of Amer-
ica. You are not having to ship it
across oceans to get it here. It is
cheaper, it is cleaner, and it is, most
importantly, domestic.

There are other alternate fuels as
well. I do not rule and just say there is
one. We need to be funding the elec-
tricity battery research. That finally is
beginning to come on. Whether it is
fuel cells, whether it is other forms of
alternate fuels, this country needs to
set a goal of being energy independent.
It does us no good to constantly be
caught in the throes of economic and,
in some cases perhaps, manipulations
which we are very subject to when 50
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percent and more of our oil comes from
abroad.

So my hope is that is something that
the Congress can dedicate itself to. |
think it is significant. 1 was delighted
when Speaker GINGRICH appointed a
task force on alternate fuels, particu-
larly compressed natural gas. And so
my hope is that this Congress is going
to be willing not move ahead shortly
on some of those areas.

Now let me talk for a minute about
the minimum wage, hot-button item,
and yet | think rolls into what | was
talking about the budget. | think there
is going to be a vote on the minimum
wage. | believe that an almost solid
bloc of the entire Democratic Party
and a significant number of Repub-
licans are going to push for that, and
indeed the minimum wage, which has
not been raised legislatively since 1989;
the last actual increase to $4.25 an hour
was in 1991. The minimum wage is now
at an all-time buying low in 40 years. |
think it is interesting to note that the
minimum wage in the 1950’s and 1960’s
was designed to be roughly one-half of
the average nonagricultural wage,
roughly a manufacturing wage, one-
half. Today it is barely a third of that.
It has sunk consistently in buying
power and in relation to other wages.

We talk about welfare reform. As
President Ronald Reagan said, the best
welfare reform is a job. It is pretty
hard to ask people to go out and get a
job if their income steadily sinks.

Henry Ford had it right. He said, “If
| expect people to buy my product, |
have got to pay them what it takes to
buy it.” Well, I am not saying that
minimum wage will buy the kind of ve-
hicles that are necessary, but mini-
mum wage is necessary in order to get
people up to a respectable level so that
they can do the things that are so nec-
essary for their family.

I find it interesting that there are a
couple of attacks now on the minimum
wage. One attack has been, ‘““Well, lis-
ten, a minimum wage worker is eligi-
ble to receive aid to family with de-
pendent children, eligible in some cases
to receive food stamps, eligible in some
cases even to receive a Medicaid card,
health care for the low income. So
therefore the minimum wage does not
need to be raised because they are al-
ready getting these other benefits.”

When was it that the taxpayer was
supposed to subsidize work? | thought
the goal was to make people independ-
ent of the Government, not to make
workers more dependent, and so what
we have is the taxpayer being asked to
subsidize the minimum wage worker.

I also find it interesting because
these standards vary State to State,
and so what may be a threshold level in
one State is not necessarily the thresh-
old level for AFDC benefits and others
in another State.

I think it is also interesting to note
that the argument, and | do want to
take this argument on: | have heard
the argument repeatedly in the last
couple of days about, well, why is it
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that President Clinton and the Demo-
crats who had control of this House for
2 years prior to the present session of
Congress, when they had the chance to
do something about the minimum
wage, they did not do it. They did not
bring a minimum wage bill to the floor.
And, yes, that is correct. Democrats
and President Clinton did not bring a
minimum wage bill to the floor.

Now, why was that? Let us look at
history. 1993, President Clinton and the
Democrats passed, and, the Republican
leadership proudly boasts, with not one
Republican vote, that President Clin-
ton and the Democrats passed the
Earned Income Tax Credit increase.
What that meant was that low-income
working people, those making less than
$26,000 a year, got to keep more money,
and if they made below a certain level,
they actually got money back from the
Federal Government, a tax credit. We
passed that, Democrats passed that,
without any help from this side.

So that was the minimum wage in-
crease because what that did, in effect,
was to bring minimum wage workers
up through the tax today.

Incidentally, President Reagan—Ron-
ald Reagan, not exactly a wild-eyed
liberal by anybody’s estimation—Presi-
dent Reagan once called the earned-in-
come tax credit the real way to boost
wages.
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So we worked with what had been a
bipartisan approach, the earned income
tax credit, giving lower-income work-
ing people a larger tax credit, money
back, in effect, to boost the minimum
wage worker. That was in 1993. In 1994
came the health care debate. If Mem-
bers remember, there was a proposal,
the President’s proposal, which would
have asked all employees, | believe, to
pay something like 4 percent of payroll
to assist in providing health care.

The thought was then if you could
get health care to low-income workers,
that was far better than giving them a
quarter or a 50 cents or 75 cents an
hour increase; that health care was the
major need.

Of course, we pushed ahead with that.
Health care did not make it. It was de-
feated. But I find it interesting to note
that those who helped defeat health
care reform are now trumpeting, ‘“How
come there was not a minimum wage
increase?”” The answer was because
that was to be, in effect, the minimum
wage increase.

Once they killed health care reform,
now they want to kill a minimum wage
increase, and incidentally, they are
also filing proposals in the budget to
roll back part of the earned income tax
credit. So now we have it coming all
ways: They are against minimum wage,
they are against health care reform,
particularly that which will help low-
income workers, and they are for roll-
ing back the earned income tax credit.
It is pretty tough, apparently, to be a
low-income worker.

Let me just say, Mr. Speaker, that |
support the minimum wage increase. |
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have consistently supported it. | have
supported it since | was 18 years old, or
actually, let me correct the record, |
believe 20 years old, and | was working
my way through Duke University in
Durham, NC, at $1.25 an hour in the
hospital.

The only collective bargaining agent
I had, and a whole bunch of other
young people and, incidentally, parents
as well, because it was a mixture of
students and adults working in the
hospitals wards, the only collective
bargaining agent we had was the U.S.
Congress. When the Congress raised the
minimum wage from $1.25 to $1.50, we
all got a pay increase. That happened
about once every 3 or 4 years.

So yes, | am for the minimum wage.
To the argument that, well, the mini-
mum wage, | believe two-thirds of it
goes to people under 30 years old, half
of it goes to folks under 25; come
again? You mean we are supposed to be
discouraging our young people from
going to work, as | did and millions of
other Americans have done? How is it
we are supposed to get through college?
How is it we are supposed to begin
making ourselves independent? How is
it that those young people are to get
ahead?

I think they are entitled to an ade-
quate minimum wage, and yet, indeed,
an increasing number actually are now
not just the student, the teenager, but
an increasing number are people trying
to raise a family, the sole support of
their family, single parents, or those
working another job.

The minimum wage | think is welfare
reform. Once again the ideal is, in
every piece of welfare legislation, the
Republican proposal and the Demo-
cratic proposals all have a significant
work component in it; you will be re-
quired to work, as it should be. But if
you are not going to pay an adequate
minimum wage, what is the message
that you are sending out? The message
is, we are not serious about work.

The other thing is, if you are not
willing to pay an adequate minimum
wage or if you are going to ask the
Federal Government, the taxpayer, to
subsidize that minimum wage worker
through the welfare program, what is
the message you are sending out as
well? The taxpayer is supposed to sub-
sidize the requirement that we all
have.

Minimum wage | think is significant,
Mr. Speaker. My hope is that finally,
after 5 years, we will be able to see a
significant minimum wage piece of leg-
islation get to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, while we are talking
about minimum wage, that leads into
growth. Here | may be able to strike a
more bipartisan chord that | have been
so far, because there is a problem that
both the Republican budget proposal
has and the Democrat budget proposals
have, whether it is the President’s pro-
posal or others. That is that there is
not enough growth.

Both proposals say that if you take
these steps, very tough steps to bal-
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ance the budget in a 6- or 7-year period,
that what you will finish up with, and
really what | guess the goal is at the
end of the period, is 2.3 percent growth
on the average for the 7-year period. So
both sides say that the best they see is
2.3 percent growth after you have gone
through all these steps.

Mr. Speaker, | happen to think that
that is a prescription for economic dis-
aster, that if we are going to settle for
a 2.3 percent growth, you might as well
close the tent, fold the tents up right
now, because that is not a growth econ-
omy. That is an stagnant economy.
That is an economy that what we are
going to be doing is fighting about
whether or not to raise the minimum
wage for the increasing number of
lower-wage workers that are coming
into the marketplace; because this is
not the kind of economy, 2.3 percent
growth will not boost productivity,
will not boost investment, and is going
to set the stage for an increasing sever-
ity of problems later on, particularly
in Social Security, in Medicare, and in
pensions.

Why do | make that statement? | be-
lieve firmly that Social Security, much
of Social Security’s future depends
upon what the rate of growth is now. |
hear some who want to predict gloom
and doom for Social Security: It will
not be there when those baby boomers
retire, starting in 2013 or whatever, is
the dire prediction.

Let us take a brief look at the his-
tory of Social Security. The fact is
that Social Security, when it was cre-
ated in the mid 1930’s, the same kind of
predictions were often made, inciden-
tally, about it not being able to sustain
itself, but the fact is that no one can
predict 40 or 50 years out what the
economy is going to be.

Is there anybody here, Mr. Speaker,
able to predict what the economy is
going to be and what the inflation is
going to be in 6 months or a year? | do
not think so. If so, you people are in
the wrong place, because a lot of in-
vestment houses could use that exper-
tise.

The reality is that you cannot pre-
dict. What you need to do is to con-
stantly be monitoring a program just
as, starting in the 1930’s, Congress had
to constantly monitor Social Security.
Who could have predicted two world
wars, seven recessions, and an equal
number of growth spurts, all of which
have led us to today?

By the same token, when Medicare
was created in 1965, who could predict
the rapid run-up in medical costs; the
fact that the elderly began living much
longer, thanks to Medicare? All of
which goes to say that you need to be
constantly monitoring Social Security,
but that you can make Social Secu-
rity’s demise a self-fulfilling prophecy
if you do not have adequate growth
built into your economic plans and
your forecasts.

That is my concern, is that Social
Security does run into problems if you
settle on 2.3 percent growth, which I
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might add is roughly two-thirds to one-
half that which was the rate of growth
in this country during the 1950’s and
1960’s, and even into the early 1970’s. |
am not talking about growth through
inflation, 1 am talking about real eco-
nomic growth.

So | would say to Democrats, as | say
to Republicans, if you are going to
struggle, if you are going to do this
balanced budget approach and you are
going to struggle for 7 years and make
these sacrifices and then the best you
can do is to promise me a no-growth
economy, that is not good enough.

What is it that we ought to be focus-
ing on? We ought to be focusing on,
yes, balancing the budget, and yes,
continued deficit reduction, because
carrying a high level of debt is not
good for anybody. But at the same
time, let us not lose sight of the real
goal. The real goal is a full growth
economy. You reach that only by in-
creasing productivity. You reach that
only by increasing productivity. You
reach that only by setting the condi-
tions such that real wages do increase,
not decline, as they have for 60 percent
of the American working families in
this country today; that people begin
to move ahead, that people are able to
buy the products.

I kind of worry as | see wages begin
to shrink, real wages; | get to worry.
Well, yes, it is good business sense, |
guess, for this corporation to reduce
wages so that you go now from $12 to
$11 an hour, and then somebody else
lays a group of people off, and now we
are paying less over there than we were
before, and it is downsizing, it is get-
ting mean and lean. Yes, there is a
need for some of that.

But by the same token, at the end of
the day, or actually the end of, say, a
5-year period, where are we nationally?
If people are no longer able to afford to
buy the homes, the cars, the refrig-
erators, the high ticket items, where
are we as an economy? It is possible to
get us all working for $7 an hour, but
when we do, | am not sure who it is
that is going to be buying what it is we
are producing.

The United States is still the largest
single market in the world, and yet
who is it that is going to be buying the
more expensive items, the up ticket
items that are produced? So that is
why you need an approach that boosts
productivity, boosts wages.

Let me just outline a couple of items
that | would include in this: First of
all, an increase in the minimum wage,
not because it is going to produce the
kind of growth that | am talking
about, but because it gets people up to
a slightly more equitable level, boosts
their buying power slightly, makes
them a little less wards or dependents
of the state, and it is also just the
proper thing to do, and hopefully, in
some measure, welfare reform.

Second, and here | think we can get
bipartisan agreement, education and
training: Consolidating job training
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programs and funding them ade-
quately; consolidating job training pro-
grams, making it easier for that work-
er who faces downsizing or who wants
to increase his or her skill level to get
that training that is necessary. That is
in business’s interest, that is in the in-
dividual’s interest, that is in the Gov-
ernment’s interest. That | think is im-
portant.

Here it has not been smooth sailing
on a bipartisan basis, and that is stu-
dent loans. We ought to have as a goal
in this country that every qualified,
emphasize and underline qualified,
every qualified student will have the
ability to go to college; that they will
certainly have to work for it, that they
will have to pay for it, so to pay back
a loan for it. But the answer is not to
cut student loans, as was initially pro-
posed in this body many months ago,
to cut student loans such that the av-
erage person was paying $3,000 to $4,000
more for an undergraduate loan. |
know what that would have done to
35,000 students on the Stafford loan
program in West Virginia.

Student loans, or the ability to go to
college and to receive a higher edu-
cation, ought to be enhanced, and not
reduced. Also, | think it is important
to recognize the victories that were
fought here on this House floor and fi-
nally won, on keeping the funding at
the adequate level or semiadequate
level for the title | program. That is
what provides remedial math and read-
ing instruction for many of our stu-
dents across the country. In West Vir-
ginia, the cutbacks alone would have
meant the layoff of 225 specialized title
| teachers, 90 aides, and roughly 6,500
title | students, elementary school stu-
dents not getting the instructional
training they needed.

Happily, after the House did pass the
cuts, they were removed in the con-
ference agreement, and the good news
is that title | will continue at last
year’s level, meaning that you will not
see those kinds of cutbacks take place.
But we ought to vow that we are not
going to have that fight again in the
upcoming years, that title I’s position
is recognized.

A minimum wage increase, improve-
ment of education and training. Third
is infrastructure development. Mr.
Speaker, | think it is just crucial that
we recognize that we are not producing
our infrastructure, our roads, bridges,
our water systems, our sewer systems,
our airports our telecommunications
structures, in some ways, we are not
either maintaining or building what we
need to be a true 21st century economic
power.

Indeed, if we look we will find, for in-
stance, that as | recall, almost 50 per-
cent of our roads and bridges are some-
how deficient, that our infrastructure
is way behind projected needs. We are
spending far less percentage today,
roughly half for infrastructure, of what
we were spending just 20 years ago.

We wonder why, during the 1980’s,
Japan and other nations moved ahead
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in terms of economic growth. The an-
swer is they put their money into in-
frastructure. Japan, with half the pop-
ulation and half the economy, actually
spent more in real dollars on infra-
structure development than did the
United States. Then we wonder why
our productivity and growth was slow-
er during that period of time.

There are for the first time some in-
teresting studies that show a direct
correlation between amount invested
in infrastructure and productivity in-
crease. The reality is that increasing
productivity and growth is our ticket
out of the economic stagnation that we
are presently in.

We have to be willing to look at some
innovative infrastructure approaches.
This House voted to take the highway
trust fund off-budget, for instance, not
to make it part of the regular budget
process, because in the regular budget
process you need to be looking at how
much you are spending on day-to-day
expenses: Your salary, gasoline for the
Federal vehicle, pencils for the court-
house, whatever it is to run govern-
ment on a daily basis.

O 1300

That is the operation and mainte-
nance of government. We have got to
balance that.

But every family knows that they
borrow money for a house, Mr. Speak-
er. | do not know too many people that
pay for their house in the first year. |
know that our mortgage certainly runs
20 years and we just refinanced, so |
think we are on the hook for a little
longer.

That means, Mr. Speaker, that every
family borrows for its house, borrows
to buy its cars, borrows, most families,
for their children’s education, their
college education. So those items that
we recognize having greater return
over a period of time than what we put
into it, that are investments, those,
Mr. Speaker, are capital investments.

So whether we take the trust funds
off budget, or whether we do as | have
suggested and others on a bipartisan
basis have suggested, that we devise a
capital budget, that we show on one
side of the ledger our investment and
we account for those on a different
basis than we account for our daily op-
erating expenses, whatever it is, Mr.
Speaker, this Federal Government
needs to move toward it.

I make an interesting observation. |
have spent some time studying capital
budgeting, one of the more boring sub-
jects, Mr. Speaker, but ironically prob-
ably one of the most exciting in terms
of what could be done for growth in
this economy, and also to get the Fed-
eral budget on a sound system.

I note that every family, every busi-
ness, every county government, every
city government and every State has
some form of a capital budget. There is
only one major entity that has no cap-
ital budget, the Federal Government of
the United States of America. It seems
to me it is time to move in that direc-
tion.
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The Federal Reserve, Mr. Speaker,
the Congress does not have much con-
trol over that. The reality is that the
continued policy of the Federal Re-
serve, to always be looking over its
shoulder at inflation while not looking
ahead toward boosting growth beyond
2.3 percent, | think is a stalemate posi-
tion that only leads to stagnation. The
irony to this is that the Congress, even
if the Congress could agree on a higher
growth rate and policies to implement
that, if the Federal Reserve is still
clamping down, then what we have is a
governmental stalemate.

The fact is that inflation, which is
something that was deeply impeded in
each of us, the fear of inflation, in the
late 1970’s, early 1980’s, that that was
last year’s war. We do not make light
of it, we do not ignore it. But, by the
same token, the international economy
has changed so significantly, Mr.
Speaker, that the competition that is
abroad is a natural check on rising
prices and rising wages in the United
States.

So we ought not to always be fight-
ing tomorrow’s economic battles with
the last war’s tactics, and so the Fed-
eral Reserve is another element. At
this point | will leave it to jawboning
the Federal Reserve, but at some point
Congress may need to look at what can
be done to influence.

Mr. Speaker, let us talk about
growth once again. | agree that if we
could, that 2.3 percent is not the ticket
that we want, is not the goal; that any
budget proposal has to be looking to-
ward boosting that significantly; that
the way we get there is, through eg-
uity, basically is first a minimum wage
increase, second is education and train-
ing initiatives, both in job training,
recognizing that the average adult is
going to have to be retrained 7 to 8
times during our working lives, by ade-
quately funding the student loan pro-
gram, by making sure that the special
education programs funded by the Fed-
eral Government are at an adequate
level, such as the title | program; that
this country embark upon an infra-
structure maintenance and develop-
ment effort similar to what President
Eisenhower initiated with the inter-
state highway system back in the
1950’s; that this Nation recognize that
growth is a desirable component of any
budget policy, and that this Govern-
ment put its books on the same basis
that every other entity in this country,
whether private or public, has with
some sort of capital budgeting ap-
proach.

All of these are very, very crucial.

Another pitch for education, Mr.
Speaker, is that | look at history, re-
cent history, since World War 11, and |
see the single greatest economic accel-
erator in our country was the Gl bill. It
was when millions of veterans came
home from World War Il and they did
not know what kind of job market they
were getting into. As they returned,
the Congress on a bipartisan basis en-
acted the GI bill which said, “We’re
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going to assist you to get the edu-
cation you need to boost your skills
and your opportunities.”

What the Congress expended in in-
creased educational opportunities was
repaid to the Federal Government
within 10 to 12 years. But the economic
accelerator of that has gone on for dec-
ades as we have seen those men and
women who got the chance to upgrade
their skills, to improve themselves, go
on to much higher income levels, to
being able to produce much more for
our economy and themselves.

So just as the GI bill produced that
kind of economic growth that was so
important following World War 11, so it
is that we need to take that lesson
from history and vow to do the same
for our present day workers and young
people.

I want to speak for a second, Mr.
Speaker, on the health care legislation
that is emerging. The House and the
Senate have both passed reform meas-
ures. They are incremental. They deal
with limited areas. The reality is that
that is the best we are going to get this
year and probably to the next few
years is incremental, and that is fine.
We will move on that basis, addressing
particular needs and in so doing trying
to cover more and more.

The basic premise of this legislation
is that it would make it much more
difficult, indeed, to ban denying some-
body health insurance because of a pre-
existing condition that they might
have. That is very important. The sec-
ond is that it would make it much easi-
er for an individual who leaves one
workplace where they are covered by
health insurance to carry that health
insurance to another workplace.

Certainly many of us have become
aware of job lock, where a family is
afraid to leave a job they have even if
they could boost their wages, boost
their opportunities, because in so doing
they may endanger the health insur-
ance which covers their children. So
the House and the Senate have passed
legislation. They are now trying to
work out the differences.

The Senate has a piece, they did add
an amendment that | consider very im-
portant. | am proud to have joined on a
bipartisan basis with other Members to
support parity for mental health bene-
fits. The fact is that 30 million Ameri-
cans at any time may be having trou-
ble, may be suffering some sort of men-
tal concerns, mental problems, emo-
tional distress and only 20 percent of
those will be seeking help. The fact is
that most insurance does not encour-
age us to be seeking assistance for any
kind of emotional distress, emotional
disturbance, or mental illness.

Every study has documented that the
amount of time lost in productivity to
this economy because of mental health
problems is way into the hundreds of
billions of dollars. At some point one
out of five Americans is going to have
a problem with mental health, and so
it becomes important that we recog-
nize this.
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I have heard all the arguments about
how, well, mental health is different
than physical health, and we can iden-
tify a physical illness and we know how
many treatments to give it, but mental
health, how do we put some Kkind of
handle on that? How do we identify
how many treatments are necessary to
deal with a psychiatric problem or an
emotional problem?

I guess | look at it this way. How do
we identify how many treatments are
necessary for chronic back pain? How
do we identify what it is going to take
for many of the types of pains or mi-
graine headaches or other problems
that people are afflicted with?

The fact is that physical science is
not a complete science, yet and what
we are learning is that mental health
is indeed much more of a science than
what was conceived of just 20 years
ago. When | was working in that hos-
pital at minimum wage, | was working
in a psychiatric facility, and I am still
struck by the incredible changes that
have taken place in mental health dur-
ing that period of time.

Thirty years ago, not quite 30 actu-
ally but, say, 25 years ago when | might
have been up and down the hall all
night with a young person afflicted
with a schizophrenic process, because
outside of Thorazine we did not really
know what to do except sedate them,
today the National Institute of Mental
Health, the research that former Con-
gressman Sil Conte was so responsible
for getting started and funded, and cre-
ating the decade of the brain and the
amazing research that has been done
with BET technology, with MRI’s, all
of that, has made great breakthroughs
in the treatment of mental illnesses.
So that today you would not be having
to walk the floors all day and all night
with that affected individual. You
would be administering some basic
medications, you would be taking cer-
tain steps that were unknown just a
few short years ago.

So that is the importance of moving
ahead in research, of moving ahead in
treatment techniques, and also moving
ahead in recognizing the parity of men-
tal health with physical health and, in-
deed, recognizing there is a holistic ap-
proach that needs to be taken here.
Mental health and physical health are
really one in many ways. We have not
thought about it that way in the past.
That is why this legislation that is in
the Senate that would, in addition to
safeguarding a person’s right to gain
insurance and not be denied because of
preexisting conditions, the legislation
that would protect the individual’s
ability to carry their insurance from
one job to another, that is why that
amendment is so important, and | hope
the House conference will adopt it,
that would say that mental health is to
be considered the same in insurance as
physical health and that there should
be parity between the two. That is the
humane approach. It is also the sci-
entific approach and the proper one.

And so, Mr. Speaker, | join with
many other Members, Republican and
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Democrat, on both sides of the aisle
and in both Chambers, the House and
the Senate, in urging that that step be
taken.

Mr. Speaker, | might also say that
health care can be part of that growth
package | was talking about because
one of the areas that so affects people,
so makes them back up and say, ‘“Well,
maybe | won’t take that chance and be-
come a small business person, maybe I
won’t take chance and become an en-
trepreneur, because if | leave my regu-
lar job, | leave my insurance and |
don’t want to leave my children naked
without it,”” maybe to that welfare re-
cipient who says, “If | go and take this
job, I lose my Medicaid card, which I'm
prepared to give up for myself but I'm
not prepared to sacrifice for my chil-
dren,” maybe by providing adequate
health care and access to health care,
then that too becomes a component of
that growth package. So we add health
care now to minimum wage increase,
to education, and training, to infra-
structure development, to capital
budgeting and building a growth com-
ponent into our Federal budget, and
also now we add health care to make it
a total package.

Mr. Speaker, | am going to be talking
a lot more about growth. My hope is
that Members on both sides of the aisle
will join in this discussion and recog-
nize something that actually, | think,
began to develop in the Republican pri-
maries. While | have to be honest, they
did not invite me to participate as
much as they might have in that proc-
ess, | do think that the useful debate
was started by Steve Forbes and by
some of the others about the role of
growth in this whole budget process.

Everybody agrees on the need for a
balanced budget, but on the way to bal-
ancing the budget, if we run the econ-
omy into the ground, what have we ac-
complished? What we have accom-
plished is at the end of 7 years, we may
have a balanced budget—I do not think
so—we may have a balanced budget,
but we will have an economy that is in-
capable of generating the jobs and op-
portunity that we want, and in so
doing will be generating future and
greater deficits.

That is not a situation any of us
want. We do not want to be generating
future problems for Social Security
and Medicare and many of these other
programs. So we ought to be able to
rally and come together around the
growth initiative and say to both Re-
publicans and Democrats alike, 2.3 per-
cent growth just does not get it and we
need to be focusing on something much
more attainable, much more achiev-
able, and something that truly reflects
where it is we want the American econ-
omy to be.
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THE EFFECT OF RAISING THE
MINIMUM WAGE ON UNEMPLOY-
MENT RATES
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
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12, 1995, the gentleman from California

[Mr. CAMPBELL] is recognized for 10
minutes.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, |

stand today on behalf of the working
people, whose opportunity to work will
be jeopardized if we proceed with what
apparently we are going to, and that is
an ill-advised increase in the minimum
wage. And here is the truth: The poli-
tics say it is an election year, increase
the minimum wage. Never mind that
the President had the chance to do so
in the first two years of his administra-
tion when his party controlled the Con-
gress. Never mind that. Now it is an
election year.

But, please, think of the average man
and woman who may be making the
minimum wage, and ask, do you want
to put that person out of a job? Who do
you benefit, who do you hurt?

You hurt the person who would not
get the job, except that it was at the
minimum wage. Who do you benefit?
You benefit those people who stay in
their job and whose wages are in-
creased. And that is a trade-off | just
do not think we should make.

What data do | have to support this?
Let me just recite that every time
since the mid-70’s, which is where my
research began, that we increased the
real minimum wage and the economy
was like it is today, we saw an increase
in unemployment.

It stands to reason, does it not? Be-
cause an increase in the minimum
wage is a tax on an employer who is of-
fering somebody a job. It is not paid for
by all of us. It is paid for by the exact
person, the employer, who is trying to
offer a job. And we say an the natural
result is that there will be fewer such
jobs available.

In 1974 there was an increase in the
real minimum wage; unemployment
went up 14 percent. In 1990 there was an
increase in the real minimum wage;
unemployment went up 4 percent. In
1991, there was an increase in the real
minimum wage; unemployment went
up 22 percent. 22 percent!

Now, have there ever been instances
when the increase in the minimum
wage did not lead to an increase in un-
employment? Yes. And that was when
the economy was so strongly growing
that even an increase in the minimum
wage could not stop the effect of more
jobs. Years in my search that were of
that nature were in 1976 and 1978, both
of which had above 5 percent real
growth.

We are not at 5 percent real growth.
We are at anemic real growth. Indeed,
the news this morning is so optimistic
that we finally achieved a 2.8 percent
rate of real growth in the first quarter
of this year to match the barely 1 per-
cent real growth of the last quarter of
last year.

Here it is, simply put: An increase in
the minimum wage means: First, a tax
on people who offer jobs to those who
most need them; second, as a result,
fewer jobs offered to those who most
need them; but third, political again
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for the President. | will not have any
part of that. It is not right, it is not
fair.

SITUATION IN BOSNIA

Mr. Speaker, | rose for a second pur-
pose and | would like to turn to that
now, and that deals with the situation
in Bosnia and the fact that the Presi-
dent has now requested, or told us I
should say, he has not requested, Mr.
Speaker, he has told us that he intends
to keep United States troops in Bosnia
for longer than one year. Do not you
recall that when he asked, again he did
not ask, when he insisted on putting
United States troops in Bosnia, he said
it would only be for one year? And now
he is informing us it will be more than
one year.

What about the constitutional re-
sponsibility of the representatives of
the people of this great country in the
Congress to vote yes or no on going to
war? Well, | was concerned about this,
and | brought it to the attention of the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on International Relations, and he
wrote a letter to the Secretary of
State, excuse me, to the President him-
self. Let me just recite the facts that
indicate at the very least the War Pow-
ers Resolution should now be invoked.

You remember, the War Powers Reso-
lution was adopted to provide a system
whereby Congress could decide, as our
Constitution says it should, whether
American troops are put into hos-
tilities overseas, and it was a com-
promise. Realizing the President would
occasionally have to respond to emer-
gencies, he could go and put troops
overseas in hostilities for 60 days. But
if those American troops stayed for
longer than 60 days, the President had
to come to the Congress, because that
is what the Constitution says, and let
us decide, we the representatives of the
people, whether our sons and daughters
and brothers and sisters should be put
into hostilities on behalf of what pur-
pose and with what prospects of suc-
cess.

I argued at the time that Bosnia was
not like Kuwait, that the prospects of
success were extremely unclear, that
this l-year promise would probably be
breached. How can you say when you
have succeeded in Bosnia, when the
last partisan stops hating the last
other partisan? That will not be within
our lifetime, let alone within a year.

But what most concerned me was
that the War Powers Resolution says
the President must obtain the permis-
sion of Congress if American troops are
put into hostilities after 60 days. And
you will remember January 28 of this
year, Lt. Shawn Watts was wounded by
sniper fire in llidza, Bosnia. On Janu-
ary 31, a U.S. Humvee was struck by
snipe fire. On February 3, two British
soldiers were wounded by sniper fire as
part of the NATO force and another
NATO vehicle was hit by sniper fire on
February 12 with one occupant wound-
ed. If these are not hostilities, the
meaning of the word is lost.

So the chairman of our Committee
on International Relations wrote to
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the President and said, Mr. President,
are these hostilities? Let me just con-
tinue with the facts. The New York
Times quoted a spokesman for NATO
on January 29, Lt. Colonel Brian Hoey,
as saying, ‘““‘Unfortunately, this shoot-
ing is not an isolated incident . . . Ina
city like this, it would be difficult to
establish trends, but this is one of a se-
ries of recent incidents that have put
soldiers at risk.”

So the chairman wrote the President.
He said why not bring this to Congress?
Are these not hostilities? Is this not
what the Constitution requires? By the
way, would you please let us know if
there have been any other hostilities
since the date of this letter to the time
of your response?

The words of the War Powers Resolu-
tion require the approval of the Con-
gress where U.S. Armed Forces are
placed overseas in hostilities, “‘where
imminent involvement in hostilities is
clearly indicated by the cir-
cumstances.’’

What response do we have? A very
disappointing response dated April 25,
not signed by the President, but by the
Acting Assistant Secretary of the De-
partment of State, who writes the
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives, ‘“While there have been
incidents involving sniper attacks by
unknown gunmen, such sporadic crimi-
nal acts are not hostilities as that
term is used in the War Powers Resolu-
tion.”

Mr. Speaker, | am very disappointed.
You cannot play word games with the
lives and national interests of our
country and its soldiers. Are there hos-
tilities in Bosnia? Who would say no?
Who would stand up before citizens in a
town hall meeting like | do when | am
back in my district, and again this
month say, oh, Bosnia? That is not hos-
tilities. It is, and now the President is
saying 1 more year, or perhaps at least
some time beyond a year. | will be fair.
He did not say an additional year, he
just said that l-year promise is no
longer operative.

Well, it seems to me the time is ap-
propriate under our Constitution for
the Members of the House and the
other body to stand before the Amer-
ican people and say it is our respon-
sibility on behalf of our citizens, our
constituents, to say yes or no to the
use of force in hostilities in Bosnia be-
fore we put American soldiers lives at
risk. This is for Congress to decide and
for the President to do beyond the 1
year without congressional approval. It
is time that he come to the Congress,
make his case, and if he succeeds, fine;
if he does not, he must act to withdraw
the United States troops from Bosnia. |
put to the Speaker that we should put
to the President this challenge: Abide
by the Constitution, its spirit; instead
of taking the word ‘‘hostilities” and
straining it beyond its logical meaning.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MONTGOMERY) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mrs. SCHROEDER,
today.

Mr. VOLKMER, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 60
minutes, today.

Mr. WISE, for 60 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. CLEMENT, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. GUTKNECHT) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DAvis, for 5 minutes, today.

for 5 minutes,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MONTGOMERY) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. CONDIT.

Ms. LOFGREN.

Ms. WOOLSEY.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. GUTKNECHT) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. CAMPBELL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CAMPBELL) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. FIELDS of Texas.

Ms. WOOLSEY.

Mr. ACKERMAN.

Mr. PALLONE.

Mrs. CHENOWETH.

Mr. GUTIERREZ.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

Ms. GANSKE.

Ms. NORTON.

Mr. MORAN.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 966. An act for the relief of Nathan C.
Vance, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary; and

S.J. Res. 51. Joint resolution saluting and
congratulating Polish people around the
world, as, on May 3, 1996, they commemorate
the 205th anniversary of the adoption of Po-
land’s first constitution; to the Committee
on International Relations and the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee did on this day present to
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the President, for his approval, a bill of
the House of the following title:

H.R. 2024. An act to phase out the use of
mercury in batteries and provide for the effi-
cient and cost-effective collection and recy-
cling or proper disposal of used nickel cad-
mium batteries, small sealed lead-acid bat-
teries, and certain other batteries, and for
other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, |
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 23 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, May 6,
1996, at 2 p.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2741. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Sheep and Wool
Promotion, Research, Education, and Infor-
mation Order [Order] (Docket No. LS-94-015)
received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

2742. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Standards for Grade
of Slaughter Cattle and Standards for Grades
of Carcass Beef (Docket No. LS-94-009) re-
ceived May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

2743. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Nectarines and
Peaches Grown in California; Relaxation of
Quality Requirements for Fresh Nectarines
and Peaches (Docket No. FV95-916-5FR) re-
ceived May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

2744. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Avocados Grown in
South Florida; Assessment Rate (FV95-915-
1IFR) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

2745. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Revision of User
Fees for 1996 Crop Cotton Classification
Services to Growers (CN-96-001-FR) received
May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Agriculture.

2746. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Defense, transmitting a report of a violation
of the Anti-Deficiency Act when the Depart-
ment of the Army violated restrictions of
section 101 of the Military Construction Act
of 1994, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the
Committee on Appropriations.

2747. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the annual report on re-
search and technology development activi-
ties supporting defense waste management
and environmental restoration, pursuant to
Public Law 101-189, section 3141(c)(1), (2) (103
Stat. 1680); to the Committee on National
Security.

2748. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the annual report of
the Maritime Administration [MARAD] for
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Fiscal Year 1995, pursuant to 46 U.S.C. app.
1118; to the Committee on National Security.

2749. A letter from the Director of Defense
Research and Engineering, Department of
Defense, transmitting a report on the esti-
mated amount of fiscal year 1997 staff-years
of effort [STE] to be funded by DOD for each
DOD sponsored Federally Funded Research
and Development Center [FFRDC], pursuant
to 10 U.S.C. 2367(d)(1); to the Committee on
National Security.

2750. A letter from the President and
Chairman, Export-lmport Bank of the United
States, transmitting a report involving U.S.
exports to the People’s Republic of China
[China], pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

2751. A letter from the Executive Director,
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation,
transmitting the Corporation’s 1995 annual
report, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 8106(a); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

2752. A letter from the Commissioner, Re-
habilitation Services Administration, trans-
mitting the annual report of the Rehabilita-
tion Services Administration on Federal ac-
tivities related to the administration of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, fiscal year 1993,
pursuant to 29 U.S.C. 712; to the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportunities.

2753. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for OSHA, Department of Labor, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Personal
Protective Equipment for General Industry
(RIN: 1218-AAT71) received May 2, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportunities.

2754. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Policy, Management and Budget, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Natural Resources
Damage Assessment—Type A Procedures
(RIN: 1090-AA21 and 1090-AA23) received May
2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

2755. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Final Rule to
Rescind FMVSS No. 211, Wheel Nuts, Wheel
Discs, Hub Caps (RIN: 2127-AF71) received
May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

2756. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s annual report on international ter-
rorism entitled ‘“‘Patterns of Global Terror-
ism: 1995,”” pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2656f(a); to
the Committee on International Relations.

2757. A letter from the Attorney General of
the United States, transmitting the 1995 an-
nual management report for the Federal
Prison Industries, Inc., pursuant to Public
Law 101-576, section 306(a) (104 Stat. 2854); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

2758. A letter from the Chairman, District
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority, trans-
mitting the proposed budget for fiscal year
1997 for the District of Columbia Financial
Responsibility and Management Assistance
Authority, pursuant to Public Law 104-8, sec-
tion 106(a)(1) (109 Stat. 105); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

2759. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the an-
nual report of the Civil Service retirement
and disability fund for fiscal year 1995, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 1308(a); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

2760. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the 1995 section
8 report on National Historic and Natural
Landmarks that have been damaged or to
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which damage to their integrity is antici-
pated, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. la-5(a); to the
Committee on Resources.

2761. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Director for Compliance, Department of the
Interior, transmitting notification of pro-
posed refunds of excess royalty payments in
OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1339(b); to
the Committee on Resources.

2762. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Cessna Models 208 and 208B air-
planes; Docket No. 96-CE-05-AD) (RIN: 2120-
AA64) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2763. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Short Brothers Model SD3-30,
SD3-60, and SD3-SHERPA Series Airplanes
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2764. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
directives; Jetstream Model 4101 Airplanes
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2765. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Revisions to
Maintenance and Preventive Maintenance
Rule (RIN: 2120-AE57) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2766. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment of
Class E Airspace; Jackson, CA (RIN: 2120-
AAG66) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2767. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class E Airspace; Alliance, OH, Salem, OH,
and Youngstown, OH (3) (RIN: 2120-AA66) re-
ceived May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2768. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; de Havilland Model DHC-3 Air-
planes; Docket No. 95-CE-47-AD (RIN: 2120-
AA64) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2769. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Aviat Aircraft Inc. Models S-2A,
S-2B, and S-2S airplanes; Docket No. 95-CE-
101-AD (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2770. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; HB Flugtechnik Sailplanes, ele-
vator control system; Docket No. 95-CE-30-
AD (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2771. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Robinson Helicopter Company
Model R22 Helicopters (Docket No. 95-SW-23-
AD) (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
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mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2772. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; I.A.M. Rinaldo Piaggio Inc.
Model P 180 Series Airplanes emergency
exist door; (Docket No. 95-CE-50-AD) (RIN:
2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2773. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; The New Piper Aircraft Inc. Mod-
els PA28, PA32, PA34, and PA44 Series air-
planes, flap lever assemblies; (Docket No. 95—
CE-37-AD) (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

2774. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Transportation
for Elderly and Persons with Disabilities
(RIN: 2132-AA46) received May 2, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2775. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Seaway Regula-
tions and Rules: Miscellaneous Amendments
(RIN: 2135-AA00) received May 2, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2776. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Removal of
Part 159; National Capital Airports (RIN:
2120-AG05) Received May 2, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2777. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
Regulations; Annual Kennewick, Washing-
ton, Columbia Unlimited Hydroplane Races
(RIN: 2115-AE46) received May 2, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2778. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—COTP Los An-
geles-Long Beach, CA; 96-007 (RIN: 2115-
AA97) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2779. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Saab Model SAAB SF340A, SAAB
340B, and SAAB 2000 Series Airplanes (RIN:
2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2780. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Construcciones Aeronautics, S.A.
[CASA] Model C-212 and CN-235 Series Air-
planes (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2781. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; EMBRAER; Models EMB-110P1
and EMB-110P2 airplanes; Docket No. 96-CE-
02-AD (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2782. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Empresa Brasileira de
Aeronautica, S.A. [EMBRAER] Model EMB-
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120 Series Airplanes (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2783. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; de Havilland, Inc. DHC-6 series
airplanes; Docket No. 96-CE-01-AD (RIN:
2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2784. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; de Havilland Model DHC-7 and
DHC-8 Series Airplanes (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2785. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Fokker Model F27 Mark 100, 200,
300, 400, 500, 600, and 700 Series Airplanes, and
Model F27 Mark 050 Series Airplanes (RIN:
2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2786. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Fairchild Aircraft SA226 and
SA227 Series Airplanes; Docket No. 96-CE-06-
AD (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a) (1) (A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

2787. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives, Beech Aircraft Corporation Mod-
els, 99, 99A, A99A, B99, B200, 1900, 1900C, and
1900D airplanes; Docket No. 96-CE-03-AD
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a) (1) (A); to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2788. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives, Dornier 228 Series airplanes;
Docket No. 96-CE-04-AD (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)
(1) (A); to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

2789. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Jetstream Model BAe ATP Air-
planes (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a) (1) (A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

2790. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; British Aerospace Model HS 748
Series Airplanes (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a) (1)
(A); to the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.

2791. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Aerospatiale Model ATR42 and
ATRT72 Series Airplanes (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2792. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Jetstream Aircraft Limited Jet-
stream Models 3101 and 3201 airplanes; Dock-
et No. 96-CE-07-AD (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.
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2793. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Dornier Model 328-100 Series Air-
planes (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2794. A letter from the Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs, transmitting the fiscal year 1995
annual report of the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs, pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 529; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

2795. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Federal Equal Opportunity Recruit-
ment Program [FEORP] accomplishments
report for fiscal year 1995, pursuant to sec-
tion 105(d) of Public Law 96-465; jointly, to
the Committees on International Relations
and Government Reform and Oversight.

2796. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting the Secretary’s
‘“Certification to the Congress: Regarding
the Incidental Capture of Sea Turtles in
Commercial Shrimping Operations,” pursu-
ant to Public Law 101-162, section 609(b)(2)
(103 Stat. 1038); jointly, to the Committees
on Resources and Appropriations.

2797. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General of the United States, transmitting
the Department’s third quarterly report to
Congress entitled ‘‘Attacking Financial In-
stitutions Fraud” for fiscal year 1995, pursu-
ant to Public Law 101-647, section 2546(a)(2)
(104 Stat. 4885); jointly, to the Committees
on the Judiciary and Banking and Financial
Services.

2798. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the Department’s report
to the President and the Congress on large
science projects of the Department of En-
ergy; jointly, to the Committees on Science
and Appropriations.

2799. A letter from the Attorney General of
the United States, transmitting the 1995 an-
nual report on the number of applications
that were made for orders and extension of
orders approving electronic surveillance
under the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Act, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1807; jointly, to
the Committees on Intelligence (Permanent
Select) and the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIlI, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SOLOMON: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 416. Resolution establish-
ing a select subcommittee of the Committee
on International Relations to investigate the
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United States Role in Iranian arms transfer
to Croatia and Bosnia (Rept. 104-551). Re-
ferred to the House calendar.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 421. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2974) to
amend the Violent Crime Control and Law
Enforcement Act of 1994 to provide enhanced
penalties for crimes against elderly and child
victims (Rept. 104-552). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Ms. GREENE of Utah: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 422. Resolution pro-
viding for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3120)
to amend title 18, United States Code, with
respect to witness retaliation, witness tam-
pering and jury tampering (Rept. 104-553).
Referred to the House Calendar.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the Speaker
discharged the Committees on Banking and
Financial Services and Government Reform
and Oversight from further consideration of
H.R. 3107.

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

H.R. 3107. Referral to the Committee on
Ways and Means extended for a period ending
not later than May 10, 1996.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 3389. A bill to reduce the unfunded li-
ability of the teachers’, firefighters’, police
officers’, and judges’ pension funds of the
District of Columbia by increasing and ex-
tending the contributions of the Federal
Government to such funds, increasing em-
ployee contributions to such funds, and es-
tablishing a single annual cost-of-living ad-
justment for annuities paid from such funds,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

By Mr. MORAN:

H.R. 3390. A bill to reform occupancy
standards for public and other federally as-
sisted housing to provide safer living envi-
ronments and increased local control, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. SCHAEFER (for himself, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. BURR, Mr. HEFNER, and
Mr. BEREUTER):

H.R. 3391. A bill to amend the Solid Waste

Disposal Act to require at least 85 percent of
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funds appropriated to the Environmental
Protection Agency from the leaking under-
ground storage tank trust fund to be distrib-
uted to States for cooperative agreements
for undertaking corrective action and for en-
forcement of subtitle I of such act; to the
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.
By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SANFORD,
Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. EWING, Mr.
MANZULLO, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. HORN, and
Mr. CUNNINGHAM):

H. Con. Res. 170. Concurrent resolution
providing a sense of Congress that the Con-
gressional Budget Office and the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation should use dynamic eco-
nomic modeling in addition to static eco-
nomic modeling in the preparation of budg-
etary estimates of proposed changes in Fed-
eral revenue law; to the Committee on the
Budget, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island (for
himself, Mr. YATES, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
REGULA, and Mr. LATOURETTE):

H. Con. Res. 171. Concurrent resolution
condemning the proposed relocation to the
site of the Jasenovac death camp in Croatia
of the remains of individuals who were not
killed there, including soldiers of the Cro-
atian Ustashe regime who participated dur-
ing the Holocaust in the mass murder of
Jews and others; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. GANSKE (for himself, Mr.
KLUG, Mr. CANADY, Mr. COBURN, Mr.
DeEAL of Georgia, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
POSHARD, and Ms. RIVERS):

H. Res. 423. Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives to require
each Member of the House of Representa-
tives to submit annual reports for publica-
tion in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on cer-
tain federally funded travel taken by the
Member during the year; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. SABO (for himself, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. COYNE,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. ORTON, Mr.
POMEROY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mrs. MeEek of Florida, and
Mr. THOMPSON):

H. Res. 424. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the resolution (H. Con. Res.
66) setting forth the congressional budget for
the U.S. Government for the fiscal years
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002; to
the Committee on Rules.
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 969: Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 1785: Mr. LIGHFOOT.

H.R. 2019: Mr. BuUNN of Oregon,
GILLMOR, and Mr. HEFLEY.

H.R. 2270: Mr. RADANOVICH.

H.R. 2333: Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. DuUNN of
Washington, Mr. NUsSsLE, Mr. PAYNE of Vir-
ginia, and Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 2434: Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. LAHOOD,
Mr. SHAw, Mr. BisHoP, and Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 2531: Mrs. CHENOWETH.

H.R. 2535: Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 2911: Mr. HAYWORTH
CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 2925: Mr. OXLEY and Mr. LEwIs of Ken-
tucky.

Mr.

and Mr.
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H.R. 2976: Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. LAFALCE, and
Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 3047: Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 3083: Mr. CONDIT.

H.R. 3095: Mr. DICKEY.

H.R. 3199: Mr. EMERSON, Mr. COOLEY, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
Mr. RIGGS, Mr. CANADY, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. LINDER, Mr. HERGER, Mr.
BROWDER, and Ms. GREENE of Utah.

H.R. 3267: Ms. DANNER and Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 3275: Mr. LARGENT, Mr. PETE GEREN of
Texas, and Mr. LEwIs of Kentucky.

H.R. 3279: Mr. MCINTOSH.

H.R. 3286: Mr. DORNAN, Mr. BOEHNER, and
Mr. HUTCHINSON.

H.J. Res. 121:
THORNBERRY.

H.J. Res. 176: Mr. SCARBOROUGH and Mr.
SCHAEFER.

Mr. GALLEGLY and Mr.
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H. Con. Res. 154: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. FRAZ-
ER, Mr. KLECZKA, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SoN of Texas, Mr. MANTON, Mrs. MALONEY,
Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FAzio of California, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. ENGEL, Miss COLLINS of Michi-
gan, and Mr. NADLER.

H. Con. Res. 155: Mrs. LOWEY.

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 12 by Mrs. SMITH of Washington

on House Resolution 373: John Elias
Baldacci, Scott L. Klug, Bruce F. Vento,
Tom Campbell, and Rodney P.

Frelinghuysen.
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The Senate met at 9 a.m., and was Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President. GRASSLEY, Senator GRAMS, Senator

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, on this National Day
of Prayer, we join with millions across
our land in intercession and suppli-
cation to You, the Sovereign Lord of
the United States of America. As we
sound that sacred word ‘‘Sovereign,”’
we echo Washington, Jefferson, Madi-
son, and Lincoln along with other lead-
ers through the years, in declaring that
You are our ultimate ruler. We make a
new commitment to be one Nation
under You, God, and we place our trust
in You.

You have promised that if Your peo-
ple will humble themselves, seek Your
face, and pray, You will answer and
heal our land. Lord, as believers in
You, we are Your people. You have
called us to be salt in any bland ne-
glect of our spiritual heritage and light
in the darkness of what contradicts
Your vision for our Nation. Give us
courage to be accountable to You and
Your commandments. We repent for
the pride, selfishness, and prejustice
that often contradict Your justice and
righteousness in our society.

Lord of new beginnings, our Nation
needs a great spiritual awakening. May
this day of prayer be the beginning of
that awakening with each of us in this
Senate. We urgently ask that our hon-
esty about the needs of our Nation and
our humble confession of our spiritual
hunger for You may sweep across this
Nation. Hear the prayers of Your peo-
ple and continue to bless America. In
Your holy name. Amen.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, Senator
LOTT of Mississippi, is recognized.

———————

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today,
there will be a period for morning busi-
ness until the hour of 10 a.m. Following
morning business, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1664, the im-
migration bill. Under the consent order
of last night, there are several amend-
ments remaining to the immigration
bill. With the cooperation of those
Members who have amendments still to
be offered, it is hoped that we will be
able to stack any votes ordered on
those amendments. It is possible that
those votes will not occur prior to 12
noon. Following the disposition of the
amendments, there will be 30 minutes
of debate, to be followed by a vote on
the Simpson amendment, to be fol-
lowed by a vote on invoking cloture
immediately after that, and then pas-
sage of the immigration legislation.
All Senators can, therefore, expect
rollcall votes throughout today’s ses-
sion.

I understand that there are a number
of Senators who have reserved time for
comments during morning business
that will begin now. It will go on until
10 a.m. Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). Under the previous order,
the leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business for not to extend beyond the
hour of 10 a.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for not to ex-
ceed b minutes each. Time has been re-
served by Senator BURNS, Senator

DORGAN, and Senator BINGAMAN. The
Senator from Montana is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair.

AMERICA ON MY MIND—THE GAS
TAX

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, 3 years
ago, President Clinton raised Amer-
ica’s taxes in the misguided effort to
reduce the Federal budget deficit. He
claimed that it was time for the rich to
“‘pay their fair share,” but as usual,
the middle class felt the brunt of his
tax hikes.

Mr. President, with the gas prices
soaring to record levels, I rise today
with America on my mind to call for
the immediate repeal of the punitive
and regressive gas tax hikes that you
put in place and the Democratic Con-
gress in 1993 forced on America in the
name of ‘‘fairness.”’

You see, I do not believe that it is
fair to force families, and especially
families that have to have a certain
product or item for agriculture, who
are in charge of producing the food and
fiber, the very necessity of America, to
get the taxes hiked on them around 30
percent just to pay for programs like
AmeriCorps while ignoring the real
problems like welfare reform, saving
Medicare, or our criminal justice sys-
tem.

Since 1992, his 4.3-cents-per-gallon
tax increase has generated over $11 bil-
lion for the Federal Government. It has
come directly out of the pockets of
America’s families. I believe it is time
to put that money back.

President Clinton is inconsistent. In
1993, he raised America’s taxes claim-
ing he cared about the deficit, but

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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when it came around to 1995, he vetoed
a budget that would have balanced the
budget. The President’s plan is more
taxing, more spending, more rhetoric.
It is time to stop taxing, time to stop
spending, and it is time to stop the
rhetoric and help America’s families
keep more of their take-home pay in
their back pocket.

In the State of Montana, we have
quite a lot of dirt between light bulbs
in that part of the world—148,000
square miles, 850,000 people. People rely
on their automobiles in Montana as
much as those who live in a big city,
maybe more so. We also have a very
healthy tourist industry that thrives
there. That is based on fuels and the
availability of fuels. So families and
agriculture suffer from the high gas
tax, and so do businesses. The price of
processing, the price of transportation
for all the products that are produced
in rural America, significantly adds to
the expenses. They cannot always be
passed on to the consumer. America’s
families and businesses are hurt by this
tax.

The truth is that President Clinton
raised the gas tax for purely political
reasons. He had a choice of cutting
spending, but he chose not to do it. He
had an opportunity to forgo a regres-
sive and punitive tax on the middle and
lower class, but he chose not to do it.
I believe it is time to fix this political
mistake by not only eliminating the
4.3-cents-per-gallon gas tax, but also
increasing the family’s take-home pay
with a $500 per child bonus. We need
other tax cuts for families.

We are in a time when the cattle
market is really low. We have farmers
suffering. And, of course, yes, the grain
market is very high. But if you want to
do something for agriculture and take
out the sort of ‘‘pockets of pain,” we
should look at income averaging again,
allow agriculture at the production
level to keep some of their money in
their pockets during the time when it
is profitable so they can ride out the
rough years that will come—always
come—in agriculture.

We promised to do that for the mid-
dle class. That was vetoed. All rhet-
oric. It is time to lessen that tax bur-
den, not only to working families, but
all Americans. In an era when he pro-
claimed big Government is over, Gov-
ernment keeps on growing.

So with America on my mind this
morning, I call upon all of us to take a
look at this gas tax, to cut Govern-
ment spending, and to get our country
back on a budget that will keep us fis-
cally responsible and fiscally solid. I
thank the Chair and I yield the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Mr.
GRASSLEY is recognized for 5 minutes.

(The remarks of Mr. GRASSLEY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1721
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
New Mexico has 5 minutes.
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Mr. BINGAMAN. I am pleased to
yield to my friend for any statement he
has and take my 5 minutes after that.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen-
ator from New Mexico for his gracious-
ness.

(The remarks of Mr. WELLSTONE per-
taining to the introduction of
S. 1722 are located in today’s RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.””)

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak for up to 8 minutes.

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

(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1723
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

—————

LESS GOVERNMENT AND MORE
FREEDOM

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, today is
a very special day for Texans this year
because as of today, May 2, working
men and women in Texas are for the
first time in 1996 working for them-
selves. To this point in 1996, every sin-
gle day from January 1 until today,
every penny earned by the average
working family in my State has gone
to government, and only beginning
today are the working families of
Texas working for themselves and for
their families.

Let me share these numbers with my
colleagues because I think they are
very revealing of a fundamental prob-
lem in America.

By the estimates of the U.S. census
the average family of four in Texas
today earns $42,570. This year that av-
erage Texas family will pay $9,622 in
Federal taxes, payroll taxes, and in-
come taxes being taken out of their
pocket and being brought to Wash-
ington and spent. They will also pay
$4,781 in State and local taxes. In total,
the average family of four in Texas this
year will pay $14,303 in taxes out of an
income of $42,570.

If in 1950, someone had predicted that
the day would come when working fam-
ilies in Texas would be sending $1 out
of every $3 they earn to government,
no one in 1950 would have believed that
could be possible. I remind my col-
leagues that in 1950 the average family
in America with two children sent $1
out of every $50 it earned to Wash-
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ington, DC. Today the average family
in America is sending $1 out of every $4
it earns to Washington, DC. And the
sad, and to a certain degree, untold
story is that, even if we do not start a
single new government program during
the next 20 years but simply pay for
the government we have already com-
mitted to, the average family in Amer-
ica will send $1 out of every $3 to Wash-
ington within 20 years, and $1 out of
every $2 in 30 years. That is a future
that, at least standing here today, it is
hard for me to imagine. But I think the
sobering lesson is who could have
imagined in 1950, when the average
family in America with two children
was sending $1 out of every $50 to
Washington, DC, that today, 46 years
later, the average family in America
would be sending $1 out of every $4 it
earns to Washington, DC.

I will leave it to each American to
try to answer the question as to wheth-
er they are getting their money’s
worth from our government, whether,
if they got to keep more of what they
earned, they could do a better job
spending it on their own family and in-
vesting it in their own future, than the
government is now doing. I believe that
the answer that most Americans would
give is that, if they got to keep more of
their own money to invest in their own
children, that they could make a
sounder investment both for them-
selves and for their children than their
Government is now making.

Texas is a blessed State in many
ways. But one of the ways we are
blessed is that our tax burden at the
State and local level is lower than the
national average. So it will be on May
7 that the average American family
will work for itself for the first time in
1996. But today is the first day of 1996
that working families in Texas will be
working for themselves. From this
point on during the year of 1996 they
will be able to keep what they earn to
invest in their future and their family.

I believe it is a national crisis that
the average working family in Texas
has worked from January 1 until May 2
simply to pay tribute to government. I
do not believe the government we are
giving them is worth what they are
paying for it. I think we need to dra-
matically revise government spending,
and cut it. I think we need to let work-
ing families keep more of what they
earn.

There is one institution in America
that is more effective and more impor-
tant than any other. And that institu-
tion is the family. It is the institution
that provides cohesion to our society,
it is the institution that passes on our
values and our traditions to our chil-
dren, and yet it is the one institution
that we consistently starve of the re-
sources they need to do this job.

So I just simply wanted to join the
people of my State in celebrating the
fact that as of today they are working
for themselves. For the last 3 years the
tax burden on the average Texas family
and the average American family has
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risen, and risen at an alarming rate. I
believe this trend has to stop, and I am
dedicated to the principle that we need
less government and more freedom,
that government is too big, too power-
ful, too expensive, and spends too much
of the money of working families, and
as a result they have the opportunity
to invest too little of what they earn.

I want to see this changed, and I
think the real debate that we face here
in Washington, a debate that is very
seldom defined here on the floor of the
Senate, is a choice between unlimited
government and unlimited oppor-
tunity. And we have to choose. I want
to make it clear on the first day of this
year that Texans have worked for
themselves that I choose opportunity
because I know that if the average
working family in America could rep-
resent itself in the U.S. Senate for one
day and could cast a vote as to whether
we need more government, or whether
we need more freedom in America, they
would cast their vote in favor of less
government and more freedom.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I was
intrigued by listening to the Senator
from Texas, and I wanted to make a
couple of observations about it before 1
discussed what I came to discuss.

This issue that the American people
have paid taxes to a certain day and
somehow after that it does not affect
them escapes me. I know the Senator
from Texas taught economics for some
while. He would understand I think
that the four largest areas of public
spending are education, State and local
and Federal, mostly State and local,
defense, Social Security and Medicare.

When the American people pay taxes
to build schools to send their children
to schools, I wonder if the Senator is
suggesting that somehow they have
not made an investment in themselves
in January, February, and March to
build those schools, to pay those teach-
ers, and give their kids an education. I
do not think he would believe that.

If he is believing somehow that the
Social Security checks will go back to
help senior citizens, that Medicare Pro-
gram that helps pay medical bills for
senior citizens in January, February,
and March does not represent an in-
vestment in themselves when people
pay taxes and get back both an edu-
cation system and an opportunity to
defend our country, including jobs in
Texas in defense plants, and Social Se-
curity checks for senior citizens, and
Medicare payments for health care for
senior citizens, I think not. I think
not.

I agree with the Senator from Texas.
I would like to see lower taxes for ev-
erybody. We are trying to reduce the
size of Government. In fact, there are
200,000 fewer Federal workers now than
at the beginning of 1992. We are reduc-
ing the size of Government. He will not
find an argument from me about that.
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But when someone suggests somehow
that all of the money paid goes to Gov-
ernment and has no relationship to the
individuals, they are suggesting that
the investment parents make in the
school system that benefits their chil-
dren—because I think parents have
pride in building a school system that
works and being able to send their kids
to good schools—I think the Senator
misunderstands that there are a whole
lot of the American people who think
it is a good investment for them to
send their kids to good schools and do
not mind paying taxes for schools that
work.

I did not come to the floor to talk
about that, but I am always intrigued
by the discussions about tax issues.

———
RESCINDING THE GAS TAX

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, one of
the things I wanted to talk about this
morning was the gas tax.

I voted for the provision in 1993 that
was the largest deficit reduction act in
history. I am still pleased I voted for
that. We did not get one vote on the
other side of the aisle even by accident.
All of us on this side of the aisle had to
vote for that and pass it by one vote.
We did not get one vote even by acci-
dent. But I am still glad I voted for it.

Did I like everything in it? No, I did
not. But the Federal deficit has de-
creased by nearly 50 percent since that
was enacted.

We have had some folks come to the
floor recently saying let us repeal the
4.3-cent gas tax. I guess the motivation
for coming to the floor to do that is to
say that gas prices have spiked up in
this country from 20 to 25 cents a gal-
lon. The American people are anxious
and concerned about that, so some peo-
ple come to the floor and say let us re-
peal the 4.3-cent gas tax. I ask why the
4.3 cents? Why not the 4.3 cents and the
10 cents that Senator DOLE has pro-
posed previously and voted for. Why
not decrease the whole thing if you
want to do it? But if you decrease it a
penny, if you decrease the gas tax at
all, I am going to be here with an
amendment insisting that that reduc-
tion go into the pockets of consumers
who are now spending more money at
the gas pumps, not into the pockets of
the oil industry.

I took a look at some figures yester-
day when we were talking about this
subject. Let me tell my friends what
has happened in the oil industry. God
bless them; I think profits are fine, and
I am happy they are doing well. Chev-
ron posted gains of 34 percent last year,
an increase in profits; Amoco, a 39-per-
cent increase in profits; Texaco, profits
up 30 percent; Mobil, profits up 16 per-
cent; Exxon did just fine as well, up 14
percent; Shell, up 42 percent in the
first quarter of this year.

Those are oil company profits. Now,
if somebody comes to the floor of the
Senate and says, let us cut gas taxes, if
they do not support a provision that re-
quires a cut in the gas tax to be
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ratcheted down in the price at the
pumps and therefore go into the pock-
ets of the consumers, guess who is
going to pocket the reduction of the
4.3-cent gas tax? The oil industry.

Frankly, I am pleased that the Fed-
eral deficit has decreased, and I am
willing to cast votes to decrease it all
the way. We ought to balance the budg-
et. That is why I say I am still proud I
cast that vote in 1993, and that in-
cluded some tough issues, including a
gas tax. But the plain fact is we are
probably going to deal with a gas tax
repeal here of some type where the ma-
jority has the right to bring that to the
floor and not with respect to the mer-
its of the issue.

I will also, in this Chamber, when we
deal with the gas tax, propose an
amendment that says, if we cut the gas
tax, let us make sure it goes in the
right pocket. The oil industry has some
deep pockets, and they are doing just
fine, thank you. The consumer is pay-
ing 20 or 25 cents a gallon more, and
the question is, why? Because of the
gas tax? No. The industry decided be-
cause of supply and demand, they say,
that the price had to spike up, so the
price spiked up and American drivers
take it in the pocketbook.

If someone wants to relieve the
American drivers of a 20- or 2b5-cent
price spike, the first thing we ought to
do is launch an investigation into what
caused that price to spike up 20 or 25
cents a gallon. Who decided to do that?
There was no debate about that. We
had a debate about the gas tax. There
was no debate by the public on this
issue of a 20-, 25-cent increase in the
gas prices. That is done in a room
someplace, I assume. They say, well,
the supply and demand relationship
has changed. Therefore, let us charge
the drivers 20 or 25 cents more a gallon.

I say to the folks who come to the
floor of the Senate that, if we want to
do something for American drivers, for
those who are paying the bills, let us
investigate what has caused this spike
in gas prices, No. 1. No. 2, if you do
offer proposals to reduce the gas tax, I
am going to offer an amendment to in-
sist that that reduction go into the
pockets of the taxpayers in this coun-
try, not into the pockets of the oil in-
dustry.

How do we do that? It is not very
easy to do that because you have to
make sure that that decrease finds its
way to the price at the pump so that it
is lowered for the American consumer.
But if folks come here and say, let us
ratchet down the gas tax and do not do
that, you know exactly where that
money is going. It is not going into the
pockets of somebody who is going to
fill their tank tomorrow. It is going to
go into the deep pockets of the large
multinational corporations that decide
they are going to profit because of
what the Congress has done.

So those are issues, I think, we will
work our way through, Mr. President,
in the coming week or two. When we
do, I think Members ought to under-
stand that some of us will absolutely
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insist that if you reduce the gas tax,
that money must go into the pockets
of the American taxpayer, not the
pockets of the big oil companies in this
country.

Mr. REID. Will my friend from North
Dakota yield for a question?

Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
North Dakota, I hear talk about a gas
tax being repealed. What gas tax are
they talking about repealing?

Mr. DORGAN. There have been pro-
posals on the floor of the Senate and in
the House to repeal a 4.3-cent-per-gal-
lon gas tax that was imposed in 1993.

Mr. REID. My question I guess is,
since there have been a number of gas
taxes that have been passed in recent
years—is that not true?

Mr. DORGAN. That is correct.

Mr. REID. The 4.3 cents is only a
small fraction of the taxes on gas that
have been increased over the past dec-
ade or so in this body. Is that not true?

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. REID. Does the Senator know of
any reason why the 4.3 cents was cho-
sen as compared to any other tax in-
creases that occurred when the Repub-
licans controlled the White House?

Mr. DORGAN. I assume it is politics.
I do not understand why they chose the
4.3-cent gas tax. If gas prices spike up
20 or 25 cents a gallon, why not ask the
question: Where has the price increase
come from? And roll back the price in-
crease if they really want to help the
American driver.

Mr. REID. I also ask my friend from
North Dakota this question. I have
been watching very closely since the
prices, especially in the western part of
the United States, have gone up. They
have gone up a lot in the State of Ne-
vada, not as much as in the State of
California, but they have gone up in
the State of Nevada. I have been
watching very closely, and I have not
seen the oil companies come forward
with an explanation of why the costs of
gasoline and fuel have gone up. Has the
Senator seen an explanation?

Mr. DORGAN. The explanation that
has been given is supply and demand
relationships and difficulties with re-
fineries in California and some other
imbalances that have occurred. As the
Senator from Nevada knows, President
Clinton has, I think, properly asked for
an investigation. Let us find out ex-
actly what has caused this price spike.
Is the spike in prices temporary or will
it last some time? Is it justifiable or is
it not?

I think the President has moved in
the right direction, saying let us get to
the bottom of this and find out who has
done what and take action if action is
appropriate.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, I have
been advised that in the State of New
Mexico in recent years the gasoline tax
was decreased and the cost of gasoline
in that State went up. Has the Senator
heard that? Has the Senator heard that
story?
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Mr. DORGAN. I have not heard that,
but that is my fear. If someone were to
bring a bill to the floor of the Senate
that says, let us cut the gas tax 4.3
cents per gallon and provide no assur-
ance that that is going to go into the
pockets of the American drivers and
American taxpayers, guess what. We
might very likely have a circumstance
where that 4.3 cents per gallon would
go into the pockets of the oil industry.
I do not think that advantages this
country. All that does is increase the
debt, enrich the oil companies, and
leave the drivers and taxpayers in ex-
actly the same position they are in
now.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, the
Senator from North Dakota, in the
form of a statement he can respond to
or not, it is my understanding in re-
cent years in the State of New Mexico
the gas tax was decreased. And surpris-
ingly, in the State of New Mexico, im-
mediately the prices went up and, in ef-
fect, the o0il companies received the
benefit of the tax being decreased. The
consumer did not. That is a fear that I
have, that here in America today, if we
repeal this gas tax, rather than the
American consumer getting the benefit
of it the oil companies, which have had
record profits the last few years—
record profits—the oil companies would
be able to pay their executives even
more than they have as a result of
making 4.3 cents more per gallon. Does
the Senator from North Dakota fear
the same?

Mr. DORGAN. That is my concern
and that is why there will be an
amendment, if there is a gas tax pro-
posal on the floor to reduce the tax, to
make sure it goes to the right pockets.

Let me say to the Senator from Ne-
vada, I do not like the gas taxes. I
never have. And I worry about high gas
prices. Why? Because I come from a
State that is a very large State with
not too many people; 640,000 people liv-
ing in 70,000 square miles in North Da-
kota. We pay about twice as much gas
tax per person as they do in New York
City or New York State. Why? Because
we drive more than they do. To do al-
most anything we drive much longer
distances than they do in New York.

A friend of mine once told me he had
a cousin in New York who was going to
go to Bayonne, NJ, to visit some rel-
atives. They got an emergency kit in
the trunk and some blankets, to go 60
miles, because that is a big trip in the
east coast, I think.

In North Dakota, 60 miles is abso-
lutely nothing. We drive 60 miles at the
drop of a hat, often in a snowstorm. In
good weather or bad weather we drive
great distances. That is why I never
particularly liked the gas tax, because
the gas tax imposes a higher premium
for taxpayers in North Dakota than it
does taxpayers in New York. We drive
twice as much per person.

The same is true with gas prices gen-
erally, not just the tax. When the price
goes up 20 or 25 cents a gallon and
someone says that is because of a 4.3-
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cent charge put on 3 years ago, I say,
“Wait a second. No, no, the price went
up 20 or 25 cents a gallon because some-
thing has happened in recent weeks to
do that. We ought to find out what has
happened and find out whether it is
justified.”

But I guess, again, the bottom line
here is if we are going to have people
come to ratchet down the gas tax I am
going to make certain the right people
get the benefit of that. That is the
American taxpayer, not the oil indus-
try.

Mr. REID. Will my friend from North
Dakota yield for another question?

Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield.

Mr. REID. In the State of Nevada we
have, of course, the seventh-largest
State in the Union areawise, but the
State of Nevada has changed in recent
years. We have had a huge population
explosion. Mr. President, 90 percent of
the people, approximately, live in the
metropolitan areas of Reno and Las
Vegas. But those two cities, those two
metropolitan areas, are separated by
450 miles. So the people of the State of
Nevada, to get to the metropolitan
areas and to get to the many rural
communities that we have throughout
the State of Nevada, have to drive very
long distances. The loneliest road in
America has been designated, a road in
Nevada.

The point I am making to my friend,
and I want to see if he agrees with this,
is the Democrats in the U.S. Senate are
not trying to block a repeal of the 4.3-
cent gas tax. The Senator from North
Dakota and the Senator from Nevada,
we would like to get rid of all the gas
taxes because people in our States, our
rural States, depend on automobiles to
get around. There are no subways in
Nevada. There is no mass transit, basi-
cally, other than a bus, anyplace in Ne-
vada.

So, I say to my friend, does he agree
that the Democrats are not trying to
stand in the way of repealing the gas
tax, what we are trying to do is to
make sure, if it is repealed, the con-
sumer benefits and not Chevron, not
Shell, not Exxon, and all these massive
multinational multilevel companies?
Would the Senator agree with the Sen-
ator from Nevada?

Mr. DORGAN. I think Senator REID
states the case. I do not want to in-
crease the Federal deficit. We have it
coming down. I want to keep it coming
down. And I am not afraid of making
hard choices—we have done that be-
fore—in order to get it down, including
taxes I do not like. I would much prefer
a lower gas tax. I would much prefer
lower gas prices, period.

My intention is to say only this. If
people come here to try to reduce the
gas tax, which will increase the deficit,
I am going to say to them: That is OK,
but I want to make sure the benefits of
that gas tax reduction go to the driv-
ers, who are the taxpayers out there,
not the oil industry, No. 1; and, No. 2,
you need to find a way to make sure
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what you are doing does not further in-
crease the Federal deficit, because that
is not moving in the right direction.

Mr. President, I believe we had 30
minutes reserved. I ask, because we did
not start until 9:40, unanimous consent
the Senator from Massachusetts be
given 5 minutes, and the Senator from
Montana, Senator BAUCUS, be given 5
minutes following the Senator from
Massachusetts.

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

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

————
THE MINIMUM WAGE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in just
a few moments we will return to the
unfinished business on the illegal im-
migration legislation. There is every
prospect that that legislation will be
concluded sometime in the afternoon.
As Members of this body know, we are
operating under the procedures of clo-
ture, which has foreclosed the oppor-
tunity for me and for our minority
leader, Senator DASCHLE, or others, to
raise the issue of the minimum wage,
to offer that as an amendment to the
underlying legislation. I have indicated
that I would offer it at the earliest mo-
ment on any other legislation that
comes before the Senate, including the
possibility we would offer it this after-
noon.

But now we are, under the proce-
dures, foreclosed. During the course of
the morning, and with the consent
agreement and the cloture on the un-
derlying bill, we have been effectively
foreclosed from any opportunity to ad-
dress that issue. I am hopeful still,
sometime during the day, we will have
the opportunity to begin the debate. I
think it is an issue that is well under-
stood in the Senate. But we might be
able to establish a short time period
where we would have that debate and
have a vote by the Members on that
issue, which is of central importance to
working families, families who are
working 40 hours a week, 52 weeks of
the year, trying to make ends meet and
are still faced with the hard realities
that the minimum wage is at the low-
est purchasing power it has been in 40
years. All Americans basically under-
stand we should reward work with suf-
ficient compensation so families can
provide for themselves, can provide for
their children, put food on the table,
pay the rent and the mortgage.

This issue is an old issue. It has been
debated and discussed each time Con-
gress has acted to increase the min-
imum wage. It is quite ironic that this
issue was before the U.S. Congress 35
years ago tomorrow, that would be in
1961. The issue of the increase in the
minimum wage in the 1960 campaign
was debated extensively during the
course of that campaign. President
Kennedy, in the course of that cam-
paign, spoke about the importance of
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raising the minimum wage. It was con-
siderably lower at that period of time.
But in the course of the campaign then
Senator Kennedy sat in front of a cam-
era and said:

Mr. Nixon has said that a $1.25 minimum
wage is extreme. That’s $60 a week. What’s
extreme about that? I believe the next Con-
gress and the President should pass a min-
imum wage for a $1.25 an hour. Americans
must be paid enough to live.

Really, the rest is history. Senator
Kennedy was elected in the fall of 1960.
One of the earliest messages that he
sent to the Congress in February the
next year was urging Congress to take
action. The Congress addressed this
issue 35 years ago tomorrow.

On Friday, May 3, which is tomorrow,
that will be the 35th anniversary of
BoB DOLE’s vote against President Ken-
nedy’s legislation raising the minimum
wage from $1 to $1.25. BoB DOLE and
Richard Nixon were wrong to oppose
President Kennedy’s minimum wage
hike 35 years ago—and BOB DOLE and
RICHARD ARMEY are wrong to oppose
President Clinton’s minimum wage
hike today.

This issue is before us. We will have
an opportunity to address it. Just as
the Republican leadership was opposed
to moving from $1.25 35 years ago, we
find opposition now to increase the
minimum wage to make it a livable
wage to honor work in our society.

The overwhelming majority of the
people in our society are for it. Ameri-
cans should not be denied it. The ille-
gal immigration bill is important, but
we have a responsibility to meet the
needs of those Americans who are out
there working on the bottom and next
to bottom rung of the economic ladder
trying to provide for themselves and
working hard at it.

Mr. President, we will continue the
battle to increase the minimum wage,
and I do not believe for a moment that
we will be defeated. This is an issue
whose time has come again and again
and again. It came in early 1961. I be-
lieve it will come again in 1996.

We have to ask why it has taken us
so long, but we will continue to per-
severe today and every opportunity to
have the Senate address and vote in
favor of the minimum wage. The Amer-
ican people need it; they are entitled to
it. And we will continue that struggle.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE. Was leaders’ time
served, I ask the Chair?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, it
was. Leaders’ time was reserved. The
Chair recognizes the majority leader.

———

PRODUCT LIABILITY REFORM
VETO

Mr. DOLE. Later this afternoon,
President Clinton is expected to veto
the product liability reform bill—a bi-
partisan measure to curb abusive, pred-
atory lawsuits.

This bill passed the Congress over-
whelmingly, with the support of Demo-
crats and Republicans alike. And for

re-
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good reason: In 1994, lawsuits cost the
American consumer a staggering $152
billion—a price tag that exceeds the
entire Federal budget deficit.

Lawsuit abuse hurts consumers by
raising the costs of goods and services.
It limits employment opportunities for
those seeking jobs. It hurts the com-
petitiveness of U.S. businesses over-
seas. And, perhaps worst of all, it can
prevent new, lifesaving drugs and med-
ical devices from ever reaching the
market.

As Linda Ransom of Phoenix, AZ ex-
plained to us earlier this week, abusive
lawsuits have forced manufacturers to
stop selling the materials that are
needed to make the medical device
that is keeping her 9-year-old daugh-
ter, Tara, alive. This is truly a life-and-
death issue.

It is time to stop lawsuit abuse be-
fore lawsuit abuse stops America.

So, why will President Clinton veto
this important legislation? The answer
can be summed up in three words: The
trial lawyers. President Clinton vetoed
the securities litigation reform bill be-
cause of the strong-arm tactics of the
trial lawyers. And he will veto the
product liability bill because he be-
lieves what is good for the trial law-
yers is also good for America.

America’s legal system is broken and
fundamental reforms are needed—and
need now. Our legal system must be re-
formed to encourage people to be re-
sponsible for their own actions. And it
should quickly and efficiently com-
pensate victims—not lawyers. Quite
simply, legal reform is a Kkey ingre-
dient of any serious plan to promote
job creation and economic growth.

Unfortunately, with today’s veto, the
President will be confirming what we
already suspected: It is the trial law-
yers who are calling the shots at the
White House.

————————

NOTICE

Financial disclosure reports required
by the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, as amended and Senate Rule 34
must be filed no later than close of
business on Wednesday, May 15, 1996.
The reports must be filed with the Sen-
ate Office of Public Records, 232 Hart
Building, Washington, DC 20510. The
Public Records Office will be open from
8 a.m. until 6 p.m. to accept these fil-
ings, and will provide written receipts
for Senators’ reports. Staff members
may obtain written receipts upon re-
quest. Any written request for an ex-
tension should be directed to the Select
Committee on Ethics, 220 Hart Build-
ing, Washington, DC 20510.

All Senators’ reports will be made
available simultaneously on Friday,
June 14. Any questions regarding the
availability of reports should be di-
rected to the Public Records Office
(224-0322). Questions regarding inter-
pretation of the Ethics in Government
Act of 1978 should be directed to the
Select Committee on Ethics (224-2981).
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, morning business is
closed.

———————

IMMIGRATION CONTROL AND FI-
NANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
OF 1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of S. 1664, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1664) to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to increase control over
immigration to the United States, by in-
creasing border patrol and investigative per-
sonnel and detention facilities, improving
the system used by employers to verify citi-
zenship or work-authorized alien status, in-
creasing penalties for alien smuggling and
document fraud, and reforming asylum, ex-
clusion, and deportation law and procedures;
to reduce the use of welfare by aliens; and
for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Dole (for Simpson) amendment No. 3743, of
a perfecting nature.

Simpson amendment No. 3853 (to amend-
ment No. 3743), relating to pilot projects on
systems to verify eligibility for employment
in the United States and to verify immigra-
tion status for purposes of eligibility for pub-
lic assistance or certain other government
benefits.

Simpson amendment No. 3854 (to amend-
ment No. 3743), to define ‘‘regional project’”
to mean a project conducted in an area
which includes more than a single locality
but which is smaller than an entire State.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, let me
just relate where we are, and then I
will certainly yield, and we can ask
unanimous consent that Senator BAU-
cUs continue for 7 minutes as in morn-
ing business.

We have our order from yesterday,
and we are going to go forward with
four amendments, perhaps a motion,
and we intend to finish this bill today.
I know Senator KENNEDY feels the
same. He, particularly, so he can get on
with his minimum wage issue—no, ex-
cuse me, I am sorry. He will eventually
get on with that. We do know that. We
do know him well.

So I hope Senators will—and I know
the Senator shares my view—come to
the floor and process these floor
amendments so we can move on to the
next item of business. We are going to
finish this bill. The sooner the better,
and we will call for third reading at
some appropriate time this morning if
the action does not go swiftly. I yield
the floor.

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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REPEAL THE GAS TAX AND
INCREASE THE MINIMUM WAGE

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss a subject of great importance
to Montana, my home State, and also
to me personally. That is the subject of
the proposal to cut the gas tax by 4.3
cents over the rest of the year.

I am reminded of a comment made by
the great Irish conservative thinker,
Edmund Burke, in reflections on the
revolution of France where he said:

Among an infinite number of acts of vio-
lence, of folly, some good may be done. They
who destroy everything certainly will re-
move some grievance. They who make every-
thing new have a chance that they may es-
tablish something beneficial.

That is about where we stand today
with the 104th Congress. The Congress
is approaching its close. The present-
day revolutionaries are getting ready
to put on their hot tar and feathers and
mount up on the rail to be ridden out
of town. Behind them will remain a
rather weird legacy: Government shut-
downs, attempts to repeal the Clean
Air Act, weaken protection of our
lakes and streams, slash student loan
programs and cut school lunches, and
radical experiments with $270 billion
Medicare cuts.

But hidden away in this mess are a
few good things—a few grievances re-
moved, a small number of beneficial
things established. They are hard to
find, but over the next 5 months or so,
we need to dig them out, pass them and
get them up to the President to sign. It
is a tough job, but today we have found
one of them, and that is repeal of the
gas tax.

Folks are hurting at home. Wages are
stagnant, cattle prices are down, but
the cost of housing and the cost of col-
lege and a lot of other necessities are
going up, and we should be here to do
something about that.

Some of these problems are pretty
complex. But we can start with a few
simple solutions that will put some
more money in an ordinary working
man’s or woman’s pocket. That is what
repealing the gas tax will do.

Probably that should be enough rea-
son to repeal it, but fairness and prin-
ciple also say that a gas tax that is not
devoted directly to transportation
funding is a bad idea and ought to be
repealed.

The price of gas in Montana is up
from $1.29 a gallon in March to $1.42
today, as reflected by this chart: $1.29
March 26 and up in just a short period
of time, over 1 month, up to $1.42 a gal-
lon. Who knows where it will be tomor-
row, the third line on this chart.

As part of this, Montanans already
pay 27 cents a gallon under a gas tax in
our State—that is the State gasoline
tax—and 14.1 cents a gallon for trans-
portation under the Federal gasoline
tax. The rest, 4.3 cents a gallon, is an
excise tax that goes to general reve-
nues. Like all single-product excise
taxes, this 4.3-cent tax is unfair, it is
narrowly based, and it is grossly unfair
to the West where we have to drive a
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long way to work, to the grocery store,
or to the hospital.

That is why I have opposed gas taxes.
I opposed the gas tax hike in 1990. I re-
member back in 1993, the administra-
tion proposed a gas tax of 9.3 cents a
gallon. I spent nearly a month fighting
them down, a tenth of a cent by a tenth
of a cent to the present 4.3-cent level.

As I said then, and I will quote, ‘I
will vote for the $500 billion deficit re-
duction plan because I don’t want to
let perfection be the enemy of the
good. The deficits we have run up have
already laid a $4 trillion debt on the
backs of our children, and fast action
on the deficit is the best way to in-
crease business confidence and keep in-
terest rates low so jobs will be created
by expanding business and people can
refinance their mortgages. But make
no mistake about it, the gas tax is a
weak point in this package.”

The majority leader’s proposal is a
relatively modest proposal. It does not
cure the weak point in the 1993 package
completely by repealing the gas tax;
instead, it is a temporary 7-month re-
duction, essentially a limited construc-
tive response to an emergency caused
by the sudden increase in gas taxes last
month.

There is a little work ahead. We need
to balance the budget, so we need to
make sure that the gas tax cut is offset
and does not widen the deficit. That is
critical. The offset needs to be a fair
one and does not simply put a new bur-
den on working people, and we need to
be sure that oil companies do not sim-
ply use the gas tax cut to raise prices
again.

With that aside, it is a good idea. As
historians mull over the Government
shutdowns and otherwise pick through
the debris left by the revolutionary
Congress, they will be able to say, ‘At
least they got one thing right.”

We ought to be able to do this quick-
ly, to take a few cents a gallon off at
the pump, and at the same time we
ought to be able to raise the minimum
wage. I was on the phone yesterday
with some minimum wage workers in
Bozeman. A raise of 90 cents an hour
will let them stay ahead on electric
bills and on water bills. It will let a
single-working mom give the Kkids a
night at the movies every once in a
while, give a donation to a church,
maybe buy a couple of books, and that
is not asking a lot.

So these are the right things to do.
We ought to get the gas tax repealed by
Memorial Day, and we ought to get the
minimum wage raised by Memorial
Day.

I hope people in both parties will
take a fair, independent look at these
ideas because they are good ideas, and
they help ordinary people make ends
meet. They deserve the Senate’s sup-
port. Mr. President, I yield the floor. I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

IMMIGRATION CONTROL AND FI-
NANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
OF 1996

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join
with Senator SIMPSON in urging our
colleagues to come over and consider
these amendments. We have been going
on through the evening the last two
nights, and we are always asked at the
end of the day if we cannot conclude it
so that we can accommodate Members’
schedules. Here we are at 10 o’clock,
ready to do business.

There are a limited number of
amendments out there. The particular
Senators know the amendments have
been listed. We are prepared to move
ahead and dispose of these amend-
ments. It is better for us to have the
debate at the present time. So we ask,
just out of consideration for the other
Members of the Senate, that those
Members come over so we can dispose
of those amendments and we can ac-
commodate our other friends and col-
leagues here. We will go into a quorum
call, but we hope those Senators will
come to the floor and address those
amendments. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I am
going to proceed with a discussion of
an amendment which I believe I will
send to the desk because Senator
GRAHAM and Senator CHAFEE appar-
ently will not be here until approxi-
mately 11 o’clock. So we will proceed
with the amendment. I will send it to
the desk in a moment and proceed with
the debate on the amendment.

The amendment would modify sec-
tion 112 of the bill relating to pilot
projects on systems to verify work au-
thorization and eligibility to apply for
public assistance.

It has three parts. The first part
would require that at a minimum three
particular pilot projects—remember,
these are pilot projects. Remember,
whatever one is selected has to have a
second vote in this Chamber years
down the line. This is not tomorrow.
This is not next year. The purpose of
the amendment is to require these to
be pilot projects rather than the
present language which makes it some-
what optional.

The three parts are: The first part
would require that at a minimum three
particular pilot projects be conducted;
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one providing for telephone
verification of Social Security num-
bers; one providing for use—pilot
projects again—for use of a counterfeit-
resistant driver’s license with a Social
Security number on it, but only in a
State that already issues such a li-
cense. We are not imposing this as a
national standard. But if the State of
Wyoming has a driver’s license with a
Social Security number on it, which
they do, that State will have the pilot
on a counterfeit-resistant driver’s li-
cense.

Then the final one involves the con-
firmation of the immigration status of
aliens, but with regard to citizens only,
an attestation only for citizens, which
people have said in the debate—I think
it is a good debate— ‘Why should a U.S.
citizen have to go through these proce-
dures?” The answer is, we will have a
pilot project to find out. But I cer-
tainly hope that we could do that and
require eventually, through the pilot
project, only an attestation by persons
who are claiming to be citizens.

Under the present bill, current bill in
its present form—after the amendment
yvesterday, this is in the bill—there are
seven different types of pilot projects
that are specifically authorized, but
none is required. Senator KENNEDY and
I have concluded that it is especially
important that the three projects I
have specified are conducted, at least
these three. The other four, making up
the seven, that is fine, too. I think we
need to study every possible aspect of
this.

The first type of pilot project pro-
viding for the telephone verification of
the Social Security numbers of all new
employees was a recommendation of
the Commission on Immigration Re-
form, chaired by former Congress-
woman Barbara Jordan, and is and was
the most frequently discussed option as
it was in the House of Representatives.

The second type providing for use of
a counterfeit-resistant driver’s license
with a Social Security number on it in
a State that already issues such a li-
cense—please hear that—would have
the major advantage that employers
would be required only to check a sin-
gle document, one that is already in
existence. There would be no new docu-
ments, no new database, no new proce-
dure such as a telephone call
verification.

The third type involving confirma-
tion of the immigration status of
aliens but only an attestation by per-
sons claiming to be citizens. That
would also have a major advantage, in
our mind. Employers would not have to
verify employees. They would have
nothing to do in that situation. Of
course, in that situation, the obvious
weakness in such a system is the po-
tential for false claims of citizenship.
That is why I did offer a separate
amendment which was accepted, I
think, in the manager’s amendments,
creating a new disincentive for falsely
claiming U.S. citizenship, which will be
a new ground of exclusion and of depor-
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tation. I think that will be very effec-
tive in reducing that obvious weakness.
Because of the potential advantages of
these three approaches to verification,
I believe that the Attorney General
should be required to conduct pilot
projects on those.

Mr. President, the second part of the
present amendment provides that if the
Attorney General—and this is very im-
portant for employers—again, if the
Attorney General determines that a
pilot project adequately satisfies accu-
racy and other criteria such as those
relating to privacy, precious privacy,
discrimination and unauthorized use,
two results can follow. First, the
project’s requirements will supersede
any verification requirements under
current law for participating employ-
ers. In addition, the Attorney General
will be authorized to make the partici-
pation mandatory for some or all em-
ployers in the pilot project’s area of
coverage for the remaining period of
its operation.

Here is what the intent of this por-
tion of the amendment is. It is that no
employer be subject to requirements of
doing both the current law and the
pilot project in which participation is
mandatory. Of course, an employer can
voluntarily participate in any project
without any preliminary determina-
tion by the Attorney General, or any-
one, that the criteria are adequately
met. If there is no such determination,
the requirements of both the project
and the current law will be required,
trying to assure there is not a double
burdening upon the employer.

The third and final part of this
amendment defines words ‘‘regional
project.” That was thoroughly dis-
cussed in committee and I believe re-
ferred to here yesterday and the day
before. This amendment defines a ‘‘re-
gional project’ as a project conducted
in an area which includes more than a
single locality but which is smaller
than an entire State. This definition is
included because section 112 of the bill
directs the President, acting through
the Attorney General, to conduct sev-
eral local or regional pilot projects.

The reason the amendment is so
crafted is that some persons have ex-
pressed concern that the reference to
“‘regional projects’” could be inter-
preted to mean projects involving sev-
eral States. Then this could create
something close to a de facto nation-
wide system, especially if there were a
number of multistate projects. Thus,
the reason for the amendment. Yet,
such a system would not have been the
subject of a Presidential recommenda-
tion or report and subsequent enact-
ment of the legislation as would be re-
quired in the bill before a pilot project
can be implemented nationwide.

Let me say that again. Before any
project, whether regional-—and this de-
fines regional—whether national, and
this will take years to do, before the
recommended pilot project—the ‘‘pre-
ferred alternative,” I suppose, would be
the phrase—in some future year would
be presented to the Congress, and then
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a second vote would take place with re-
gard to which of the pilot projects
would eventually come into the stat-
utes of the United States.

That is the essence of the amend-
ment. I look forward to the discussion
of it.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3853 AND 3843, EN BLOC

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I now
send to the desk the amendment I have
described. By previous unanimous con-
sent, amendments 37563 and 3754 were
combined to be considered as a single
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments en bloc are before the
Senate.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I have
no further comments with regard to
the amendment, but I emphasize to our
colleagues that we are going to proceed
and try to accommodate each and
every one of the Members who are in-
volved in the amending process. We are
certainly not going to cut off debate,
but let all be aware we are going to fin-
ish this bill today in the morning hour
or the darkening color of evening.

I must relate to the occupant of the
chair that the Senator from Massachu-
setts handed me a tattered document
from some calendar of some Kind that
says, ‘“What State is home to more
pronghorn antelope than people?’’ I be-
lieve the occupant of the chair and I
know the answer. It is our native State
of Wyoming.

But we also have a story we tell of
the old cowboy out fixing his fence and
doing a nice job. A tourist lady came
by—I think Massachusetts plates—and
she said, ‘I understand you have more
cows than people out there. Why is
that?”’ He looked at her with steady
gaze, hooked his thumb in his belt, and
he said, ‘“We prefer ’em.”’

Mr. KENNEDY. On that note, Mr.
President, let me just say a very brief
word about the modification of the
verification proposal.

The development of studies that
would help and guide policy has been
controversial over some period of time.
The Senate now is on record in support
of those pilot programs. I strongly sup-
port them. We will have maximum
flexibility to see at the time when the
report comes back to the Congress,
what has been recommended or sug-
gested along the guidelines that have
been included in the bill and which I
referenced yesterday.

This amendment effectively ensures
mandates that those programs are ac-
tually going to go ahead. It was always
our assumption they would go ahead. I
believe this Justice Department is well
on the road toward assuring they would
go ahead. A number of us have been
briefed on what progress has been
made, and has been impressive in terms
of the design of these programs. I think
they offer some very, very important,
hopeful indications that many of the
abuses we have seen currently would be
addressed with either these types of
programs or those that are closely re-
lated to those programs.
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Effectively, what this amendment
does, as the Senator has pointed out, it
defines the term ‘‘region’ as an area
within a State. This proposal limits
the verification to local and regional
pilots only. There was some question
about what the region might be. We
know about 80 percent of illegals are in
seven States. Some are bunched into
regions of the country. We wanted to
make it very clear that we were not
talking about regions of the country,
but we are talking about an area with-
in a State. That is an improvement,
and I think it is a worthwhile state-
ment to ensure that the purposes of
this pilot program will be defined as an
area within a State.

Second, it mandates the INS to con-
duct the three types of programs which
are listed in the bill. These three had
been selected after the consideration of
a number of other suggestions. And, as
I mentioned earlier, I think they are
worthy of pursuing. We are making
sure that they will be pursued. There is
one pilot project where employers have
to verify an employee’s Social Security
number over the phone; one which
tests the effectiveness of the State
identification card, and that includes a
readable Social Security number; and
one where employers have to verify
employment eligibility, only for em-
ployees who are mnoncitizens. These
three mandates of the INS cannot re-
quire employers to participate in a
pilot program, unless the Attorney
General certifies it is anticipated to
meet the privacy and accuracy stand-
ards of the bill.

We have outlined in very careful de-
tail the privacy provisions, and we are
strongly committed to ensuring that
privacy will be realized and achieved.
We will work closely with the INS to
make sure that that happens.

As has been pointed out in the course
of the debate, we wanted to insist on
accuracy. If you have just programs
that are maybe 80 percent, or 85, or
even 90 percent accurate, you are still
10, or 15, or 20 percent inaccurate, and
you are still talking about tens of
thousands of people who would be un-
fairly treated. And so that aspect of
the pilot program—to insist on the ac-
curacy standards which have been out-
lined—is 99 percent in this bill and is
enormously important.

So I think questions had been raised
after we had determined that the pilot
program would be instituted in the Ju-
diciary Committee, and from the Judi-
ciary Committee to the floor, and even
during the course of the debate, we
have been asked to clarify these par-
ticular measures, and the Simpson
amendment does that. These modifica-
tions make good sense. This amend-
ment ensures that pilot projects can be
no larger than an area within a State.
It means that a pilot that covers an en-
tire State would be too large. The
amendment requires the INS to con-
duct the three projects, and these
projects are listed as optional pilots in
the bill. The amendment simply re-
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quires the INS to test these three
projects. If any of these work, it will
mark a major improvement in denying
jobs to illegal immigrants.

Once again, this is where the focus
ought to be on the issue of the job mag-
net, the fact that jobs are what bring
people here to the United States ille-
gally. As we know, those individuals
who are the illegals basically are low-
skill or no-skill workers, and they are
the ones which add the least, obvi-
ously, to the economy and still are in-
volved in displacing other Americans
and driving wages down.

So if we are able to address the issues
of the job magnet—and this legislation
attempts to do that in a variety of
ways, which have been spelled out ear-
lier in the course of the debate, both
from trying to address the issues of the
fraud documents and trying to
strengthen the Border Patrol, trying to
develop these other kinds of proposals
to limit the—and make it less likely
that illegals will enter the job market,
I think we are on the road to trying to
take meaningful steps to deal with the
problems of illegal immigrants coming
to this country and still ensure the
protections for American workers that
may speak with a foreign language or
may have a different appearance.

I do not know of any opposition to
this amendment. Members have known
about it for some period of time. Per-
haps we will be willing to set this
aside. We are personally contacting
Members who have indicated an inter-
est to find out whether they either
want to address it or require a rollcall
vote. It seems to me that we will pur-
sue that. But we, again, hope that our
other colleagues who have other
amendments will come forward. I am
sure when they do, we will set this
aside. At some time later, I suppose, we
will ask, when we stack the votes, that
this be one that we stack.

If Members have differing views on
this issue, we are here now to debate it.
After a reasonable period of time, we
will assume that those Members, un-
less they notify us, are willing to let us
move forward and accept this amend-
ment. We intend to do that in a reason-
able period of time.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I might take 3 min-
utes for the introduction of a bill.

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

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. THOMAS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1714
are located in today’s RECORD under
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“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak as in morning business.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.
I will be brief, I say to my colleagues.
I will stay under 5 minutes.

——
RISE IN GASOLINE PRICES

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to read a letter that
I have today as the Senator from Min-
nesota sent out to a number of oil com-
panies in our country.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
letter printed in the RECORD.

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

MAY 2, 1996.

Much has been said recently about the rise
in the price of gasoline, attributing this rise
to a number of factors. As you may know,
the Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, of which I am a member, will be
holding a hearing to look into this matter on
May 9, 1996.

My understanding of the industry position
on this question is that several unrelated
factors have led to the recent increase of
gasoline prices: high demand for heating oil
due to the long winter, seasonal refinery
maintenance practices, refinery shutdowns,
and the failure of Iraqi oil to enter the mar-
ket as expected. Although all of these are
credible explanations, there is an argument
that runs counter to this position which I
would like you to address.

The crux of my concern relates to the in-
dustry practice of ‘‘just-in-time’’ inventory
management. It appears that the inventories
of crude oil and petroleum products are now
being held by the industry at significantly
lower levels than have historically been the
practice. In fact, a particularly significant
drop in inventories seems to have occurred
during the summer of 1995, not during the
winter as one might expect. As you know,
when inventory levels are so low as to im-
pact the availability of gasoline, consumers
and the economy can be exposed to the risk
of price spikes by otherwise unremarkable
increases in demand. My fear is that while
0il companies may use this management
technique to save money, the result is that
the consumer may end up paying the price.

I would hope that the oil industry would
not use this management technique to ring
up huge profits on the backs of the American
consumer.

In helping me prepare for any upcoming
action in the Senate Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee, please explain why in-
dustry inventories of crude oil and petro-
leum products have been maintained re-
cently so far below the usual level, and what
effect ‘‘just-in-time’’ inventory management
may have had in contributing to or aggra-
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vating the current price increase. In crafting
your response, please explain why inven-
tories were reportedly decreased so dras-
tically in June and July of 1995. In addition,
I would appreciate knowing whether the
matter of low inventories or any other issues
relating to the recent increase in the con-
sumer price of gasoline have been the subject
of discussions between representatives of
your company and other officials in the in-
dustry. Finally, please provide any further
information you feel may be useful to me
and to the Committee in our review of this
matter.

Thank you for your prompt reply.

Sincerely,
PAUL D. WELLSTONE,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will quote from sections of the letter:

Much has been said recently about the rise
in the price of gasoline, attributing this rise
to a number of factors. As you may know,
the Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, of which I am a member, will
hold a hearing to look into this matter on
May 9, 1996.

That is next week.

My understanding of the industry position
on this question is that several unrelated
factors have led to the increase of gasoline
prices: high demand for heating oil due to
the long winter, seasonal refinery mainte-
nance practices, refinery shutdowns, and the
failure of Iraqi oil to enter the market as ex-
pected. Although all of these are credible ex-
planations, there is an argument that runs
counter to this position which I would like
you to address.

This letter is in the spirit of all of us
having the information we need to
make responsible decisions.

Mr. President, what I am talking
about is what ways this low inventory
may have affected this spike in the
prices that consumers are experi-
encing. Since there has been a lot of in-
formation that has been coming
around, or at least a lot of speeches
given, it seems to me one of the things
we want to do as Senators, whether we
are Republicans or Democrats, is get to
the bottom of this and try to really un-
derstand the why of this spike, the why
of this rather dramatic increase in gas-
oline prices.

These low inventories, really record
low inventories, are something that I
think we ought to look at. Undoubt-
edly, this saves money for the compa-
nies. But on the other hand, what hap-
pens if demand goes up at all with the
inventory, the supplies, kept down by
the oil companies? Then your supply-
and-demand curve is such that it could
lead to the very spike in prices that we
are now experiencing in the country.

I have sent this letter to the oil com-
panies. I am hoping that they will be
forthcoming with the requested infor-
mation. On May 9, in the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee, I will
put the questions to the oil companies.
I hope they will be accountable. Those
of us in the U.S. Senate, Democrats
and Republicans alike, will have this
information. I think it is a very impor-
tant issue. I think it is extremely im-
portant that we understand what is
now happening to consumers that we
represent. I yield the floor.
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Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

———————

IMMIGRATION CONTROL AND FI-
NANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
OF 1996

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

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I under-
stand my distinguished colleague, the
senior Senator from Florida, wishes to
speak shortly, but that he needs a lit-
tle more time. If there is no objection
from the floor managers, I will make
some general comments about the bill
at this time, if I may.

Mr. President, I think it is appro-
priate at this time, as we are, hope-
fully, nearing the conclusion of our de-
bate on this important piece of legisla-
tion, to make some general observa-
tions and comments. First, to acknowl-
edge the leadership of Senator SiMP-
SON. What has been accomplished, in
my judgment, could not have been ac-
complished in earlier Congresses. I
commend his leadership. Although the
distinguished ranking member of the
subcommittee has not been in agree-
ment on all parts of the piece of legis-
lation, I believe that Senator KEN-
NEDY'’s role in this has been a construc-
tive part of a process which, in my
judgment, will make major changes in
our immigration enforcement efforts.

Some time last year, I had the pleas-
ure of testifying before the Immigra-
tion Subcommittee in support of S. 269,
Senator SIMPSON’s illegal immigration
reform bill. I am pleased that the legis-
lation that we have been debating
these past few days essentially deals
with the scope and the manner which
the bill that I testified on last year
covered.

I want to preface my remarks by re-
emphasizing a point that I made at the
time, which I think is valid in the con-
text of the debate this year. That is,
that there are those who are critics of
our attempts to reform the immigra-
tion laws in this country who suggest
that our efforts are somehow mean-
spirited or even ‘‘xenophobic.” In my
view, that is not only an unfair charac-
terization; it is an opinion that is com-
pletely out of touch with the realities
of our time.

The Commission on Immigration Re-
form, chaired by the late Honorable
Barbara Jordan, responded to this in
the 1994 report to the Congress in
which she and the members of the
Commission concluded:

We disagree with those who would label ef-
forts to control immigration as being inher-
ently anti-immigrant. Rather, it is both a
right and a responsibility of a democratic so-
ciety to manage immigration so that it
serves the national interest.

Mr. President, first and foremost, it
is and it has always been the province,
and indeed the responsibility, of the
Congress to establish and to provide
the means of enforcing our country’s
immigration laws and to do so in the
national interest.
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Since the Immigration Act of 1882,
Congress has recognized the need to
fashion immigration policy to fit the
various public policy interests of the
time. In the 19th century, our country
depended on immigrants to build the
railroads, to defend our unstable bor-
ders, and to populate the new frontier.

At the turn of the century, our immi-
grant population helped to fuel the In-
dustrial Revolution and to promote
economic expansion. As a consequence,
immigrants were allowed nearly unfet-
tered access to our shores during that
same period of time.

As the needs of our country changed
over the course of the early part of the
20th century, so, too, did our immigra-
tion policies. Although some of these
policies were clearly the result of a ra-
cial animus, our legal immigration sys-
tem has evolved into one that pri-
marily is based on family unification
and needed skills.

In spite of the Congress’ best inten-
tions, U.S. immigration laws have been
violated on a massive scale over recent
years. The Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service estimates that near-
ly 300,000 undocumented aliens enter
and remain in the United States per-
manently each year. That figure in-
cludes a substantial number in my own
State of Nevada, estimated to be near-
1y 20,000.

The proposition 187 ballot initiative
in California last year is an example of
the frustration felt by many in that
State over the failure of the Federal
Government to enforce our immigra-
tion laws. The consensus that has
emerged in this Congress and in the
White House concerning the need to
balance the Federal budget in 7 years
has placed severe constraints on discre-
tionary spending in the foreseeable fu-
ture. As that discretionary pie con-
tinues to shrink, we must constantly
reprioritize the spending allocations
for many worthwhile spending pro-
grams that in whole or in part the Fed-
eral Government has been asked to
support.

While rational people may disagree
as to the overall societal cost associ-
ated with illegal immigration, it seems
rather fundamental to me that limited
Federal resources are better spent on
those persons who have played by the
rules and reside in our country legally.

I want to mention another aspect of
unlawful immigration, one that is
more difficult to quantify, yet clearly
carries a price tag for us as a society.
That is the cost to our environment. In
many parts of the country, but particu-
larly in the Southwest, the burgeoning
population has placed tremendous
strains on our natural resources. The
quality of the air we breathe, the water
we drink, and the land on which we live
and recreate is directly related to pop-
ulation levels. Our ability to maintain
a safe and healthy environment is con-
stantly being challenged as those
growth levels continue to increase. Un-
lawful immigration exacerbates these
challenges in areas ranging from solid
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waste disposal to maintenance of our
city parks.

Mr. President, I have cited several of
the realities we face as a nation in
order to put in context the need for the
legislation that we have debated and,
hopefully, we will pass later on today.

Quite simply, we must do a much
better job of curbing the flow of illegal
immigration, and that means both pre-
venting illegal aliens from entering our
country and deporting those who re-
mained within our borders unlawfully.
The legislation that we debate address-
es both of these problems. It contains
strong law enforcement provisions to
assist in detaining and removing ille-
gal immigrants, and, more impor-
tantly, it includes strong provisions re-
lating to employer sanctions and
verification systems.

I might just parenthetically ac-
knowledge the support of Senator
SIMPSON and Senator KENNEDY with an
amendment which I added which has
been included in the managers’ amend-
ment that deals with juvenile offenders
who are here illegally and commit
crimes that, if committed by adult of-
fenders, would be serious felony of-
fenses.

The fact that this provision has been
accepted in the legislation, I think,
will strengthen the hand of law en-
forcement and give us an additional
tool to deal with those violent juvenile
offenders who are here unlawfully who
currently are protected under the pro-
visions of the Family Unity Act and
who now may be subject to the provi-
sions which will enable a stronger ef-
fort to be made to return them to the
country of their own origin when these
serious felony offenses are committed.

The bill incorporates many of the
recommendations of the Commission
on Immigration Reform, as I alluded to
earlier. It recognizes, as did the Com-
mission, that the primary factor moti-
vating people to enter our country ille-
gally is the availability of jobs, jobs
that pay more, often much more, than
that in which an individual could ex-
pect to make in his or her native coun-
try.

While this legislation reflects the
need to enhance our border security ef-
forts by nearly doubling the authorized
level of Border Patrol agents over the
next 5 years, it also recognizes the fis-
cal and geographical constraints of pa-
trolling the entire U.S. border.

Mr. President, the fact that more
than half of all of illegal immigrants
currently in the United States entered
our country legally and subsequently
overstayed their visas evidences the
need to do much more than just to im-
prove border security to stem the tide
of illegal immigration.

The Commission on Immigration Re-
form found that the ineffectiveness of
employer sanctions, prevalence of
fraudulent documents, and continued
high numbers of unauthorized workers,
combined with confusion for employers
and reported discrimination against
employees have challenged the credi-
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bility of current work site enforcement
efforts.

This bill recognizes an improved sys-
tem to verify eligibility to work in this
country must be developed. It includes
provisions to reduce the list of docu-
ments that may be accepted by em-
ployers, and directs the President to
conduct local or regional pilot projects
on improved verification systems. The
recommended system could not be im-
plemented, however, until it was au-
thorized by Congress.

The bill also contains provisions re-
lated to another recommendation of
the commission, and that is the avail-
ability of public benefits to legal immi-
grants. The current law in this area, a
version of which has been on the books
for more than a century, provides that
an immigrant may be admitted to the
United States only if the immigrant
provides adequate assurance that he or
she is not likely at any time to become
a public charge. The bill provides if an
alien within 5 years of entry does be-
come a public charge that immigrant
may be subject to deportation.

This policy is consistent with the
Commission’s recommendation and
with the philosophy we as a Nation
admit legal immigrants, with the ex-
pectation they will reside permanently
in the United States as productive resi-
dents. In addition, the bill provides
sponsors should be held financially re-
sponsible for the immigrants they
bring into this country. In making the
affidavits of support signed by sponsors
legally enforceable, the bill indem-
nifies the Federal Government and
seeks to hold the taxpayers harmless of
their current responsibility for pro-
viding for support.

Mr. President, I want to make it
clear that I recognize the contribution
immigrants have made to our society.
With the exception of native Ameri-
cans, we are all a product of our Na-
tion’s immigration system. That is
why it is so important for us as a na-
tion to establish and to enforce our im-
migration laws so that those who have
played by the rules and followed the
law are rewarded for their efforts. We
can no longer allow aliens who enter or
remain in the United States in viola-
tion of our immigration laws to effec-
tively take immigration opportunities
that might otherwise be extended to
those potential legal immigrants whose
presence would be more consistent
with the public policy determinations
made by this Congress about what is in
our national interests.

Once again, Mr. President, I com-
mend Senators SIMPSON and KENNEDY
for their efforts in producing this piece
of legislation. I look forward to sup-
porting its enactment and its final pas-
sage. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3759 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3743
(Purpose: To suspend the requirements im-

posed on State and local governments if

certain conditions prevail)

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I call
up amendment 3759 which has been pre-
viously filed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM]
for himself and Mr. SIMPSON, proposes an
amendment numbered 3759 to amendment
No. 3743.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the matter pro-
posed to be inserted by the amendment, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. . UNFUNDED FEDERAL INTERGOVERN-
MENTAL MANDATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, not later than 90 days
after the beginning of fiscal year 1997, and
annually thereafter, the determinatons de-
scribed in subsection (b) shall be made, if
any such determination is affirmative, the
requirements imposed on State and local
governments under this Act relating to the
affirmative determination shall be sus-
pended.

(b) DETERMINATION DESCRIBED.—A deter-
mination described in this subsection means
one of the following:

(1) A determination by the responsible Fed-
eral agency or the responsible State or local
administering agency regarding whether the
costs of administering a requirement im-
posed on State and local government under
this Act exceeds the estimated net savings in
benefit expenditures.

(2) A determination by the responsible Fed-
eral agency, or the responsible State or local
administering agency, regarding whether
Federal funding is insufficient to fully fund
the costs imposed by a requirement imposed
on State and local governments under this
Act.

(3) A determination by the responsible Fed-
eral agency, or the responsible State or local
administering agency, regarding whether ap-
plication of the requirement on a State or
local government would significantly delay
or deny services to otherwise eligible indi-
viduals in a manner that would hinder the
protection of life, safety, or public health.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, before I
commence my remarks on this specific
amendment I will provide some con-
text. I strongly support the efforts that
have been made and that are being
made in this legislation to stem the
tide of illegal alien entry and contin-
ued presence in the United States of
America. Clearly, it is a national re-
sponsibility delegated singularly to the
Federal Government under our U.S.
Constitution to protect our borders and
assure that in all areas, including im-
migration, that we live by the rule of
law and not by the rule of the jungle.

What concerns me, from the State
which has experienced the adverse ef-
fect of illegal aliens to a greater extent
that any other State in the Nation has
done so, and who feels so passionately
about the national responsibility to en-
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force our laws and protect our borders,
what concerns me is that in this legis-
lation which is labeled, which has on
its book jacket the phrase ‘‘illegal im-
migration,” when you open the book,
look at the individual chapters, there
are significant provisions that do not
relate to illegal immigration.

We dealt with one of those provisions
earlier this week when we eliminated
the provision in the original bill that
would have essentially terminated im-
mediately the Cuban Adjustment Act,
an act from 1966 to today which only is
available to people who are in this
country with legal status. That is not
the only example in a book which has
in its title ‘‘illegal immigration.” Its
chapters have provisions relating to
people who are in here, having followed
the law, having followed the rules, pay-
ing taxes, doing all the things that we
expect of law-abiding residents within
the United States. Most particularly,
Mr. President, those provisions that af-
fect legal aliens come into play in the
aspect of the eligibility of those legal
aliens for a variety of programs which
have some degree of Federal financial
involvement.

I support, also, the principle that the
sponsors of this legislation have articu-
lated on repeated occasions that we
should look first to the person who
sponsored the alien into the country as
being the financially responsible part-
ner, for their needs to avoid the neces-
sity of that individual becoming a pub-
lic charge. That is a desirable and,
frankly, too-long ignored principle. Our
courts have ruled as recently as 2 years
ago that the current affidavit of spon-
sorship is not legally enforceable. This
legislation will hope to breathe the fire
of enforceability into that affidavit.

My concern, Mr. President, is not
only that we are dealing with legal
aliens in a bill described as illegal im-
migration, and carries with it all of the
momentum and all of the emotion and
passion that that title brings, but also
that we are placing the Federal Gov-
ernment in a position of being the
deadbeat dad of immigration. And how
is that? The Federal Government de-
termines how many legal aliens can
come into this country. The Federal
Government determines under what
conditions they can come and under
what conditions they can stay. None of
those decisions can be influenced by
the local community, whether it is
Dayton, OH, or Dade County, FL. None
of those can be influenced by a State.
They are totally national judgments,
and we made several of those judg-
ments in the past few days here on the
Senate floor.

We are now saying that we are going
to look primarily to the sponsor to pay
the cost of that sponsored alien. But
what happens if that sponsor is unable,
unwilling, or cannot be found to carry
on that responsibility? The way the
structure of this bill is, you determine
the financial condition of the sponsor,
and since this bill says nobody can
sponsor an alien unless they are at
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least 1256 percent above the poverty
level, and since for most of the pro-
grams of eligibility you have to have
less than 125 percent in order to qual-
ify—for instance, Medicaid—in most
States, unless you are in a special cat-
egory such as a pregnant woman or a
child, you have to be substantially less
than 100 percent of poverty in order to
qualify. So, by definition, almost every
one of these legal aliens with a spon-
sor’s income is going to be rendered in-
eligible for needs-based programs in
which the Federal Government is a
participant.

But what happens when the reality is
that the sponsor is unable or unwilling
to meet the obligations of the spon-
sored legal alien? The most likely area
in which that is going to occur is going
to be health care. Most sponsors will be
able to meet their obligations in terms
of providing food, or shelter, or other
basic necessities of life, but what hap-
pens when that alien is diagnosed as
having cancer? What happens when
that legal alien is seriously injured?
That is when that sponsor, at 125 per-
cent of the poverty level, is not going
to realistically be able to meet those
needs.

We have a Federal law that says that
any American person—not just a cit-
izen—any person can go to a hospital
and get emergency treatment regard-
less of their financial condition. That
is exactly what is going to happen with
that legal alien with cancer, or a seri-
ous accident, or if they become preg-
nant and they cannot afford the cost of
delivery. They are going to end up at a
hospital with their medical condition
and unable to pay and the sponsor
being unable to pay.

Now the Federal Government has
washed its hands of that responsibility.
We are the ‘‘deadbeat dad’ of obliga-
tions of legal aliens. But somebody is
going to pay. That somebody is going
to be the hospital or, more likely, the
local community and the State and
their taxpayers in which that hospital
is located.

So the issue is not should the sponsor
be responsible. Yes, the sponsor should
be responsible, and we are helping to
make that more likely. But the ques-
tion is, what happens when the spon-
sor, for a variety of reasons, is not
there when the bill comes due? The
fact is, what is going to happen is that
there will be a new unfunded mandate
imposed upon the communities in
which the legal alien lives.

We also have some unfunded man-
dates, Mr. President, that you spoke to
eloquently yesterday relative to new
responsibilities on businesses. We are
not willing to pick up all of the cost
that it is going to take to implement
many of these programs, including the
verification programs. So we have said,
in addition to asking local govern-
ments and States to have to pick up
additional costs, we are going to shift
some of these costs off to the private
sector and let them pay for it. I do not
think this is a fair allocation of what is
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a constitutional Federal responsibility
for our immigration laws.

So, Mr. President, as I begin my com-
ments on this specific amendment, I
want to make it clear: I think we
ought to have the strongest laws and
commitment to enforce those laws
against illegal immigration that are
available to us. I think that it is appro-
priate to ask sponsors to be primarily
responsible for legal aliens. I do not
think we ought to be doing it in this
bill. As a matter of policy, it is a desir-
able objective, but I do not think that
we ought to be setting up a cir-
cumstance in which the Federal Gov-
ernment essentially shirks its financial
obligation and adds that obligation to
the communities in which legal aliens
are living and to the business sector
which is now going to carry new re-
sponsibilities for verification.

Mr. President, the first priority of
the Senate during this 104th Congress
was S. 1, the very first bill filed at the
desk, S. 1, and the title of that was the
unfunded mandate reform bill of 1995.
It was also included as a top priority in
the House of Representatives, and it
passed both bodies in the first 100 days
of the 104th Congress. At the time we
considered that legislation, the major-
ity leader of the Senate said, and I
quote:

Mr. President, the time has come for a lit-
tle legislative truth-in-advertising. Before
Members of Congress vote for a piece of leg-
islation, they need to know how it would im-
pact the States and localities they represent.
If Members of Congress want to pass a new
law, they should be willing to make the
tough choices needed to pay for them.

I strongly concur in the statement of
our majority leader.

What does that statement now have
to say about the legislation that is be-
fore us this morning? The Congres-
sional Budget Office, in the limited
time available to it to review the legis-
lation’s broad, sweeping impact on
State and local governments, has de-
termined that this bill, S. 1664, does in
fact violate the $50 million threshold
for tripping into effect the unfunded
mandate procedure. That $560 million is
found just in two areas: the require-
ments governing increased expenses for
birth certificates, and driver’s licenses.
Although the bill would impact lit-
erally hundreds of programs run by
State and local governments, just
these two—birth certificates and driv-
er’s licenses—would have an unfunded
mandate on State and local govern-
ments in excess of $560 million.

With respect to all of the encom-
passing requirements imposed under
this legislation, the Congressional
Budget Office states:

Given the scope and complexity of the af-
fected programs, however, the Congressional
Budget Office has not been able to estimate
either the likelihood or magnitude of such
costs at this time. These costs could be sig-
nificant, depending on how strictly the
deeming requirements are enforced by the
Federal Government.

Let me repeat. ‘“These costs could be
significant.”
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Mr. President, S. 1664 fails the major-
ity leader’s truth-in-advertising test.
We are prepared to vote on a bill that
we truly have not the foggiest idea
what its impact will be on State and
local governments. We certainly are
extremely concerned and strongly sup-
portive of raising the issue of unfunded
mandates.

As a result, I have offered the amend-
ment which is currently before the
Senate that would waive the imposed
and mandated bureaucratic require-
ments if the Federal, State, or local ad-
ministering agency makes one of these
three determinations: a determination
that the cost of imposing the require-
ment exceeds the benefit; second, that
Federal funding is not sufficient to
cover the cost of the imposed require-
ment; or, third, that the application of
the requirement would delay or deny
services to the otherwise eligible legal
immigrant in a manner that threatens
life, safety, or public health.

Mr. President, I have a letter dated
April 24 from the National Conference
of State Legislatures, the National As-
sociation of Counties, and the National
League of Cities. This letter strongly
supports the pending amendment. In it,
these three organizations write:

This assures that new deeming mandates
are cost effective and not unfunded man-
dates. This is a critical test of your commit-
ment to preventing cost shifts to, and un-
funded administrative burdens on, State and
local governments.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors also
supports this amendment. In short,
this bill, once again, creates a large un-
funded mandate on State and local gov-
ernments. Once again, I repeat the
quote from the Congressional Budget
Office:

Given the scope and complexity of the af-
fected programs, CBO was not able to esti-
mate either the likelihood or the magnitude
of such costs at this time. These costs could
be significant.

Mr. President, the only study as to
what these costs may be comes from
the National Conference of State Leg-
islatures. These are our colleagues, fel-
low legislators in State capitals across
the land. Many of us had the privilege,
at a previous time, to have served in a
State legislature. We know the dif-
ficult choices that they must make in
terms of balancing limited resources at
the State level, because they do not
have the option, as we do, to deficit fi-
nance their programs. So they are very
concerned about unfunded mandates
that distort priorities.

The CBO had a limited time, as did
the National Conference of State Leg-
islatures, to do its study. But the
NCSL developed a report on 10 affected
programs. This study, incidentally, did
not include Medicaid and did not in-
clude 40 other Federal means-tested
programs which will be covered by this
legislation. But what did it find in the
10 programs that were studied? After
contacting more than 10 States of
varying sizes, the study concludes that:

Regardless of the size of the immigrant
population, all States and localities will
have to implement these unfunded mandates.
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In other words, this bill impacts
Sioux City, IA, and Billings, MT, just
as it does Los Angeles, CA, or Miami,
FL. This bill requires all Federal,
State, and local means-tested programs
to have a new citizenship verification
bureaucracy imposed upon them—even
those areas which have very few aliens.
As a result, what are the estimated
costs being imposed on State and local
governments, even for just the 10 pro-
grams that the NCSL has studied? Ac-
cording to the study, ‘“The cost of
these requirements for 10 selected pro-
grams would result in a $744-million
unfunded mandate.” A $744-million un-
funded mandate.

Mr. President, let me repeat that the
NCSL study indicates that the un-
funded mandate cost of 10 programs
will be $744 million. Once the other
multitude of programs are analyzed,
the cost on State and local govern-
ments could far exceed a billion dol-
lars. It could be several billion dollars.
Nobody has the foggiest idea.

However, there are no provisions in
the pending legislation to reimburse
State and local governments for the
administrative costs and the cost shifts
that will be imposed upon them. As the
majority leader said, again, in debating
the unfunded mandate bill:

We do not have all the answers in Wash-
ington, DC. Why should we tell Idaho, or the
State of Kansas, or the State of South Da-
kota, or any State, that we are going to pass
this Federal law, and we are going to require
that you do certain things, but we are not
going to send you any money? So you raise
taxes in the local communities or in the
State. You tax the people, and when they
complain about it, say, ‘“‘Well, we cannot
help it because the Federal Government
passed this mandate.” So we are going to
continue our drive to return power to our
States and our people through the 104th Con-
gress.

Those words were a ringing declara-
tion of purpose in January 1995, which
I think we should now recall in May
1996. All programs in all places, regard-
less of whether the new bureaucratic
costs exceed the benefit, regardless of
whether it imposes a very large un-
funded mandate on State and local gov-
ernment, are impacted by this bill.

Some examples: Foster grandparents
in Bismarck, ND, or a van to check the
blood pressure of poor, pregnant moth-
ers in Topeka, KS, using alternative
child care health funding. These are ex-
amples of programs that have Federal
funding that would now be subject to
the verification requirements of this
legislation. The 1local jurisdictions
with few if any aliens would have to
verify immigration status and sponsor-
ship information, regardless of that
fact.

My amendment would allow the
State or local administrative agency,
or the Federal agency, to certify and
waive out of the bill’s requirement in
such a case where the cost of imple-
mentation clearly exceeds the savings
that are contemplated. This amend-
ment recognizes that one-size-fits-all
policies do not work and are not cost
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effective—a recognition of a basic
tenet of this country’s federalism.

This amendment would also recog-
nize that this may be virtually no sav-
ings—something that the Congres-
sional Budget Office has verified in its
scoring of the bill’s savings in certain
programs. For example, the maternal
child health block grant funding is
often used to augment services pro-
vided by the public health department
for preventive health care services
aimed at pregnant women. However,
since the maternal child care program
is capped—that is, there is a maximum
expenditure—there would be no Federal
savings by imposing any additional ad-
ministrative requirements. Again, CBO
estimates no cost savings by imposing
deeming in the maternal child care
program. But administrative costs
would certainly increase substantially
for public health units across America.

In such a case, despite the fact that
the Federal funding to the public
health department would account for
as little as 1 percent of total funding,
all of this new bureaucracy would be
imposed. The added cost of admin-
istering deeming, for example, in such
a program could exceed all of the Fed-
eral funding that goes into the pro-
gram. This is neither prudent nor
something which I believe our col-
leagues would think is sufficient gov-
ernment.

Moreover, this amendment is en-
tirely consistent with statutory lan-
guage, which provided that the imple-
mentation of the system of alien
verification—the SAVE Program—was
administered. Under the SAVE Pro-
gram, States could be waived from the
program upon a determination that im-
plementing SAVE would cost more
money than the savings that would
flow from such implementation. So we
already have, in the immigration law
itself, an example of recognizing a
cost-benefit relationship, and that
cost-benefit relationship will differ
from one community to another.

In addition, the amendment would
allow the appropriate Federal, State,
or local agency to suspend the applica-
tion of the bill’s administrative re-
quirements upon the determination
that the application requirement would
significantly delay or deny services to
otherwise eligible individuals in a man-
ner that would hinder the protection of
life, safety, or public health.

For example, the determination
could be made that the alien sponsor’s
deeming requirement should not be ap-
plied on a temporary basis with respect
to short-term disaster relief, because it
could delay essential aid to citizens
and aliens alike who are disaster vic-
tims. In the case of a major natural
disaster, which could occur with little
or no prior warning, a person’s home
can be destroyed in short notice. One’s
lost possessions could include proof of
immigration, citizenship status, or fi-
nancial information.

Without this amendment, emergency
food or housing vouchers could not be
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provided to a disaster victim until the
alien’s citizenship status and sponsor-
ship information has been verified,
which can take weeks. It would also re-
lieve an undue administrative burden
on disaster relief agencies that would
presently have to verify immigration
status and sponsorship information
during the course of dealing with the
disaster in its aftermath. The ultimate
victims of such administrative burdens
would be the disaster victims them-
selves, who would have to wait longer
to receive services.

Mr. President, we passed the un-
funded mandate bill as our first pri-
ority. The National Conference of
State Legislatures, the National Asso-
ciation of Counties, the National
League of Cities, and the United States
Conference of Mayors have said, ‘“This
is a critical test of our commitment to
the unfunded mandate law we passed.”’

To be against this amendment would
be to argue that we should impose
costs that exceed the benefit, to impose
unfunded mandates on State and local
governments and to deny or delay serv-
ices even if they threaten life, safety,
and public health. I cannot believe that
anyone in this Chamber believes that
those would be wise or prudent courses
of public policy.

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment.

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, this is
like a symphony. We are returning
once again to the central theme: This
is about deeming, and it is about the
sponsor paying what the sponsor prom-
ised to pay.

I hear every one of those remarkable
and compassionate examples that the
Senator from Florida portrays. I know
him well. He believes deeply in this. He
is a caring person, and he obviously is
receiving a great deal of information
from his State and from those who ad-
minister health care in his State. I un-
derstand that. I understand it all.

However, I understand something
even more clearly, and that is this. We
are talking about legal immigrants,
and a legal immigrant cannot come to
this country, cannot get in until the
sponsor has promised and given an affi-
davit of support that the person com-
ing in will not become a public charge
and that whatever assets the sponsor
has or income that the sponsor has are
deemed to be the assets of the legal im-

migrant.
Too bad we have come to the word
““deem.”” The word ‘‘deem’” seems to

confuse people, but I think with the
votes we have had the last few days, or
2 or 3 days on this same issue, they are
not confused.

Deeming means that if your sponsor
has money, his money is considered
your money when you go down to get
relief from the taxpayers. I do not
know how that seems to escape the de-
bate. When you walk up to get money
from the Federal Treasury, from the
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rest of us, why should the rest of us
cough up the money when the sponsor
has not done it yet, or has not run out
of money himself or herself?

That is the issue. There is no other
issue.

Now, what if the sponsor is in trou-
ble? What if the sponsor cannot cut the
mustard? What if the sponsor says: I
did agree to bring this person to the
United States and I did agree that they
would not become a public charge, and
I did agree to sign an affidavit of spon-
sorship, and I promised to do that, but
I cannot do it. I have had a bank-
ruptcy. I have lost my job. I cannot do
it.

And what happens then? That is it.
The sponsor is off the hook, and the
taxpayers pick up the load. Nobody is
saying that these people wander
around in the streets; that they do not
make it; that they are not going to
make it. All we are saying is whatever
the program, if the sponsor has the as-
sets and the income stream and can af-
ford to pay, that sponsor will pay be-
fore the taxpayers of the United States
pay anything, regardless of what it
may be, with the exception of what was
in the managers’ amendment, which
was in the committee amendment,
which was about soup kitchens—that is
in there. We do provide that—and there
were several other items, and Senator
KENNEDY will recall what those are.

If this is one that I guess our col-
leagues do not understand, then I think
we have failed in the debate, and people
may vote it certainly either way. But I
urge my colleagues to defeat this
amendment. It is one more amendment
on deeming. The amendment would
allow State welfare agencies to avoid
the requirement to deem if the State
agency itself—now listen to that—it is
the State agency itself determining
that, one, the administrative costs
would exceed the net savings or, two,
that Federal funds are insufficient to
fund the administrative costs, or,
three, that deeming would ‘‘signifi-
cantly delay or deny services in a man-
ner that would hinder the protection of
life, safety, or public health.”

The enactment of the bill itself
would create a congressional require-
ment for deeming, for Federal and all
federally funded programs, and that re-
quirement is based on the basic belief
that after immigrants are admitted to
the United States they should be self-
sufficient. It is based on the belief that
when immigrants need assistance, such
assistance should be provided, first, by
the immigrant’s sponsor who made the
initial promise, and if they have not
made the initial promise, these people
would not have been admitted to the
United States. That was the sponsor’s
promise. That was a condition of the
immigrant’s admission to our country,
a very generous country. And I do not
feel it should be up to a State welfare
agency or even a Federal welfare agen-
cy to decide that such deeming should
not be required.

Let us face the real basic fact. You
have some agencies in some States and,
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boy, they have a tremendous drain—I
am sure Florida is one—created by a
legal and illegal immigrant population,
created by parolees, created by Cubans
and Haitians. I understand that. I do
understand that. And that is why we
provide and always have provided in
this work for extra money, extra
money always for Florida, California—
I remember that in the original bills. I
remember that. But let us face the
facts. Those agencies, for the best of
motives, are far more interested in
spending money than in saving it.

Mr. President, if the Congress decides
that deeming is not appropriate for
particular programs or particular
classes of immigrants, I think then and
only then the deeming should not be
required, but it should not be done by
State fiat.

Let me just say a few words about
the issue of administrative costs. The
Senator from Florida mentions the ad-
ministrative costs to the States of the
deeming requirements. I remind my
colleagues the deeming requirements
only apply to programs that under cur-
rent law are means tested.

The effect of deeming is that when an
immigrant applies, as I say, for assist-
ance, he or she must report to the pro-
vider not only his or her income and
assets but also that of the sponsor.
That just adds another line or two to
the application form. So to be told that
this is a terrible administrative bur-
den, here is how I foresee it. You fill
out the form, and it says on there your
assets and your income. You fill it out,
and you add two new lines: Do you
have a sponsor in the United States of
America? If the answer is yes, you say,
what are the assets of your sponsor in
dollars? And you enter it. And the sec-
ond line: What is the income of the
sponsor? And you enter that.

That does not seem to me to be a
great administrative burden. But, how
deeming is enforced, and I hear that ar-
gument, how agencies determine
whether applicants are telling the
truth, of course is another matter, as
we all know.

I assume various agencies will have
different enforcement policies, as they
do today. Some may require
verification of income levels from
every applicant. Some may adopt an
audit-type approach similar to that of
the IRS. I do not understand why the
bill would lead to any change in that
situation. Enforcement policy would be
determined by the agency involved. It
appears likely to be similar to current
practices. If an applicant’s own income
must be verified, and I assure my col-
league that is always the case, then the
income of the applicant’s sponsor also
is likely to be verified also. That is the
extra administrative burden, and the
purpose of it is to find out what they
have, and if they have it you make
them pay it before the rest of us pick
up the tab for people who promised to
pay for them when they came here or
they could not have come here unless
they made the promise.
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I do not know—and I respect greatly
my friend from Florida, and certainly
consistency and persistency are his
forte—but I just think the American
public has a lot of difficulty wondering
why the general taxpayers have to pick
up the tab for anything on someone
who came here on the sole promise
that their sponsor would take care of
everything and that they would not be-
come a ‘‘public charge.” Now, under
the present bill, if they become a pub-
lic charge for 12 months out of the 5-
year period they can be subject to de-
portation, with certain clearly ex-
pressed exclusions.

I regret being in a position where one
would have to be portrayed as, ‘“Why
are you doing this?”’ We are doing it
only because I think Americans under-
stand something about taking care of
others. Our budget this year is
$1,506,000,000,000 so we must be taking
care of someone in the United States of
America; $1,506,000,000,000. Food
stamps, cash, noncash, I vote for those
things and will continue to do so. But
I do not know why I should do it if
someone agreed to pay it before I had
to pay it. I guess I have enough regard
for my own promises, that if I promise
to bring people to the United States
and pay for them and they went down
to get some kind of means-tested as-
sistance or welfare, I would be embar-
rassed that I could not cough up the
money to do it because they are prob-
ably relatives of mine and I promised
they would not become a burden on the
taxpayers. I would keep that promise. I
have done that with relatives of mine.
I do not know why that should be the
responsibility of others. And that is
where we are and that is what deeming
is and there is a reason for it.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COVERDELL). The Chair recognizes the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
think the Senator from Florida is real-
ly putting his finger on a different
issue, and it is a very real issue for
anyone who considers, in this instance,
large public hospitals. I think all of us
understand the real crisis public hos-
pitals have in serving the needy in all
of our great communities and cities.

As I understand the point of the Sen-
ator from Florida, if someone is a legal
immigrant and has a sponsor and ar-
rives at the Boston City Hospital, that
person is going to be treated right
away. As the Senator pointed out, we
are required to treat him, but it is the
hospital policy, in any event, to treat
that individual. So they get treated
right away. Their emergency is at-
tended to. Now the hospital goes about
saying, ‘“‘How are we going to recover
the payments for it?”’ It goes to the in-
dividual. That person happens to be
needy, happens to be poor, and happens
to be a legal immigrant.

The point, No. 1, Mr. President, is
that the foreign-born immigrants in
the United States represent 6 percent
of the population and only 8 percent of
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the utilization in the Medicaid Pro-
gram. We do not find the abuses in the
Medicaid Program. We do in the SSI,
which has been addressed in this with
effective measures over the period of
the next 10 years. But this program we
are talking about is not more heavily
used by legal immigrants than it is by
American citizens. We have to under-
stand that.

We are not going to take the time of
the Senate to demonstrate how legal
immigrants pay in billions of dollars
more than they ever benefit from in
terms of taxes, which they are glad and
willing to do.

We are talking about that individual
who has fallen on hard times and has
some kind of unforeseen accident. All
right, that person goes in and they are
attended to. Then the hospital has to
set up some process and procedure—
which is going to cost them something,
which is not going to be reimbursed by
this bill—to go on out and find out who
that sponsor is. That sponsor may be in
a different part of the country. He or
she may be glad to participate and pay
for those medical bills.

But, on the other hand, that sponsor
may have died, may be bankrupt, may
be in another part of the country and
refuses to respond. Our concerns are
what is going to happen to that city
hospital? What is going to happen to
that city hospital when that city hos-
pital does not get paid by the indi-
vidual, does not get paid by the spon-
sor, and has to go to court? Who is pay-
ing the court fees to try to get the
money?

I am sure the Senator from Wyoming
would assume the responsibility that
they have assigned. But suppose that
individual is in some financial dif-
ficulty. That would have been very
easy, in my part of the country, during
the 1980’s, when we were having a seri-
ous, serious recession. That person
comes in and the hospital cannot re-
cover. So, what do they do? They serve
primarily the poorest of the poor, the
uninsured. Even though there is not
overutilization of the Medicaid Pro-
gram, there are many hospitals like
the public hospitals, like a good hos-
pital that serves—particularly city
hospital, in Cambridge, that serves
about half our foreign born—that
would have very substantial additional
costs.

Over the 6-year period, the Boston
City Hospital estimates that the addi-
tional costs will be $26 to $28 million.
We cannot say that to an absolute cer-
tainty. But looking over their lists,
and at a quick review, they estimate
that is the additional cost to the Bos-
ton City Hospital. And there is not
going to be any additional help and as-
sistance for Boston City Hospital.

Senators can say we do not want the
taxpayers to pay. They are going to
end up paying in that local commu-
nity, the taxpayers are going to end up
paying. All we are saying is, unless we
are going to provide at least some rec-
ognition of this problem, if that is
going to be the case, then do not jam it
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to the health institutions that are pro-
viding for the neediest people in our so-
ciety. That is, effectively, an unfunded
mandate, as far as I can see. It might
not fall within the particular scope of
the legislation that was passed. I un-
derstand that. And perhaps technically
it does not. But the idea that we
around here some months ago were
saying that at least the Federal Gov-
ernment is not going to do something
to States and local communities, or in
this instance the city of Boston and
the Boston City Hospital—'‘We are not
going to give you something that you
cannot afford to pay for’—is not so,
with regard to this particular provi-
sion.

You can ask any administrator at
any public hospital in this country.
They have an interest in trying to, No.
1, provide health services. But, also, to
be able to provide them, they are going
to have at least some kind of financial
assurance they are going to be able to
do it.

They are going to end up either try-
ing to pass the costs on to others who
have insurance, and most of them in
the inner cities—many of the clinics in
rural areas just are not going to do it.
We are going to see a deterioration in
the quality of health care. People
ought to understand it. That is what is
going to happen. We can say it is not
going to happen, that that hospital in
Boston is just going to pick up that
piece of paper and say, ‘‘Oh, it is John
Doe, he has $25,000 in a safety deposit
box and he just cannot wait to pay that
hospital.” That is unreal.

We are talking about the real world
in many of these urban areas, whether
it is in Florida or the hospitals in Los
Angeles or Boston City Hospital, Chi-
cago, San Francisco—any of them.
They are in crisis, in any event. Given
the additional kinds of responsibilities
that they have had to treat people who
have preexisting conditions, or who are
the subject of violence and battering,
which has grown and exploded, or sub-
stance abuse in those communities, or
HIV infections—all of these problems
fall on the inner-city hospitals. That is
the reality of it.

To think these overtaxed medical
professionals are going to be able to
run through this gamut to find that
person who is deeming and bring court
cases and recover those funds, good for
them when they can do it. But the pur-
pose of this is to recognize you are still
going to insist these hospitals are
going to end up holding the bag, and
that is unfair.

As I understand the amendment, it
says if that is the case, after they made
every effort to try and recover and that
is the case, that this is going to be at
least suspended until we address that
particular issue. It seems to me that
happens to be fair.

Finally, as I mentioned earlier, Mr.
President, if this looks like a duck and
this quacks like a duck, it is a duck.
This is a requirement on State and
local communities and local institu-
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tions to take actions for which we are
not providing the resources. There is
not a nickel in here to either try to
help the State of Massachusetts or Suf-
folk County or the public hospitals in
Boston to help relieve them when we
are tightening the belt.

I think the point is well taken on
this issue. I think we should recognize
that and support the amendment of the
Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, just a
query. What is the plan here? Is it to
stack votes? What is the arrangement
going to be?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I have
not visited with our majority leader,
but the plan is to conclude the debate
on the pending amendments. So I am
ready to set aside the pending amend-
ment and go immediately to the
amendment of the Senator from Rhode
Island, if that is appropriate.

I believe there is one other amend-
ment to be offered by Senator DEWINE.
There is a Senator Chafee amendment.
There is the Graham amendment. The
Simpson-Kennedy amendment is pend-
ing. We would like to complete the de-
bate.

So, if the Senator from Rhode Island
would like to offer his amendment at
this time—we can set aside and con-
tinue debate later on the Graham
amendment with no time agreement.
We will try to get a time agreement on
these various measures. If the Senator
wishes to enter into a time agreement,
I would enjoy that opportunity.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
willing to enter a time agreement of 20
minutes equally divided, with the un-
derstanding that if I do need a couple
more minutes, the Senator will be good
enough to let me have that. I will sure
appreciate it.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Rhode Island offer an amendment
with a time agreement of 20 minutes
equally divided, and if the Senator
should require more time, I will yield
sufficient time from what little time I
have left. What is the status with re-
gard to my time, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will answer the question of the
Senator from Wyoming. He has 34 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. CHAFEE. Under the system of
the stacking, will there be the usual
system of when we do vote, we will
have a minute to each side to explain?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, when
we eventually enter that unanimous-
consent request, indeed there will be
the usual provision and assurance that
there will be 2 minutes equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That has
already been ordered. The Senator has
asked unanimous consent for 20 min-
utes equally divided. Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
GRAHAM’s amendment be temporarily
set aside.

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

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Rhode Island.

AMENDMENT NO. 3840
(Purpose: To provide that the emergency
benefits available to illegal immigrants

also are made available to legal immi-

grants as exceptions to the deeming re-

quirements)

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I have a
very simple amendment. Some will say
we have been over this ground before. I
do not think that is quite accurate in
that this is far narrower—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator from Rhode Island calling up
his amendment?

Mr. CHAFEE. Amendment No. 3840,
and I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator MACK be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
CHAFEE], for himself and Mr. MACK, proposes
an amendment numbered 3840.

On page 201, line 4, strike ‘‘(vii)”’.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, as I say,
this is an amendment that is far nar-
rower than any other amendment that
has been brought up in connection with
this matter that we have been dis-
cussing.

I hope that the floor managers of this
legislation will accept this amend-
ment. What it does is it says in those
areas where illegal aliens—illegal—who
have come in unauthorized into the
country are entitled to certain benefits
in four -categories—emergency Med-
icaid, prenatal and postpartum Med-
icaid services, short-term emergency
disaster relief, and public health assist-
ance for immunizations, all of these
are emergency health matters—all of
these are granted to illegal aliens, and
I am saying they ought to be granted
to legal aliens.

If we let those who have come into
the country illegally have these serv-
ices, then certainly they ought to be
available for legal aliens who properly
came in under all the right procedures.

There will be considerable discussion,
I suspect, about deeming, about saying,
“Well, their sponsors ought to pay for
these things.”

First of all, in a straight matter of
equity, if you are illegal, you get them
for free or you are able to qualify under
whatever the qualifications are under
these programs, and it seems to me if
you are legal, you should be entitled to
the same thing.

You do have situations where a legal
immigrant is reluctant to go to his or
her sponsor for support in certain mat-
ters. We have determined by the fact
we are granting these privileges to ille-
gal aliens, we are doing it not because
we have great big good hearts, but be-
cause we think it is good for the coun-
try. We think it is good that illegal
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aliens get immunization shots, and cer-
tainly if that is true, for the benefit of
the Nation, for the benefit of the public
health, then the same ought to apply
to legal aliens.

So there it is, Mr. President. It is
strictly an equity matter, if you will.
It is strictly a public health matter,
likewise. We think it is worthwhile for
illegal aliens to get proper prenatal
care, and if we think that is true for il-
legal aliens, certainly it ought to be
true for legal aliens.

This is not a budget buster. This is
not going to drive the national debt
through the sky. These are very nar-
row, very limited matters, far more
limited than any of those that have
been brought up in past amendments.

This is not replaying an old record.
This is a very, very defined group of
benefits, and I hope that the floor man-
agers will accept it.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition? The Chair recog-
nizes the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, there
is no one more sincere in his beliefs
than my friend from Rhode Island. He
is a man of great integrity and cour-
age, and I admire his strength as he
does his work. He is good at it.

This is another one of those amend-
ments—this is my view of it, which I
get to express—this is exactly what
this is, another form of this amend-
ment, of what we have done before in
six previous votes and will do again.

We are considering an amendment
which would have the effect of shifting
cost from the persons who sponsor im-
migrants, usually their relatives. We
are shifting that to the American tax-
payers.

This argument of how could we pos-
sibly do this for illegal aliens and not
do it for legal aliens who are paying
and doing their share is a great argu-
ment. The reason we allow illegal
aliens to receive certain benefits, if the
alien is needy, is because most Ameri-
cans are like Senator JOHN CHAFEE of
Rhode Island or Senator AL SIMPSON of
Wyoming. The issue is, they should
have that basic support system if they
are needy.

I have voted for that consistently.
There were some in the House of Rep-
resentatives who did not want to con-
sistently stay with that support level. I
have never been of that category. Most
Americans, almost all Americans,
would agree that that is a wonderful
thing to do for illegal aliens who are
here and who are needy.

The immigrants, the legal immi-
grants, can also receive all of those
benefits, too, if they are needy. I hope
you hear this. I think I will never
make it through any more of it. If a
legal immigrant is needy, they will get
everything in the left-hand column. I
hope you hear that.

But if they have a legal sponsor who
said that he or she was bringing these
people here only on the condition that
they would not become a public charge,
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then when that legal immigrant goes
in to get a means-tested program, cash
or noncash, they say, ‘‘Are you needy?”’
and he says, “I am.” They say, ‘Do you
have a sponsor?” “I do.” ‘“Does your
sponsor have any money?’ ‘Yes.”
“How much? List it.” If that sponsor
has funds, that sponsor will pay the
bill and not the rest of us.

It is then a confusion, I guess, for
people. It is deemed that the sponsor’s
income and assets are the assets and
income of the legal immigrant. So
when they go to get those benefits,
they are not going to get them if the
sponsor has money. If the sponsor does
not have money—and I want this very
clearly heard, because the Senator
from Massachusetts is saying, what
will happen, what will happen if the
sponsor does not have the money, can-
not meet the obligation?

Ladies and gentlemen, it is very clear
what will happen if the sponsor cannot
cut the mustard and something has
happened to the sponsor, the sponsor is
sick or ill or bankrupt or whatever,
then the sponsor is off the hook. That
is listed in this bill; a determination
that, if the sponsor cannot meet the
obligation that they assumed in the
promise, once that determination is
made, then the U.S. taxpayers will pick
that up.

That is the purpose of our effort. The
issue is just as simple as it always was:
Sponsor or taxpayer; take your choice.

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Chair recognizes the Senator
Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. There are two points I
would like to make.

First, Mr. President, why in the
world do we provide these benefits for
illegal aliens if we do not think they
are important for the national health
and benefit of the Nation? I mean, we
have decided as a nation that it is im-
portant that any woman have proper
prenatal care because we want that
baby that is born to be healthy,
healthy when born, healthy throughout
its life.

So we do not argue, we do not say,
“You’re here illegally. Go back to
where you came from.” We say,
“You’re here illegally, and we’re going
to see that you get proper prenatal
care. We’re going to see you are immu-
nized.” That is one of the provisions we
have made here.

So, if it is that important that we are
going to pay for that person, then it
seems to me likewise for the person
who 1is here legally—without going
through a lot of song and dance about
the sponsorship or deeming or tracing
that person down, making sure that
sponsor pays for it—get it over with,
give them the immunization.

I say, Mr. President, that this is not
something new I am bringing up here.
In two of these categories, as you note
on this sheet here, that the managers
of the legislation in committee or on
the floor, or someplace, have agreed to,
is the fact that the legal alien should
indeed get two of these benefits.

The
from
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What are they? Nutrition programs.
We say the illegal alien is entitled to
the nutrition programs. And we say the
legal alien is likewise entitled. You do
not have to go to your sponsor or get
involved with this deeming business.
You just get it. Nutrition programs. If
a nutrition program is important, it
seems to me an immunization program
is just as important.

So, Mr. President, to me this is not
any budget buster. This is very narrow.
This is not your entitlement for all of
Medicaid. It is very, very limited. I
hope, Mr. President, that the managers
of the bill will accept the amendment.
I want to thank the Chair.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the majority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I will make
a statement. But first, I inquire from
the managers if we are making any
progress on this legislation.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, after
serving as this leader’s assistant for
some 10 years, I do know that he does
desire to move things along rather
adroitly. We are ready to do that.

Let me share with my respected lead-
er where we are. No one has come over
to debate on the Simpson-Kennedy
amendment, so I think we are ready to
proceed with that. I think we are near-
ly concluded with regard to the
Graham amendment—I think maybe
another 5 minutes or so. The DeWine
amendment is an amendment about co-
erced abortion in China. I think it is
out of order. Respectfully I say that. A
point will lie toward that. I do not
know if the Senator will be coming to
address that. I think he will.

Then we have the Chafee amendment
under a time agreement which is near-
ly expired. That is it. So I am sure that
that is cheerful news for the leader.
There is a point of order, too, I share
with Senator DOLE.

Mr. DOLE. I think a point of order by
Senator GRAHAM. So do the managers
anticipate when we might be voting on
some of these amendments? I know we
have a conflict this afternoon. I know
from 2 to 3 there is a ceremony hon-
oring the Reverend Billy Graham. Then
I think at 4:30—unless that is going to
change.

Mr. CHAFEE. At 3:45 we go down.

Mr. DOLE. At 3:45, a number of our
Members need to go to the White
House. I guess my point is whether we
can have all those votes between 3 and
3:45. There will be an effort to move
that White House meeting to a later
time, because I assume the managers
would like to finish this bill, too, so we
would not have to come back at 6
o’clock after the White House meeting
and have votes to 7, 8, 9 o’clock. We are
just trying to be helpful to the man-
agers. I know you have done an out-
standing job, and it has taken a great
deal of time to move action on the bill.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank the leader.

I think that would be an appropriate
scenario. I hope that might be part of
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a unanimous-consent request, with
that time set, with a 15-minute first
rollcall vote, and 10-minute votes
thereafter. There will be four votes and
a point of order, with a 1-minute expla-
nation on each side of the three fol-
lowing votes, not the first one. We
would be ready, I think, to propose
that.

Mr. DOLE. Let me have drafted a
consent agreement. I will show it to
both Senator KENNEDY and Senator
SIMPSON. Perhaps if we could somehow
arrange to move the White House
meeting 45 minutes, we could do all the
votes between 3 and 4:30 and then move
on to the next item of business.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. DOLE. We are prepared to accept
that.

Mr. CHAFEE. I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of my time on this.

Mr. SIMPSON. I will just take an-
other 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Wy-
oming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we proceed to
the Chafee amendment.

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

The pending business is the Chafee
amendment.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, in this
rather unique 2 minutes, I want to go
back to the chart of Senator CHAFEE, if
I may. I have been given this stick. I
want to tell you in 2 minutes that
these people here, under the category
“legal immigrant,” ‘‘no, no, no,” that
these people are taken care of. They re-
ceive emergency Medicaid, they receive
prenatal postpartum Medicaid services,
they receive short-term emergency dis-
aster relief, public health assistance,
and the sponsor is paying for them—
not the taxpayer. These people are not
deprived.

When we say how can they be receiv-
ing something that the illegal is re-
ceiving, they are receiving it, but we
are not paying for it because the spon-
sor that agreed to bring them here and
pay for them to not become a public
charge is paying for them. The reason
we do this for illegal immigrants is be-
cause we are a very generous nation. I
have voted for all of that. I am not gen-
erous to somebody who brings someone
here and says they will pay the whole
tab and they do not.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for an additional
minute.

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

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I want
to stress once again that these are all
emergency or health-oriented meas-
ures. Emergency Medicaid, prenatal
Medicaid services, short-term disaster
relief, nutrition programs, immuniza-
tion. We do not want these legal aliens
hesitating to apply for those because
they are reluctant to go to their spon-
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sor, because they are a long distance
from their sponsor, because their prob-
lems might involve with just going to
their sponsor to start with. We want
them immunized. We want them to
have prenatal care.

We will not spend a lot of time ask-
ing a lot of questions. We have decided
as a nation, not just out of generosity,
but for the rest of us who are here, that
we want illegal aliens, immigrants, im-
munized so that we will not have a
whole series of infectious diseases
passed around. Certainly we ought to
have the same requirement or hope
that the same thing will apply to the
legal aliens.

Mr. President, that is the argument.
On the basis of fairness and the basis of
public health protection, I hope we sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I think
at this point we will say debate on this
amendment is concluded and it will be
voted on in accordance with the unani-
mous-consent request which will be
propounded shortly. I thank the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island very much.

Mr. CHAFEE. May I ask the Chair, is
now the time to ask for the yeas and
nays?

Mr. SIMPSON. Perfectly appropriate.
You require one person from the other
party, if I am not mistaken.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is correct.

Mr. SIMPSON. We do now have a
Senator from the other side.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3759

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I direct
my comments now to the amendment
of Senator GRAHAM. I conclude in my
remarks, I do not believe that the Fed-
eral Government is going to be a dead-
beat dad in this situation. In fact, I am
reminded of the old road sign, the pic-
ture of the very dapper-looking Uncle
Sam that says, ‘“He’s your uncle, not
your dad.”

We are a very generous nation. Med-
icaid has been picked to bits by the
States. Medicare has been picked to
bits and will go bankrupt in the year—
originally we were told 2002; now we
are told it will be 2001; now the other
day it will be 2000. We can talk about
this all day and there will not be
enough to do anything unless we deal
with the entitlements programs. You
will not want me to give that pitch
again—deal with Social Security, deal
with Medicare, Medicaid, Federal re-
tirement. Nothing will get done. We
can pick through these piles forever.

Then, of course, remember how this
is happening. You are talking about
legal immigrants. I did not see much
activity on this floor to do much about
legal immigrants. There will be a mil-
lion of them next year and they will all
be fitting right here, and nobody, at
least the vast majority, decided to do
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nothing with the flow of legal immi-
grants.

I hope that those colleagues who
have already voted to keep legal immi-
gration at its historically highest lev-
els in the history of our country at
least will know what is happening
when we find the resources of this
country, where they are and where
they go, for legal immigration. But re-
member this: If the sponsor is unable
to provide the support, loses his job,
dies, whatever, the Federal Govern-
ment will pay. The Federal Govern-
ment is here to support those people
—and it should.

I encourage my colleagues to read
the bill. We provide an exception for
indigent immigrants whose sponsors
cannot be located. We have it in there.
If you cannot find their address, cannot
hunt them down, or if they refuse to
pay, the Graham amendment—Ilet us be
clear what the amendment does—al-
lows the States to exempt themselves
from the new welfare restrictions and
forces the U.S. taxpayers to pick up
the tab.

I want to be perfectly clear here. CBO
says that this bill, as modified by the
Simpson-Dole amendment, does not
have any unfunded mandates. There
are no unfunded mandates in the Simp-
son amendment, which is the bill.
There were unfunded mandates in the
original legislation which underlies. So
when the point of order comes, it will
look strange to you because it will say
that there was an unfunded mandate—
and there was—but it is corrected when
we get to the final product. We have al-
ready removed the unfunded mandate
portion of those provisions. I think
that should be made quite clear.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

NICODEMUS NATIONAL HISTORIC
SITE AND THE NEW BEDFORD
NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARK

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote or-
dered with respect to S. 1720 be viti-
ated, and I now ask for its immediate
consideration, that the bill be ad-
vanced to third reading, and passed,
and the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The bill (S. 1720) was read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

S. 1720

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

TITLE I—-NICODEMUS NATIONAL
HISTORIC SITE
SEC. 101. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
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(1) the town of Nicodemus, in Kansas, has
national significance as the only remaining
western town established by African-Ameri-
cans during the Reconstruction period fol-
lowing the Civil War;

(2) the town of Nicodemus is symbolic of
the pioneer spirit of African-Americans who
dared to leave the only region they had been
familiar with to seek personal freedom and
the opportunity to develop their talents and
capabilities; and

(3) the town of Nicodemus continues to be
a viable African-American community.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title
are—

(1) to preserve, protect, and interpret for
the benefit and enjoyment of present and fu-
ture generations, the remaining structures
and locations that represent the history (in-
cluding the settlement and growth) of the
town of Nicodemus, Kansas; and

(2) to interpret the historical role of the
town of Nicodemus in the Reconstruction pe-
riod in the context of the experience of west-
ward expansion in the United States.

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) HIsSTORIC SITE.—The term ‘‘historic
site’’ means the Nicodemus National His-
toric Site established by section 103.

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary”’
means the Secretary of the Interior.

SEC. 103. ESTABLISHMENT OF NICODEMUS NA-
TIONAL HISTORIC SITE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
the Nicodemus National Historic Site in
Nicodemus, Kansas.

(b) DESCRIPTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The historic site shall
consist of the First Baptist Church, the St.
Francis Hotel, the Nicodemus School Dis-
trict Number 1, the African Methodist Epis-
copal Church, and the Township Hall located
within the approximately 161.35 acres des-
ignated as the Nicodemus National Land-
mark in the Township of Nicodemus,
Graham County, Kansas, as registered on the
National Register of Historic Places pursu-
ant to section 101 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470a), and de-
picted on a map entitled ‘‘Nicodemus Na-
tional Historic Site’’, numbered 80,000 and
dated August 1994.

(2) MAP AND BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION.—The
map referred to in paragraph (1) and an ac-
companying boundary description shall be on
file and available for public inspection in the
office of the Director of the National Park
Service and any other office of the National
Park Service that the Secretary determines
to be an appropriate location for filing the
map and boundary description.

SEC. 104. ADMINISTRATION OF THE HISTORIC
SITE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ad-
minister the historic site in accordance
with—

(1) this title; and

(2) the provisions of law generally applica-
ble to units of the National Park System, in-
cluding the Act entitled ‘““‘An Act to establish
a National Park Service, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved August 25, 1916 (16 U.S.C. 1
et seq.), and the Act of August 21, 1935 (49
Stat. 666, chapter 593; 16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.).

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—To further
the purposes specified in section 101(b), the
Secretary may enter into a cooperative
agreement with any interested individual,
public or private agency, organization, or in-
stitution.

(c) TECHNICAL AND PRESERVATION ASSIST-
ANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro-
vide to any eligible person described in para-
graph (2) technical assistance for the preser-
vation of historic structures of, the mainte-
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nance of the cultural landscape of, and local
preservation planning for, the historic site.

(2) ELIGIBLE PERSONS.—The eligible persons
described in this paragraph are—

(A) an owner of real property within the
boundary of the historic site, as described in
section 103(b); and

(B) any interested individual, agency, orga-
nization, or institution that has entered into
an agreement with the Secretary pursuant
to subsection (b).

SEC. 105. ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
the Secretary is authorized to acquire by do-
nation, exchange, or purchase with funds
made available by donation or appropriation,
such lands or interests in lands as may be
necessary to allow for the interpretation,
preservation, or restoration of the First Bap-
tist Church, the St. Francis Hotel, the
Nicodemus School District Number 1, the Af-
rican Methodist Episcopal Church, or the
Township Hall, as described in section
103(b)(1), or any combination thereof.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—

(1) ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY OWNED BY THE
STATE OF KANSAS.—Real property that is
owned by the State of Kansas or a political
subdivision of the State of Kansas that is ac-
quired pursuant to subsection (a) may only
be acquired by donation.

(2) CONSENT OF OWNER REQUIRED.—No real
property may be acquired under this section
without the consent of the owner of the real
property.

SEC. 106. GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the last
day of the third full fiscal year beginning
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall, in consultation with the of-
ficials described in subsection (b), prepare a
general management plan for the historic
site.

(b) CONSULTATION.—In preparing the gen-
eral management plan, the Secretary shall
consult with an appropriate official of each
of the following:

(1) The Nicodemus Historical Society.

(2) The Kansas Historical Society.

(3) Appropriate political subdivisions of
the State of Kansas that have jurisdiction
over all or a portion of the historic site.

(c) SUBMISSION OF PLAN TO CONGRESS.—
Upon the completion of the general manage-
ment plan, the Secretary shall submit a copy
of the plan to—

(1) the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources of the Senate; and

(2) the Committee on Resources of the
House of Representatives.

SEC. 107. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Department of the Interior such sums as
are necessary to carry out this title.

TITLE II—-NEW BEDFORD NATIONAL
HISTORIC LANDMARK DISTRICT
SEC. 201. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) the New Bedford National Historic
Landmark District and associated historic
sites as described in section 203(b) of this
title, including the Schooner Ernestina, are
National Historic Landmarks and are listed
on the National Register of Historic Places
as historic sites associated with the history
of whaling in the United States;

(2) the city of New Bedford was the 19th
century capital of the world’s whaling indus-
try and retains significant architectural fea-
tures, archival materials, and museum col-
lections illustrative of this period;

(3) New Bedford’s historic resources pro-
vide unique opportunities for illustrating
and interpreting the whaling industry’s con-
tribution to the economic, social, and envi-
ronmental history of the United States and
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provide opportunities for public use and en-
joyment; and

(4) the National Park System presently
contains no sites commemorating whaling
and its contribution to American history.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title
are—

(1) to help preserve, protect, and interpret
the resources within the areas described in
section 203(b) of this title, including archi-
tecture, setting, and associated archival and
museum collections;

(2) to collaborate with the city of New Bed-
ford and with local historical, cultural, and
preservation organizations to further the
purposes of the park established under this
title; and

(3) to provide opportunities for the inspira-
tional benefit and education of the American
people.

SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS.

For the purposes of this title:

(1) The term ‘“‘park’ means the New Bed-
ford Whaling National Historical Park estab-
lished by section 203.

(2) The term ‘‘Secretary’” means the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

SEC. 203. NEW BEDFORD WHALING
HISTORICAL PARK.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—In order to preserve
for the benefit and inspiration of the people
of the United States as a national historical
park certain districts structures, and relics
located in New Bedford, Massachusetts, and
associated with the history of whaling and
related social and economic themes in Amer-
ica, there is established the New Bedford
Whaling National Historical Park.

(b) BOUNDARIES.—(1) The boundaries of the
park shall be those generally depicted on the
map numbered NAR-P49-80000-4 and dated
June 1994. Such map shall be on file and
available for public inspection in the appro-
priate offices of the National Park Service.
In case of any conflict between the descrip-
tions set forth in subparagraphs (A) through
(D) and such map, such map shall govern.
The park shall include the following:

(A) The area included within the New Bed-
ford National Historic Landmark District,
known as the Bedford Landing Waterfront
Historic District, as listed within the Na-
tional Register of Historic Places and in the
Massachusetts State Register of Historic
Places.

(B) The National Historic Landmark
Schooner Ernestina, with its home port in
New Bedford.

(C) The land along the eastern boundary of
the New Bedford National Historic Land-
mark District over to the east side of Mac-
Arthur Drive from the Route 6 overpass on
the north to an extension of School Street
on the south.

(D) The land north of Elm Street in New
Bedford, bounded by Acushnet Avenue on the
west, Route 6 (ramps) on the north, Mac-
Arthur Drive on the east, and Elm Street on
the south.

(2) In addition to the sites, areas and relics
referred to in paragraph (1) , the Secretary
may assist in the interpretation and preser-
vation of each of the following:

(A) The southwest corner of the State Pier.

(B) Waterfront Park, immediately south of
land adjacent to the State Pier.

(C) The Rotch-Jones-Duff House and Gar-
den Museum, located at 396 County Street.

(D) The Wharfinger Building, located on
Piers 3 and 4.

(E) The Bourne Counting House, located on
Merrill’s Wharf.

SEC. 204. ADMINISTRATION OF PARK.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The park shall be admin-
istered by the Secretary in accordance with
this title and the provisions of law generally
applicable to units of the national park sys-
tem, including the Act entitled ‘“‘An Act to
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establish a National Park Service, and for
other purposes’, approved August 25, 1916 (39
Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 2, 3, and 4) and the Act
of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C. 461—
467).

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—(1) The
Secretary may consult and enter into coop-
erative agreements with interested entities
and individuals to provide for the preserva-
tion, development, interpretation, and use of
the park.

(2) Any payment made by the Secretary
pursuant to a cooperative agreement under
this subsection shall be subject to an agree-
ment that conversion, use, or disposal of the
project so assisted for purposes contrary to
the purposes of this title, as determined by
the Secretary, shall result in a right of the
United States to reimbursement of all funds
made available to such project or the propor-
tion of the increased value of the project at-
tributable to such funds as determined at the
time of such conversion, use, or disposal,
whichever is greater.

(¢) NON-FEDERAL MATCHING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—(1) Funds authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary for the purposes of—

(A) cooperative agreements under sub-
section (b) shall be expended in the ratio of
one dollar of Federal funds for each four dol-
lars of funds contributed by non-Federal
sources; and

(B) construction, restoration, and rehabili-
tation of visitor and interpretive facilities
(other than annual operation and mainte-
nance costs) shall be expended in the ratio of
one dollar of Federal funds for each one dol-
lar of funds contributed by non-Federal
sources.

(2) For the purposes of this subsection, the
Secretary is authorized to accept from non-
Federal sources, and to utilize for purposes
of this title, any money so contributed. With
the approval of the Secretary, any donation
of property, services, or goods from a non-
Federal source may be considered as a con-
tribution of funds from a non-Federal source
for the purposes of this subsection.

(d) ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY.—For
the purposes of the park, the Secretary may
acquire only by donation lands, interests in
lands, and improvements thereon within the
park.

(e) OTHER PROPERTY, FUNDS, AND SERV-
ICES.—The Secretary may accept donated
funds, property, and services to carry out
this title.

SEC. 205. GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN.

Not later than the end of the second fiscal
year beginning after the date of enactment
of this Act, the Secretary shall submit to the
Committee on Resources of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate a
general management plan for the park and
shall implement such plan as soon as prac-
tically possible. The plan shall be prepared
in accordance with section 12(b) of the Act of
August 18, 1970 (16 U.S.C. 1a-T7(b)) and other
applicable law.

SEC. 206. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), there are authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out annual operations and mainte-
nance with respect to the park.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—In carrying
title—

(1) not more than $2,000,000 may be appro-
priated for construction, restoration, and re-
habilitation of visitor and interpretive facili-
ties, and directional and visitor orientation
signage;

(2) none of the funds authorized to be ap-
propriated by this title may be used for the
operation or maintenance of the Schooner
Ernestina; and

out this
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(3) not more than $50,000 annually of Fed-
eral funds may be used for interpretive and
educational programs for the Schooner
Ernestina pursuant to cooperative grants
under section 204(b).

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President. I
want to express my strong opposition
to the passage of this legislation. This
legislation would establish a new unit
of the National Park System without
the benefit of any consideration by the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources during this Congress. I will
continue to oppose the creation of any
new units the committee and the Con-
gress come to grips with the reality of
what we are doing to the National
Park System by continually adding
new units and ignoring the responsi-
bility for funding. If there had been a
record vote on this measure, I would
have voted ‘‘no.”

I understand that the committee re-
ported similar legislation during the
last Congress, but it was not acted
upon by the Senate. The committee
also agreed that this Congress we
would consider the effect of wanton ad-
ditions to the National Park System
on the ability of the National Park
Service to adequately fulfill its respon-
sibilities under the 1916 Organic Act.
The committee is in the process of try-
ing to come to grips with this insatia-
ble appetite to simply add more and
more units, some of limited merit, to a
System already overburdened by past
actions.

I want the RECORD to indicate that I
promised the Senator from Massachu-
setts that the committee would con-
sider the New Bedford whaling legisla-
tion this Congress, and we would have
done so had he allowed the process to
work. As it is, we are faced with an-
other drain on the limited resources of
the National Park Service without ben-
efit of committee consideration. The
superintendent and the other personnel
will have to be stolen from other units
of the System and the funding will
come out of the already over stained
budgets of existing units.

The era of the clipper ships and the
days of the whalers is certainly an im-
portant part of the history of this Na-
tion. That history is not restricted to
Massachusetts, but was an important
part of the west coast and Alaska.
Given the opportunity, the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources could
have worked with the Senator from
Massachusetts and crafted workable
legislation. It is particularly ironic
that it is the Senator from Massachu-
setts who seeks to end-run the com-
mittee process since it was his totally
nongermane amendment on minimum
wage that held up the omnibus parks
package a few weeks ago. The single
most important conservation package
in over a decade was held up for polit-
ical purposes and then the Senator
seeks passage of legislation in the dead
of night.

I frankly am getting tired of the re-
peated chorus from the administration
and the other side of the aisle on how
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insensitive Republicans are to the envi-
ronment when all they can show is op-
position to major conservation legisla-
tion. Secretary Babbitt proposes to
give away three units of the National
Park System as part of his Reinventing
Government and then has the gall to
accuse Republicans of trying to dis-
mantle the National Park. The Senator
from Massachusetts is proximately re-
sponsible for holding up a major park
and conservation measure and then
casually adds a new unit to an already
overburdened System.

Mr. President. There is a reason for
the committees of the Senate and I
want to express my strong opposition
to this procedure. I committed to the
Senator from Massachusetts and to
several other of my colleagues that our
committee would consider their legis-
lation and we would attempt to come
to some resolution on the toll that new
areas add to the National Park System
and to the idea of ‘‘heritage’ areas.
The Subcommittee on Parks has been
very active and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts can have no complaint over
the sympathies of the subcommittee
chairman.

I have tried for over a year to move
important park and conservation meas-
ures reported by the committee only to
have my efforts blocked by opposition
from the other side of the aisle. I find
it particularly troubling that those
who have spent so much time blocking
passage of important legislation like
the Presidio would take this oppor-
tunity to move the New Bedford legis-
lation without benefit of committee re-
view and recommendation.

At some point Congress must come
to the realization that this insatiable
appetite for adding new units to the
National Park System is not benefiting
the environment, it is threatening ex-
isting units. No one would come to the
floor with legislation to cut the fund-
ing and personnel for the Grand Can-
yon, Everglades, Yosemite, Yellow-
stone, Independence Hall, or any other
unit, yet that is exactly what enact-
ment of the New Bedford whaling
measure will do. We are loving the Sys-
tem to death. I will continue to oppose
the creation of any new units until
Congress and the administrative are
willing to assume the responsibility for
their actions.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Senate approved this
legislation, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that a joint statement by Senator
KERRY and myself be printed in the
RECORD.

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

JOINT STATEMENT BY SENATOR EDWARD M.
KENNEDY, SENATOR JOHN F. KERRY ON THE
WHALING NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK IN
NEW BEDFORD, MA.

We are grateful that the Senate is about to
approve these provisions to establish a Whal-
ing National Historical Park in New Bedford,
Massachusetts.

This is an important measure that is well-
deserved and historically long overdue. The
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history of whaling deserves a place among
the major historical themes represented in
the National Park System. The federal des-
ignation will also mean a significant boost
to the economy of the region as more and
more visitors come to New Bedford to learn
about its extraordinary history.”’

The bill authorizes an estimated $4 million
over the next five years in federal funds for
the Park, with a ceiling of $2 million on the
amount of federal funds that can be used for
construction and rehabilitation.

In addition, in an innovative feature of the
bill that may become a model for future park
funding in the era of limited federal re-
sources, the bill requires a 1-to-1 private-sec-
tor match for construction and rehabilita-
tion funds, and a 4-to-1 private-sector match
for other projects related to the Park. The
goals of the Park can be achieved with mod-
est federal funding, because substantial local
resources have already been dedicated in
New Bedford, and the community has a
strong commitment to maintain these ef-
forts in years to come.

Passage of this bill will make the New Bed-
ford National Historical Park one of only a
handful of new national parks to be approved
by the Senate in the current Congress. In
this era of limited federal resources, Con-
gress is rightly skeptical of new park pro-
posals, but the designation of New Bedford is
highly appropriate.

New Bedford won early renown for its
whaling expeditions in the Atlantic, and
later became a key base for whaling voyages
to the Arctic. The whaling industry became
so prosperous that by the mid-1800s, New
Bedford was the wealthiest city, per capita,
in the world.

The Whaling National Historical Park will
preserve and restore dozens of New Bedford’s
historic buildings, which are being restored
to appear as they did in the whaling indus-
try’s heyday.

The Park will include the Seamen’s Beth-
el—the church in ‘“Moby Dick” where
Ishmael heard Father Mapple offer prayers
for sailors before setting out to sea. It will
also encompass the restored, century-old Na-
tional Historic Landmark vessel
“Ernestina,” the oldest Grand Banks schoo-
ner in existence, which is now moored in
New Bedford’s port.

The crown jewel of the Park will be the
Whaling Museum, which houses the world’s
premier whaling archives and art collection.
The library contains thousands of ship logs,
charts, maps, photos and other records that
document the history of whaling in America.
The museum also houses a half-size model of
the whaling bark ‘‘Lagoda,” which can be
boarded by visitors.

60,000 visitors from the United States and
over 40 foreign countries come to the mu-
seum each year and participate in its pro-
grams. It also receives thousands of requests
for information from historians, scientists,
educators, photographers, and museum pro-
fessionals.

The Whaling National Historical Park has
been endorsed by numerous national organi-
zations, including the American Institute of
Architects, the American Museum Associa-
tion, the National Trust for Historic Preser-
vation, the National Melville Society, the
New England Council, and the Portuguese
American Leadership Council of the United
States.

We have worked closely on this bill with
Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole, Senate
Democratic Leader Tom Daschle, Senate En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee
Chairman Frank Murkowski, and Senate
Parks Subcommittee Chairman Ben
Nighthorse Campbell, and we commend them
for their assistance and support.

We also commend the tireless dedication of
the business community and citizens of New
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Bedford and their deep commitment to make
this Park a reality. We have also worked
very closely with Congressmen Barney
Frank and Peter Blute of Massachusetts.
Their effective work in the House of Rep-
resentatives laid the best possible ground-
work for today’s successful Senate action.

———————

IMMIGRATION CONTROL AND FI-
NANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
OF 1996

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that any votes or-
dered with respect to S. 1664 occur be-
ginning at 2:40 p.m. today, with the
first vote being 15 minutes in length
and any stacked votes in sequence be
limited to 10 minutes, with 2 minutes
for debate, to be equally divided, be-
tween each vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask that any votes remaining to
be disposed of at 3:45 p.m. today be fur-
ther postponed, to begin at 5:30 p.m. in
the order in which they were debated
and under the same time restraints as
mentioned above.

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

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank my col-
leagues. That will enable us to have
final passage of this bill soon after the
last amendment is presented. The gap
there is because the Senators Chafee-
Breaux bipartisan budget group will be
at the White House. We thank them for
that accommodation.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3853 AND 3854, EN BLOC

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Simpson
amendment, earlier presented today,
be the order of business.

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

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I have
cleared these amendments with our
side of the aisle. Senator KENNEDY has
cleared them with his side of the aisle.
I urge adoption of the amendments, en
bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are agreed
to, en bloc.

The amendments (No. 38563 and 3854)
were agreed to, en bloc.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak as in morning business.

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

———

TRIBUTE TO S. SGT. RUBEN
RIVERS

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, if you
happened to have read the current edi-
tion of U.S. News & World Report,
there is a front page story about some
very heroic people. One of those per-
sons is from Oklahoma.

Many years ago, back in 1944, when
we were trying to push the Germans
out of France and the Alsace-Lorraine
area, it was the 761st Tank Battalion
that was sent over to try to remove, to
extract the Germans from that area.

There is one thing that was unique
about the 761st Tank Battalion. All of
the soldiers in that battalion were
black. They called them the ‘‘Black
Panthers.”

One of the bright young soldiers was
a staff sergeant by the name of Ruben
Rivers. Ruben Rivers was born in Te-
cumseh, OK, a very quiet, soft-spoken
person, the kind who everybody liked.
When he went into the service, his de-
sire was to see combat. Back then,
even though we had 1.2 million blacks
serving in World War II, less than half
of them saw combat, and not one of
them got the Congressional Medal of
Honor, in spite of the fact that they
had performed all kind of heroic acts.

Back in 1990, I was serving over in
the House, and it was called to my at-
tention by some surviving members of
his family some of the things that he
had done. When I heard this story, I
called his commander, whose name is
Capt. David Williams, retired, who was
getting quite elderly, and I asked him
to verify the story. This is what Ruben
Rivers had done.

He was a tank driver. He had won a
Silver Star by walking through a mine-
field and putting a chain on fallen
chains and backing out with this tank
to detonate all of the mines, taking
great personal risk in doing this.

A few weeks later—it was November
14, 1944—Ruben Rivers was driving the
lead tank, as he always wanted to do.
He went through a minefield in order
to detonate the mines so that the 761st
Tank Battalion Group A could get
through.

When he did this, he went over sev-
eral mines. One mine went off, and it
blew up the undercarriage of his tank
and severely wounded Ruben Rivers. In
fact, the bone in his right leg was pene-
trated all the way through. You could
see the shiny white bone.
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Of course, Captain Williams came
over, and he, with the medic, tried to
extract him and said, ‘“Take the mor-
phine. You have done enough for Amer-
ica. We’re sending you back.”’” He said,
“No, my job isn’t done yet.”” He got out
of the tank and got in another tank,
hobbling over with some help, with one
leg, got on the turret and went out into
the clearing. The Germans surrounded
them from the north. They had our
tank battalion completely pinned down
where they could not penetrate. Ruben
Rivers, in order to find out where they
were, drew fire from them. He drove
this tank out into the opening. All of
them fired, and we were able to go in
with our artillery and wipe out the
German tank battalion. Of course,
Ruben Rivers was dead.

Right after that Capt. David Wil-
liams went to the Army and put him up
for the Congressional Medal of Honor. I
will not go into detail as to what some
of the responses were, but they kind of
laughed. They said, ‘“Well, I don’t
think that’s going to happen.” In fact,
the paperwork mysteriously  dis-
appeared, not once, but twice, so that
nobody had the record on record of
Ruben Rivers.

Capt. David Williams, as I men-
tioned, is getting quite elderly. He
said, “I'm going to live long enough to
see that Ruben Rivers is posthumously
awarded the Congressional Medal of
Honor.”

Back in 1990, I introduced a bill in
the House of Representatives and told
the same story I am telling today, ex-
cept in perhaps a little more detail, to
waive the statute of limitations past
1952 so the President could make that
award. The medal has to come from the
President of the United States. Then-
President George Bush said he would
do it, after he had read about the case.
But I was unable to get it passed.

I tried it again in 1991, 1992; and until
finally in 1995 the Army said, ‘“‘If you
don’t introduce any more, we’ll go
ahead and conduct a study of blacks in
the military in World War II to see if
any of them had been deserving of the
Congressional Medal of Honor who had
not received it only because they were
black.”

That report, I am very happy to say,
has come out just a few days ago. They
have nominated seven blacks—one is
still living today—to receive the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor. The Presi-
dent of the United States, Bill Clinton,
had said whoever they recommend, he
would go ahead and allow them to re-
ceive that medal—their families to re-
ceive it. So that is exactly what is
going to happen. So, I am very happy
to say—we hear a lot of negative things
that are going on—that something
wonderful has happened. A great Okla-
homan from Tecumseh, OK, will be
awarded posthumously the highest
honor to be given for valor in battle,
the Congressional Medal of Honor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to withhold?
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Mr. INHOFE. Yes, I withhold my re-
quest.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
proceed as in morning business for no
more than 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

THE ECONOMY AND WHAT PEOPLE
WANT

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we
have a lot of conversation going on
around the country these days about
the economy and what it is people
want to have happen and what it is
people are searching for in terms of the
Federal approach to the economy.

I will suggest several guideposts that
I think we need to follow when we talk
about the economy. If I may, Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to put them in terms of
the individual lives and the individual
economies of each American.

I think the American people want to
do three things with their economy.
No. 1, they want to earn more. That is
a fairly natural thing. I think we all
identify with that. We want to earn
more. Then we want to Kkeep more,
hang on to more of what it is we do
earn by the sweat of our brow. Then we
do that, earn more, keep more so that
we can do more, not just to pile up the
money somewhere, but to use it to do
things with.

Let me give you some examples on
these ideas, Mr. President. First, earn-
ing more. That comes as a function in
our economy of the growth of the econ-
omy. We want to earn more because
the economy is growing, not because
we are taking it away from somebody
else—I earn more because you earn
less; we don’t want that kind of ap-
proach—but growth, more jobs, more
economic activity is the way we earn
more.

In my home State of Utah, we are
currently enjoying a tremendous eco-
nomic boom. More growth is occurring,
and, as a result, perhaps the sweetest
result for most people’s ears, is that
now in Utah jobs are plentiful. People
can find work in Utah, whereas as re-
cently as a dozen years ago, it was very
tough to find a job. But as the economy
grows, jobs are available and everyone
can earn more, keeping more.

I will talk again about my own expe-
rience in Utah. In our company, which
was an S corporation—I know a lot of
people turn off because this sounds
technical—but an S corporation is sim-
ply, for tax purposes, a corporation
where the earnings are allowed to flow
through to the tax returns of the own-
ers. So the corporation does not pay
any tax. The whole earnings of the cor-
poration are added on to the individual
tax returns of the owners. The owners
pay the taxes.

When we had a corporation like that
in Utah, we were paying a top tax rate
of 28 percent during the 1980’s. Today,
that tax rate, as a result of the tax in-
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creases that have occurred, is 42 per-
cent, a 50 percent increase, Mr. Presi-
dent, that occurred over a period of
just 3 years. So even though we may
have been earning more, we were not
able to keep even as much as we had
been earning. We were not able to keep
that which was coming in to our com-
pany, and our activity, with the taxes
going up, as I say, from 28 percent to 42
percent.

Why is it important if we are earning
more to keep more? Back in the days
when we could keep all but 28 percent
of that, we could do more. We were able
to create jobs. The particular company
that I was involved with, when I be-
came involved, had just four employ-
ees. We were creating jobs for four peo-
ple. I was the fifth one hired and put on
the payroll.

Today that company employs close
to 3,000 people. We earned more because
we were in a growth industry. We were
able to keep more because the tax rate
was at 28 percent. We were able to do
more with the money that we kept in
the form of creating job security and a
better lifestyle for nearly 3,000 people,
new jobs created that did not exist be-
fore.

One point I think we need to under-
stand very clearly as we talk about the
jobs that were created during the
Reagan years—President Clinton talks
about the jobs that have been created
during his administration—we must
understand that the Federal Govern-
ment does not create a single job. No
government does. The only government
jobs that are there are those jobs that
are created to be paid for with some-
body else’s taxes. All of the new jobs
that represent earning more and
growth come out of the private sector.

All the Federal Government can do is
create an atmosphere in which that
growth can take place. It cannot, by
passing a law, create a job, unless, as I
said, it takes somebody’s tax money to
create a job. Your salary, Mr. Presi-
dent, my salary, the salary of everyone
here comes out of somebody else’s
taxes. All Government jobs do.

So the Government should focus on
creating an environment, an atmos-
phere, where the entrepreneurial en-
ergy of private Americans can create
growth. Then the Government should
say, ‘“‘Let’s look at our own expendi-
tures to hold down the spending on the
Government side so that those who are
creating the jobs, allowing people to
earn more, are allowed to keep more of
that which they create.” If we do that,
we know from experience they will
then do more with the money they are
allowed to keep that will benefit the
economy and all Americans as a whole.

But what it really comes down to,
Mr. President, is this. It is a question
of trust. Does the Government trust its
citizens to go out in the economy and
take care of their own problems? Does
the Government trust its citizens to
hang on to the money that they earn
and make their own decisions with it?
Does the Government trust its citizens
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to take the kinds of actions that will
cause the economy as a whole to grow
and create prosperity for all of us?

I am one who does trust the Amer-
ican people. I am one who thinks we
need to roll back the tax increases that
have occurred, allow people to keep
more of their hard-earned money. I be-
lieve when we do that we will see the
threefold result I have been talking
about here, Mr. President. People will
be able to earn more—if they are al-
lowed to keep more, they can then do
more.

I call upon all of us to support poli-
cies that move in that direction. I yield
the floor. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
SNOWE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————

IMMIGRATION CONTROL AND FI-
NANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
OF 1996

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 3759

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I
see my friend and colleague, the Sen-
ator from Ohio, is on the floor, I as-
sume, for purposes of offering his
amendment. Before he commences I
would like to take a few moments to
comment on some statements that
have been made about the amendment
which I offered earlier and which will
be the first amendment that will be
voted on at 2:40 this afternoon. This
amendment is about unfunded man-
dates.

It is about the reality that the legis-
lation before us represents a staggering
transfer of administrative costs and
cost shift of programs from the Federal
Government to the States and local
communities in which legal aliens are
resident.

The National Conference of State
Legislatures, in examining just 10 of
the literally scores of programs that
will be covered by this act, has found
that the cost to the States in those 10
programs is $744 million per year. The
total cost could be into the billions.

The amendment that I have offered is
a modest attempt to deal with that. It
basically says, first, that if a Federal
agency, State, or local government can
make a determination that the cost
savings of following the procedures of
S. 1664 are less than the costs to admin-
ister the program, it would not be nec-
essary to implement the program. We
have done exactly this in a very analo-
gous program called the SAVE Pro-
gram, which is an employer
verification program in which there is
the capacity to waive out of the SAVE
Program if it can be demonstrated that
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the benefits do not equal the costs of
the program.

Assume, Madam President, that the
issue were reversed. Would we affirma-
tively vote to say to a State, to a local
community, that you must administer
this federally mandated program even
if the cost of administration can be
shown to exceed the savings or the ben-
efits of the program itself? I think not.
And so our amendment would create
such an opportunity.

I might just add one final point. We
are requiring exactly the same admin-
istrative structure in a community
such as Topeka, KS, as we are in
Tampa, FL, although the number of
legal aliens in Tampa, FL, probably
substantially exceeds those in Topeka,
KS. There should be some capability to
adjust the level of burden to the reality
of the circumstance in that particular
community.

Second is the provision that if the
Federal Government thinks this is
such a good idea, then the Federal Gov-
ernment ought to pay for it. I thought
that was the fundamental premise be-
hind the unfunded mandate program
that we passed as S. 1, as one of the
first acts of the 104th Congress. I used
the phrase ‘‘deadbeat dad’ to describe
what the Federal Government is about
to do here. The Federal Government is
about to say: ‘“We are going to put all
of our reliance on the sponsor, but inci-
dentally, if, in fact, the sponsor does
not come through with the health care
financing or the other sources of fi-
nancing that will be necessary to main-
tain this legal alien, we, the Federal
Government, are off the hook. It is now
going to be up to the local community
to pay those hospital costs for that
legal alien or to pay the cost of pre-
natal care for the pregnant legal alien,
poor woman.”’

I think the phrase ‘‘deadbeat dad”
properly describes what the Federal
Government is trying to do: to shift an
obligation to States and communities.
If we think this is such a good idea and
if we are faithful to our constitutional
responsibility as the only level of Gov-
ernment that has jurisdiction over im-
migration, we ought to pay those costs,
not ask the local government to do so.

Finally, in this amendment we recog-
nize the fact that there are unusual
emergency circumstances. We had one
of those in my State in late August
1992 with Hurricane Andrew. I was
there. I saw what happened as the
emergency and disaster preparedness
and response teams attempted to deal
with an enormous natural disaster. The
very idea of having to subject people
who had seen their homes, their docu-
ments, their jobs, their lives wrecked
by this hurricane, to then have to go
through a tedious verification process
to determine what their status was and
what the income of a sponsor who may
well have just been subjected to the
same thing that they were, puts the
public health at risk. If you cannot
vaccinate people against a potential
outbreak of typhoid after a natural dis-
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aster until you have gone through the
bureaucratic steps of verification, just
pure common sense tells you there has
to be some capability to waive these in
an emergency situation. This amend-
ment provides that opportunity.

I believe this is a prudent amend-
ment. Members of this Congress, Mem-
bers of this Senate, who wish to deal
effectively with the issue of illegal im-
migration should not have that tide of
passion and emotion erase our basic
sense of common sense and fairness and
rational justice to preclude a commu-
nity from making a judgment as to the
cost-benefit analysis of implementing
these programs to avoid the Federal
Government assuming its responsi-
bility to pay as well as it imposes new
responsibilities and to be able to re-
spond to unexpected emergency situa-
tions. That is the essence of the
amendment which is before us, Madam
President. I urge my colleagues at 2:40
to support it.

Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. May I inquire as to the
pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is amendment 3759 of-
fered by the Senator from Florida.

Mr. DEWINE. I ask unanimous con-
sent to set aside for a moment the
pending business.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3835 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3745
(Purpose: To make persecution for resistance

to coercive population control policies a

basis for the granting of asylum)

Mr. DEWINE. Madam President, I
call up my amendment numbered 3835.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE], for
himself and Mr. ABRAHAM, Dproposes an
amendment numbered 3835 to amendment
No. 3745.

Mr. DEWINE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the amendment to the in-
structions to the motion to recommit, insert
the following new section:

The language on page 177, between lines 8
and 9, is deemed to have the following inser-
tion:

“SEC. 197. PERSECUTION FOR RESISTANCE TO

COERCIVE POPULATION CONTROL
METHODS.

‘““Section 101(a)(42) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(42)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘For purposes of determinations under this
Act, a person who has been forced to abort a
pregnancy, or to undergo such a procedure,
or for other resistance to a coercive popu-
lation control program, shall be deemed to
have been persecuted on account of political
opinion, and a person who has a well founded
fear that he or she will be forced to undergo
such a procedure or subjected to persecution
for such failure, refusal, or resistance shall
be deemed to have a well founded fear of per-
secution on account of political opinion.””’
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Mr. DEWINE. Madam President, as
we discuss far-reaching immigration
reform, I think it behooves us to try to
make our immigration laws as just and
as fair as absolutely possible. If there
are terrible injustices going on, we
should definitely make use of this rare
opportunity—a fundamental reform ef-
fort on the floor of the U.S. Senate,
going on now—make use of this oppor-
tunity to correct those injustices.

Madam President, there is a provi-
sion in current immigration practice—
not in law but in practice—that must,
in my opinion, in the interests of jus-
tice, be changed. There are women in
repressive countries who are forced to
undergo coerced abortions and steri-
lizations. Until 1994, these women were
offered asylum under the same stand-
ard as others fleeing persecutions.
However, starting in 1994 and since
that date, they have been forced to
meet a tougher standard, as if the pro-
cedures they face somehow did not
qualify as prima facie evidence of per-
secution. That is just wrong. My
amendment is very simple. It would
change the policy back to what it was
before 1994.

My amendment is not controversial.
It is supported by groups on the right
and groups on the left, by pro-choice
groups and pro-life groups. It is sup-
ported by the Clinton administration,
and it was passed by the U.S. House of
Representatives. However, because the
specific issue I am discussing is not
mentioned in the bill we are consid-
ering, my amendment would, of course,
be ruled nongermane under standard
postcloture procedures. If no Senator
objected to ©proceeding with this
amendment, a unanimous consent
would override the germaneness issue
and allow us to move on the amend-
ment. This amendment, I might add, is
supported by Amnesty International, it
is supported by the Center for Repro-
ductive Law and Policy, it is supported
by the U.S. Catholic Conference, the
Council of Jewish Federations, by the
National Right to Life Committee—the
list goes on and on and on.

But the Senator from Wyoming said
on the floor earlier today that he
would object to consideration of this
amendment. Certainly this is his right
to do this, and I fully understand that
under the rules of the Senate the point
of order of the Senator from Wyoming
would be sustained because the amend-
ment is, in fact, not germane. I will,
therefore, in a moment, withdraw my
amendment. But before I do, I would
like to spend just a few minutes dis-
cussing a problem that I believe it
would solve if we were allowed to go
forward.

Think of a college teacher in China
who is forced to have not one, two,
three, but four abortions by her gov-
ernment. Many of her coworkers were
forced to have six or seven abortions.
That is a true story. It was told in
compelling testimony at a hearing last
year in the House Committee on Inter-
national Relations, a hearing on the
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subject of ‘‘Coercive Population Con-
trol in China.” I have the transcript of
that right here. That is the story, a
true story.

That woman, under current proce-
dure, would not be considered as hav-
ing a per se reason to fear persecution.
Madam President, I am not alone in be-
lieving that this is unjust. All the
groups I have mentioned, from the
Catholic Conference to abortion rights
advocates, all of them agree that when
a woman is forced by her government
to undergo these procedures, her
human rights are being violated. That
is not a tough call. That is a fact.

How hard would it be, in practical
terms, for us to recognize this fact in
our national policy? Would it mean, as
some have suggested, that we would
face a deluge of millions of people
flooding our shores? No, Madam Presi-
dent, it would not. The number of peo-
ple granted asylum under the old pol-
icy, which we are asking to go back to,
the policy my amendment would sim-
ply restore, that number of people who
were granted asylum was actually very
small every year. The number of people
we let in because they were protesting
China’s coerced population control pol-
icy was averaging between 100 and 150
people every year. Each applicant of
the kind we are discussing would not
suddenly move to the front of the line.
She would not get automatic asylum.
She would not ever get special treat-
ment. All she would get is the same
chance as all other asylum seekers, the
same judicial process and the same set
of rules—what I would call simple,
basic human justice.

Think of a woman who has just had
her second child; another example. She
gets a notice from her local commune
sterilization committee, saying she has
to report in and get sterilized.

Think of a woman who sees a baby
girl, 7 days old, lying abandoned on the
road. None of the bystanders want to
rescue the baby. They are afraid of the
government. The woman takes the
baby home herself, and sure enough,
then the sterilization police show up
and see the new baby girl. They say
this woman has too many children and
she has to be sterilized, even though
the new baby girl is not her own child.
She has to escape to a distant and bar-
ren place to get away from the steri-
lizers.

Even years later—this is a true
story—she was brave enough to go
home, and she was sterilized. This is a
true story, Madam President, yet an-
other story that emerged in the hear-
ings held by the House Committee on
International Relations. It is a story of
barbaric persecution in our own day
and times; a crime against women and
a crime against our common humanity.

I am not seeking, with this amend-
ment, a special break for these women.
All T ask is they receive the same
treatment as anyone else who comes to
America to seek asylum. Here is what
my amendment, a noncontroversial
amendment based on the people who
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support it, this is what it says—and
then I will conclude because I know our
time for a vote is shortly at hand. Let
me read it.

For purposes of determinations under this
Act, a person who has been forced to abort a
pregnancy, or to undergo [involuntary steri-
lization or who has been persecuted for fail-
ure or refusal to undergo such a procedure]
or for other resistance to a coercive popu-
lation control program, shall be deemed to
have been persecuted on account of political
opinion, and a person who has a well founded
fear that he or she will be forced to undergo
such a procedure or subjected to persecution
for such failure, refusal, or resistance, shall
be deemed to have a well founded fear of per-
secution on account of political opinion.

That is the substance of this amend-
ment. It is supported by the Clinton
administration, it was passed by the
U.S. House of Representatives, and it
will be an issue in the conference.

Madam President, at this time I do
withdraw my amendment. I appreciate
the courtesy of my colleague from Wy-
oming for the time.

The amendment (No. 3835) was with-
drawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam President, I
deeply thank the Senator from Ohio.
With the remaining minute, let me just
say I am very pleased it was with-
drawn. I, too, have read the language,
and the very troubling part is the part
that says ‘‘resistance to a coercive pop-
ulation control program’ deems that
that person then fits the status of ref-
ugee.

We are dealing with China, a country
with a population of 1.2 billion people.
We are also dealing in this amendment
with India, again with one of the larg-
est populations in the world. We are
dealing with an amendment that would
apply, as of course it should, to all the
countries in the world. When we do
this, we should bear in mind that there
are already young Chinese single—un-
married—males who are even now
claiming asylum on the basis that one
day they will want to have a family
and more than one child and thus come
under this coercive birth policy.

But if you are going to make a blan-
ket application for refugee status, it
reminds me so much of an American
Secretary of State who visited China
several years ago. He raised issues
about their policies and slave labor and
coercive birth policies and their immi-
gration policies, which were very
strict.

When he finished, the Premier asked
the Secretary, ‘How many millions do
you want?”’

I can tell you, if this amendment, in
any form or this form, were to come to
pass—and I deeply appreciate the with-
drawal because it was not in order—I
suggest that there will be millions of
people who, under this language, will
qualify.

We should remember that this
amendment would also apply to tens of
millions of persons—male and female—
in India, who have undergone popu-
lation control procedures—vasectomies
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and tubal ligations. That program
began in the 1950’s. Many of those mil-
lions of persons bear the marks and
scars of those procedures. I would ex-
pect that it would be very difficult for
INS to prove that those procedures
were not coerced. So this amendment
would appear to make eligible for asy-
lum in this country millions of per-
sons—both male and female—in China,
India and many other countries.

I understand the necessity to make
foreign policy statements, but I think
that they should not be made on an im-
migration measure.

Mr. DEWINE. Will the Senator yield
for 20 seconds? Let me, if I can, briefly
respond to that. We did not have this
flood of the old policy and the old law,
and the fact is, even with this amend-
ment, we will still have to prove the
facts. Then once you have established
the facts, those facts, those compelling
facts, we would then deem that meets
the law.

So it is still a factual question that
would have to be proved. The burden
would still be there to prove. I am sure
we will have another opportunity to
talk about this in the future. I thank
my colleague.

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam President, I
sincerely thank the Senator from Ohio.
It makes our work much less difficult.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
30 seconds.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for raising this
issue. I think it is important to note
that at the present time, a number of
individuals who have applied for asy-
lum on the basis of this kind of action
have already been granted asylum and
had deportation delayed. But I think it
is something that we ought to get into
in much greater degree.

I welcome the fact that this issue has
been brought up, and we will work with
the Senator from Ohio to try and find
out how all of us can find an adequate
solution to what is a barbaric practice.

I yield the floor.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3759

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 3759, the
amendment offered by Senator GRAHAM
of Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 30,
nays 70, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 105 Leg.]

YEAS—30
Akaka Graham Moseley-Braun
Boxer Inouye Moynihan
Bradley Johnston Murray
Breaux Kennedy Pell
Bumpers Kerry Pryor
Conrad Lautenberg Rockefeller
Daschle Leahy Sarbanes
Dodd Levin Simon
Ford Lieberman Wellstone
Glenn Mikulski Wyden
NAYS—T0

Abraham Faircloth Lugar
Ashcroft Feingold Mack
Baucus Feinstein McCain
Bennett Frist McConnell
Biden Gorton Murkowski
Bingaman Gramm Nickles
Bond Grams Nunn
Brown Grassley Pressler
Bryan Gregg Reid
Burns Harkin ©

Robb
Byrd Hatch
Campbell Hatfield Roth
Chafee Heflin Santorum
Coats Helms Shelby
Cochran Hollings Simpson
Cohen Hutchison Smith
Coverdell Inhofe Snowe
Craig Jeffords Specter
D’Amato Kassebaum Stevens
DeWine Kempthorne Thomas
Dole Kerrey Thompson
Domenici Kohl Thurmond
Dorgan Kyl Warner
Exon Lott

The amendment (No. 3759) was re-

jected.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3840

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there are now 2
minutes of debate, equally divided, on
amendment No. 3840 offered by the Sen-
ators from Rhode Island and Florida.

The Senator from Rhode Island is
recognized.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I hope
everybody will listen to this because
we think it is important. Illegal immi-
grants now are entitled to a series of
limited benefits, such as emergency
Medicaid, prenatal Medicaid services,
nutrition programs, and public assist-
ance for immunizations. Illegal aliens
are entitled to this. This is not the big
broad scope of things. This is limited.
What we are saying is legal immigrants
should be entitled to the same thing. It
is a little odd to say that the illegals
can get these. Why do we give them to
those individuals, the illegals? It is for
the benefit of public health overall. It
seems to me that the legal immigrants
should likewise be entitled to immuni-
zation, prenatal, and postpartum Med-
icaid services. That is what it is all
about. It is a limited group. It is not
going to break the budget, but cer-
tainly the legals under equity should
be entitled to what the illegals are en-
titled to.

Thank you.

Mr. SIMPSON. Give me your atten-
tion just for a moment, please. This
amendment is about welfare reform for
legal immigrants—the same issue you
have already voted on seven separate
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times now. The reason that legal immi-
grants are in the situation they are in
is because the person who brought
them here promised to pay for their
support. All we are saying is that spon-
sors should pay for these benefits if
they have the means to do so. That is
what deeming is. No legal immigrant
will receive any fewer benefits than an
illegal immigrant, but the legal immi-
grant’s sponsor will have to pay for the
benefits before the American taxpayers
do. Should the financial burden be on
the immigrant’s sponsor or on the U.S.
taxpayers? Take your pick.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on the amendment
offered by the Senator from Rhode Is-
land. On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 60, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 106 Leg.]

YEAS—40
Abraham Hatfield Moynihan
Akaka Hollings Murray
Boxer Inouye Nunn
Bradley Jeffords Pell
Bumpers Kennedy Pryor
Chafee Kerry Robb
g:rslgi?e Ezﬁienberg Rockefeller
DeWine Leahy S?Qboa;les
Dodd Levin Snowe
Feingold Lieberman
Ford Mack Wellstone
Graham Mikulski Wyden
Harkin Moseley-Braun

NAYS—60
Ashcroft Dorgan Kyl
Baucus Exon Lott
Bennett Faircloth Lugar
Biden Feinstein McCain
Bingaman Frist McConnell
Bond Glenn Murkowski
Breaux Gorton Nickles
Brown Gramm Pressler
Bryan Grams Reid
Burns Grassley Roth
Byrd Gregg Santorum
Campbell Hatch Shelby
Coats Heflin Simpson
Cochran Helms Smith
Cohen Hutchison Specter
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Johnston Thomas
D’Amato Kassebaum Thompson
Dole Kempthorne Thurmond
Domenici Kerrey Warner

The amendment (No. 3840) was re-

jected.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. If I could have my col-
leagues’ attention, I would like to
make an announcement that I think is
important to everyone.

I ask unanimous consent that the
agreement relative to the 3:45 p.m. sus-
pension of votes be vitiated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Let me say for the infor-
mation of all Senators it is my under-
standing that a rollcall will not be nec-
essary on the underlying Dole-Simpson
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amendment. Therefore, Senators can
expect two additional votes that will
start within a minute, and it will be a
10-minute vote, and then we will start
the other vote. The first will be on clo-
ture on the bill. The second vote, if clo-
ture is invoked, will be on final passage
of the immigration bill.

I also ask unanimous consent that
the yeas and nays be vitiated on
amendment No. 3743.

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

Mr. DOLE. I ask for the yeas and
nays on those two votes and that the
votes be limited to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOLE. A number of our col-
leagues on both sides are headed for
the White House after the second vote.
There will be a bus at the bottom of
the stairs to take them down there. I
do not know how they will come back.

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’ Gallery)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ser-
geant at arms will restore order.

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, that
disturbance is certainly in spirit with
the last 10 days.

I did not realize I had such support
up there in that quarter, and I must
say I am very pleased. Somebody once
said, ‘“You’re on a roll.” I said, *“‘I have
been rolled for 6 months on this issue.”

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3873 AND 3874, AS MODIFIED

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, let me
say this. I have two amendments filed
by Senator SNOWE, Nos. 3873 and 3874,
as modified.

Mr. President, these two non-
controversial amendments relate to
problems that have developed in recent
years with the movement of persons
along Maine’s border with the Cana-
dian province of New Brunswick. The
amendments address issues that are
critically important to the economic
health and livelihood of many small
communities in northern Maine. These
communities have suffered severe eco-
nomic harm from the discriminatory
application of New Brunswick’s provin-
cial sales tax and other actions taken
by Canadian officials to inappropri-
ately impede crossborder movement.

I am not aware of any objections to
the amendments, and I understand that
they have been cleared on the other
side.

I ask that the amendments be ap-
proved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 3873, and 3874)
as modified, were agreed to, as follows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 3873
(Purpose: To require a study and review of
allegations of harassment by Canadian

Customs agents for the purpose of deter-

ring cross-border commercial activity

along the United States-New Brunswick
border)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . REPORT ON ALLEGATIONS OF HARASS-
MENT BY CANADIAN CUSTOMS
AGENTS.

(a) STUDY AND REVIEW.—

(1) Not later than 30 days after the enact-
ment of this Act, the Commissioner of the
United States Customs Service shall initiate
a study of allegations of harassment by Ca-
nadian Customs agents for the purpose of de-
terring cross-border commercial activity
along the United States-New Brunswick bor-
der. Such study shall include a review of the
possible connection between any incidents of
harassment with the discriminatory imposi-
tion of the New Brunswick Provincial Sales
Tax (PST) tax on goods purchased in the
United States by New Brunswick residents,
and with any other activities taken by the
Canadian provincial and federal governments
to deter cross-border commercial activities.

(2) In conducting the study in subpara-
graph (1), the Commissioner shall consult
the representatives of the State of Maine,
local governments, local businesses, and any
other knowledgeable persons that the Com-
missioner deems important to the comple-
tion of the study.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after
enactment of this Act, the Commissioner of
the United States Customs Service shall sub-
mit to Congress a report of the study and re-
view detailed in subsection (a). The report
shall also include recommendations for steps
that the U.S. government can take to help
end harassment by Canadian Customs agents
found to have occurred.

AMENDMENT NO. 3874

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
that the discriminatory application of the
Provincial Sales Tax levied by the Cana-
dian Province of New Brunswick on Cana-
dian citizens of that province who purchase
goods in the United States runs counter to
the principle of free trade, raises questions
about the possible violation of the North
American Free Trade Agreement, and dam-
ages good relations between the United
States and Canada)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. —. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE DISCRIMI-
NATORY APPLICATION OF THE NEW
BRUNSWICK PROVINCIAL SALES
TAX.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) in July 1993, Canadian Customs officers
began collecting an 11% New Brunswick Pro-
vincial Sales Tax (PST) tax on goods pur-
chased in the United States by New Bruns-
wick residents, an action that has caused se-
vere economic harm to U.S. businesses lo-
cated in proximity to the border with New
Brunswick;

(2) this impediment to cross-border trade
compounds the damage already done from
the Canadian government’s imposition of a
7% tax on all good bought by Canadians in
the United States;

(3) collection of the New Brunswick Pro-
vincial Sales Tax on goods purchased outside
of New Brunswick is collected only along the
U.S.-Canadian border—not long New Bruns-
wick’s borders with other Canadian prov-
inces—thus being administered by Canadian
authorities in a manner uniquely discrimina-
tory to Canadians shopping in the United
States;
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(4) in February 1994, the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative (USTR) publicly stated an inten-
tion to seek redress from the discriminatory
application of the PST under the dispute res-
olution process in Chapter 20 of the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA),
but the United States Government has still
not made such a claim under NAFTA proce-
dures; and

(5) initially, the USTR argued that filing a
PST claim was delayed only because the dis-
pute mechanism under NAFTA had not yet
been finalized, but more than a year after
such mechanism has been put in place, the
PST claim has still not been put forward by
the USTR.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the Provincial Sales Tax levied by the
Canadian Province of New Brunswick on Ca-
nadian citizens of that province who pur-
chase goods in the United States raises ques-
tions about the possible violation of the
North American Free Trade Agreement in its
discriminatory application to cross-border
trade with the United States and damages
good relations between the United States
and Canada; and

(2) the United States Trade Representative
should move forward without further delay
in seeking redress under the dispute resolu-
tion process in Chapter 20 of the North
American Free Trade Agreement for the dis-
criminatory application of the New Bruns-
wick Provincial Sales Tax on U.S.-Canada
cross-border trade.

AMENDMENT NO. 3951 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3743

Mr. SIMPSON. I have a unanimous
consent request that the following
amendments be accepted. There is a
package of managers’ amendments at
the desk, cleared on both sides, that
will be noncontroversial.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment by
number.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON],
proposes an amendment numbered 3951.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

SEC. .ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OF ORDERS.

Section 274A(e)(7) is amended by striking
the phrase ‘‘, within 30 days,”’.

Section 274C(d)(4) is amended by striking
the phrase ¢, within 30 days,”’.

SEC. .SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.

Section 1173(d)(4)(B) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320B-7(d)(4)(B)) is amended by
striking subsection (i) and inserting the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘(i) the State shall transmit to the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service either
photostatic or other similar copies of such
documents, or information from such docu-
ments, as specified by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service, for official
verification,”’.

SEC. . HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1980.

Section 214(d)(4)(B) of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1980 (42
U.S.C. 1436a(d)(4)(B)) is amended by striking
subsection (i) and inserting the following
new subsection: ‘(i) the Secretary shall
transmit to the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service either photostatic or other
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similar copies of such documents, or infor-
mation from such documents, as specified by
the Immigration and Naturalization Service,
for official verification,”.

SEC. .HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965.

Section 484(g)(B) of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1091(g)(4)(B)) is amend-
ed by striking subsection (i) and inserting
the following new subsection:

‘(i) the institution shall transmit to the
Immigration and Naturalization Service ei-
ther photostatic or other similar copies of
such documents, or information from such
documents, as specified by the Immigration

and Naturalization Service, for official

verification,”’.

SEC. . JUDICIAL REVIEW OF ORDERS OF EXCLU-
SION AND DEPORTATION.

Page 87, at the end of line 9, insert at the
end the following:

“Judicial review of all questions of law and
fact, including interpretation and applica-
tion of constitutional and statutory provi-
sions, arising from any action taken or pro-
ceeding brought to exclude or deport an alien
from the United States under Title II of this
Act shall be available only in the judicial re-
view of a final order of exclusion or deporta-
tion under this section. If a petition filed
under this section raises a constitutional
issue that the court of appeals finds presents
a genuine issue of material fact that cannot
be resolved on the basis of the administra-
tive record, the court shall transfer the pro-
ceeding to the district court of the United
States for the judicial district in which the
petitioner resides or is detained for a new
hearing on the constitutional claim as if the
proceedings were originally initiated in dis-
trict court. The procedure in these cases in
the district court is governed by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure.”

SEC. .LAND ACQUISITION AUTHORITY.

Section 103 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. §1103) is amended by re-
designating subsections ‘““(b)”’, ‘(c)”’, and
“(d)” as subsections ‘“(¢)”, ‘“(d)”’, and ‘“‘(e)”’
accordingly, and inserting the following new
subsection ‘“‘(b)’’:

“(b)—(1) The Attorney General may con-
tract for or buy any interest in land, includ-
ing temporary use rights, adjacent to or in
the vicinity of an international land border
when the Attorney General deems the land
essential to control and guard the bound-
aries and borders of the United States
against any violation of this Act.

‘(2) The Attorney General may contract
for or buy any interest in land identified pur-
suant to subsection (a) as soon as the lawful
owner of that interest fixes a price for it and
the Attorney General considers that price to
be reasonable.

‘“(3) When the Attorney General and the
lawful owner of an interest identified pursu-
ant to subsection (a) are unable to agree
upon a reasonable price, the Attorney Gen-
eral may commence condemnation pro-
ceedings pursuant to 40 U.S.C. section 257.

‘“(4) The Attorney General may accept for
the United States a gift of any interest in
land identified pursuant to subsection (a).”
SEC. . SERVICES TO FAMILY MEMBERS OF INS

OFFICERS KILLED IN THE LINE OF
DUTY.

SEC. 294. [8 U.S.C. 1364]—TRANSPORATION OF
THE REMAINS OF IMMIGRATION OFFICERS AND
BORDER PATROL AGENTS KILLED IN THE LINE
DuTy.

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Attorney General may expend ap-
propriated funds to pay for:

(1) the transportation of the remains of
any Immigration Officer or Border Patrol
Agent killed in the line of duty to a place of
burial located in the United States, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or the territories
and possessions of the United States;
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(2) the transportation of the decedent’s
spouse and minor children to and from the
same site at rates no greater than those es-
tablished for official government travel; and

(3) any other memorial service sanctioned
by the Department of Justice.

(b) The Department of Justice may prepay
the costs of any transportation authorized
by this section.

SEC. . POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE ATTORNEY
GENERAL AND THE COMMISSIONER.

Section 103 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. §1103) is amended in sub-
section (a) by adding the following after the
last sentence of that subsection:

‘“the Attorney General, in support of per-
sons in administrative detention in non-Fed-
eral institutions, is authorized to make pay-
ments from funds appropriated for the ad-
ministration and enforcement of the laws re-
lating to immigration, naturalization, and
alien registration for necessary clothing,
medical care, necessary guard hire, and the
housing, care, and security of persons de-
tained by the Service pursuant to Federal
law under intergovernmental service agree-
ments with State or local units of govern-
ment. The Attorney General, in support of
persons in administrative detention in non-
Federal institutions, is further authorized to
enter into cooperative agreements with any
State, territory, or political subdivision
thereof, for the necessary construction,
physical renovation, acquisition of equip-
ment, supplies or materials required to es-
tablish acceptable conditions of confinement
and detention services in any State or local
jurisdiction which agrees to provide guaran-
teed bed space for persons detained by the
Immigration and Naturalization Service.”’

Section 103 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. §1103) is amended in sub-
section (b) by adding the following:

““The Commissioner may enter into cooper-
ative agreements with State and local law
enforcement agencies for the purpose of as-
sisting in the enforcement of the immigra-
tion laws of the United States.”

SEC. . PRECLEARANCE AUTHORITY.

Section 103(a) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. §1103(a)) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘““After consultation with the Secretary of
State, the Attorney General may authorize
officers of a foreign country to be stationed
at preclearance facilities in the TUnited
States for the purpose of ensuring that per-
sons traveling from or through the United
States to that foreign country comply with
that country’s immigration and related laws.
Those officers may exercise such authority
and perform such duties as United States im-
migration officers are authorized to exercise
and perform in that foreign country under
reciprocal agreement, and they shall enjoy
such reasonable privileges and immunities
necessary for the performance of their duties
as the government of their country extends
to United States immigration officers.”

On page 173, line 16, insert ‘‘(a)’’ before the
word ‘‘Section”.

On page 174, at the end of line 4, insert the
following:

‘“(b) As used in this section, ‘‘good cause”
may include, but is not limited to, cir-
cumstances that changed after the applicant
entered the U.S. and that are relevant to the
applicant’s eligibility for asylum; physical
or mental disability; threats of retribution
against the applicant’s relatives abroad; at-
tempts to file affirmatively that were unsuc-
cessful because of technical defects; efforts
to seek asylum that were delayed by the
temporary unavailability of professional as-
sistance; the illness or death of the appli-
cant’s legal representative; or other extenu-
ating circumstances as determined by the
Attorney General.”
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Page 106, line 15, strike ‘‘(A), (B), or (D)”
and insert ““(B) or (D).

At the appropriate place in the matter pro-
posed to be inserted by the amendment, in-
sert the following:

SEC. . CONFIDENTIALITY PROVISION FOR CER-
TAIN ALIEN BATTERED SPOUSES
AND CHILDREN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to informa-
tion provided pursuant to Section 150(b)(c) of
this Act and except as provided in subsection
(b), in no case may the Attorney General, or
any other official or employee of the Depart-
ment of Justice (including any bureau or
agency of such department)—

(1) make an adverse determination of ad-
missibility or deportability of an alien under
the Immigration and Nationality Act using
only information furnished solely by—

(A) a spouse or parent who has battered the
alien or the alien’s children or subjected the
alien or the alien’s children to extreme cru-
elty, or

(B) a member of the alien’s spouse’s or par-
ent’s family who has battered the alien or
the alien’s child or subjected the alien or
alien’s child to extreme cruelty,
unless the alien has been convicted of a
crime or crimes listed in section 241(a)(2) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act;

(2) make any publication whereby informa-
tion furnished by any particular individual
can be identified;

(3) permit anyone other than the sworn of-
ficers and employees of the Department, bu-
reau or agency, who needs to examine such
information for legitimate Department, bu-
reau, or agency purposes, to examine any
publication of any individual who files for
relief as a person who has been battered or
subjected to extreme cruelty.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—(1) The Attorney General
may provide for the furnishing of informa-
tion furnished under this section in the same
manner and circumstances as census infor-
mation may be disclosed by the Secretary of
Commerce under section 8 of title 13, United
States Code.

(2) The Attorney General may provide for
the furnishing of information furnished
under this section to law enforcement offi-
cials to be used solely for legitimate law en-
forcement purposes.

SEC. .DEVELOPMENT OF PROTOTYPE OF COUN-
TERFEIT-RESISTANT SOCIAL SECU-
RITY CARD REQUIRED.

(a) DEVELOPMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of So-
cial Security (hereafter in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Commissioner’’) shall in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this section
develop a prototype of a counterfeit-resist-
ant social security card. Such prototype card
shall—

(A) be made of a durable, tamper-resistant
material such as plastic or polyester,

(B) employ technologies that provide secu-
rity features, such as magnetic stripes,
holograms, and integrated circuits, and

(C) be developed so as to provide individ-
uals with reliable proof of citizenship or
legal resident alien status.

(2) ASSISTANCE BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.—
The Attorney General of the United States
shall provide such information and assist-
ance as the Commissioner deems necessary
to achieve the purposes of this section.

(b) STUDY AND REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner shall
conduct a study and issue a report to Con-
gress which examines different methods of
improving the social security card applica-
tion process.

(2) ELEMENTS OF STUDY.—The study shall
include an evaluation of the cost and work
load implications of issuing a counterfeit-re-
sistant social security card for all individ-
uals over a 3, 5, and 10 year period. The study
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shall also evaluate the feasibility and cost
implications of imposing a user fee for re-
placement cards and cards issued to individ-
uals who apply for such a card prior to the
scheduled 3, 5, and 10 year phase-in options.

(3) DISTRIBUTION OF REPORT.—Copies of the
report described in this subsection along
with a facsimile of the prototype card as de-
scribed in subsection (a) shall be submitted
to the Committees on Ways and Means and
Judiciary of the House of Representatives
and the Committees on Finance and Judici-
ary of the Senate within 1 year of the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(¢) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated and
are appropriated from the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this section.

Page 15, lines 12 through 14, strike: ‘‘(other
than a document used under section 274A of
the Immigration and Nationality Act)”.
DEVELOPMENT OF COUNTERFEIT-PROOF SOCIAL

SECURITY CARD

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
thank Senator SIMPSON and Senator
KENNEDY for accepting this amendment
providing for a prototype counterfeit-
proof Social Security card.

It was 18 years ago that I first pro-
posed we produce a tamper-resistant
Social Security card to reduce fraud
and enhance public confidence in our
Social Security system. The amend-
ment accepted today is very simple. It
would require the Commaissioner of the
Social Security Administration to de-
velop a prototype of a counterfeit-proof
Social Security card. The prototype
card would be designed with the secu-
rity features necessary to be used reli-
ably to confirm U.S. citizenship or
legal resident alien status.

The amendment would also require
the Commissioner to study and report
to Congress on ways to improve the So-
cial Security card application process
so as to reduce fraud. An evaluation of
cost and workload implications of
issuing a counterfeit-resistant Social
Security card is also required.

Let me point out that Congress
adopted this provision last year as part
of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Act (H.R. 4), the
welfare legislation vetoed by the Presi-
dent. Senator DOLE cosponsored the
amendment, and it passed the Senate
by a voice vote. The Senate also in-
cluded it in its version of the budget
reconciliation bill, but the provision
was dropped in the conference com-
mittee.

When the Social Security amend-
ments were before us in 1983, we ap-
proved a provision to require the pro-
duction of a new tamper-resistant So-
cial Security card. The law, section 345
of Public Law 98-21, stated:

The Social Security card shall be made of
banknote paper, and (to the maximum ex-
tent practicable) shall be a card which can-
not be counterfeited.

What a disappointment when late in
1983 the Social Security Administra-
tion began to issue the new card, and it
became clear that the agency simply
had not understood what Congress in-
tended. The new card looks much like
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the old, much like the first ones pro-
duced by Social Security in 1936. It has
the same design framing the name and
nearly the same colors. It feels the
same. An expert examining a card with
a magnifying glass can certainly detect
whether or not one of the new ones is
genuine, but therein lies the problem.
We should have a new, durable card
that can hold vital information and
can be authenticated easily.

A new Social Security card—one very
difficult to counterfeit and easily
verified as genuine—could be manufac-
tured at a low cost. The major expense,
if we were to approve new cards, would
be the cost of the interview process,
and that is why the amendment re-
quires a study to include the cost and
workload implications of a new card.

A Social Security card could be de-
signed along the lines of today’s high
technology credit cards. The card could
be highly tamper-resistant, and its au-
thenticity could be readily discerned
by the untrained eye. The card must be
seen as a special document; one which
would be visually and tactilely more
difficult to counterfeit than the cur-
rent paper card.

The magnetic strip would contain the
Social Security number, encoded with
an algorithm known only to the Social
Security Administration. A so-called
watermark strip could be placed over
it, making it nearly impossible to
counterfeit without technology that
currently costs $10 million. The decod-
ing algorithm could be integrated with
the Social Security Administration
computers.

The new cards will not eliminate all
fraudulent use of Social Security cards.
But it will close down the shopfront op-
erations that flood America with false
Social Security cards.

That is what the Congress intended
in the 1983 legislation.

Let us try again. We have seen that
it can be done. It is what the Clinton
Administration intended last year
when they introduced the Health Secu-
rity card. As many of you remember, it
had a magnetic strip to hold whatever
information may be necessary.

I am pleased that the Senate has
adopted this amendment, and I again
thank the managers of the bill for their
support.

Mr. SIMPSON. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is in order.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 3951) was agreed
to.

WORKER VERIFICATION/IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss briefly an amendment I had of-
fered to S. 1664, the Immigration and
Financial Responsibility Act of 1996
but have subsequently withdrawn in
the interest of completing action on
the underlying bill without unneces-
sary delay at this time. This amend-
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ment was designed to ensure the con-
sideration of innovative authentication
technology as we develop a new
verification system for alien employ-
ment and public assistance eligibility.

There is a large and important de-
bate before us. Should we implement a
national verification system in the
United States? Well, we already have
one, but it’s failing America. It allows
illegal immigrants to skirt the sys-
tem—to take jobs away from Ameri-
cans and immigrants who have played
by the rules. Moreover, the current
system also allows for abuse of our
pubic assistance programs that were
established to provide a safety net for
those who have contributed to our soci-
ety and deserve help in a time of need.
We mneed to update the current
verification system—and 53 Senate col-
leagues agree as evidenced by their
votes to reject the Abraham amend-
ment to strike the verification system
from the bill.

The system in place now requires em-
ployers to check two forms of identi-
fication from a list of 29 acceptable
documents. We know that these docu-
ments are far from being tamper-re-
sistant and we know that employers
are unfairly held accountable for hiring
illegal aliens.

The bill before us sets out the goals
and objectives for a new verification
system and also provides for pilot
projects to determine the costs, tech-
nology, and effectiveness of a new pro-
gram. Contrary to what many believe,
the bill’s provisions address the con-
cerns that have been expressed regard-
ing privacy, the potential for discrimi-
nation, and cost. All of these provi-
sions supplement the protections of the
U.S. Constitution and anti-discrimina-
tion laws. And regarding cost, the un-
funded federal mandates law and the
recently-passed improvements to the
Regulatory Flexibility Act will help in-
sulate businesses and State and local
governments against the imposition of
exorbitant costs from a new
verification system.

Looking at the inventive programs
that businesses, universities, hospitals
and other institutions are using to
monitor human resources, it seems
only appropriate that we consider the
feasibility of upgrading our current
system.

My amendment is simple. It would
allow for the consideration of innova-
tive authentication technology such as
finger print readers or smart cards to
verify eligibility for employment or
other applicable Federal benefits in a
pilot program.

Already, the INS has begun to inves-
tigate the feasibility of creating a new
generation of smarter employment au-
thorization cards, border-crossing
cards, and green cards. And the Federal
Government is also examining the uses
of electronic benefits transfer. My
amendment would supplement these
activities.

Smart cards are credit card-sized de-
vices containing one or more inte-
grated circuits. They are information
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carriers like ATM cards, that can hold
bank account data, school ID numbers,
benefit enrollment status, Social Secu-
rity numbers and biometric data, such
as photographs. Unlike ATM’s, which
give you access to accounts or informa-
tion, smart cards actually hold the
value of money and information.

I know that some of our colleagues
are concerned about the use of biomet-
ric data such as DNA samples, blood
types, or retina scans. My amendment
does not anticipate the use of these
types of biometric data. But the use of
biometric data has already found its
way into our daily lives. We use credit
cards with photographs and driver’s
licences that detail our height, weight
and gender. If we are to reduce docu-
ment fraud, we must incorporate the
limited use of biometric data. That is
the only way to securely connect a doc-
ument to an individual.

Setting aside the merits of my
amendment, I understand the hesitance
of many Members to embrace innova-
tive authentication technologies.
While the future is uncertain and
change is difficult, we have to look
ahead. We had a full debate on the
issue of the so-called national ID card
yesterday. And while I am not now pro-
moting a national ID, nor did my
amendment require the use of bio-
metrics or smart cards, the concerns
raised yesterday are similar. My
amendment sought only to ensure the
consideration of these tools in the de-
velopment of the pilot programs.

While my amendment has been with-
drawn, I will continue to work toward
broadening the debate on smart cards
and other forms of authentication
technology with our Senate colleagues.

In utilizing the most up-to-date tech-
nology in these demonstration
projects, we can ensure that the Presi-
dent will have the most efficient and
the most cost-effective alternatives to
scrutinize. If we take deliberate care to
develop a new identification system,
then we can all benefit: American
workers can be further protected; Em-
ployers can be relieved of the burden of
sanctions; the jobs magnet will be shut
off; and most importantly, we will be
able to clearly view the benefits of im-
migration and diversity in our society.

INS PRACTICES CONCERNING STUDENT VISA

HOLDERS

Mr. FEINGOLD. I am told by colleges
and universities that it is common for
foreign students and scholars tempo-
rarily to drop out of status during the
course of their studies. For example, a
student might be told by a professor to
drop a particular course, thereby inad-
vertently dropping below the 12 credits
per term required by INS regulations
to remain a bona fide student. INS cur-
rently allows such students to be rein-
stated to their previous status. Such
reinstatement might not occur until
later in the semester, however, when
INS-designated school officials notice
the problem

Does the Senator intend our visa-
overstayer provision to alter the INS’s
practice in such cases?
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Mr. ABRAHAM. No. In the situation
you described, where the student con-
tinues to work in good faith toward his
degree, the professor’s directive to the
student would constitute good cause
for the student falling out of status
temporarily.

Mr. FEINGOLD. There are many
other situations that might cause a
student to fall out of status. For exam-
ple, a teaching assistant might have to
devote an unusual amount of time to
grading papers, or a foreign govern-
ment’s tuition payment might be de-
layed. As I said, I understand that the
current practice of the INS in such cir-
cumstances is to reinstate such stu-
dents and scholars to a valid status so
that they may continue their studies.

Does the Senator intend that these
and similar INS practices should con-
tinue?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Yes. My intention is
not to displace current INS practice
with respect to students who continue
to work in good faith toward their de-
gree but who temporarily fall out of
status because of circumstances be-
yond their reasonable control.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Finally, some con-
cern has been expressed about the pos-
sibility that the 60-day threshold
might be reached if the student accu-
mulates 60 days out of status over the
course of several years. Do you intend
our visa-overstayer sanctions apply in
such cases?

Mr. ABRAHAM. No, I do not intend
the sanctions to apply in cases where,
for reasons like those described in the
examples you’ve cited, a student has
accumulated a total of 60 nonconsecu-
tive days out of status over the course
of his studies. I expect the 60-day pe-
riod will normally be continuous for
purposes of our visa-overstayer provi-
sion.

Mr. President, I rise today to discuss
an amendment I had planned to offer,
along with Mr. DEWINE, Mr. ROTH, and
Mr. D’AMATO that would have ad-
dressed the enormous problem this
country has with deporting aliens who
commit violent and other felonious
acts against Americans. Because the
amendment is not germane at this
time, I will not be offering it, but plan
to raise this issue again at another
time.

Let me start by outlining the prob-
lem we have right now with criminal
aliens in this country.

Noncitizens in this country who are
convicted of committing a variety of
serious crimes are deportable and
should be deported. These are not sus-
pected criminals: These are convicted
felons. And there are about half a mil-
lion of them currently residing on U.S.
soil. More than 50,000 crimes have been
committed by aliens in this country re-
cently enough to put the perpetrators
in State and Federal prisons right now.

The reason these criminal aliens are
here, despite their deportability under
U.S. law, is that they are able to ma-
nipulate our immigration laws by re-
questing endless review of their orders
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of deportation. These are convicted
criminals obstructing the operation of
law by abusing unduly generous provi-
sions of judicial and administrative re-
view. As long as a petition for review is
pending, they cannot be deported.
Meanwhile, because there is nowhere to
put them, many of them are released
into the general population, never to
be seen again. Thus, at present, aliens
who are convicted felons are deported
at a rate of about 4 percent a year.

Parenthetically, I would like to note
that the study from which most of
these figures are drawn—a Senate re-
port on criminal aliens in the United
States dated April 7, 1995—was con-
ducted under the auspices of one of the
cosponsors to the amendment I am of-
fering today—my distinguished friend
and colleague from Delaware, Mr. WIL-
LIAM ROTH.

The bill presently before the Con-
gress does a great deal to address many
of the obstacles to ensuring that these
individuals are in fact expeditiously
deported. As introduced, it included
provisions adding a variety of serious
offenses to the crimes that constitute
aggravated felonies; providing that ag-
gravated felons are not permitted to
sue the Government on the grounds
that their deportations were not expe-
ditious; providing for regulations to be
issued by the Attorney General permit-
ting INS officials to enter final orders
of deportation stipulated to by the
alien; providing that Federal judges are
authorized to order deportation as a
condition of probation; and requiring
the Attorney General to report to Con-
gress once a year on the number of and
status of criminal aliens presently in-
carcerated.

While these provisions were helpful,
they were not enough to prevent a
criminal alien from using the key dila-
tory tacits presently used by these in-
dividuals to avoid deportation.

Accordingly, during Committee con-
sideration of this bill, I sponsored a
package of four amendments address-
ing the criminal alien problem. My
amendments were cosponsored in whole
or part by four Senators on the Judici-
ary Committee and all were accepted
by the committee in lopsided votes.
The package of amendments adopted
by the Judiciary Committee and now
part of the pending bill will do the fol-
lowing: First, prohibit the Attorney
General from releasing convicted
criminal aliens from custody; second,
end judicial review for orders of depor-
tation entered against these criminal
aliens—while maintaining their right
to administrative review and the right
to review the underlying conviction;
third, require the Attorney General to
deport criminal aliens within 30 days of
the conclusion of the alien’s prison sen-
tence—with exceptions made only for
national security reasons or on ac-
count of the criminal alien’s coopera-
tion with law enforcement officials;
and fourth, permit State criminal
courts to enter conclusive findings of
fact, during sentencing, that an alien
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has been convicted of a deportable of-
fense.

These amendments, now part of the
bill, will go a long way toward ending
the procedural chicanery by which
criminal alien’s make a mockery of our
laws.

Still, loopholes remain, especially
during the administrative review proc-
ess. The amendment I had planned to
offer to the illegal immigration bill
would have sought to close these loop-
holes by doing the following: First,
criminal aliens would be required to
raise all claims for relief from deporta-
tion in a single administrative process
including one appeal to the Board of
Immigration Appeals.

The problem is this: While we have
eliminated judicial review for orders of
deportation entered against most
criminal aliens, we have not elimi-
nated their capacity to request repet-
itive administrative review of the de-
portation order. We have shortened the
process, but it could still take, lit-
erally, a decade or more to complete
the administrative procedures.

For example, criminal aliens will
still be able to: First receive a hearing
on their deportability from the immi-
gration judge and then appeal that to
the Board of Immigration Appeals; sec-
ond, return to the immigration judge,
this time requesting asylum, and then
appeal that to the Board of Immigra-
tion Appeals; third, request 212(c) relief
from the order of deportation and ap-
peal that to the Board of Immigration
Appeals; fourth, since several years
will frequently have passed during the
first rounds of administrative review,
make a motion to reopen on the basis
of changed circumstances, such as the
connections to the community the
criminal alien has formed, and fre-
quently, the children the criminal
alien has had while these other re-
quests for relief were pending; fifth,
continue to make additional motions
to reopen.

Criminal aliens should be allowed
only one bite at the apple. What needs
to be done is this: Require that crimi-
nal aliens submit all claims for relief
from deportation to the immigration
judge and to the Board of Immigration
Appeals the first time around. The
amendment I am was going to offer
does just that.

Second, judicial review for orders of
exclusion entered against these crimi-
nal aliens would end.

This is a delaying tactic, much
abused by excludable criminal aliens.
Extensive—even repetitive—judicial re-
view of orders of exclusion may be tol-
erable for other excludable aliens.
There is no justifiable reason to tie up
the system with such requests by
criminals.

Third, the number of immigration
judges, members of the Board of Immi-
gration Appeals, and lawyers handling
deportation cases at the INS would be
doubled.

There are not enough judges within
the INS to expeditiously dispose of de-
portation hearings with or without the
streamlining provided by the other
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criminal alien provisions in this bill
and the Terrorism Prevention Act.
This amendment will double the num-
ber of members of the Board of Immi-
gration Appeals, double the number of
immigration judges—special inquiry
officers, and double the number of INS
attorneys handling deportation pro-
ceedings.

The criminal alien amendments I of-
fered during the committee mark-up of
the illegal immigration bill require the
AG to deport criminal aliens within 30
days of the later of their release from
incarceration, or issuance of the final
order of deportation.

Such a requirement will be of no
avail if the INS does not have enough
judges and members of the Board of
Immigration Appeals to dispose of
these deportation proceedings. In 1995,
the number of board members of the
BIA was increased—to 12 members in
all.

Meanwhile, it is conservatively esti-
mated that there are almost half a mil-
lion criminal aliens currently residing
in this country. If only a quarter of
those criminal aliens now on U.S. soil
request deportation hearings and an
appeal to the BIA—which is probably
an extremely conservative estimate—12
board members will have to process
over 100,000 appeals only to get through
the deportations of these criminal
aliens.

We will never reduce this backlog
without adding much-needed personnel
to handle these deportation pro-
ceedings fairly and expeditiously. Dou-
bling their number is a modest increase
if we are serious about deporting de-
portable criminal aliens.

Fourth, criminal aliens who have
been convicted of serious crimes would
be added to the list of aliens ineligible

for naturalization.
Naturalization already requires that

the alien demonstrate good moral char-
acter and have resided in the country
for at least 5 years, among other
things. Yet aliens who have been con-
victed of serious crimes are able to
delay their deportations for many
years allowing them to, first, achieve
the 5 year requirement for naturaliza-
tion, and, second, apply for naturaliza-

tion 5 years after their conviction.
This not only injects into the depor-

tation process an extremely powerful
incentive for criminal aliens to delay
their deportations, but rewards those
who have not only been convicted of se-
rious crimes to become citizens, but re-
wards the criminal aliens who have
been able to manipulate the system in
order to avoid being deported.

There are already various types of
aliens that are foreclosed from natu-
ralization. This amendment adds con-
victed criminals to the list. It is not
unreasonable for the Congress to con-
clude that aliens who have been con-
victed of serious crimes while guests in
this country cannot be deemed to have
demonstrated good moral character for

purposes of naturalization.
These are all reasonable reforms—re-

forms, I believe, that would shock most
Americans only by their absence from
current law.
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Let me give just one example of why
these reforms are needed. This example
is not hypothetical. It is a real case of
what happens when this country tries
to deport noncitizens who are con-
victed of committing serious crimes in
this country.

The case of Liyonel Dor is typical in
all but one respect. Dor was an illegal
alien, whereas the great majority of
the criminal aliens in this country are
lawful permanent residents.

Lyonel Dor entered the United States
illegally in 1972. Six years later he was
convicted of first degree manslaughter
for participating in the murder of his
aunt and served 6% years in prison.

Illegal immigrants are deportable.
Legal immigrants who help murder
their aunts are deportable.

Yet Dor remained in this country for
at least another 5 years after serving
his prison sentence. He accomplished
this by requesting and receiving
unending review of the order of depor-
tation against him. Dor was first or-
dered deported in March 1985. As of late
1989, Dor had not been deported. I do
not know whether Lyonel Dor was ever
deported or whether he is still here, re-
questing still more review.

But I do know that during that 5
years, Dor received 13 administrative
proceedings and 4 judicial proceedings
for review of the order of deportation
against him. Every one of these pro-
ceedings concerned this country’s at-
tempt to deport Dor—an illegal immi-
grant and murderer. In two of the four
judicial proceedings, Federal courts or-
dered that Dor not be deported—so that
the order of deportation against Dor
could be subjected to yet more review.

It is important to note that, al-
though Dor’s multiple requests for re-
view of the deportation order were
granted—upon review, not one of his
claims was found to have any merit.
Dor requested asylum, this was denied.
Dor requested withholding of his depor-
tation, this was denied. Dor requested
adjustment of status, this was denied.
Dor again applied for adjustment of
status, and it was again denied. Dor ap-
plied for a writ of habeas corpus, this
was denied. Each one of these requests
for waiver of deportation was appealed
to the Board of Immigration Appeals
and sometimes to the courts, as well.
Five times throughout these pro-
ceedings, Dor requested that his case
be reopened. These requests, too, were
denied. And these denials, he appealed.

This example is far from unique. To
the contrary, it is rather typical. I
could cite many, many others. It is
time for this to stop.

Some reforms Senator HATCH in-
cluded at my suggestion in the anti-
terrorism bill that was recently en-
acted will go a long way toward stop-
ping it. The reforms contained in the
legislation now before the Congress, in-
cluding those from the original bill and
those added through the amendments I
offered at markup, would go still fur-
ther in that direction. I am sorry that
on account of the procedural posture
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we are in, made necessary by the effort
of some Members to bring up matters
entirely extraneous to reforming ille-
gal immigration, we will not have the
opportunity to consider this additional
amendment. I expect, however, to find
an occasion in the near future to en-
sure its consideration.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I would
like to commend my able colleague for
this excellent suggestion. Unlike some
of the rest of what he has proposed in
connection with this legislation, I
wholeheartedly commend his untiring
efforts with respect to criminal aliens,
which I believe have improved the bill.
I think this most recent proposal is
likewise one I would support, and I do
hope to have occasion to consider it
further.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I very much appre-
ciate the kind words of my colleague
and friend from Wyoming.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in favor of this bill, on
which Senator SIMPSON and others
have labored so hard and for so long.
The bill will do much to stem the tide
of illegal immigration into this coun-
try.

During the Judiciary Committee’s
mark up of the bill in March, several
provisions were added that address the
problem of criminal aliens in this
country. I want to draw my colleagues’
attention in particular to these provi-
sions, because they significantly
strengthen the Federal Government’s
ability to deport and exclude aliens
who have committed serious crimes in
our country. Senator ABRAHAM pushed
for these provisions in committee, and
he is to be commended for that effort.

I would like to offer a brief historical
perspective on the nature of the crimi-
nal alien crisis, based on my past in-
vestigative and legislative work in this
area. Criminal aliens represent a prob-
lem of enormous proportions, and a
problem, regrettably, that our present
criminal and immigration laws do lit-
tle to address.

In simplest terms, criminal aliens
are noncitizens who commit serious
crimes in this country. Currently,
aliens who commit certain serious felo-
nies are deportable or excludable. The
problem is that at present we permit
such aliens to go through two com-
pletely separate systems—one for their
crimes, and one for their immigration
status—in a way that invites abuse and
creates confusion. The results are dis-
mal.

At my direction during the previous
Congress, the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations conducted
an investigation and held 2 days of
hearings regarding criminal aliens in
the United States. The subcommittee’s
investigation found that criminal
aliens are a serious and growing threat
to our public safety. They are also an
expensive problem. Under even the
most conservative of estimates, crimi-
nal aliens cost our criminal justice sys-
tem hundreds of millions of dollars
each year.

No one, including the INS, knows for
sure how many criminal aliens there
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are in the United States. A study by
our subcommittee staff estimated that
there are about 450,000 criminal aliens
in all parts of our criminal justice sys-
tem including Federal and State pris-
ons, local jails, probation, and parole.
Incredibly, criminal aliens now ac-
count for an all time high of 25 percent
of the Federal prison population.

Under current law, aliens who com-
mit aggravated felonies or crimes of
moral turpitude are deportable. But
last year only about 4 percent of the
estimated total number of criminal
aliens in the United States were de-
ported. The law is not being enforced in
part because it is too complex with too
many levels of appeal. It needs to be
simplified.

The law is also not being enforced in
part because INS does not have its act
together. The INS is unable to even
identify most of the criminal aliens
who clog our State and local jails be-
fore these criminals are released back
onto our streets.

As things now stand, many criminal
aliens are released on bond by the INS
while the deportation process is pend-
ing. It is not surprising that many skip
bond and never show up for their hear-
ings, especially in light of the fact that
the INS makes little effort to locate
them when they do abscond. In 1992
alone, nearly 11,000 aliens convicted of
serious felonies failed to show up for
their deportation hearings. It is safe to
assume that many of them walk our
streets today.

A frustrated INS official described
the current state of affairs aptly when
he said of criminal aliens—and I
quote—‘‘only the stupid and honest get
deported.” The others abuse the sys-
tem with impunity.

Ironically, criminal aliens who have
served their time and are fighting their
deportation routinely received work
permits from the INS, which allow
them to get jobs while their appeals
are pending. One INS deportation offi-
cer told the subcommittee staff that he
spends only about b percent of his time
looking for criminal aliens who have
absconded, because he must spend most
of his time processing work permits for
criminal aliens with pending deporta-
tion proceedings. This is an outrageous
situation.

Although, our investigation found
that the INS is not adequately respond-
ing to the criminal alien problem, the
INS does not deserve all the blame.
Congress has made it far too difficult
for the INS and law enforcement offi-
cials to identify, deport, and exclude
criminal aliens.

In response to these problems, I in-
troduced legislation last Congress and
again during this one that would sim-
plify the task of sending criminal
aliens home. I am gratified that
through the work of Senator ABRAHAM
and the Judiciary Committee, S. 1664
contains some of the provisions in my
legislation, as well as some additional
improvements. Among them are the
following: First, the bill broadens the
definition of aggravated felon to in-
clude more crimes punishable by depor-
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tation. Second, it prohibits the Attor-
ney General from releasing criminal
aliens from custody. Third, it requires
the Attorney General to deport crimi-
nal aliens—with certain exceptions—
within 30 days of the end of the aliens’
prison sentence, and mandates that
such criminal aliens ordered deported
by taken into custody pending deporta-
tion. Finally, it gives Federal judges
the ability to order deportation of a
criminal alien at the time of sen-
tencing.

To be sure, during the floor debate on
this bill, many colleagues have ex-
pressed sharp differences in how they
wish to go about reforming our immi-
gration laws. However, it is my hope
that all Senators would agree that de-
porting and excluding aliens convicted
of committing serious crimes ought to
be a top priority. Because fixing exist-
ing laws to accomplish this goal ought
to be an equally high priority, I urge
my colleagues to support this bill.

ASYLUM AMENDMENT

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate adopted the asylum
amendment that I offered along with
Senators DEWINE, HATFIELD, KERRY,
and WELLSTONE to preserve our asylum
law for those seeking refuge from op-
pression. In addition to our colleagues
who voted for the amendment, there
are a number of people to thank for
this important change in the Senate
bill.

Three of our House colleagues, Rep-
resentatives DIAZ-BALART, ROs-
LEHTINEN, and SMITH felt so strongly
about these provisions that they took
the extraordinary step of sending
“Dear Colleague’ letters to the Senate
urging that others join us ‘‘in pro-
tecting human rights around the
world” and in supporting this amend-
ment.

I would like to thank Alan Baban and
Ana X. who appeared with me on April
30 in advance of the vote and retold
their experiences with oppression and
asylum. Without them and the refugees
who came forward to make the case, we
could not have succeeded in amending
this bill and the antiterrorism law.

I want to thank all of those from
around the country who wrote to me
and my colleagues about the impor-
tance of this amendment. I know that
the correspondence and calls that I re-
ceived from Patrick Giantonio of
Vermont Refugee Assistance; Gerry
Haase of the Tibetan Resettlement
Project; David Ferch and Philene
Taomina of Groton; Bob Rosenfeld,
Jane Bradley, Jean Lathrop, and Helen
Rabin of Plainfield; Brenda Torpy and
Dr. Jennifer Heath of Burlington; Bar-
bara Buckley of Worchester; Valerie
Mullen of Vershire; Helen Reindel, Jo-
anna Messing, Sylvia Terry and
Charles Ballantyne of Montpelier; Mar-
garet Turner of Belmont; Don Kizer of
Cavendish; Roald Cann of Springfield;
Dr. A. Joshua Sherman of Midd;
Pinelope Bennett of Norwich; Richard
Moore of Putney; Sydney Liff of
Attamount;
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Abbas Alnasrawi of Shelburne; Robert
and Mary Belenky of Marshfield; and
other Vermonters about the asylum
provisions of the bill were most mean-
ingful. They understand what the dis-
astrous impact of the changes in our
asylum law, which would have been im-
posed by this bill, would have meant to
real people facing oppression around
the world.

I want to thank the Committee to
Preserve Asylum, which has worked
diligently from the beginning to focus
needed attention on these provisions of
the bill. Earlier this week I met with a
number of representatives of organiza-
tions who support this effort, including
Eve Dubrow of UNITE; John
Fredicksson of the Lutheran Immigra-
tion and Refugee Service; Richard
Foltin of the American Jewish Com-
mittee; Richard Li Albores of the Na-
tional Asian Pacific American Legal
Consortium; Michelle Pistone of the
Lawyers’ Committee for Human
Rights; John Swenson of the TU.S.
Catholic Conference, Carol Wolchok of
the American Bar Association; and Pa-
tricia Rengel of Amnesty International
USA. I thank them all for their efforts
on behalf of the asylum amendment
and in connection with serving refu-
gees in need from around the world.

I am grateful for the letters of sup-
port from the U.S. Catholic Conference,
the American Bar Association, the
American Friends Service Committee,
the American Immigration Lawyers
Association, the American Jewish
Committee, the Lawyers Committee
for Human Rights, the Asian Law Cau-
cus, the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Soci-
ety, the Lutheran Immigration and
Refugee Service, the Asian American
Legal Defense and Education Fund, the
Domestic and Foreign Missionary Soci-
ety of +the Protestant Episcopal
Church, the Mexican American Legal
Defense and Educational Fund, the
United Church Board for World Min-
istries, the ACLU, the National Asian
Pacific American Legal Consortium
and the Women’s Commission for Ref-
ugee Women and Children.

At the risk of offending others, I
want publicly to commend Carol
Wolchok of the ABA, Michelle Pistone
of the Lawyers Committee for Human
Rights, Michael Hill of the U.S. Catho-
lic Conference, Professor Philip Schrag
of Georgetown, and Dr. Allen Keller of
N.Y.U. for their tireless efforts on be-
half of this amendment. They and
those working with them live their
commitment to justice and freedom
every day. They help make America
the great country that it is and must
remain.

I am also especially grateful for the
support of Bishop Cummins, the chair-
man of the Committee on Migration of
the U.S. Catholic Conference. I had re-
ceived an earlier letter from Cardinal
Law in which he noted his opposition
to the provisions in the bill that would
have virtually eliminated the United
States’ commitment to help refugees
seek protection from persecution. I am
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proud that the TU.S. Catholic Con-
ference supported the Leahy amend-
ment, even though our amendment
does not get as far as they would like.

I want to thank Anne Willem
Bijleveld, the Representative of the
United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees, for all her support on this
matter.

In signing the antiterrorism law last
week, the President included the fol-
lowing in his message: ‘“The bill also
makes a number of major, ill-advised
changes in our immigration laws hav-
ing nothing to do with fighting ter-
rorism. * * * The provisions will
produce extraordinary administrative
burdens on the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service.” I believe that the
President was referring to the require-
ments for summary exclusion that the
Senate immigration bill would amend.

In a February letter the President
sent to Congressman BERMAN, he noted
his concern that ‘“we not sacrifice our
proud tradition of refugee protection
and support for the principles of the
Convention Relating to the Status of
Refugees.”” The President noted: ‘““This
critically important Treaty, which re-
sponded to the displacement that fol-
lowed the Second World War, has en-
joyed broad bipartisan support in the
Congress. Moreover, our efforts to urge
other governments to comply with its
provisions has been a major element of
our diplomacy on international human-
itarian issues.”

Specifically on the matter of sum-
mary exclusion, the President favors a
“carefully structured stand-by author-
ity for expedited exclusion.” That is
what our amendment, in contrast to
the bill, now provides.

With regard to the overall proposals
for summary exclusion, the President
wrote that they were ‘‘too broad and
would also result in considerable diver-
sion of INS resources.” He noted that:
“These provisions seem particularly
unnecessary in view of the successful
asylum reforms we have already initi-
ated.”

Human rights organizations have
documented a number of cases of peo-
ple who were ultimately granted polit-
ical asylum by immigration judges
after the INS denied their release from
INS detention for not meeting a cred-
ible fear standard. Under the summary
screening that was proposed in the bill,
these refugees would have been sent
back to their persecutors without any
opportunity for a hearing. I included
many such examples in the RECORD on
April 17. I now have collected many,
many more.

I urge my colleagues to consider how
the bill will impact refugees seeking
asylum here and not just consider the
theoretical possibility that they might
be treated as the exceptional case.

Furthermore, the bill would have de-
nied the federal courts their historic
role in overseeing the implementation
of our immigration laws and review of
individual administrative decisions.
The bill would have allowed no judicial
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review whether a person was actually
excludable and would have created un-
justified exceptions to rulemaking pro-
cedural protections under the Adminis-
trative Procedure Act. These proposals
would have signaled a fundamental
change in the roles of our coordinate
branches of Government and a dan-
gerous precedent.

I urge my colleagues, especially
those who did not support the asylum
amendment, to think further about
these important matters. While doing
s0, please do not continue to confuse
asylum with illegal immigration. Do
not vote with regard to circumstances
that no longer exist after the recent re-
forms of the asylum process.

Refugees who seek asylum in the
United States are not causing problems
for America or Americans. They come
to us for refuge and for protection. Let
us not turn them back. Let us not
abandon America’s vital place in the
world as a leader for human rights.

I want to thank and commend the
Managers of the bill. Both Senator
KENNEDY, who supported the asylum
amendment, and Senator SIMPSON, who
did not, have been exceptionally fair to
me and to all of us on this issue and on
every aspect of the bill. Immigration is
a complicated issue and one that
evokes emotions and strongly held
feelings. They have been exceptional
managers of this legislation and are ex-
traordinary members.

I want to pay special tribute to my
friend from Wyoming. On the asylum
issue I might call him a worthy oppo-
nent, except that I do not believe that
we are opponents. I believe that we
both are working toward the same goal
and both want America to remain a
beacon of hope and freedom to the op-
pressed, wherever they may be.

He has announced that he will not be
seeking reelection. That will be the
Senate’s loss. He is a dedicated, re-
spected and productive member of this
body. There are not many like ALAN
SIMPSON and I will miss his counsel and
his humor. I look forward to our con-
tinuing to work together on this im-
portant bill and many other matters in
the days ahead.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I want to
thank the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Immigration Sub-
committee—Senators SIMPSON  and
KENNEDY—for their dedication and
commitment to the issue of illegal im-
migration. They have steered the Sen-
ate through a difficult process, and we
are all appreciative of their efforts this
time, as we have been on numerous oc-
casions past.

I will vote against final passage of
this bill. The bill contains much that I
support. I am gratified that the Senate
has voted to retain the verification
pilot programs that were adopted as a
compromise in committee. These pilot
programs are essential to combating
the job magnet that lures illegal immi-
grants to the United States, and will
also make immigration-related job dis-
crimination less likely.



S4602

I am also gratified that the Senate
passed the Leahy asylum amendment
yesterday. This amendment, by pre-
serving our Nation’s commitment to
providing safe haven for victims of per-
secution abroad, was a substantial im-
provement in this legislation, and one
that corrected one of the major prob-
lems with this legislation as it came
out of the Judiciary Committee.

Finally, unlike the House immigra-
tion bill, the Senate bill does not con-
tain any provision allowing States to
deny undocumented alien children pri-
mary or secondary education. Adoption
of such an amendment would have been
an imprudent response to the problem
of illegal immigration, and would have
cost the Nation far more than it would
have saved it.

Despite the virtues of this legisla-
tion, I am compelled to vote against it
because it still suffers from some seri-
ous problems—in particular, the provi-
sions of the bill that serve to deny
legal immigrants Government assist-
ance. While I support the idea of tight-
ening current deeming requirements,
the bill will deny legal immigrants as-
sistance that will prevent, not encour-
age, legal immigrants from receiving
welfare, such as higher education and
job training assistance. The bill makes
a sieve out of the safety net that is es-
sential for the most vulnerable of our
society—children, pregnant women,
and the disabled. Finally, this bill
retroactively expands deeming require-
ments for those immigrants who are in
the country today, without the benefit
of a legally binding affidavit of sup-
port. There is no question that spon-
sors should be primarily liable for the
well-being of the immigrants they
bring in. At the same time, this bill
lacks the flexibility that is necessary if
we are to ensure a balanced and fair ap-
proach to the issue of immigrants and
public assistance.

I am concerned about much of the
rhetoric about immigrants and public
assistance that has accompanied this
debate. While we have heard much
about the pressures immigrants place
on our system of public assistance, the
fact is that the overwhelming majority
of immigrants—over 93 percent—do not
receive welfare, and that working-age
nonrefugee immigrants use Govern-
ment assistance at the same levels as
native-born Americans. While specific
programs—in particular, SSI—receive
disproportionate use by immigrants,
we should address such problems spe-
cifically, without cutting off access to
resources that will help immigrants
avoid the welfare dependency that con-
cerns us all.

Having set out my objections to the
bill, I hope that I will be able to sup-
port a conference agreement on illegal
immigration. The House immigration
bill has several provisions in the public
assistance area preferable to the Sen-
ate bill—in particular, the exemption
from deeming for higher education, and
the limitation on programs that can
give rise to deportation as a public
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charge. Adoption of these provisions in
the conference will substantially im-
prove this legislation.

On the other hand, any illegal immi-
gration conference agreement should
not include any provision allowing
States to deny primary or secondary
educational assistance to undocu-
mented aliens. Such a provision, while
not in the Senate bill, is in the House
bill. Inclusion of such a provision in
the conference agreement would cause
many of those who support the Senate
bill to oppose the conference report.

We are close to having an illegal im-
migration bill we can all be proud of,
but we are not there yet.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of S. 1664, the Im-
migration Control and Financial Re-
sponsibility Act of 1996. It cannot be
disputed that our immigration system
is currently fraught with serious prob-
lems, including a flood of illegal immi-
grants, criminal aliens, undesirable
burdens on public services, and many
other concerns. These problems weaken
our country as a whole, and erode pub-
lic support for basic principles which
are central to our Nation. Americans
are a generous people, but they do not
like to have their generosity abused. I
am pleased that we have confronted
these hard issues with both compassion
and resolve, and that the Senate is now
giving consideration to final passage of
this immigration reform bill.

Among the many notable provisions
in this immigration bill are those de-
signed to increase enforcement of our
borders; limit ineligible aliens’ public
benefits; improve deportation proce-
dures; and reduce alien smuggling.
There is no serious disagreement over
the pressing need to strengthen our
laws against illegal immigration, but
there has been much debate over the
details of how this can best be
achieved. I am committed to enacting
this legislation in order to sharply re-
duce the flow of illegal aliens into our
Nation, by ensuring adequate enforce-
ment along our borders, among other
things.

Mr. President, I commend Senator
SIMPSON for his leadership on immigra-
tion issues, and particularly on his role
in bringing this important legislation
to this point today. Although we have
not agreed on every issue, the commit-
ment and expertise of Senator SIMPSON
have been invaluable in moving needed
reform forward.

Immigration matters are complex
and tend to be divisive. It is my belief,
however, that illegal immigration is
among the most serious problems con-
fronting our Nation today. We should
pass this legislation to address these
problems, and I urge my colleagues to
adopt this measure.

RELAX NATURALIZATION REQUIREMENTS FOR

HMONG PATRIOTS

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
rise to express my support for an im-
portant provision in the House version
of S. 1664, the illegal immigration bill,
which I had intended to offer as an
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amendment to this bill. This House
provision, authored by Congressman
VENTO, would help expedite the natu-
ralization of Hmong patriots recruited
by the CIA who served alongside U.S.
military forces during the Vietnam
war. Harlier this week, I submitted a
corresponding amendment in this
Chamber. The Wellstone amendment
No. 3872, would have relaxed the natu-
ralization requirement for permanent
residents who served in these guerrilla
units in Laos, and their spouses or wid-
ows, by waiving the language require-
ment and the residency requirement
aliens normally must meet. I still be-
lieve these steps are necessary to ad-
dress the unique situation of the
Hmong, and I will continue to press for
their enactment.

Let me describe what has happened
over the past few days. I was prepared
to offer the amendment, but after dis-
cussion with numerous colleagues on
and off the committee, it has become
clear that a number of Senators had
concerns about the reach and scope of
the changes being proposed, and thus
would likely be unwilling to support
my amendment in its current form.
While I intend to continue to press
hard for these changes, I do not want
to endanger the chances for these pro-
visions in the conference committee by
pushing this to a premature vote, the
outcome of which is in doubt, and so I
will not offer the amendment. Instead,
I will continue to work with Senator
SIMPSON, Senator KENNEDY, the other
Senate conferees, and Congressman
VENTO to craft a provision they will
find acceptable.

I was surprised and disappointed that
there were concerns expressed about
this amendment. I had thought it
would be noncontroversial. During the
Vietnam war, the CIA recruited tens of
thousands of Hmong people to serve in
special guerrilla forces, to fight
against the Communist government in
Laos. Between 10,000 and 20,000 of them
are estimated to have lost their lives in
this struggle, and thousands more were
forced to flee to refugee camps or to
other nations when the war ended to
avoid the persecution that many feared
would follow. Many came to the United
States, concentrating in California,
Minnesota, Wisconsin, New York, and
several other States.

These men and women, many of
whom were very young when they
served, have sacrificed a great deal in
defense of our Nation, and they deserve
an improved chance to become citizens.
The waivers I have proposed are con-
sistent with our long tradition of rec-
ognizing the service of those who come
to the aid of the United States during
wartime.

Normally, under current law, aliens
or noncitizen nationals who served in
U.S. forces are eligible for naturaliza-
tion regardless of age, period of resi-
dency, or physical presence in the
United States. The Hmong patriots,
however, fall through the cracks be-
cause the units with which they served
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were not technically U.S. units, despite
the fact that in many cases they were
recruited, trained, and funded by the
intelligence services of the U.S. Gov-
ernment, and coordinated closely with
U.S. forces in the region. Many served
as scouts for U.S. forces, and there are
many stories of their extraordinary
heroism in helping to rescue downed
U.S. pilots during this period.

The most serious obstacle these
Hmong patriots face in obtaining citi-
zenship is the language barrier. The
Hmong language has not existed in
written form until very recently, so it
has been enormously difficult, espe-
cially for older Hmong, despite their
best efforts, to learn to read and write
in English.

The House bill would waive the resi-
dency and language requirements for
naturalization. These steps are nec-
essary to address the unique situation
of the Hmong. By far the most serious
problem facing this community is their
difficulty with learning English. While
for some current law waiver regula-
tions applying to residency are suffi-
cient, this authority does not cover all
of them.

Mr. President, there is a long-estab-
lished precedent for granting waivers
to groups who fought bravely on the
side of U.S. forces in defense of freedom
all over the world. U.S. law has allowed
those who fought with us in WWI and
II, the Korean war, and the Vietnam
war to be naturalized, regardless of
age, period of residence, or presence in
the United States. It has also been al-
lowed for those who served with us, but
were not technically part of U.S units.
In the 1990 immigration bill, Congress
adopted a waiver for Filipino scouts
who served in World War II. Many of
them have now become full-fledged
citizens who participate in the demo-
cratic process.

No one appreciates the value of the
democratic process more than Seng
Thao, who fought for 7 years against
the Communists in Laos and was
wounded twice. When he began his
training, he was only 14. Although his
military service ended in 1975, he
stayed in Laos to defend his family and
his village until 1979. It was in 1979 that
his family made the voyage to Thai-
land, where they were sent to a ‘‘re-
education” camp. There they were re-
portedly physically abused, and co-
erced to give up everything they had.
They were later moved to Ban Vanai
Refugee camp.

Seng Thao came to the United States
in 1980, and now works at Riverview
Packaging in Minneapolis. He is a pro-
ductive member of society, and has
earned the right to be called a U.S. cit-
izen. He writes, ‘I would like to be a
citizen of this great country * * * be-
cause this is my home now.”’

Another Hmong patriot, Wa Chi
Thao, was recruited in 1961 when he
was 11 years old. During his 14 years of
fighting, he suffered a wound in a bomb
explosion, came to the aid of two
downed American pilots, and saw his
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wife die in combat. Before coming to
live in St. Paul, MN, Thao and his fam-
ily spent 10 miserable years in refugee
camps.

Mr. President, however we feel about
the legacy of the Vietnam war, let us
recognize the service of these patriots
who came to the aid of the United
States in a time of war, and honor the
memories of those they left behind,
with this modest step. It would not
open the floodgates for new immigra-
tion by creating a new category of im-
migrants, nor would it make Hmong
patriots eligible for veterans benefits.
It simply recognizes the service of
Seng Thao and other Hmong like him,
who served in U.S.-recruited units dur-
ing the Vietnam war, by granting them
a waiver of the English residency re-
quirements and a waiver of the resi-
dency requirement. It does not auto-
matically extend them citizenship, but
acknowledges their contributions by
easing the path to citizenship.

As the immigration bill moves to a
House-Senate conference committee, I
urge my colleagues who will serve on
the conference to recede to the House
language on this important provision. I
am confident that we can work to-
gether to provide these critical bene-
fits to Hmong veterans who served or
Nation during wartime.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as the
Senate considers S.1664, the Immigra-
tion Control and Fiscal Responsibility
Act, I want to take this opportunity to
explore and comment on a number of
the key issues.

Immigration reform has always been
a controversial issue for our immigrant
based society. As our Nation continues
to develop and grow, it is appropriate
for the Senate to debate these issues.
Therefore, I want to complement the
members of the Judiciary Committee,
both the majority and the minority,
who have labored to bring this bill to
the floor.

The bill does do much to address the
problems associated with illegal immi-
gration. I support the bill’s provisions
to add several thousand new border pa-
trol agents between now and the year
2001. Additionally, I support the lan-
guage to add new INS investigators to
enforce alien smuggling and employ-
ment laws. Illegal immigration along
our Southern border is a serious and
costly problem. We have a responsi-
bility to meet the needs of our South-
ern States and to ease the financial
burdens associated with illegal immi-
gration.

It is important to note that many of
the bill’s provisions dealing with ille-
gal immigration are similar, and in
some cases identical, to legislation
proposed by President Clinton. Despite
the ongoing problems with illegal im-
migration, the Clinton administration
has waged an unprecedented campaign
against illegal immigration. The ad-
ministration has increased the number
of Border Patrol agents by 40 percent
since 1993. The administration is on
target to meet its goal of 7,000 Border
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Patrol agents, trained and deployed, by
the end of fiscal year 1998. I commend
the administration for committing the
financial resources and political cap-
ital to fight illegal immigration.

Despite laudable attempts to combat
illegal immigration, this legislation
threatens to become a punitive vehicle
aimed directly at children and fami-
lies. My objections are numerous; I will
detail a few today. If the Senate choos-
es to follow our House colleagues down
the road of punishing children and fam-
ilies as well as abandoning our histor-
ical and cultural acceptance of legal
immigrants, I will oppose the legisla-
tion.

My objections begin with any effort
to combine legal immigration restric-
tions and cutbacks with S. 1664, the bill
before the Senate to curb illegal immi-
gration. The effort to combine the two
issues will doom passage of illegal im-
migration reform this year.

Legal immigrants have long been a
source of strength for our Nation. My
own family has an immigration story
to tell. My husband’s family immi-
grated to Washington State from Nor-
way and settled in the Ballard section
of Seattle. Even today, the Ballard
community remains the focal point for
Scandinavian culture in Seattle. Flags
from Norway dot most of the store-
fronts, school children can learn to
speak Norwegian and summer festivals
highlight our shared cultural heritage.
My husband’s family came to Seattle
as the shipping and fishing industries
first began to shape the Pacific North-
west economy. Today, these industries
generate thousands of jobs for Wash-
ingtonians and more than $1 billion in
annual economic activity.

Just as early immigrants boosted the
growth of the shipping and fisheries in-
dustries, today’s immigrants are in-
strumental to the growth of Washing-
ton’s high-technology sector. My Wash-
ington State colleague, Senator SLADE
GORTON, and I wrote to Chairman SIMP-
SON in late November to express our
opposition to language that would se-
verely restrict the ability of the high-
technology industry to access global
talent when necessary to facilitate eco-
nomic growth in the United States.
Tens of thousands of Washington State
residents are employed in the high-
technology industry at high-skill,
high-wage jobs. Senator GORTON and I
both believe in the historic record of
the United States in attracting and
keeping the best international talent
and harnessing this talent for the ben-
efit of all residents of our State and
our country.

I also want to take a moment to ex-
press my strong personal and moral ob-
jection to any amendment to deny edu-
cational benefits to any child. This in
my mind is perhaps the most troubling
language associated with this bill. I
simply cannot understand this attempt
to punish innocent children as well as
turn our classrooms into interrogation
rooms, and our teachers into INS
agents. This language is veto bait; both
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the Secretary of Education and the At-
torney General have indicated this lan-
guage will generate veto recommenda-
tions for the President.

The U.S. Supreme Court in Plyler
versus Doe ruled that States may not,
consistent with the 14th amendment,
deny undocumented children the same
free public education they provide to
other children living in the State.

The language barring children from
school is mean-spirited. I am saddened
the House of Representatives chose to
include this language in its version of
illegal immigration reform. I implore
on the Senate, please reject this cruel
attack on innocent children. The lan-
guage is in reality a massive unfunded
mandate upon our schools and upon the
State and local government entities
that will be forced to pay costs associ-
ated with these barred children in the
community on a daily basis.

This legislation proposes to allow
States to base a legal immigrant’s eli-
gibility for a host of public assistance
programs on their income, and that of
their sponsor. I am particularly con-
cerned about this legislation’s impact
on children.

Here are just some of the services
children now have access to that
States could deny them under this pro-
posal: Maternal and Child Health Serv-
ices, Preventive Health and Health
Services, public health assistance for
immunizations and testing and treat-
ment to prevent the spread of commu-
nicable diseases, services from Commu-
nity Health Centers, Child Care and
Development Block Grant services,
Child Nutrition Act Programs, includ-
ing Women and Infant Children [WIC],
and Head Start.

All these programs help children. All
could be denied to certain, legal immi-
grant children. I would like to remind
the proponents that children’s needs
are not different, just because their pa-
perwork is different. And what could be
more noble or of greater benefit to the
Nation than giving a child—any child—
every opportunity to succeed in life?

Mr. President, I remain committed to
combating the problems associated
with illegal immigration, particularly
in the Southern States where our prob-
lems are most severe. It remains my
hope that this legislation will not lose
focus on this objective.

Therefore, Mr. President, I intend to
vote in favor of S. 1664. I do so with res-
ervations, however, because the Senate
rejected a number of very good amend-
ments, which, if adopted, I believe
would have strengthened this bill. As it
stands, this bill will achieve some
needed reforms in immigration policy.
However, I feel it dances a bit too close
to the line in terms of humanitarian
treatment of individual people.

I can say with confidence that if the
Senate bill is altered in any way to re-
flect the House-passed bill during con-
ference, I will not support it. Specifi-
cally, I cannot in good conscience sup-
port any provisions that would deny
basic human services, such as edu-
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cation and health care, to children.
Likewise, I cannot support any con-
ference report that places new onerous
restrictions on legal immigration. I do
not believe this would be in the inter-
est of the Nation’s economy or culture.

By sticking close to the Senate
mark, a conference committee on ille-
gal immigration reform can show the
American people that Congress is occa-
sionally capable of putting aside funda-
mental differences and crafting con-
sensus legislation that serves the pub-
lic interest. I sincerely hope this hap-
pens.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of our efforts
to address the problem of illegal immi-
gration. It is shameful and, frankly,
embarrassing that the strongest nation
in the world has had such difficulty
controlling its own borders. This bill
will help us make progress in this cru-
cial area.

The administration has already
begun to make headway. Commissioner
Meissner and the INS have strength-
ened the Border Patrol and targeted
agents and equipment to the areas with
the highest number of illegal entries.
They’ve improved the asylum process,
reducing asylum claims by 57 percent
and clearly restoring integrity to the
system. And they deported a record
number of criminal and noncriminal il-
legal aliens in 1995.

But with almost 4 million illegal
aliens residing in this country, we ob-
viously need to do more. Mr. President,
this legislation is a good start. With
broad bipartisan support, S. 1664 was
voted out of the Judiciary Committee.
This bill is not perfect and the pro-
posed reforms not foolproof, but the
American public has sent a clear mes-
sage. They want us to act against those
who break our laws to come here, who
take jobs at the expense of hard-
working Americans, and who surrep-
titiously benefit from the generous
safety net provided by our tax dollars.

We approved a number of good
amendments during the Judiciary
Committee markup, as we have done
these past weeks during floor debate.
We have worked together in a bipar-
tisan manner and moved forward, rec-
ognizing that this issue is too impor-
tant, and this problem too serious, for
us to have let progress be indefinitely
delayed by peripheral debates.

Mr. President, let me address a num-
ber of the contentious issues that arose
during our debate on this bill.

First and foremost, I am pleased that
we Kkept separate the illegal and legal
immigration measures. Simply put, il-
legal and legal immigration are fun-
damentally different issues. And Con-
gress must not let our common frustra-
tion with illegal immigrants unfairly
color the circumstances of legal immi-
grants: The risk of injustice is too
great.

Mr. President, we put our minds to it
and effectively debated the provisions
of S. 1664, and we can do the same with
regard to the legal immigration bill. If
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the majority of the Senate agrees that
problems exist in both areas, then com-
bining legal and illegal reform pack-
ages would only have impeded fair and
deliberative treatment of either issue.

Second, we should be pleased that we
maintained the guts of this bill: The
proposed verification pilot projects.
Those who oppose the pilot projects
have legitimate concerns about the ac-
curacy of data, the uses to which that
data is put, and whether it will really
decrease employment discrimination
and the employment of illegal aliens.
But the response to these concerns
should not be to throw out the idea al-
together. I am pleased that the Senate
voted to uphold the reasonable com-
promise adopted by the committee.
That is, conduct extensive demonstra-
tion projects, see if they work and then
ask Congress to take a look at the re-
sults and decide whether a national
verification system is a good idea. If
the verification system is ineffective
or, worse, civil liberties are com-
promised, we can junk the system. And
we should. But if pilot projects could
move us down the road toward a work-
able approach, one which stops illegal
aliens from getting jobs, then at the
very least it deserves a try.

Third, with regard to the summary
exclusion provisions, we all agree that
the United States must uphold its obli-
gation to provide refuge for people le-
gitimately fleeing persecution. And ob-
viously the challenge lies in balancing
our desire to provide a safe haven with
the need to protect our borders and
avoid fraud.

As mentioned earlier, INS has begun
to move us toward achieving this bal-
ance. And the Judiciary Committee
added its help by adopting a 1-year
post-entry time limit for filing defen-
sive asylum claims. However, S. 1664’s
provisions establishing new grounds for
the exclusion of immigrants who arrive
at our borders without proper docu-
mentation and claim asylum were
troubling. Senator SIMPSON’s bill would
have essentially left the determination
of whether that claim is credible to a
Border Patrol agent. These changes
would have placed the United States at
serious risk of sending legitimate
asylees back to their persecutors. In-
deed, the U.N. High Commissioner on
Refugees had told us as much, all in
the name of solving a problem that
does not exist. Fortunately, Senator
LEAHY’s amendment to remove the
summary exclusion provisions suc-
ceeded.

Fourth, the issue of deeming and the
related obligations of an immigrant
sponsor are extremely complex. Per-
suasive arguments can be made on both
sides but, overall, this bill’s provisions
strengthening an immigrant sponsor’s
obligations are fair and prudent. It is
reasonable to ask that the sponsor’s af-
fidavit of support be legally enforce-
able and that deeming extend to more
public assistance programs. When legal
immigrants come to this country they
take a vow not to become a public
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charge. And it is the sponsor, not the
taxpayer, who should foot the bill when
a legal immigrant needs help. However,
I must express regret that the Senate
voted down the Chafee amendment. At
a minimum, the Senate should have en-
sured that illegal aliens are not af-
forded more privileges than legal im-
migrants and approved this provision
in the interest of public health.

Finally, I am pleased that S. 1664 in-
cludes my amendment on the inter-
national matchmaking business. This
amendment launches a study of inter-
national matchmaking companies,
heretofore unregulated and operating
in the shadows. These companies may
be exploiting people in desperate situa-
tions. The study is not aimed at the
men and women who use these busi-
nesses for legitimate companionship.
Instead, it is a very positive and impor-
tant step toward gathering the infor-
mation we need so that we can deter-
mine the extent to which these compa-
nies contribute to the very troubling
problems of domestic violence against
immigrant women and immigration
marriage fraud.

Mr. President, my own parents were
immigrants. There is no doubt that our
Nation has benefited immensely from
the hard work and ambitions of the
generations of legal immigrants that
have chosen to start new lives in Amer-
ica. This bill, by cracking down on ille-
gal immigration, will continue this
rich tradition. I commend the hard
work and commitment of the managers
of the bill, Senators SIMPSON and KEN-
NEDY.

Our current immigration policies,
though not perfect, stand as strong evi-
dence that the United States is fun-
damentally a generous and compas-
sionate nation. Though we sometimes
differ over the best way to continue
that strong tradition, we all share a
common desire to stem the tide of ille-
gal immigration to this country. With
our minds on the common goal, let us
approve this legislation on behalf of
the American public.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in support of this bill to
curb illegal immigration.

Since its first days as a nation, the
United States has always been a refuge
for those seeking to escape political
and religious persecution. America has
consistently provided limitless eco-
nomic, political, and social opportuni-
ties for those who come to our Nation
and are intent on working hard and im-
proving their lives and those of their
children.

It is this influx of immigrants from
diverse cultures and distant lands that
has made America a shining example
to the world. That’s why millions of
people across the globe look to the
United States as a land of opportunity.
It’s why they come to our borders in
the hopes of entering our Nation and
achieving a better life.

It was the promise of the American
Dream that brought my family to this
country from Ireland. And it was the
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desire for a better life that brought
millions of other immigrants to Amer-
ica, whether they came over on the
Mayflower or if they came to our land
in just the past few days.

As Franklin Delano Roosevelt re-
minded us more than 50 years ago, with
the exception of native Americans,
“All of our people all over the coun-
try. * * * are immigrants or descend-
ants of immigrants, including even
those who came over here on the
Mayflower.”

Nearly every Senator in this body is
a descendant of immigrants. And I be-
lieve that we should provide the same
opportunities for those who come after
us as our forefathers accorded to those
who came before us.

However, while I strongly support
continued immigration to our Nation,
there are proper rules and procedures
to be adhered to. If you play by the
rules and follow the laws of our coun-
try than the opportunity to live in
America should be available.

But, the opportunity to come to
America does not give people the right
to enter our Nation illegally. It does
not give them the right to break the
law. Nor does it give companies or
businessman the right to hire illegal
aliens and take away jobs from hard-
working Americans who pay their
taxes and play by the rules.

Let me just say that I commend this
administration for all it has done in
curbing illegal immigration. Since
1993, the Clinton administration in-
creased the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service budget by 72 percent.
More than 1,000 new Border Patrol
agents have been deployed. Addition-
ally, more than 140,000 illegal and
criminal aliens have been deported
since 1993.

What’s more, this administration is
helping more eligible immigrants be-
come citizens. In fact, in fiscal year
1995 more than half a million citizen-
ship applications were completed.

These are substantial gains, but
there is more to be done and this bill
takes important steps in the right di-
rection.

This legislation increases the size of
the Border Patrol. It authorizes vol-
untary pilot projects to test improved
employee verification system. It forces
sponsors to take greater responsibility
for the immigrants they bring into the
country. And it increases the penalties
for alien smuggling and fraud.

These are all necessary steps and I
believe they are necessary to curb ille-
gal immigration in our country. What’s
more they were strongly influenced by
the bipartisan Jordan Commission on
Immigration Reform.

While, I do remain concerned about
the benefit provisions in this legisla-
tion, there are enough positive aspects
of this bill to make it worthwhile.

I am particularly pleased that this
body decided to defer taking up the
issue of legal immigration. It is essen-
tial that we do not confuse the two
issues.
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Legal immigrants play by the rules
that this government has established.
What’s more, legal immigrants have an
overwhelmingly positive benefit for
this Nation.

Legal immigrants pay nearly 95 per-
cent more in taxes then they receive in
benefits. More than 93 percent do not
receive welfare benefits. In fact, na-
tive-born Americans are more likely to
receive welfare then poor immigrants.

Legal immigrants are not the prob-
lem. They play by the rules and they
don’t deserve to have their benefits or
their rights cut.

I am also pleased that this bill in-
cludes the Leahy amendment, which
prevents barriers from being placed in
front of those who seek political and
humanitarian asylum.

We must avoid putting those who
come to our country seeking asylum,
into a position where their political be-
liefs could cause them to face the pos-
sibility of imprisonment, injury, or
even death if they return to their
homeland.

We must never forget as a nation
that America has and will continue to
be seen as a beacon of hope and free-
dom for those who are oppressed or
maltreated. We must not shirk our role
as a haven for those fleeing persecu-
tion.

Unfortunately, I think those facts
have sometimes been lost in our recent
national debate on immigration. They
should always be our core concern
when discussing immigration reform
measures.

Our Nation was founded on the con-
cept of taking in the downtrodden and
persecuted. And throughout our his-
tory, America has prospered because
we have kept the doors open for new
immigrants.

Today, we must continue to maintain
our obligation to immigration as a na-
tion and as a people. While not perfect,
I believe this bill takes us in the right
direction toward upholding our com-
mitment to an inclusive and common-
sense immigration policy.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the U.S.
Government has a duty to control im-
migration, and it is failing miserably.
Passage of this bill will help halt the
large migration of illegals into our
country.

But, due in part to the service ren-
dered by the able Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. SIMPSON] on this bill, S. 1664,
“The Immigration Control and Finan-
cial Responsibility Act of 1996’ the
Federal Government will have mean-
ingful tools to discourage illegal immi-
gration and better handle illegal aliens
in our country. We are grateful for the
enormous amount of time and exper-
tise AL SIMPSON has devoted through-
out his tenure in the Senate to the for-
mulation of a workable, credible immi-
gration policy. All of us have benefited
from Senator SIMPSON’s tireless efforts.

Mr. President, immigration is an es-
pecially important issue to the Amer-
ican people, and it is important that
we not forget that ours is a nation of
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immigrants. America has always had a
very generous immigration policy. But
while it is politically correct in some
circles to call for an open immigration
policy—allowing in all who seek admis-
sion—it would be a serious mistake of
judgment to fail to assess the con-
sequences of an out-of-control influx of
immigrants, legal or illegal.

During the 1985 consideration of im-
migration reform, some Senators cau-
tioned against granting amnesty to the
illegal aliens pouring across our bor-
ders. I was among those who stated
such an apprehension. It was envi-
sioned that such amnesty would estab-
lish a dangerous precedent certain to
encourage even more illegal immigra-
tion. Another concern in the 1985 de-
bate was the potential for an enormous
increase in Federal welfare spending.
Both concerns were valid and both
have come to pass.

The National Bureau of Economic
Research, Inc., has compiled statistics
showing that from 1984 to 1990, the per-
centage of welfare benefits distributed
to immigrant households has risen
from 9.8 to 13.8 percent. There is no in-
dication that the percentage will de-
crease in the years ahead.

The abuse in the Supplemental Secu-
rity Income Program alone is startling.
According to the Congressional Budget
Office, 25 percent of the growth in SSI
between 1993 and 1996 is due to immi-
grants—an astounding number because
of the percentage of immigrants among
SSI recipients—2.9 percent of the gen-
eral population are immigrants and 29
percent of the SSI-aged beneficiaries
are immigrants.

Thousands of North Carolinians, and
others across the Nation, have con-
tacted me to describe their problems
with the current U.S. immigration sys-
tem. Most often, citizens express dis-
gust at the numbers of noncitizens re-
ceiving welfare benefits almost from
the day they slip over the borders into
the United States.

Mr. President, it is impossible to sug-
gest to my fellow North Carolinians
that there is any wisdom or common
sense to an immigration policy that al-
lows noncitizens to receive welfare
checks or any other Federal benefits
and services. Sponsors of this bill
agreed. The bill correctly changes the
current system which aliens can sign
up for a long list of welfare benefits in-
cluding Aid to Families With Depend-
ant Children, Supplemental Security
Income, and food stamps. With men-
tion seldom, if ever made, of the U.S.
law these aliens are violating—a law
which clearly states that nobody may
immigrate to the United States with-
out demonstrating that he or she is not
“likely at any time to become a public
charge.” Hard-working taxpayers
should not be required to shell out
funds to aliens who have broken the
promise they made when entering the
country.

North Carolinians will be relieved to
learn that many attempts—through
the amending process—to lessen the
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impact of the bill’s rigid enforcement
of this law were soundly defeated. In
addition, the bill further forbids re-
ceipt of any Federal, State, or local
government benefit by noncitizens.

Mr. President, it is virtually impos-
sible to estimate the total number of
illegal immigrants in our country—in
1983, the Immigration and Nationaliza-
tion Service estimated that there were
3.4 million in our country. Some have
crossed our borders illegally while oth-
ers have overstayed their visas and per-
mits. The National Immigration
Forum has given what is perceived as a
conservative estimate that the number
of illegals in the United States is about
3.2 million, pushed downward by the
amnesty of 1987-88 which has resulted
in a 200,000 to 300,000 addition to Amer-
ica’s population each year.

At a time when the Federal Govern-
ment is wrestling with its $5 trillion
debt, it is the responsibility of Con-
gress to find out where the taxpayers’
funds are being used. It is our duty to
take a position on the doling out of the
taxpayers’ funds to people not legally
in our country and aliens who should
not be in line for welfare benefits.

As of Tuesday, April 30, the debt
stood at $5,102,048,827,234.22, meaning
that every man, woman, and child in
our Nation owes $19,271.23 on a per cap-
ita basis.

Mr. President, the bill before the
Senate tightens the enforcement and
improves the effectiveness of our immi-
gration law by: First, adding additional
Border Patrol and investigative per-
sonnel; second, creating additional de-
tention facilities; third, increasing
penalties for alien smuggling and docu-
ment fraud; fourth, reforming asylum,
exclusion and deportation law and pro-
cedures; and fifth, by ending distribu-
tion of welfare to noncitizens.

I support this measure because it will
make it more difficult for immigrants
to enter this country illegally. This is
a bold step to protect the rights and
best interests of citizens of the United
States.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
to explain my opposition to S. 1664, the
illegal immigration bill approved by
the full Senate today.

There are several provisions in the
bill that I strongly support and that I
believe will significantly improve our
ability to curb illegal immigration.
For example, providing additional per-
sonnel and resources to the Border Pa-
trol marks an unprecedented effort to
provide law enforcement agencies with
the tools to maintain the integrity of
our border. And the tough new pen-
alties authored by the Senator from
Michigan, Senator ABRAHAM, and my-
self for those who come here legally
and fail to depart when their visas ex-
pire is the first time ever anyone has
proposed cracking down on the visa
overstayer problem—a problem that
represents up to one-half of our illegal
immigration problems.

In addition, I am also pleased that we
were able to ensure that this legisla-
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tion does not dramatically reduce cur-
rent levels of legal immigration. As I
have consistently said, we should focus
on those who are breaking the rules,
not those who are abiding by them.

Unfortunately, the bill contains very
troubling provisions relating to the es-
tablishment of a national worker
verification system that I remain
strongly opposed to and that I believe
violate the principle I have just out-
lined.

Some believe that a massive new na-
tional verification system to verify the
identity of all U.S. citizens and alien
residents is a measured response to the
illegal immigration problem. I could
not disagree more. INS tells us that
less than 2 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation is here illegally. I do not under-
stand why some believe it is a meas-
ured response to verify the identity of
98 percent of the population—that
which is residing here legally—to root
out the small percentage that is here
illegally.

Moreover, the cost to employers of
complying with this Federal mandate
and navigating this complex new Fed-
eral bureaucracy cannot be under-
stated. Will employers be required to
buy expensive computers and the nec-
essary software so they can commu-
nicate with a Federal bureaucrat in
Washington, DC?

I do not understand how some of the
same Senators who so vocally sup-
ported regulatory relief for small busi-
nesses last year can be so enthusiastic
about passing yet another Federal
mandate and more Federal paperwork
onto our Nation’s employers.

Finally, I joined the Senators from
Michigan, Senator ABRAHAM, and Ohio,
Senator DEWINE, in a bipartisan at-
tempt to remove the bill’s new and on-
erous requirements relating to birth
certificates and driver’s license.

S. 1664 would mark an unprecedented
Federal preemption of every State’s
right to fashion and issue their birth
certificates and driver’s license. Under
this bill, local and State agencies must
comply with federally mandated regu-
lations relating to the composition and
issuance of these identification docu-
ments. I oppose the federalization of
these documents, and am gravely con-
cerned that such an act puts us square-
ly on the road to having some sort of
national ID card.

Moreover, the bill does not contain
one word about how the States and
local governments are to pay for these
changes. Again, this provision stands
in direct contradiction to one of the
104th Congress’ few bipartisan suc-
cesses—the enactment of unfunded
mandates legislation. These provisions
represent an enormous unfunded man-
date, and is precisely why they are op-
posed by the National Conference of
State Legislatures and the National
Association of Counties.

Mr. President, I do want to take a
moment to commend the senior Sen-
ator from Wyoming, Senator SIMPSON,
and the senior Senator from Massachu-
setts, Senator KENNEDY. They have
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taken on a tremendously difficult task
and they are to be recognized for their
hard work and dedication to reforming
our immigration laws.

I do regret that I have some funda-
mental disagreements over how we
should go about reforming those laws,
but I look forward to working with my
colleagues to modify these provisions
during the duration of the legislative
process so as to minimalize the bill’s
impact on our Nation’s employers,
workers, legal immigrants and State
and local governments.

I yield the floor.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I would
like to express my deep appreciation to
the managers of S. 1644, Chairman
SIMPSON and Senator KENNEDY, for
their support for my two amendments
that have been adopted en bloc. These
are amendments Nos. 3873 and 3874, as
amended.

Mr. President, these two non-
controversial amendments relate to
problems that have developed in recent
years with the movement of persons
along Maine’s border with the Cana-
dian province of New Brunswick.

The first amendment expresses the
sense of Congress on New Brunswick’s
discriminatory application of its Pro-
vincial sales tax only on those Cana-
dians crossing the border with the
United States and not on Canadians
crossing the border from other Cana-
dian provinces. The second amendment
calls for the U.S. Customs Service to
conduct a study of reports of harass-
ment by Canadian Customs officials of
Canadians returning to New Brunswick
from Maine.

Mr. President, nearly 3 years ago, in
July 1993, Canadian Customs officers
began collecting an 11 percent New
Brunswick Provincial sales tax on
goods purchased in the United States
by New Brunswick residents. It imme-
diately became clear that this tax col-
lection at the United States-New
Brunswick border was intended to dis-
courage Canadians from shopping in
Maine. This is evidenced by the fact
that New Brunswick collects the tax
only along its international border
with the United States, not along its
border with other Canadian provinces.
Thus, the tax is being administered by
Canadian authorities in a manner
uniquely discriminatory to Canadians
shopping in the United States.

I would like to make it clear that
while I regret such cross-border im-
pediments to the movement of people
and goods, New Brunswick’s right to
attempt to collect its sales tax on the
purchase of goods outside the province
by New Brunswick residents has never
been questioned. The issue is the dis-
criminatory application of New Bruns-
wick’s sales tax only on goods pur-
chased in the United States, an appli-
cation that runs directly counter to
the letter and spirit of the North
American Free Trade Agreement.

Mr. President, this impediment to
the cross-border movement of persons
and goods not only violates Canada’s
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NAFTA obligations, but it has severely
damaged the economies of a number of
communities in northern Maine who
formerly provided services to signifi-
cant numbers of New Brunswick resi-
dents.

Soon after the imposition of the New
Brunswick Provincial sales tax, I began
working with the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative to seek redress under the
then-existing dispute mechanism avail-
able under the United States-Canada
Free Trade Agreement. But before that
dispute mechanism could be engaged,
Congress approved the North American
Free Trade Agreement, which required
an entirely new dispute mechanism to
be created.

In February 1994, more than 2 years
ago, the United States Trade Rep-
resentative publicly stated that the
United States would seek redress from
Canada for the discriminatory applica-
tion of New Brunswick’s Provincial
sales tax under the dispute resolution
process contained in chapter 20 of the
NAFTA. Trade Representative Kantor
said that he would seek such redress as
soon as the dispute resolution process
was established.

Mr. President, the dispute resolution
process contained in chapter 20 of the
NAFTA has now been in place for a
year, but the USTR has still not sub-
mitted this case. Therefore, my first
amendment simply states the sense of
Congress that the United States should
move forward without delay in bring-
ing the Provincial sales tax issue be-
fore the NAFTA dispute resolution
process. The people of Maine deserve
their day in court.

Mr. President, my second amendment
would address disturbing reports of
harassment by Canadian Customs offi-
cials of New Brunswick residents upon
their return to Canada from northern
Maine. The amendment asks the U.S.
Customs Service to investigate these
allegations, and to report back to Con-
gress. If Customs officials find that
such harassment has occurred, the
amendment calls on the U.S. Customs
Service to recommend actions that
could be taken to address the problem.

The amendment also calls on the
Customs Service to consult with rep-
resentatives of the State of Maine,
local businesses, and any other knowl-
edgeable persons who might be able to
assist Customs in the completion of the
study. This will ensure that the Cus-
toms Service has full access to all
those in Maine who have received re-
ports of Canadian Customs harassment
of New Brunswick residents.

Mr. President, these two amend-
ments may seem minor to many of my
colleagues, but they address issues that
are critically important to the eco-
nomic health and livelihood of many
small communities in northern Maine.
These communities have suffered se-
vere economic harm from the discrimi-
natory application of New Brunswick’s
Provincial sales tax and other actions
taken by Canadian officials to impede
cross border shopping by Canadians in
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the United States. Before we move for-
ward on this important bill to better
control our own borders, I believe that
these issues simply must be resolved.

Again, Mr. President, I would like to
thank Chairman SIMPSON and Senator
KENNEDY for their critical support for
these important amendments.

F-1 VISA HOLDERS

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I would
like to bring an important issue to the
attention of my colleagues, INS regula-
tions at 8 CFR sec. 214.2(f)(10) preclude
practical training during the first 9-
months of a full-time undergraduate
student’s enrollment in a Service-ap-
proved college or university. In other
words, an F-1 visa holder lawfully en-
rolled as an undergraduate student in a
college or university with an approved
curriculum may not participate in
practical training or an internship pro-
gram without completing 9 full months
of classroom time. This restriction ap-
plies to undergraduate students but
does not apply to graduate students. I
might add that there is no legislative
history to support such a distinction.

Mr. SIMPSON. I was not aware of
that regulation. Has my colleague in-
quired as to the position of the INS and
the agency’s reasoning for writing the
regulation in this manner?

Mr. BOND. I sent a letter to INS
Commissioner Doris Meissner request-
ing her to advise me of the official po-
sition of the INS and any actions the
agency may take to remedy the situa-
tion. Unfortunately the INS Commis-
sioner must not have felt that the issue
was of the importance for her to re-
spond personally. I did receive a letter
from the Office of Congressional Af-
fairs stating that the rationale for the
regulation is the well-established fact
that the initial academic year of an un-
dergraduate curriculum is focused
around introductory curriculum rather
than paid practical training outside
the classroom. The agency representa-
tive said this position is consistent
with congressional intent.

Mr. SIMPSON. Is this response ac-
ceptable to my colleague?

Mr. BOND. I say to my colleague
that I remain unconvinced that this
regulation is consistent with the intent
of Congress. This situation concerns
me because a liberal arts college in
Missouri that offers a full-time under-
graduate curriculum includes practical
training. For a number of reasons, the
foreign students are rotated along with
the American students through the
program and a number of students
begin the internship training in their
first year of school. This is an impres-
sive program. The school ensures that
all the foreign students are lawfully
enrolled. Finally, the college values
the enrollment and participation of the
F-1 visa holders. It is important to the
future and the success of the program
to have the flexibility to rotate the
students through the practical training
as needed.

Would my colleague agree that this
is a matter that deserves the attention
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of the INS? Should the INS find that
the program is a valid program and the
students are lawfully admitted, I be-
lieve these students should be per-
mitted to participate in the practical
training in this manner.

Mr. SIMPSON. I agree with my col-
league that this situation deserves the
attention of the INS. I would have
thought that the INS Commissioner
would have responded to you person-
ally. Are the students in these pro-
grams completing their course of
study? Are they receiving a liberal arts
degree? I would be interested in those
questions. I commend you for your in-
terest in this issue.

Mr. BOND. The students in this pro-
gram are lawfully enrolled, they com-
plete their course of study and they re-
ceive a liberal arts degree. I have pre-
pared an amendment to correct this
situation, but I am going to withhold
introducing the amendment at this
time and attempt to work through this
situation with the INS. However,
should this situation not be addressed I
will consider offering the amendment
when the Senate considers the appro-
priate future legislation.

Mr. SIMPSON. I would be willing to
give such an amendment the consider-
ation it deserves at that time.

Mr. BOND. Will my colleague, the
distinguished chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee, agree that this situa-
tion warrants the full attention of the
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice?

Mr. HATCH. I agree with my col-
league, the INS should give the issue
the attention it deserves. Should my
colleague offer such an amendment, I
will also be willing to consider sup-
porting the amendment.

Mr. BOND. I thank my colleagues for
their consideration and will keep them
apprised of the disposition of this im-
portant issue.

Mr. MCcCCAIN. Mr. President, I ap-
plaud the hard work of the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee on this immigra-
tion reform legislation. This bill con-
tains many important provisions that
will help stem the rising tide of illegal
immigration to the United States and
reduce the costs to taxpayers from any
continued illegal immigration.

I take this opportunity to emphasize
that I voted against an amendment of-
fered by Senator LEAHY that would
have stricken summary exclusion pro-
visions from this bill and the recently
passed antiterrorism bill because we
must curtail asylum abuse in order to
fully address our Nation’s serious prob-
lem of illegal immigration.

I also want to address a provision in
the immigration bill that would allow
an employer to ask an employee or po-
tential employee for additional docu-
mentation to establish the employee’s
authorization to work. This provision
creates an intent standard which pro-
vides that an employer does not violate
fair labor standards in requesting addi-
tional documentation from an em-
ployee unless the employer intended to
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discriminate on the basis of race or na-
tional origin.

Under current law, an employer may
not request any documents in addition
to those contained on a prescribed list
of documents when verifying an em-
ployee’s eligibility to work. At the
same time, employers fearing sanc-
tions for hiring an illegal alien often
feel compelled to request additional
documents from individuals, especially
when they have constructive knowl-
edge that an individual is not author-
ized to work.

I understand that some have ex-
pressed concerns that changing the law
could make it more difficult to prove
discrimination in document abuse
cases. However, cases decided before
current law was enacted show that our
immigration laws protect against such
discrimination even without a harsh
strict liability standard. Thus, I be-
lieve this change in the law strikes a
proper balance between the need to
protect against discrimination and the
need not to punish employer’s who rea-
sonably suspect that an employee or
applicant is not authorized to work.

Again, I commend the Senate Judici-
ary Committee on their excellent work
in crafting this immigration reform
legislation.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2202, the Immi-
gration Control and Financial Respon-
sibility Act of 1996.

It has been said before, but it bears
repeating that as a nation we must
close the back door to illegal immigra-
tion if the front door of legal immaigra-
tion is to remain open. This landmark
legislation represents a major step to-
ward that goal.

Mr. President, as passed by the Sen-
ate, H.R. 2202 significantly augments
the Nation’s Border Patrol. The bill
also provides the Department of Jus-
tice with important new legal tools to
fight alien smuggling and document
fraud. In addition, H.R. 2202 enhances
the ability of the Justice Department
to secure the prompt deportation of
criminal aliens.

Equally important, H.R. 2202 protects
the taxpayers by taking numerous
steps to assure that legal immigrants
come to the United States to work, not
to go on welfare.

The one major provision of H.R. 2202
with which I disagree is the one that
establishes pilot programs for various
systems to verify the employment eli-
gibility of new workers. Some have
called this part of this bill the begin-
ning of an eventual ‘‘national identi-
fication system’ or ‘‘national identi-
fication card.” I share this concern.
During the Senate’s consideration of
this illegal immigration bill, therefore,
I voted to support the Abraham-Fein-
gold amendment to strike the national
identification pilot programs provi-
sions from the legislation.

On balance, though, H.R. 2202 is a
strong bill. It will strike a powerful
blow against illegal immigration. In
the majestic words of the poet Emma
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Lazarus, America still lifts her ‘“‘lamp
beside the Golden Door’ for legal im-
migrants. With this bill, however, we
are now moving to put a new padlock
on the back door to keep out those who
seek to violate our laws against illegal
immigration.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as we con-
sider this legislation, I ask my col-
leagues to focus on this fact: According
to the Immigration and Naturalization
Service, there are approximately 4 mil-
lion illegal immigrants permanently
residing in this country today, and
that number grows by an estimated
300,000 each and every year. Clearly,
such numbers should be a siren song to
this Congress.

That is why I will support this final,
amended version of S. 1664, the Immi-
gration Control and Financial Respon-
sibility Act. It is, in my opinion, a
positive step in our overall effort to
improve our Nation’s immigration
policies. The bill makes much-needed
and substantive reforms in the current
law by focusing on the problem of ille-
gal immigration without unfairly pun-
ishing law-abiding employers and those
who come to this country and play by
the rules.

This bill concentrates on better en-
forcement, both at our borders and in
dealing with those who overstay their
visa, by increasing the number of Bor-
der Patrol agents and investigative
personnel over the next 5 fiscal years.
It provides for 4,700 new Border Patrol
agents, a total increase of 90 percent
above current levels. It authorizes the
hiring of 300 full-time INS investiga-
tors who will concentrate on alien
smuggling and enforcing employer
sanctions. And it authorizes 300 new
INS officers to investigate aliens who
entered legally on a temporary visa,
but have overstayed that visa and are
now in the United States illegally.

This bill also works to streamline
current exclusion and deportation
processes for anyone attempting to
enter the United States without proper
documentation, or with false docu-
mentation. No longer will such individ-
uals be able to stay on indefinitely
while their case is endlessly adju-
dicated. While genuine refugees are
still offered important protections,
abuse of the system will be largely cur-
tailed through a new system which al-
lows specially trained asylum officers
at ports of entry to determine if ref-
ugee seekers have a credible fear of
persecution. If they do, then they can
go through the normal process of es-
tablishing their claim. But if they can-
not establish a proper claim, then the
new provisions in this bill will prevent
them from simply being released into
the streets.

Mr. President, S. 1664 also contains
new language that will effectively deal
with criminal aliens. For those individ-
uals who come to this country and
commit crimes—and there are an esti-
mated 450,000 such criminal aliens in
our jails and at large throughout the
Nation—there are tough new provisions
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in this bill that will keep them off our
streets and deport them more quickly.
For example, under this bill, criminal
aliens will no longer have the luxury of
deciding whether they will serve their
sentence in this country or their home
country. On the contrary, this bill al-
lows for the renegotiation of prisoner-
transfer treaties that will take away
that decision from the criminal alien.

In addition, this bill places new re-
strictions—much-needed restrictions—
on the use of welfare by immigrants.
For the first time, self-sufficiency will
be the watchword for those coming to
the United States. By making nonciti-
zens ineligible for Federal means-test-
ed programs, and by ‘‘deeming’’ a spon-
sor’s income attributable to an immi-
grant, the American taxpayer will no
longer be financially responsible for
new arrivals.

Mr. President, currently, individuals
who sponsor an immigrant’s entry into
the United States must pledge finan-
cial support for that immigrant by
signing an affidavit. But those affida-
vits, as it turns out, are not legally
binding, and therefore not enforceable.
Consequently, they are simply not
worth the paper they are printed on.
Under this bill, though, the sponsor’s
affidavit of support will be a legally
binding document, thereby creating a
legal claim that the Federal Govern-
ment or any State government can
seek to enforce. Moreover, the affidavit
remains enforceable against the spon-
sor until the immigrant becomes a nat-
uralized citizen, or has worked 40 quali-
fying quarters in this country.

Mr. President, each of the provisions
that I have noted are, I believe, good
provisions. Each will be effective in
combating the problem of illegal immi-
gration. But on their own, these re-
forms cannot stem the root of the prob-
lem. They cannot get at the underlying
cause for why the United States has
such a large illegal alien population,
now estimated by the INS at some 4
million persons.

On the contrary, the only way to ef-
fectively halt the flow of illegal immi-
grants into the United States is to
take away the biggest magnet of all:
the magnet of jobs. Pure and simple,
we must do more to deny jobs to those
who are in the country unlawfully than
we are presently doing. And I believe
that the most realistic way to turn off
the jobs magnet is through the new
worker verification system provided
for in this bill.

This provision, jointly crafted by
Senators SIMPSON and KENNEDY, will
require the President, acting through
the Justice Department, to conduct
several local or regional pilot programs
over the next 3 years to test new and
better ways of verifying employment
eligibility. These pilot programs will
test the feasibility of implementing
electronic or telephonic verification
systems that will reduce employment
of illegal immigrants, while at the
same time protecting the privacy of all
Americans.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The verification systems that will be
tested in these demonstration projects
will be required to reliably determine
whether the person applying for em-
ployment is actually eligible to work,
and whether or not such individual is
an imposter, fraudulently claiming an-
other person’s identity. Under the
terms of the Simpson-Kennedy amend-
ment, any system tested would be re-
quired to reliably verify employment
authorization within 5 business days,
and do so in 99 percent of all inquiries.
The systems must also provide an ac-
cessible and reliable process for au-
thorized workers to examine the con-
tents of their records and correct er-
rors within 10 business days. And any
identification documents used in these
demonstration projects must be resist-
ant to tampering and counterfeiting.

Mr. President, as I noted at the start
of my comments, I believe S. 1664 is a
good bill, with many tough provisions.
In my opinion, this legislation will
make significant strides toward reduc-
ing the number of illegal immigrants
in the United States, and in helping to
lift the financial burden for these peo-
ple from the shoulders of the American
taxpayer.

At the same time, however, I am dis-
appointed that the Senate did not see
fit to address the entire issue of immi-
gration, both illegal and legal. I do not
believe, as I know some do, that the
issues neatly separate into distinct
matters. I do not believe, as some ap-
parently do, that we can have a coher-
ent, integrated policy in this area when
we choose to ignore necessary reforms
in legal immigration.

Mr. President, I believe that the time
is way overdue for all of us to take a
fresh, cold, hard look at our total na-
tional immigration policy and its im-
pact on our society. It is clear to me
that such an evaluation is badly needed
and that a new consensus about the
kind of immigration policies we need
to enhance our particular goals must
be formulated by the Congress. It
seems indisputable to me that any na-
tion’s overall immigration policy must
first and foremost seek to enhance the
survival and integrity of that nation’s
culture as a whole by encouraging a
broad consensus and shared beliefs.
Simply put, our Nation must put its
own citizens’ concerns above the laud-
able goal of helping people from other
nations. We must consider our own na-
tional priorities and the needs of our
own citizens first.

As Alexander Hamilton said on Janu-
ary 12, 1802, ‘“The safety of a republic
depends essentially on the energy of a
common national sentiment; on a uni-
formity of principles and habits; on the
exemption of the citizens from foreign
bias, and prejudice; and on the love of
country which will almost invariably
be found to be closely connected with
birth, education and family.”

But what we are beginning to see in
our country is the fragmentation of
peoples into groups who tend to put the
group above the Nation. This trend to-
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ward Balkanization of America into
ethnic enclaves is a slippage we need to
take positive steps to curtail.

The extreme result of Balkanization
of course is the ethnic bloodshed we
have witnessed in the former Yugo-
slavia. When we think of immigration
in America, I believe most of us draw
an image of America as a melting pot
where ethnic differences are subordi-
nated for the benefit of the greater
whole. Recent evidence throws this im-
agery into some question. The process
of assimilation into a common Ilan-
guage and belief system, and shared
values, is no longer occurring as it has
in the past with the waves of new im-
migrants now washing into our coun-
try. Rather than melting into one peo-
ple, we seem to fragment and separate
in warring groups.

The recent history of immigration
into America shows that it is governed
by, first, the laws which we write, and
second, the implementation of those
laws. Obviously when we write new
law, we must then look to our own em-
ployment needs, to the effects on our
welfare rolls, and to the impacts on the
resources we dedicate to our schools
and health system as we proceed. We
obviously have an obligation to put our
own people, their standard of living,
and their opportunities for education,
employment and health first. So we
here in Congress must take responsi-
bility for the effect of the immigration
laws which we write on the continued
health of our Nation. We cannot shirk
or shift this responsibility.

The American people tell us in con-
vincing polls, some 70 percent, that
they think we are taking in more im-
migrants—legal and illegal—than we
can properly absorb and assimilate.
The Immigration Act of 19656 appar-
ently triggered huge increases in immi-
gration, and not necessarily by design.
Various estimates, including those of
the INS, project an average of well over
1 million immigrants per year, both
legal and illegal, will settle in the
United States in the current decade,
with no subsidence of that flood in
sight unless we in the Congress take
action to do something about it.

To really get to the heart of the
problem, we have to be willing to ex-
amine and debate the newly developing
demographic dynamics among all cul-
tural and ethnic groups including de-
veloping trends in regional and urban
concentration, and our own national
racial mix on a basis which is dis-
passionate, fair and not prejudicial.
Perhaps this is difficult for many, but
we cannot treat such practical analysis
as taboo because a changing cultural
mix in a locality, a city, a State or a
region can have profound social, eco-
nomic, and political consequences on
us all which cannot be ignored. For in-
stance, should we not be looking at the
particular impacts of immigration in
specific geographic concentrations and
make an effort to reduce the possibili-
ties of Balkanization and the creation
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of enclaves? There is already some doc-
umentation of demographic move-
ments of some ethnic groups away
from, and in reaction to, such enclaves.
We need to take steps to better under-
stand the demographic shifts that are
occurring in our country and the con-
sequent economic and political results

of those shifting tides.
There is one area of abuse which

starkly highlights the need for thor-
ough dispassionate review of certain
practices which have reached near ri-
diculous proportions. It is time we re-
examined our policy of rewarding fam-
ily preferences automatically to the
children of illegal-immigrant mothers.
The practice of coming to the United
States, illegally, solely to have a child
which is then automatically an Amer-
ican citizen with right to preference in
bringing in other family members has
reached epidemic proportions in Cali-
fornia particularly. Most of the births,
according to the Los Angeles Times of
January 6, 1992, in Los Angeles County
are reported to have been of this vari-
ety. Something is clearly wrong with
our policy in this regard and I support
addressing the problem.

One fundamental issue which ought
to be discussed is the primacy of our
national language. There is nothing
more fundamental to an integrated
state and culture than a common lan-
guage. The trend toward bilingualism
in some areas, I contend, may not be
productive at all, but instead may sim-
ply delay the mastering of English for
many immigrants. Any policy or law
which encourages the use of other lan-
guages at the expense of learning
English naturally erodes our tradi-
tional national identity in a most di-
rect and important way. Requiring
education to be in English is the best
way I know of to keep the melting pot
melting.

Second, we seem to have shifted
away from employment-oriented immi-
gration, designed to fill particular gaps
in our work force, and gravitated in-
stead to an emphasis on family reunifi-
cation. The Judiciary Committee has
debated the numbers allowed for fam-
ily reunification, but I would question
the emphasis on this priority above
employment tests for potential citi-
zens. It seems to me to be simple com-
mon sense to encourage immigration
to the United States among applicants
who can help the United States meet
certain needs that might strengthen
our workforce and help us be better
able to compete in a global economy.

Third, even when we review those
employment-oriented visa programs
which are now on the books, we find
them to be wrongly implemented. The
Labor Department Inspector General
has recently found two key programs,
the Permanent Labor Certification
[PLC] program and the Temporary
Labor Condition Application [LCA]
program to be approaching a ‘‘sham.”
These programs, allowing a combined
ceiling of some 200,000 worker entry
visas per year, were designed to bring

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

in workers for jobs that could not be
filled by Americans, allowing us to hire
the best and the brightest in the inter-
national labor market so Americans
can remain competitive in the world
economy. But instead of protecting
American workers’ jobs and wages, the
real result has been to simply displace
qualified American workers for essen-
tially middle level jobs, and the Labor
Department report recommends the
programs be abolished.

Fourth, there is solid evidence that
some immigrants come to the United
States to participate in the welfare
state, or do so because of a failure to
find a job in their own land. This bill,
S. 1664, attempts to address this issue
through strict, new, deportation rules
aimed at any immigrant that becomes
a ‘‘public charge,” and I commend the
committee for that initiative. How-
ever, these new public charge regula-
tions will have no affect unless we ag-
gressively work to actually deport such
individuals. Implementation of similar
legal provisions in the past has been
disappointing, and a renewed attempt

is clearly needed.
The pattern of immigration since

1965 has unfortunately shifted to less
skilled workers than was the case in
earlier decades and, in the 1980’s a
large majority of immigrants came
from the developing world, particularly
Latin America and Asia. Surely it
should not be taboo to consider wheth-
er the great numbers of developing
world cultural groups can actually pro-
vide the skills needed for the current
U.S. job market. Are these prevalent
immigrant groups going to strengthen
our Nation with their skills or weaken
it because of their needs? That should
be the question we ask when we write
such law. The wave of immigrants is
arriving as a result of policy we write
in the Congress and, therefore, I sug-
gest we are obliged to commission on-
going evaluations of the process and
success of immigrant assimilation into
American society. Any ethnic and na-
tional mix caused by our immigration
laws should be the result of conscious,
deliberate policy embodied in the laws
we consider here on this floor, not of
accident or politics or a disinclination
to take on sensitive groups or issues.
Finally, I suggest we need to be con-
sistent in our approach to the growing
and complex problems associated with
immigration. We cannot complain
about the changing ethnic mix of im-
migrants, on the one hand, and then
exploit such people for cheap labor, on
the other. We need to assume responsi-
bility for the results of our immigra-
tion policies, evaluate them on an on-
going basis, and take the legislative
steps to change what we do not favor.
Let us for once attempt to remove hy-
pocrisy and political correctness from
this issue, and face the realities
squarely and responsibly. If we feel the
ethnic mix is becoming unbalanced and
the number of immigrants is too high,
for the sake of our survival as a Na-
tion, we must take the difficult but
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necessary steps to correct the situa-
tion. As the 1994 U.S. Commission on
Immigration Reform, chaired by the
late Barbara Jordan, stated in its re-
port on page 1, ‘“‘we disagree with those
who would label efforts to control im-
migration as being inherently anti-im-
migrant. Rather, it is both a right and
a responsibility of a democratic society
to manage immigration so that it
serves the national interest.”

As the Jordan Commission pointed
out, we need to address legal immigra-
tion as well as illegal, and we need to
install an enforcement system that
makes it far harder to overstay visas. I
hope we can get a time certain to con-
sider S. 1665, on legal immigration and
find a way to engage the other body on
that matter.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, we are
ready to proceed with the regular
order.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3743, AS AMENDED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on the underlying
amendment as amended.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 3743), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, and was read the
third time.

———

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Calendar
No. 361, S. 1664, the illegal immigration bill:

Bob Dole, Alan Simpson, Craig Thomas,
Hank Brown, R.F. Bennett, Dirk Kemp-
thorne, Judd Gregg, Bob Smith, Trent
Lott, Jon Kyl, Rod Grams, Fred
Thompson, John Ashcroft, Bill Frist,
Orrin Hatch, Chuck Grassley.

———

VOTE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on the bill (S. 1664)
shall be brought to a close? The yeas
are automatic.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 100,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 107 Leg.]

YEAS—100
Abraham Biden Breaux
Akaka Bingaman Brown
Ashcroft Bond Bryan
Baucus Boxer Bumpers
Bennett Bradley Burns
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Byrd Harkin Moynihan
Campbell Hatch Murkowski
Chafee Hatfield Murray
Coats Heflin Nickles
Cochran Helms Nunn
Cohen Hollings Pell
Conrad Hutchison Pressler
Covferdell Inhofe Pryor
Craig Inouye Reid
D’Amato Jeffords

Daschle Johnston Robb
DeWine Kassebaum Rockefeller
Dodd Kempthorne Roth

Dole Kennedy Santorum
Domenici Kerrey Sarbanes
Dorgan Kerry Shelby
Exon Kohl Simon
Faircloth Kyl Simpson
Feingold Lautenberg Smith
Feinstein Leahy Snowe
Ford Levin Specter
Frist Lieberman Stevens
Glenn Lott Thomas
Gorton Lugar Thompson
Graham Mack‘ Thurmond
Gramm McCain Warner
Grams McConnell Wellstone
Grassley Mikulski Wyden
Gregg Moseley-Braun

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 100, the nays are 0.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

Under the previous order, the Senate
will proceed to the immediate consid-
eration of H.R. 2202. The clerk will re-
port.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2202) to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to improve deter-
rence of illegal immigration to the United
States by increasing border patrol and inves-
tigative personnel, by increasing penalties
for alien smuggling and for document fraud,
by reforming exclusion and deportation law
and procedures, by improving the
verification system for eligibility for em-
ployment, and through other measures, to
reform the legal immigration system and fa-
cilitate legal entries into the United States,
and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, all after the enact-
ing clause will be stricken, and the
text of S. 1664, as amended, is inserted
in lieu thereof.

The question is on the engrossment
of the amendment and third reading of
the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read a third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass? The
yeas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 97,
nays 3, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 108 Leg.]

YEAS—97
Abraham Breaux Cohen
Akaka Brown Conrad
Ashcroft Bryan Coverdell
Baucus Bumpers Craig
Bennett Burns D’Amato
Biden Byrd Daschle
Bingaman Campbell DeWine
Bond Chafee Dodd
Boxer Coats Dole
Bradley Cochran Domenici
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Dorgan Kassebaum Pell
Exon Kempthorne Pressler
Faircloth Kennedy Pryor
Feinstein Kerrey Reid
Ford Kerry Robb
Frist Kohl Rockefeller
Glenn Kyl Roth
Gorton Lautenberg Santorum
Gramm Leahy Sarbanes
Grams Levin

. Shelby
Grassley Lieberman .
Gregg Lott Slmpson
Harkin Lugar Smith
Hatch Mack Snowe
Hatfield McCain Specter
Heflin McConnell Stevens
Helms Mikulski Thomas
Hollings Moseley-Braun Thompson
Hutchison Moynihan Thurmond
Inhofe Murkowski Warner
Inouye Murray Wellstone
Jeffords Nickles Wyden
Johnston Nunn

NAYS—3
Feingold Graham Simon

The bill (H.R. 2202), as amended, was

passed.

(The text of H.R. 2202 will be printed
in a future edition of the RECORD.)

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

MEASURE PLACED ON THE CALENDAR—S. 1664

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that S. 1664 be
placed back on the calendar.

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

(Mr. FAIRCLOTH assumed
Chair.)

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I will
not be overly long. I just want to take
a few minutes to thank my colleagues.
This bill is the culmination of 17 years
of work. It is interesting for me, as
Senator TED KENNEDY and I were both
on the Select Commission on Immigra-
tion and Refugee Policy 17 years ago.
With this bill, we have brought to fru-
ition most of the things that Father
Ted Hesburgh and that commission
suggested to us then. We have also
taken welcome direction from the U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform,
and the late Barbara Jordan, who
chaired that body. I think with what
we have done in this bill, the rec-
ommendations of those Commissions—
instead of remaining as studies which
stayed on the shelf—have become
sweeping measures to control illegal
immigration. This bill is truly sweep-
ing.

I want to thank TED KENNEDY. Sen-
ator KENNEDY has worked with me and
has helped me over quite a few hurdles.
He chaired the Subcommittee on Immi-
gration before I came to the Senate.
After the Republicans became the ma-
jority party in 1980, I chaired it. There
were times when we disagreed, but we
were never disagreeable. He is a very
special friend and a remarkable legis-
lator of the first order.

I also want to thank Senator BOB
DOLE, who has consistently arranged so
that we could go forward with this im-
portant legislation. I personally appre-
ciate not only his leadership, but his

the
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friendship. Serving as the assistant Re-
publican leader—his assistant—for 10
years was one of my greatest honors
and privileges.

I must also thank my staff. My staff
includes Dick Day—the ‘‘Reverend”
Day, I call him. He is not a Reverend,
but he should have sainthood. Back in
Cody, WY, I told him, I have an issue of
disaster, one filled with guilt and rac-
ism, and I will be called everything in
the book, but I need somebody to move
to Washington to help me and love me
and help me along. Well, he did that.
He has lost 5 pounds within the last 13
days. I want to thank Charles Wood,
who was been with me via Harvard and
Berkeley and who is willing to hang in
there late at night; John Ratigan, who
has come to my staff from the State
Department with his wealth of knowl-
edge; John Knepper, a wonderful,
bright young man from Wyoming, a
very able person to assist me in these
matters; Trudy Settles has been a won-
derful addition to our staff; and I must
also thank Kristel DeMay, Maureen
McCafferty, and Uzma Ahmad—some
our marvelous interns at the Sub-
committee on Immigration. I also want
to thank TED KENNEDY’s staff, includ-
ing Michael Myers; he and Dick Day
work together without any kind of par-
tisanship or things that set them apart
in that way. Then there are Patty
First, Bill Fleming, Ron Weich, and
Tom Perez—all of whom have been a
great help in moving this bill through
the Senate. There have also been so
many staff for so many Senators who
have worked so diligently on this issue.

I must say that we have completed 51
hours and 45 minutes on this piece of
legislation over 8 days—although that
51 hours 45 minutes would have been
considerably shortened without the
minimum wage activities of Senator
KENNEDY. Nevertheless, he may have
actually saved us a great deal of time
because when we went into the cloture,
with its parliamentary limitation of
germaneness, we were saved a great
deal of time on some very controver-
sial amendments. I do not want to give
him too much credit, though, because 1
am sure we will be trying to undo him
in a few hours.

Do not go home and analyze the
votes of each Senator, though, because
you will never be able to explain them.
Every Senator’s staff is wondering why
he voted this way or that. This immi-
gration issue is about America, and
America is about conflict and resolu-
tion. It is debate about these issue that
pull and tear at our hearts, and that is
what makes us the country we are—the
most magnificent country on this
bright earth.

This debate is the essence of Amer-
ica—passion, conflict, controversy, all
the rest of it. It has been an exceed-
ingly pleasant experience. I mean that.
I love the work. I wish Senator KEN-
NEDY well as he proceeds forward with
it in the years to come. I will be ob-
serving from my future teaching post
at Harvard, being assured that he is
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doing it correctly. I thank my col-
leagues. I thank those on the floor. I
thank my former co-assistant leader,
Senator FORD. He helps me when he
can and vexes me whenever he has the
opportunity. Yet, I had come to enjoy
him thoroughly in my work when we
served together as assistant leaders of
our parties. He did not care what I did,
as long as we did not do anything with
the motor voter law. That was easy to
accomplish.

DAVID PRYOR, who sits here, is a
friend who came with me to this place.
BiLL. BRADLEY and I have a great
friendship, and we will go on and do
other things, and while the rest of you
will be here to do the work. As I look
around the Chamber—I do not intend
to address all the Members here, but I
see my colleague from Montana, who is
a very special, wonderful and earthy
friend. Then there is BoB DOLE, who is,
I think, a most remarkable leader for
this body—and perhaps other places,
too.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
vote that was just taken, 97 to 3, I
think, says it all. The U.S. Senate has
been debating this issue for 8 days. It
has been closely divided on a number of
different issues. But I feel that most of
the Members, or virtually all of the
Members, feel that their views were
given an opportunity to be presented
and to be examined and to be consid-
ered and to be voted on. And the final
outcome of this is 97 to 3. It is really
an extraordinary personal achievement
and accomplishment by my friend and
colleague, the Senator from Wyoming,
Senator SIMPSON.

AL SIMPSON and I have been friends
for many years. Although we have
some differences, we have a deep sense
of mutual respect and friendship, which
has been valuable to certainly me and,
I think, to him. Why a Senator from
Wyoming would be willing to take on
this issue on immigration has always
been extraordinary and interesting to
me. This is not a burning issue in his
particular State.

In my State of Massachusetts, they
still remember the bitter whip of the
national origin quota system that di-
vided groups and communities on the
basis of where one was born. Senators
from the western part of the country
remember the Asian Pacific triangle
that discriminated on the basis of race
and discriminated against Asians up
until 1965. And in many parts of the
country, in between, there are commu-
nities and families who have cared very
deeply about this.

Senator SIMPSON has seen the impor-
tance of this issue as a national issue
and an issue for the country. This
issue, as he has described it, involves
so many different aspects of human
emotions of passion, and discrimina-
tion, and reunification of families, and
exploitation, and he has taken this on
as a member of the Hesburgh Commis-
sion for Legal and Illegal Immigration,
as a key figure.

We passed the Refugee Act in 1980,
and then in 1986, and in 1990, and now
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again, to deal with something, which is
of very important concern to all Amer-
icans, and that is the whole question of
the illegals that come to this country.

This legislation, I think, will be ex-
tremely important and, I believe, effec-
tive in stemming the tide of illegals,
not just because of the expansion of the
border patrols, although that will have
some effect, and not just because of the
increased penalties in smuggling, as all
that will have an effect; it will have an
important impact in helping American
workers get jobs and be able to hold
them and have the enhanced oppor-
tunity for employment.

That, I think, is very, very important
as well. But most of all I want to pay
my respects to Senator SIMPSON for his
dedication and focus on this issue. If
this issue had come up over a year ago,
after the 1994 campaign, when the
flames of distrust and anger were being
fanned in many parts of the country,
we would not have had this legislation.
It has only been because of the exhaus-
tive time that the Senator has taken
with each and every Member, Repub-
lican and Democrat, in the Judiciary
Committee and talking to each of the
various groups that have a particular
interest that we have gotten to this
point, and his willingness to listen to
the recommendations of Barbara Jor-
dan. I thought of Barbara Jordan when
I heard that last rollcall because this
was an issue which Barbara Jordan, a
distinguished lady and an outstanding
congresswoman, that struck the con-
science of the Nation on many different
occasions, and tireless in her own pur-
suit of justice and the elimination of
forms of discrimination. She took on
an enormously challenging task when
few others would touch it, and in work-
ing through, made a series of rec-
ommendations. That has been the basis
of this particular proposal.

So I give respect to my chairman, the
chairman for the remainder of this ses-
sion. I think all of us who know the im-
portance of this issue will know that
ALAN SIMPSON has played an extremely
important role, addressing in a serious
way, bringing judgment, conscience,
consideration, and intelligence to this
issue. I think this country is better
served by his service.

I want to mention just briefly, Mr.
President, other members of our com-
mittee: Senator SIMON. Senator SIMON,
I, and Senator SIMPSON for a brief pe-
riod were the only three members of
the Immigration Committee. He has
been a steady contributor and has an
unwavering commitment to fairness
which has marked his career.

Senator FEINSTEIN, for her own integ-
rity and effectiveness in dealing with
our immigration laws; Senator GRASS-
LEY; Senator KYL; Senator SPECTER—
all active on the subcommittee.

My colleague, Senator BIDEN, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, Senator ABRAHAM, and
Senator DEWINE are deeply committed
to our immigrant heritage and made
major contributions to legal immigra-
tion and effectively in relation to ille-
gal reforms.
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Senator HATCH, who is chairman of
our Judiciary Committee, has long
been involved in the human side of im-
migration and has handled lengthy and
contentious markups with fairness. We
had very extensive markups with broad
attendance—virtually unanimous at-
tendance—and he presided over them
with fairness;

Senator GRAHAM, who has presented
the case for a safety net for legal im-
migrants and the need to avoid the un-
funded mandates, as well as Senator
CHAFEE and Senator LEAHY on those
issues of asylum. That has been a mat-
ter of particular interest and concern
to him. He has been very effective on
this bill on that.

Finally, I want to mention Michael
Mpyers, who has been of such value and
help, I believe, to the Senate and to the
country, as our other staff have, with
Democrats and Republicans. I think all
of us perhaps—maybe there are those; I
do not—but there are those who under-
estimate the power of good will and in-
telligence of those who provide such as-
sistance to all of us and make our jobs
easier. Michael Myers has been there:

Patti Frist, Tom Perez, Bill Fleming,
Melody Barnes, Ron Weich, Michael
Mershon; and I think that we on our
side have felt that the Republican
staff, Dick Day, Chip Wood, John
Knepper, John Ratigan, and Chuck
Blahous have also been not only work-
ing for Republicans but Democrats
alike.

Carlos Angulo, who has been working
with Senator SIMON; Leeci Eve with
Senator BIDEN, and Bruce Cohen for
Senator LEAHY; all of those and others
have been of great help.

Finally, I want to thank Tom
DASCHLE as well, who as we were going
through different times and phases of
the consideration of this legislation
and different aspects of it, has been a
constant source of strength to me and
the other members of the committee.

We look forward to the conference,
and we will do our very best to bring
back to the Senate a conference that
carries forward the commitments of
the Senate to the extent that we pos-
sibly can. This is a bill that deserves to
be signed by the President of the
United States.

Mr. BURNS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. What is the order
of the day?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, if I

may—if the Senator will yield for a
moment to let me propose a unani-
mous-consent request, and then the
Senator from Montana may proceed.

I just want to add one note. I failed
to pay tribute to Chuck Blahous. He
has not been part of the immigration
staff, but he is my legislative director,
and was he pressed into service on this
bill in a most extraordinary way.

I, too, thank my colleagues on the
subcommittee: Senator KENNEDY, of
course; Senator SIMON, a steady friend
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for 25 years; Senator FEINSTEIN; Sen-
ator GRASSLEY, who is always there, al-
ways steady, always someone to count
on; Senator KyL, who will leave a great
impression and mark, along with Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN, on this subcommittee
in the future; Senator SPECTER and his
steadiness; BILL ROTH, my old steady
friend who campaigned for me back
when it was not safe to do that. I see
him here. I thank him for his work.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the honorable major-
ity leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first, let
me congratulate my colleagues, Sen-
ator SIMPSON and Senator KENNEDY, for
completing action on what I consider
to be a very good bipartisan immaigra-
tion bill. It took 8 days. We had it
scheduled for 3. So we have lost a little
time. But I think the end product is
probably worth it, and we hope to
make up the time in the next few
weeks on other matters.

Mr. President, we have before us an
issue of great national importance—re-
form of this Nation’s laws on illegal
immigration. But while many Members
have worked hard to move this issue
forward, let’s face it: The moving force
has been my colleague and friend, the
Senator from Wyoming—Senator SIMP-
SON. There are so many ways to de-
scribe how he has served America, but
I believe that his work in this area will
always be at the top of the list.

Illegal immigration reform is not a
partisan issue. It is not a simple issue.

But make no mistake about it, this
legislation is long overdue.

Mr. President, we are a nation justly
proud of our heritage. That heritage is
inseparable from the human experience
of millions upon millions of immi-
grants—from every country on Earth.

That heritage is also bound up in a
reverence for the rule of law—for play-
ing by the rules.

The Immigration Control and Finan-
cial Responsibility Act combines both
of these strands of our national char-
acter.

We cannot remain a great country
and fail to control our borders.

We cannot evade one of the principal
obligations of the Federal Government
and expect the States and local com-
munities to pick up the tab.

We cannot reward those who break
our laws by picking the pockets of
hardworking Americans.

In short, Mr. President, we are proud
that our country is a nation of immi-
grants and a land of opportunity—but
we will insist that everyone play by
the rules.

The legislation before us provides for
increases in the numbers of enforce-
ment personnel and creates additional
detention facilities. Perhaps most im-
portant, it provides for the first time
some realistic hope that our Border Pa-
trol can cope with the overwhelming
nature of illegal immigration by in-
creasing the numbers of agents.

The bill, however, also recognizes
that fully half of the illegals currently
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in this country were once here legally
under a visa, but then simply stayed.
This is not a problem that can be ad-
dressed by fences along the border—
this is a matter of the will to enforce
our laws.

Visa overstayers are here now—when
we discover who they are they should
be sent on their way.

The bill also provides strong meas-
ures for perhaps the ultimate insult to
our national sovereignty. This is the
case when those who violate our immi-
gration laws, the violate our criminal
laws as well.

I am particularly pleased that the
Senate adopted the Dole-Coverdell
amendment which closed some of the
loopholes that currently exist in our
deportation laws.

Under the Dole-Coverdell amend-
ment, violations of domestic violence,
stalking, child abuse laws, and crimes
of sexual violence have been added as
deportable offenses.

It is long past time to stop the vi-
cious acts of stalking, child abuse, and
sexual abuse. We cannot prevent in
every case the often justified fear that
too often haunts our citizens. But we
can make sure that any alien that
commits such an act will no longer re-
main within our borders.

Mr. President, I salute my colleagues
who have worked so hard on this legis-
lation. They have rendered America a
great service, and it is my hope that a
strong, bipartisan vote in favor of this
bill will send a message that America
will no longer stand by passively—we
will take control of our borders. And
most of all, Mr. President, we will en-
sure that no one cuts in line in front of
those who play by the rules.

So I salute my colleagues who have
worked hard on this legislation. They
have rendered America a great service.
It is my hope that we can come out of
the conference with a strong bipartisan
bill.

I again congratulate my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle for their ef-
forts. I yield the floor.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, today
the Senate passed much needed legisla-
tion to restructure our Nation’s laws
with respect to illegal immigration. I
want to take this opportunity to com-
mend my colleagues Senator SIMPSON
and Senator KENNEDY for their dili-
gence and leadership in crafting legis-
lation to address this issue. As this de-
bate has shown, the highly emotional
and diverse views on the issues sur-
rounding both legal and illegal immi-
gration makes it very difficult to get a
consensus on legislation reforming our
immigration laws.

Despite previous efforts by Congress
to control illegal immigration, the evi-
dence shows that thousands of people
cross the border illegally each year.
Clearly, our Nation simply cannot con-
tinue to absorb this wunregulated
stream of illegal aliens. The costs to
society of permitting a large group of
people to live in an illegal, second-class
status are enormous. It strains not
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only the financial resources of our
local, State and Federal governments,
but also the compassion of our people.
The Immigration Control and Finan-
cial Responsibility Act will help ensure
that the Federal Government meets
it’s responsibility to enforce our Na-
tion’s illegal immigration policies.

This legislation nearly doubles the
number of Border Patrol agents over
the next 5 years, authorizes an addi-
tional 300 INS investigators, increases
criminal penalties for alien smuggling
and document fraud, and authorizes ad-
ditional detention facilities for illegal
aliens. Through these increased en-
forcement activities, our Nation will
be better equipped to stem the flow of
illegal immigrants across our borders
and to respond to the problems and
abuses which accompany the presence
of a significant illegal population. For
these reasons, I voted in favor of final
passage of this legislation.

I did so not without some reserva-
tions. While I believe in the underlying
principles of the legislation, I have se-
rious concerns over some of the provi-
sions agreed to in this bill. I am con-
cerned about the costs and administra-
tive burdens this legislation may im-
pose on the States by the extension of
deeming to all Federal means-tested
assistance programs. Additionally, by
failing to exempt some minimal emer-
gency and health services from deem-
ing, I am fearful that we will discour-
age legal aliens from seeking basic
treatments such as immunizations and
prenatal care. As we know, this can
lead to adverse effects to the public
health and safety.

In addition, the original version of
the bill contained provisions which im-
posed unwarranted new bars to an indi-
vidual’s ability to seek political asy-
lum in this country. Due to my con-
cern about these summary exclusion
procedures, I joined Senator LEAHY as
a cosponsor of his amendment to limit
the use of summary exclusion except in
emergency migration situations.

Mr. President, most persons who are
fleeing persecution do not have the lux-
ury of asking their governments for ap-
propriate exit papers to leave their
countries. Many flee without docu-
ments. Others flee with fraudulent doc-
uments. The summary exclusion provi-
sions in the underlying bill had the po-
tential of excluding these people if
they failed to convince an INS border
officer that they have a credible fear of
persecution.

I can understand the concern that
our asylum laws have been abused in
the past. But we have taken steps to
reform the asylum system. In 1995, our
asylum system was tightened and ade-
quate resources have been invested to
root out these abuses. This effort has
been successful; 90 percent of claims
are now adjudicated within 60 days of
their receipt. There has been a drastic
decline in new asylum applications,
from 13,000 per month at the end of 1994
to 3,000 per month currently. One rea-
son for this is that asylum seekers are
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no longer automatically eligible for
work authorization. As a result of the
reforms, our asylum system now works
to ensure that legitimate asylum seek-
ers are protected and those who file
fraudulent claims are weeded out.

We have a tradition in this country
of protecting bona fide refugees. We
have an asylum system that is working
well to continue this tradition. The
provisions included in the underlying
bill would have undermined our good
efforts to the detriment of the very
people we are seeking to protect. The
Leahy amendment appropriately gives
the Attorney General the flexibility to
address emergency migration situa-
tions but retains our current asylum
procedures for those who arrive in the
United States and request political
asylum. I am happy to say that my col-
leagues in the Senate recognized the
importance of retaining this flexibility
and voted to include this amendment
in the final bill.

While I support the general principles
underlying this bill, I believe we must
also find new ways to address the prob-
lems of illegal immigration. I am
among the first to admit that we can-
not afford to absorb an unregulated
flow of immigrants into our country.
However, I am concerned by the short-
sighted approach that is taken to ad-
dress this problem. Sometimes we find
ourselves so caught up in the crises of
the day that we forget to look at the
root causes of problems. In the case of
illegal immigration, I think we have
fallen into this trap.

We can continue to increase our Bor-
der Patrol and our enforcement activi-
ties in the United States. We can build
a wall that stretches along the United
States-Mexico border and the United
States-Canadian border. While this
may make it more difficult for illegal
immigrants to enter the United States,
I do not believe that these measures
will solve the problem of illegal immi-
gration. Similarly, we can tighten em-
ployer sanctions and cut off all public
benefits for illegal aliens, in an at-
tempt to take away the ‘‘magnets”
which create the desire for people to
enter our country with or without
proper documentation.

I believe we must look beyond these
so-called magnets to focus on creating
opportunities for people within their
own countries so they aren’t compelled
to leave in search of better opportuni-
ties to support their families. To do
this, the United States must maintain
it’s leadership in promoting human
rights, democracy, and economic sta-
bility in our neighboring countries, and
around the world. Unfortunately, I fear
that we have recently begun to retreat
from this position. In the past few
years, the United States has curtailed
it’s spending on foreign aid and human-
itarian assistance programs. This year,
we essentially demolished our inter-
national family planning program,
which will severely affect maternal and
child health around the world. Further,
we continue to funnel arms into the
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poorest and most politically unstable
countries across the globe.

We cannot continue along this path.
It is only when we address the root
causes of illegal immigration—poverty,
warfare, and persecution—that the
United States can truly address and
eliminate this problem.

One final note, Mr. President. In this
bill, we have significantly enhanced
the ability of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service [INS] to meet
one of its primary missions, to control
the entry of illegal immigrants into
this country. But, I would like to take
this opportunity to remind my col-
leagues that the enforcement mission
is not the only mission of the INS. The
INS also exists to serve, to meet the
needs of citizens, legal residents, and
visitors. It has the responsibility to
provide service to millions of individ-
uals and employers who are following
the rules, and trying to bring family
and employees into the United States
legally.

Due to the recent national attention
that has been given to illegal immigra-
tion, I fear that this part of the INS
mission statement has been severely
neglected. For example, many district
and regional INS offices have unreli-
able phone service, have tremendous
backlogs in paperwork, and fail to ini-
tiate community outreach. My State’s
district office in Portland, OR, no
longer even distributes necessary forms
to the public. I had planned to intro-
duce an amendment to this bill which
would have addressed this situation. It
would have required all INS district
and regional offices to distribute
forms, and would have expressed the
Senate’s desire that the INS provide
adequate resources to fulfill its service
mission.

Unfortunately, I did not have an op-
portunity to bring this amendment to
the floor for consideration on this bill.
However, 1 believe this is an issue of
utmost importance and will continue
to pursue enhancing the INS’s service
mission through subsequent legislation
or through communications with Com-
missioner Doris Meissner. Citizens, per-
manent residents, and visitors across
the country need, and deserve, to have
access to the services only the INS can
provide for them.

——
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

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

RAISE THE MINIMUM WAGE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
American people are baffled by the
continuing, relentless, Republican op-
position to a fair increase in the min-
imum wage. A raise of 90 cents an hour
for America’s lowest paid and hardest-
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pressed workers is so fundamentally
fair and reasonable that it is hard to
imagine why anyone would oppose it.

Our Republican friends are hoisted by
their own hypocrisy. They preach the
value of work, but they reject a living
wage. The minimum wage has not been
raised in b years. It is stuck at $4.25 an
hour, $8,500 a year—not even enough to
lift a family out of poverty.

There is even more hypocrisy than
that. Republican Senators have voted
for three pay raises themselves in that
5-year period—thousands of dollars for
themselves, but not one dime for fami-
lies struggling to survive on the min-
imum wage.

Senator DOLE has compiled, to put it
mildly, an interesting voting record on
the minimum wage during his career in
Congress. His position appears to de-
pend on the fads of politics, or perhaps
the phases of the Moon. The only con-
sistency is that there is no consist-
ency.

Arriving in Congress as a freshman in
the House of Representatives in 1961,
he took an extreme antiminimum wage
position against President Kennedy’s
proposal to raise the minimum wage.
At the time, the minimum wage had
not been increased since 1955. An in-
crease was one of the first priorities of
President Kennedy’s New Frontier, and
Congress responded quickly and favor-
ably.

Tomorrow—Friday, May 3—is the
35th anniversary of BOB DOLE’s vote
against the bill, which President Ken-
nedy signed into law on May 5, 1961,
and which raised the minimum wage
from $1 to $1.25 an hour.

In fact, the minimum wage had been
one of the key issues in the Kennedy-
Nixon 1960 Presidential campaign. As a
Senator in 1960, President Kennedy had
led a battle to raise the minimum
wage, but Congress failed to act when
House-Senate conferees deadlocked in
a post-convention session in August
1960. President Kennedy then took the
issue to the country, and in a TV ad
that fall opposing Vice President Nix-
on’s position, he stated:

Mr. Nixon has said that a $1.256 minimum
wage is extreme. That’s $50 a week. What’s
extreme about that? I believe the next Con-
gress and the President should pass a min-
imum wage for a $1.25 an hour. Americans
must be paid enough to live.

BoB DOLE and Richard Nixon were
wrong to oppose President Kennedy’s
minimum wage increase 35 years ago—
and BOB DOLE and RICHARD ARMEY are
wrong to oppose President Clinton’s
minimum wage increase today.

At least once a decade since then,
however, Senator DOLE has voted the
other way and supported an increase in
the minimum wage. He did so in the
1970’s, and again in the 1980’s. And I
urge him to do so now in the 1990’s.

Seven years ago, Senator DOLE and
many of the same Republicans who are
now leading the opposition to a 90-cent
increase in the minimum wage sup-
ported precisely that—a 90-cent in-
crease.
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Senator DOLE supported it. Congress-
man NEWT GINGRICH supported it. The
Senate voted 89 to 8 in favor of the in-
crease. The House of Representatives
voted 382 to 37 in favor of the increase.
In fact, 80 percent of the Republicans
in Congress in 1989 voted for a 90-cent
increase in the minimum wage, and Re-
publican President George Bush signed
it into law.

In 1989, the minimum wage equaled
$3.35 an hour. At that time, after ad-
justing for inflation, it was at its low-
est level since 1955. That’s why there
was overwhelming bipartisan support
for a fair increase.

The minimum wage is now $4.25 an
hour, but once again, it is nearing a 40-
year low. If Senator DOLE and our Re-
publican friends could support a fair in-
crease in the minimum wage as re-
cently as 1989, when its value had sunk
to its lowest point since 1955, why can’t
they support a fair increase in 1996,
when its value is once again reaching
its lowest point since 1955?

Our Republican friends say, “Oh
dear, we’re worried that many of those
nice young hard-working men and
women will lose their jobs if we raise
the minimum wage.”” Spare us those
crocodile tears. A hundred and one of
the Nation’s most respected econo-
mists say that raising the minimum
wage by the 90 cent’s I'm proposing
won’t cause any significant job loss.
The only real tears that our Repub-
lican friends are shedding are for busi-

ness profits, not workers’ jobs.
In fact, a great deal more evidence is

available today about the job effect of
a minimum wage increase than was
available in 1989. Studies of the 1989
Federal increase, as well as studies of
recent State increases above the Fed-
eral level, provide no evidence that
these increases have had a significant

adverse effect on jobs.
Professor Richard Freeman of Har-

vard University—one of the Nation’s
preeminent economists—concluded in a
review of these studies:

. . . at the level of the minimum wage in
the late 1980s, moderate legislated increases
did not reduce employment and were, if any-
thing, associated with higher employment in
some locales.

Professor Freeman goes on to say
that the fact that ‘‘moderate increases
in the minimum wage transferred in-
come to the lower paid without any ap-
parent adverse effect on employment

. at the turn of the 1990s is no mean
achievement for a policy tool in an era
when the real earnings of the less

skilled fell sharply.”
These studies have convinced the

overwhelming majority of leading
economists to support a minimum
wage increase. In the fall of 1995, 101
economists, as I have mentioned—in-
cluding three Nobel Prize winners—
signed a strong statement of support

for a higher minimum wage.
Even the Employment Policies Insti-

tute Foundation—a think-tank which
is funded primarily by the restaurant
industry and which is vigorously op-
posed to an increase in the minimum
wage—was forced to admit in a paper
by Kevin Lang of Boston University
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that ‘‘this author can find little effect
on employment levels from changes in
the minimum wage.”

This strong support from Ileading
economists for a moderate increase in
the minimum wage was not available
in 1989. The quantity of evidence of the
substantial benefits and the negligible
costs of raising the minimum wage was
not available at that time. And yet,
Senator DOLE, Speaker GINGRICH and
many other Republicans who are lead-
ing the opposition to a higher min-
imum wage today were still able to
vote for a minimum wage increase in
1989.

Some opponents of an increase today
argue that the 1989 increase was more
acceptable because it set a lower min-
imum wage for teenagers working at
their first jobs. The 1989 legislation in-
cluded a so-called training wage which
expired in 1993. It permitted employers
to pay teenage workers 85 percent of
the minimum wage for up to 90 days.

But again, we know now what we did
not know in 1989—the youth submin-
imum wage was a failure. The Labor
Department submitted a study to Con-
gress in 1993 summarizing three sur-
veys which found that very few em-
ployers actually used the subminimum
wage. In the 27 States where State law
allowed employers to pay a submin-
imum wage, not more than 5 percent of
employers chose to use it.

Employers did not like the youth
subminimum wage, and they did not
use it. They did not use it because they
could not find workers willing to work
for that low a wage. Also, employers
did not want two workers, side-by-side
doing the same job, with one paid less
because he or she was younger than the
other.

The youth subminimum provision
cannot explain the change of heart of
those in Congress who supported a min-
imum wage increase in 1989 but oppose
it today.

Issues do not get any clearer than
this. More than 80 percent of all Ameri-
cans support an increase in the min-
imum wage. In every segment of our
society and every region of the coun-
try, a large majority of Americans
want a fair increase in the minimum
wage.

It is easy to understand why raising
the minimum wage has such broad sup-
port among the American people. You
don’t have to be a rocket scientist to
understand this issue, because it is an
issue of fundamental fairness. One of
the major challenges of 1996 is the eco-
nomic insecurity facing the vast ma-
jority of families. Americans are work-
ing harder and earning less. They hear
the talk about prosperity, but they do
not see it in their lives. Millions of
families feel left out and left behind,
and those at the bottom of the ladder
are being left the farthest behind.

A simple vote in the Senate can
change all that. Our message is clear—
raise the minimum wage.

The economic evidence supports an
increase in the minimum wage. The
American people support an increase in
the minimum wage. A majority in the
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Senate and the House support an in-
crease in the minimum. The time has
come for an up-or-down, yes-or-no vote
on increasing the minimum wage.

Let the Senate vote. Raise the min-
imum wage. No one who works for a
living should have to live in poverty.

——————

FOREIGN OIL CONSUMED BY
UNITED STATES? HERE'S THE
WEEKLY BOX SCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the
American Petroleum Institute reports,
for the week ending April 26, that the
United States imported 8,052,000 barrels
of oil each day, 10,000 barrels less than
the 8,062,000 barrels imported during
the same period a year ago. This is one
of those rare weeks when less oil was
imported in 1996 than for the same
week in 1995.

In any case, Americans now rely on
foreign oil for more than 50 percent of
their needs, and there are no signs that
the upward trend will abate. Before the
Persian Gulf war, the United States ob-
tained about 45 percent of its oil supply
from foreign countries. During the
Arab oil embargo in the 1970’s, foreign
oil accounted for only 35 percent of
America’s oil supply.

Anybody else interested in restoring
domestic production of oil—by U.S.
producers using American workers?
Politicians had better ponder the eco-
nomic calamity sure to occur in Amer-
ica if and when foreign producers shut
off our supply, or double the already
enormous cost of imported oil flowing
into the United States—now 8,052,000
barrels a day.

———

POLISH-GEORGIAN CREDIT UNION
PARTNERSHIP

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would
like to take this time to bring to the
Senate’s attention an exciting move-
ment which is currently under way in
Poland. It is a movement to create and
develop credit unions for the benefit of
Polish citizens.

A unique partnership now exists be-
tween the Polish National Association
of Cooperative Savings and Credit
Unions and the Georgia Credit Union
Affiliates. Georgia-based credit unions
will provide assistance in the develop-
ment and implementation of new cred-
it union services and products for the
benefit of Polish credit union members.
This relationship provides the oppor-
tunity for the exchange of information,
experience, and expertise which is crit-
ical to the formation of sound financial
institutions.

Many Polish citizens now enjoy some
of the same benefits of credit union
membership that many here in Amer-
ica have long taken for granted. One of
the more important benefits is the
ability to play a role in the appoint-
ment of the credit union’s officers
through direct election. This demo-
cratic function instills greater con-
fidence and trust in the credit union by
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insuring that its officers are responsive
to the members’ concerns and inter-
ests. It also provides hands-on experi-
ence in local democratic institutions,
which are the building blocks of strong
national democracies.

Along with the personal benefits as-
sociated with credit union membership
comes the more important collective
benefit of capital formation. Financial
institutions such as banks and credit
unions have always served an impor-
tant function in providing capital for
new businesses and in turn economic
growth. This is based on the funda-
mental relationship between savings
and investment. Greater individual
savings leads to greater business in-
vestment. This investment leads to
more productivity and greater com-
petitiveness, and we know that greater
competitiveness means better jobs and
higher standards of living. The bottom
line is that a critical component to Po-
land’s prospects for Ilong-term eco-
nomic development and growth must
be the assurance that all Polish citi-
zens have access to sound financial in-
stitutions for their hard earned savings
and that these institutions serve their
communities well.

I applaud the ongoing efforts to build
and strengthen Poland’s private finan-
cial institutions. In particular, I want
to recognize Grzegorz Bierecki who has
been instrumental in the development
of the credit union movement in Po-
land. I also want to thank Mike Mer-
cer, president of the Georgia Credit
Union Affiliates, for bringing this mat-
ter to my attention. I believe this
movement is worthy of the Senate’s at-
tention and support.

———

RETIREMENT OF BERNICE HARRIS

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this is a
sad day in the U.S. Senate.

Mrs. Bernice Harris, a loyal and
hard-working employee in the Russell
Coffee Shop, leaves the Senate today
after more than three decades of dedi-
cated service.

In a body which is divided on many
issues, it is safe to say there is total
agreement on Bernice.

Bernice made the Senate, and in par-
ticular the Russell Building, a better
place in which to work. Each morning,
we could count on seeing Bernice’s
smiling face and her friendly greeting,
undoubtedly helping us get through a
hectic day.

We will all miss Bernice’s unflinch-
ing good cheer as well as her unique
outlook on life. Bernice has such a
wonderful perspective that she never
failed to improve my day and many
days of many others in the Senate
community.

So although it’s a sad day in the Sen-
ate, it is a happy day in the house—the
household of Bernice Harris. It is hard
for me to relate how much we will miss
Bernice. I am sure my colleagues will
join with me in wishing Bernice well
for her much-deserved retirement.
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THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, a great
many Americans don’t have the faint-
est idea that the Federal debt is so in-
credibly enormous. Quite often, I ask
friends if they know how many mil-
lions of dollars are there in a trillion?

Few know, but one thing they do
know is that it was the U.S. Congress
that ran up the enormous Federal debt
that is now over $5 trillion.

To be exact, as of the close of busi-
ness yesterday, May 1, 1996, the total
Federal debt—down to the penny—
stood at $5,096,321,323,731.34. On a per
capita basis, every man, woman, and
child in America owes $19,249.10.

So, Mr. President, there are a million
million in a trillion, which means that
the Federal debt is now in excess of 5
million million dollars.

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the Committee
on Armed Services.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

———

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 10:30 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate.

H.R. 2149. An act to reduce regulation, pro-
mote efficiencies, and encourage competition
in the international ocean transportation
system of the United States, to eliminate
the Federal Maritime Commission, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 2641. An act to amend title 28, United
States Code, to provide for appointment of
United States marshals by the Attorney
General.

The message also announced that the
House agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S. 641)
to reauthorize the Ryan White CARE
Act of 1990, and for other purposes.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the the provisions of 22
U.S.C. 276h, the Speaker appoints the
following Members on the part of the
House to the Mexico-United States
Interparliamentary Group for the Sec-
ond Session of the 104th Congress; Mr.
KoLBE of Arizona, Chairman, Mr.
BALLENGER of North Carolina, vice
Chairman, Mr. GILMAN of New York,
Mr. DREIER of California, Mr.
GALLEGLY of California, Mr. MANZULLO
of Illinois, Mr. BILBRAY of California,
Mr. DE LA GARZA of Texas, Mr. RANGEL
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of New York, Mr. MILLER of California,
Mr. GEJDENSON of Connecticut, and Mr.
FILNER of California.

———

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 2149. An act to reduce regulation, pro-
mote efficiencies, and encourage competition
in the international ocean transportation
system of the United States, to eliminate
the Federal Maritime Commission, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

H.R. 2641. An act to amend title 28, United
States Code, to provide for appointment of
United States marshals by the Attorney
General; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

———

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-2391. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of com-
ments on the second, third, and fourth spe-
cial messages for fiscal year 1996; referred
jointly, pursuant to the order of January 30,
1975, as modified by the order of April 11,
1986, to the Committee on Appropriations, to
the Committee on the Budget, to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry, to the Committee on Armed Services,
to the Committee on Foreign Relations, and
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-2392. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the annual report for fiscal
year 1995; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

EC-2393. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of Economic Advisers,
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting a report entitled, ‘“Job Creation and
Employment Opportunities: The United
States Labor Market, 1993-1996""; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC-2394. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulation, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a notice of funding priorities for the
Special Studies Program; to the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources.

EC-2395. A communication from the Com-
missioner of the Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitative Services, Department of
to Education, transmitting, pursuant law,
the annual report on Federal activities re-
lated to the Rehabilitation Act for fiscal
year 1993; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

EC-2396. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the National Science Foundation,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to authorize the Foundation for fiscal years
1997 and 1998; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

EC-2397. A communication from the Dep-
uty Executive Director and Chief Operating
Officer of the Pension Benefit Corporation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a notice of
three final rules; to the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources.

EC-2398. A communication from the Thrift
Depositor Protection Oversight Board, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report on the
activities and efforts of the Resolution Trust
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Corporation for the period October 1 through
December 31, 1995; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-2399. A communication from the Thrift
Depositor Protection Oversight Board, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the final report on
professional liability litigation of the Reso-
lution Trust Corporation for the period Octo-
ber 1 through December 31, 1995; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

EC-2400. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General, transmitting, a draft
of proposed legislation entitled ‘“The Meth-
amphetamine Control Act of 1996°’; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-2401. A communication from the Senior
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Bureau for
Legislative and Public Affairs, U.S. Agency
For International Development, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report under the
Freedom of Information Act for calendar
year 1995; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

EC-2402. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report under
the Freedom of Information Act for calendar
year 1995; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

EC-2403. A communication from the U.S.
Sentencing Commission, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of amendments to
the sentencing guidelines; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

EC-2404. A communication from the Office
of the Attorney General, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report under Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act for calendar year
1995; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-2405. A communication from the Pro-
gram Director of the National Fund for Med-
ical Education, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of the audited financial state-
ment for calendar year 1995; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

EC-2406. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report on wiretaps for calendar year 1995; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

S. 1474. A bill to provide new authority for
probation and pretrial services officers, and
for other purposes.

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee
on Armed Services:

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, pur-
suant to section 3(b) of Senate Resolu-
tion 400, 94th Congress, I ask that S.
1718, the Intelligence Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1997, be referred to
the Senate Armed Services Committee.

S. 1718. An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1997 for intelligence
and intelligence-related activities of the
United States Government, the Community
Management Account, and for the Central
Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other purposes.

Referred to the Committee on Armed
Services for a period not to exceed 30
days of session, pursuant to section
3(b) of Senate Resolution 400 of the
94th Congress to report or be dis-
charged.
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

John R. Lacey, of Connecticut, to be a
Member of the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission of the United States for a term
expiring September 30, 1998. (Reappointment)

Glenn Dale Cunningham, of New Jersey, to
be U.S. Marshal for the District of New Jer-
sey for the term of 4 years.

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed.)

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee
on Armed Services:

PANAMA CANAL COMMISSION

Markos K. Marinakis, of New York, to be a
Member of the Board of the Panama Canal
Commission, vice John J. Danilovich.

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following-named officer for reappoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general
while assigned to a position of importance
and responsibility under title 10, United
States Code, section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Richard B. Myers, 000-00-0000, U.S.
Air Force

The following-named officer for reappoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general
while assigned to a position of importance
and responsibility under title 10, United
States Code, section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. John P. Jumper, 000-00-0000, U.S.
Air Force

The following-named officer for reappoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general
while assigned to a position of importance
and responsibility under title 10, United
States Code, section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart, 000-00-0000, U.S.
Air Force

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general
while assigned to a position of importance
and responsibility under title 10, United
States Code, section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Carl E. Franklin, 000-00-0000, U.S.
Air Force

IN THE ARMY

The following U.S. Army National Guard
officers for promotion in the Reserve of the
Army to the grades indicated under title 10,
United States Code sections 3385, 3392, and
12203(a):

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Jerome J. Berard, 000-00-0000
Brig. Gen. James W. Emerson, 000-00-0000
Brig. Gen. Rodney R. Hannual, 000-00-0000
Brig. Gen. James W. MacVay, 000-00-0000
Brig. Gen. James D. Polk, 000-00-0000

To be brigadier general

Earl L. Adams, 000-00-0000

H. Steven Blum, 000-00-0000
Harry B. Burchstead, Jr., 000-00-0000
James E. Caldwell III, 000-00-0000
Larry K. Eckles, 000-00-0000
William L. Freeman, 000-00-0000
Gus L. Hargett, Jr., 000-00-0000
Allen R. Leppink, 000-00-0000
Jacob Lestenkof, 000-00-0000
Joseph T. Murphy, 000-00-0000
William T. Nesbitt, 000-00-0000
Larry G. Powell, 000-00-0000
Roger C. Schultz, 000-00-0000

Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
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Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.

Michael L. Seely, 000-00-0000
Larry W. Shellito, 000-00-0000
Gary G. Simmons, 000-00-0000
Nicholas P. Sipe, 000-00-0000
George S. Walker, 000-00-0000
Col. Larry Ware, 000-00-0000

Col. Jackie D. Wood, 000-00-0000

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed.)

**In the Army there are 9 promotions to
the grade of colonel (list begins with Ralph
G. Benson). (Reference No. 896.)

**In the Air Force there are 4 appoint-
ments to the grade of second lieutenant (list
begins with Brian H. Benedict). (Reference
No. 963.)

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 18 pro-
motions to the grade of lieutenant colonel
(list begins with Michael G. Colangelo). (Ref-
erence No. 964.)

**In the Marine Corps there are 92 pro-
motions to the grade of colonel (list begins
with Michael C. Albano.) (Reference No. 966.)

**In the Marine Corps there are 337 pro-
motions to the grade of lieutenant colonel
(list begins with William S. Aitken). (Ref-
erence No. 967.)

***In the Army there are 6 promotions to
the grade of major (list begins with Wesley
S. Ashton). (Reference No. 985.)

**In the Army there are 2,429 appointments
to the grade of second lieutenant (list begins
with Andre B. Abadie). (Reference No. 987.)

**In the Army there is 1 promotion to the
grade of major (Mark H. Lauber). (Reference
No. 1013.)

**In the Army Reserve there are 2 appoint-
ments to the grade of lieutenant colonel (list
begins with Jeffrey Dootson). (Reference No.
1014.)

**In the Army there are 4 promotions to
the grade of lieutenant colonel and below
(list begins with Daniel Bolas). (Reference
No. 1015.)

**In the Army Reserve there are 2 appoint-
ments to the grade of lieutenant colonel (list
begins with Richard R. Eckert). (Reference
No. 1016.)

**In the Army Reserve there are 46 pro-
motions to the grade of colonel and below
(list begins with Ernest R. AdKkins). (Ref-
erence No. 1017.)

**In the Army there are 4 promotions to
the grade of lieutenant colonel (list begins
with Raymond A. Costabile). (Reference No.
1018.)

**In the Army there are 290 promotions to
the grade of major (list begins with William
E. Ackerman). (Reference No. 1020.)

**In the Marine Corps there are 522 ap-
pointments to the grade of lieutenant colo-
nel and below (list begins with Joel H. Berry
III). (Reference No. 1021.)

**In the Navy there are 754 appointments
to the grade of ensign (list begins with David
L. Aamodt). (Reference No. 1022.)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, for
the Committee on Armed Services, I
report favorably 16 nomination lists in
the Air Force, Army, Marine Corps,
and Navy which were printed in full in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORDS of Feb-
ruary 1, March 20, 25, 26, and April 15,
1996, and ask unanimous consent, to
save the expense of reprinting on the
Executive Calendar, that these nomi-
nations lie at the Secretary’s desk for
the information of Senators.

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

(The nominations ordered to lie on
the Secretary’s desk were printed in
the RECORDS of February 1, March 20,
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25, 26, and April 15, 1996, at the end of
the Senate proceedings.)

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr.
HEFLIN, and Mr. GREGG):

S. 1721. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the purposes of carrying out the activi-
ties of the State Justice Institute for fiscal
years 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. WELLSTONE:

S. 1722, A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 and the National Labor
Relations Act, to strengthen minimum wage
and striker replacement, and to ensure qual-
ity job training, education, health care, and
pension security for workers, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr.
PELL, and Mr. CAMPBELL):

S. 1723. A bill to require accountability in
campaign advertising, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. THOMAS:

S. 1724. A bill to require that the Federal
Government procure from the private sector
the goods and services necessary for the op-
erations and management of certain Govern-
ment agencies, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr.
SIMON, Mr. ROTH, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
KERREY, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. SARBANES,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. EXON, Mr. HAR-
KIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BRYAN, and
Mr. JEFFORDS):

S. 1725. A bill to amend the National Trails
System Act to create a third category of
long-distance trails to be known as national
discovery trails and to authorize the Amer-
ican Discovery Trail as the first national dis-
covery trail, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr. PRESS-
LER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DOLE, Mr. FAIR-
CLOTH, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. MCCAIN,
Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. ASHCROFT):

S. 1726. A bill to promote electronic com-
merce by facilitating the use of strong
encryption, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. GRAMM (for himself, Mr.
SMITH, and Mrs. HUTCHISON):

S. 1727. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the 1993 tax rate
increase on gasoline, diesel fuel, and special
motor fuels, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. DOR-
GAN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. REID, Mr.
FORD, and Mr. HOLLINGS):

S.J. Res. 54. A joint resolution proposing a
balanced budget constitutional amendment;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

———————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself,

Mr. HEFLIN, and Mr. GREGG):
S. 1721. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the purposes of carrying out
the activities of the State Justice In-
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stitute for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999,
and 2000, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
THE STATE JUSTICE INSTITUTE
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1996

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation not only
for myself, but for Senator HEFLIN, the
ranking minority member of the Court
Subcommittee of Judiciary, and for
Senator GREGG.

This legislation would reauthorize
the State Justice Institute [SJI] for 4
more years through fiscal year 2000.
Congress originally authorized the
State Justice Institute for 4 years in
the State Justice Institute Act of 1984,
then reauthorized it for 4 more years in
1988, and another 4 years in 1992. The
bill I introduce today will authorize
annual appropriations for this program
of $20 million each of those 4 years.

The requested authorization Ilevels
will enable the State Justice Institute
to fully carry out its statutory mission
to award grants, to improve the qual-
ity of justice in State courts through-
out the 50 States of our Nation.

The State Justice Institute serves
critically important Federal purposes.
Just as Federal financial assistance to
State and local police, prosecutors, and
corrections is critically needed to help
them control crime, it is equally im-
perative that Federal funds assist the
State courts that decide 98 percent of
the criminal cases brought in this
country.

SJI plays an important role in the
Nation’s response to crime by pro-
viding the critically needed funding to
support projects that evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of new trial and sentencing
approaches, and improve judges, per-
formance in cases involving violent
crimes and drug abuse.

The Institute also has been a leader
in fostering improvements in the civil
justice system by supporting efforts to
evaluate innovative procedures to re-
duce litigation delay, demonstrate in-
novative alternative dispute resolution
programs, and increase the public’s ac-
cess to the legal system. In addition,
the Institute has devoted considerable
resources to improving the public’s
confidence in both the criminal and
civil justice system.

The list of the Institute’s current
grant priorities reveals just how impor-
tant it is to our overwhelmed State
court system. The Institute’s 1996
grants will focus on: children and fami-
lies in court; improving public con-
fidence in the courts; application of
technology; education and training for
judges and key court personnel; the re-
lationship between State and Federal
courts; and projects following up on re-
cent Institute-supported conferences
on court-community collaboration,
drug courts, funding the courts, and
eliminating race and ethnic bias in the
courts.

Mr. President, the Institute has per-
formed the mission Congress assigned
it exceedingly well. The judges and
court staff who toil in our Nation’s un-
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derfunded and outmoded State court-
houses commend the Institute as the
only national source of support for in-
novation, education, and information
about how other States are coping with
similar problems in their struggle to
better serve the public.

The Institute is the only vehicle the
Federal Government has to assure that
State courts deliver a high quality of
justice to every citizen in every type of
case. By doing so, the Institute fulfills
the highest standards of federalism. Its
seed money bears fruit across the coun-
try, carrying out SJI’s important na-
tional purposes in a cost-efficient man-
ner that maximizes the impact of every
dollar that Congress provides.

Reduced to its core, that is State
Justice Institute’s special role: Sup-
porting promising innovations and
spreading the word about them to
every key State—and Federal—judge
and court official. That saves State and
Federal governments significant
money, time, and effort on a national
scale.

The bill also specifies that funds ap-
propriated to the Institute are avail-
able until expended, without regard to
the expiration of the year in which
they were appropriated, and proposes
three technical amendments to the
State Justice Institute Act.

Mr. President, as chair of the Judici-
ary Committee Subcommittee on Ad-
ministrative Oversight and the Courts,
which has oversight authority over
SJI, I am pleased to note that the co-
sponsor of this bill is the ranking mem-
ber of that subcommittee, senator HEF-
LIN. We urge the Senate to continue its
support of the Institute in order to en-
hance the State courts’ ability to de-
liver effective justice in areas that are
critically important to the Federal
Government and the American public.

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

S. 1721

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘State Jus-
tice Institute Reauthorization Act of 1996,
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 215 of the State Justice Institute
Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10713) is amended to
read as follows:

“AUTHORIZATIONS

‘““SEC. 215. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out the purposes of this
title, $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1997,
1998, 1999, and 2000, to remain available until
expended.”’.

SEC. 3. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.

(a) OPEN MEETINGS.—Section 204(j) of the
State Justice Institute Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C.
10703(j)) is amended by inserting ‘‘(on any oc-
casion on which that committee has been
delegated the authority to act on behalf of
the Board)” after ‘‘executive committee of
the Board”.

(b) REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Sec-
tion 213 of the State Justice Institute Act of
1984 (42 U.S.C. 10712) is repealed.
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Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am
proud to cosponsor the legislation Sen-
ator GRASSLEY is introducing today to
reauthorize the State Justice Institute
for another 4 years.

I was the original sponsor of the
State Justice Institute Act when Con-
gress first passed the act in 1984, and
when it reauthorized SJI in 1988 and
1992.

The State Justice Institute has prov-
en to be a uniquely valuable compo-
nent of the Nation’s justice system.
Among all the agencies in the Federal
Government, SJI is the only organiza-
tion dedicated to helping the State
courts of our Nation. Mr. President,
those counts handle well over 95 per-
cent of all the criminal prosecutions
and civil litigation brought in this
country.

No one State can provide the funds
for innovation that SJI can, and no
State has the ability, the money, or, in
fact, the reason to share its good ideas
with every other State. That’s the role
SJI plays, and it has worked very well
with the very modest appropriations
Congress has provided over the years.

Congress has entrusted the decision
about what innovations merit SJI sup-
port to a board of directors composed—
by statute—of State supreme court jus-
tices, appellate and trial judges, court
administrators, and members of the
public, all of whom who are Kkeenly
aware of the real problems in our
courts and dedicated to assuring that
SJI target its funds at the courts’ most
serious problems nationwide.

In this era of Federal fiscal responsi-
bility and restored political balance be-
tween Federal and State governments,
this small, economical institute that is
governed largely by State officials may
be an excellent working model for any
Federal grant program that serves im-
portant national purposes.

At a time when every segment of
American society is demanding a more
effective justice system, Congress must
keep alive the only Federal entity that
is dedicated to helping the State courts
of this country manage an over-
whelming torrent of cases with greater
effectiveness, efficiency, and justice.

I am pleased to join Senator GRASS-
LEY in sponsoring this important legis-
lation.

By Mr. WELLSTONE:

S. 1722. A bill to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 and the
National Labor Relations Act, to
strengthen minimum wage and striker
replacement, and to ensure quality job
training, education, health care, and
pension security for workers, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

THE WORKING FAMILIES
ECONOMIC SECURITY ACT OF 1996

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce the Working
Families Economic Security Act of
1996. This legislation is an effort to
bring together in one comprehensive
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bill a number of items that have been
on my legislative agenda for working
families over the years, along with a
number of new ideas, and to move for-
ward on them in this Congress. It does
not address every issue vital to the
economic prosperity of American fami-
lies; it does not pretend to. It is simply
one more way of ensuring that bread-
and-butter economic issues, which are
s0 important to people in my State and
throughout the country, are brought
back front-and-center to the attention
of this Congress, which has so far all
but ignored them. Passing this omni-
bus legislation would be a good step to-
ward protecting the working people
who are the backbone of our economic,
political and social system. This bill
contributes significantly to efforts
within the Democratic caucus in the
Senate on improving the paycheck se-
curity, health security, and retirement
security of all Americans.

The very real and historic changes
that have rocked the American econ-
omy have helped some Americans, but
have done great harm to many others.
While some of the statistics that we
use to measure the performance of the
economy and to gauge the standard of
living seem to show that the U.S. econ-
omy is doing well, the reality for many
is that good-paying jobs are being lost
in the face of unprecedented
downsizing by many firms. Many of the
new jobs that are being created pay
lower wages; corporate executives’ sal-
aries are rising, while workers’ salaries
are declining; the health insurance sys-
tem is inadequate to the tasks of the
modern workplace. There is deep ap-
prehension and concern about the fu-
ture.

Let me give just one recent example
from Minnesota. I visited during the
recess with members of the Cusick
family in Duluth about their economic
worries. A life-long resident of Duluth,
Ken Cusick will graduate this Spring
from the University of Minnesota-Du-
luth. He has three kids and a wife who
works, and yet they struggle every
day. They worry about having money
to pay for groceries, day care costs for
their kids, and rising education costs.

Their lives reflect a broader reality
in our country. Underneath the num-
bers which reflect record highs in the
stock market, low unemployment, and
slow growth in the economy, a time
bomb is ticking for American families.
Many workers are in fact being left be-
hind, with only dim hope for a brighter
future. They are working more and
earning less. And even though some
Clinton administration economic ad-
visers have begun to highlight certain
positive economic news, including in a
report last week that challenges cer-
tain assumptions about lay-offs and
jobs in the economy, I agree with
Labor Secretary Reich: it is still true
that for many, especially low and mod-
erate income working people, the eco-
nomic recovery is spotty, partial, and
has failed to increase their real take-
home pay.
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Many working families today are
afraid. Workers fear losing their jobs,
having no money for retraining, losing
their pensions and health care, not
being able to take care of aging par-
ents, and paying for their kids’ college.
And they are angry that their wages
are stagnant while corporate execu-
tives—even those who may be failing in
their jobs—reap windfall salaries for
downsizing their firms, and putting
good people out of work.

Twenty years ago the typical CEO of
a large company earned 30 or 40 times
the salary of an average worker. Today
that CEO earns almost 200 times more.
A recent survey of American CEOs re-
ported in the New York Times indi-
cates that CEO compensation last year
rose at the fastest rate since the mid-
1980’s, skyrocketing by 31 percent in
1995 alone. This increase was double
the rise in 1994, and triple the one in
1993. This illustrates a larger societal
trend that is spinning out of control:
the vast majority of the economic
gains in today’s economy are going to
the very wealthy few, while working
men and women are being short-
changed.

For example, from WWII until the
1970’s, American workers were respon-
sible for an almost 90 percent increase
in productivity. In return, their real
wages increased by over 95 percent. But
from 1973 to 1982, workers got only half
as much of an increase in real wages as
they gave in new productivity. And
from 1982 through 1994, they got only a
third as much.

This legislation addresses a number
of basic economic concerns of the aver-
age American. It includes an increase
in the minimum wage; a means to di-
rectly address government subsidiza-
tion of growing wage disparities, pro-
tections for striking workers, a
streamlining and expansion of job re-
training, and modest health care port-
ability reforms. It embodies a number
of initiatives that I've worked on over
the years, as well as some new ideas
that I think must be part of an eco-
nomic program to provide real eco-
nomic security for America’s families.
I know this Congress won’t act on all
these initiatives, but I hope we will act
on some this year. Those which remain
may have to wait for a new Congress to
be elected, controlled by a Democratic
Party which considers the interests of
working Americans priority one.

MINIMUM WAGE

This provision would raise the Fed-
eral minimum wage from the current
$4.25 to $5.15 by 1997. But unlike some
other approaches, it proposes to index
the minimum wage to prevent its ero-
sion by inflation or by long periods of
Congressional inaction to the point
where it is no longer possible for min-
imum wage workers to lift themselves
or their families out of poverty. This
measure provides for modest but over-
due increases and, most important, be-
gins to narrow the gap between the
minimum wage and a living wage. I am
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pleased that we are now moving for-
ward on the minimum wage, and I in-
tend to push it forward with Senator
KENNEDY and others until it’s enacted.
So far, we’ve been blocked from even
getting a clean, up-or-down vote on
raising the minimum wage, but that
can’t be blocked forever. Sooner or
later, democracy must rule, and we
will get a vote.

It is unacceptable that today an
American who works full-time, year
round at the minimum wage—even
with the expanded earned income tax
credit—does not earn enough to bring a
family of three above the poverty line.
At $4.25 an hour, a person working 40
hours a week at the minimum wage
earns just $170 a week—before taxes
and Social Security are deducted.

The current Federal poverty line for
a family of four is about $15,500. Even
with the tax credits available to them
under current law, and food stamps, a
family with one worker at the min-
imum wage would end up about $900
below the poverty line. But at $5.15 an
hour, this same family would—when
you factor in the earned income tax
credit and a food stamp benefit—be
lifted above officially defined poverty
levels. This 90-cent increase would lit-
erally lift them above the line. For
people like 26-year-old Mike Kochevar,
a single dad living in Hibbing while he
attends the Hibbing Community Col-
lege, raising the minimum wage even
modestly would be a big help. He works
two jobs, and is struggling to make it.

What would such an increase mean
for these workers, in practical terms,
in their daily lives? It would mean an
extra $1,800 or so in their pocket, for
one thing. And that means more than 7
months of groceries, or rent and mort-
gage payments for a few months, or a
full year of health care costs, or a sea-
son of heating bills in my State.

I know that minimum wage oppo-
nents will make the same dire pre-
dictions of job loss and damage to the
economy that have been made every
time the minimum wage has been in-
creased since 1938. But the textbook
economic theory that increases in the
minimum wage result in large job
losses has never had solid empirical
support. Recent studies by leading
economists who examined the results
of the most recent increases in both
State and Federal minimum wages
have concluded otherwise. I was sent to
Washington to be on the side of hard-
working Minnesotans who are strug-
gling to make ends meet. That’s why 1
am pushing this so hard, and why I in-
tend to push it until it’s enacted into
law.

INCOME EQUITY

As I have already noted, in recent
years there has been a growing wage
gap between senior corporate execu-
tives and their employees. What is
more remarkable is that the Federal
Government helps to subsidize this dis-
parity by allowing corporations to de-
duct these fantastic salaries. Current
law prevents employer deductions for
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employee salaries over a million dol-
lars, with an exception for perform-
ance-based pay. I believe it is unfair for
employers to deduct the first million
dollars of the huge and growing sala-
ries of corporate executives, while the
real wages of workers are declining.
This provision is a modest proposal; it
is meant to ensure that the United
States is not subsidizing gross wage
disparities through the Tax Code, by
barring employers from writing off
that portion of salaries above the ratio
set in the bill. Specifically, it would
prohibit employers from deducting em-
ployee compensation—salaries, wages
and bonuses—that are more than 25
times higher than the salary of their
lowest paid worker.
PROTECTIONS FOR STRIKING WORKERS

This legislation is needed to protect
American workers who go out on
strike. There are two central principles
of American labor law: workers have a
right to organize without being retali-
ated against for exercising that right.
And they have a right to negotiate
wages, benefits and other items
through collective bargaining. Since
the 1980’s, these rights have been seri-
ously jeopardized, with the use of per-
manent replacements for striking
workers increasing dramatically. Em-
ployers often use the permanent re-
placement of striking workers—or
threat of their use—to undermine col-
lective bargaining agreements, and
bring in new employees. Mergers and
acquisitions, leveraged buyouts, and
the rise of a new breed of employers fo-
cused solely on short-term profits has
created a new climate for labor-man-
agement relations, in which workers
are considered by some to be expend-
able, and negotiated agreements sub-
ject to arbitrary and one-sided suspen-
sion.

Under current law, while employers
may not fire employees for engaging in
a legal economic strike, they may per-
manently replace striking workers; a
distinction only a lawyer could love.
This provision would bar the hiring of
permanent replacements for striking
workers. Recent strikes where employ-
ers have hired permanent replacements
for striking workers, or have threat-
ened to, underscore the urgent need for
this change. Without it, the right to
strike is nothing more than a right to
be fired. A related provision would re-
quire the timely mediation or arbitra-
tion of initial contract negotiation dis-
putes, to prevent employers from refus-
ing to negotiate first contracts with a
duly-elected bargaining unit.

Under my legislation, employers
would be compelled to negotiate in
good faith with a new bargaining unit.
This measure would provide that, if
within 60 days of bargaining unit cer-
tification a first contract is not agreed
to, the parties would enter into nego-
tiations with the help of a mediator. If
within 30 days the mediator could not
bring the two sides to agreement, the
contract would go to binding arbitra-
tion.
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Those provisions of this bill that I've
outlined go a long way toward pro-
tecting people in their current jobs,
and bolstering their wages. But we
must also address the concerns Amer-
ican workers have about their futures.

LIFELONG LEARNING

We in Congress have a responsibility
to help American workers plan and im-
prove their futures. To prepare our
work force for future jobs. And to pro-
vide some security while people are in
transition between jobs. One of the
most important forms of help that we
can provide American working people
is relevant, effective job training deliv-
ered in the most efficient way possible
for jobs that really exist, and that pay
a decent wage.

Lifelong learning has never been
more critical, and we must do all we
can to give people access to the re-
sources they need to retool their skills.
For too long, the Federal job training
system has been too cumbersome, with
duplicative programs that have not al-
ways been effective. And so this legis-
lation includes provisions to stream-
line and consolidate these programs,
and expand job training opportunities
for workers. Carol Turner, director of
older worker retraining for the Duluth
Workforce Center, confirmed for me
the other day that in her city, this
kind of coordination, coupled with ex-
panded local control, is critical to get-
ting people off welfare and increasing
their standard of living.

It would streamline the job training
process for all Americans, including
welfare recipients, by consolidating ex-
isting programs, and establishing state
and local work force development
boards to coordinate programs within
each State. It would encourage States
to develop one-stop delivery systems
for employment services; my State has
been one of the leaders in this field. It
provides continued funding for summer
jobs and other special training pro-
grams that have been so successful.
And it imposes a cap on the amount of
job training funds that can be used by
States for economic development ac-
tivities, to make sure that Federal
funds are in fact being used for retrain-
ing. The bill retains Job Corps as a na-
tional program, with strict national
oversight standards, a zero-tolerance
drug policy, and other key reforms.

HEALTH INSURANCE REFORM

One of the most alarming develop-
ments for workers has been the grow-
ing fear of losing their health insur-
ance. In order to help workers plan for
their futures, this legislation will
make it easier for individuals and em-
ployers to buy and keep health insur-
ance—even when a family member or
employee becomes ill. And it will allow
people to change jobs without fear of
losing their health coverage. For folks
like the Edgett family of Duluth, who
lost their coverage when they decided
to start their own small business, these
kinds of efforts to make health care
more affordable and more portable
would be a big help. And the same goes
for millions of other Americans.
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Despite past State and Federal re-
form efforts, the lack of portability of
health insurance remains a serious
concern for many Americans, particu-
larly those with preexisting health
conditions. The General Accounting Of-
fice estimates that as many as 25 mil-
lion Americans could benefit from this
legislation.

This legislation builds upon and
strengthens the current private insur-
ance market by guaranteeing that pri-
vate health insurance coverage will be
available, renewable, and portable; by
limiting preexisting condition exclu-
sions; and by increasing the purchasing
clout of individuals and small employ-
ers through incentives to form private,
voluntary coalitions to negotiate with
providers and health plans. It also pro-
vides for parity between mental health
and other health care benefits; its
adoption would be an historic step for-
ward in our treatment of those with
mental health problems in this coun-
try.

Enactment of the bill would help mil-
lions of workers who lose their em-
ployer-based coverage and are then
turned away by other insurers. It also
would make it easier for workers to
change jobs or start their own busi-
nesses without fear of losing their
health insurance. It would accomplish
this by prohibiting employers from de-
nying coverage of a preexisting med-
ical condition to an applicant for more
than 1 year. After that year, no pre-
existing condition limits could be im-
posed on anyone who maintains cov-
erage, even if the person changes jobs
or insurance plans. In addition, individ-
uals switching from a group plan to an
individual plan could not be denied
coverage as long as they maintained
continuous coverage. Finally, health
plans would not be allowed to drop en-
rollees who pay their premiums, even if
they become chronically ill.

The bill also includes provisions to
protect retirees, their spouses and de-
pendents from abrupt termination—or
substantial reduction—of certain
health care benefits. It would require
courts to order employers to provide
benefits while benefit disputes are liti-
gated, impose upon employers the bur-
den of proof when health care contracts
are silent or ambiguous about changes,
and require advance warning by em-
ployers of their intent to modify re-
tiree benefit packages.

While this is by no means com-
prehensive reform, it is a good first
step. Even people with good health in-
surance coverage cannot count on pro-
tection if they lose or change jobs, es-
pecially if someone in their family has
a preexisting condition. Our current
health care system allows insurers to
collect premiums for years and then
suddenly refuse to renew coverage if in-
dividuals or employees get sick. It also
allows insurers to routinely deny cov-
erage to different types of businesses
from auto dealers to restaurants.

Many States, including Minnesota,
have already enacted standards for in-
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surance carriers, but because ERISA
preemption prevents States from regu-
lating self-funded health plans, only
Federal standards can apply to all
health plans. More and more employers
in Minnesota have been choosing to
offer self-funded plans to employees.
Such plans now enroll about 1.5 million
people, up from 890,000 in 1992, and
about 50 percent of all privately in-
sured residents. Current estimates also
show that more than 400,000 Minneso-
tans—including 91,000 children—are un-
insured.

While I am committed to fighting for
comprehensive reforms that would in-
clude everyone and enable working
families to afford health care coverage
as good as Members of Congress have, I
recognize that this may not happen
this year. At the very least, we should
act on reforms that would address
some of the most egregious inequities
in our current system, as well as those
that would allow States to expand ac-
cess and contain costs.

PENSION REFORM

It is clear that this country needs
strong, enforceable pension protec-
tions. The President has made some re-
cent proposals to strengthen pension
security, which we should consider se-
riously in the coming months. But the
new Republican majority is moving in
the other direction. They have passed
so-called reforms, vetoed once, that
would again make it easy for compa-
nies to raid ‘over-funded” pension
plans. At a minimum we must preserve
protections in current law that pro-
hibit companies from raiding the pen-
sion plans of their employees. As we
have all seen, overfunded plans can
quickly become underfunded with a
change in interest rates, or changes in
the stock markets. For example, if in-
terest rates decline by 2 percent—as
they did between November 1994 and
December 1995—a plan’s funding level
can drop from 125 percent to around 90
percent within a matter of weeks.

During the 1980’s, when pension as-
sets grew with a rising stock market,
companies took over $20 billion from
over 2,000 pension plans covering 2.5
million workers and retirees. In many
cases, these companies took the funds
from overfunded plans while allowing
significant underfunding in other
plans. In 1990, this practice was stopped
virtually dead in its tracks by changes
in law which made such raids prohibi-
tively expensive by imposing a 50-per-
cent excise tax on companies that did
it. Republican proposals to weaken
these and related pension rules could
allow companies to draw another $15
billion or more out of these plans, po-
tentially effecting another 4 million
workers and retirees in 6,000 plans over
the next 5 years. Similar efforts to dip
into workers’ pension plans have been
a major problem for workers in my
State, including those who worked for
many years at Reserve Mining Co.

There is a real problem with the low
rate of private savings in this country,
including for retirement. Comprehen-
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sive pension, Social Security, and
other retirement security reforms are
difficult issues to address adequately.
Even so, it is critical that we do so, es-
pecially since there are many pro-
posals, some quite radical in their
scope, now floating around to do things
like privatize the Social Security Sys-
tem and create so-called super-IRA’s,
allowing people to invest all or part of
their Social Security funds in the
stock markets, instead of in Govern-
ment securities—where they would be
more secure but perhaps offer slightly
lower overall returns.

As the baby boomer generation
moves toward retirement, these retire-
ment security issues, along with ques-
tions about savings rates, portability
of pensions, 401(k) plan use, and related
matters could become more urgent. To
look at the long-term implications of
these and other proposed changes to
our retirement security policies, I am
today calling for the establishment of a
bipartisan commission to make rec-
ommendations to Congress on how best
to reform our retirement security pro-
grams in a way that would have the
most beneficial impact on the largest
number of people, similar to a bill that
was introduced recently on the House
side.

CORPORATE ACCOUNTABILITY

The rash of lay-offs, corporate
restructurings, and other economic dis-
locations that have rocked the Amer-
ican economy pose serious problems for
American workers, their families, and
communities, and have contributed to
the widening income gaps in our soci-
ety. For years, we have seen a growing
trend toward an almost exclusive focus
on the bottom line in many corpora-
tions, with firms caught in a web of le-
veraged buy-outs, mega-mergers, swift-
ly changing markets, and other forces.
While we are all committed to a free
economy, we cannot sustain a pros-
perity that permits us to be divided be-
tween the wealthy few and the worried
many.

Corporations must keep in mind the
interests of all of their stakeholders in
making economic decisions, and not
just stockholders. Workers, commu-
nities, State governments which pro-
vide economic incentives, suppliers and
contractors, and a host of other stake-
holders should all be considered as
firms make economic decisions.

This bill attempts to create incen-
tives for firms to engage in more re-
sponsible, forward-looking, stake-
holder-driven decisionmaking. It out-
lines a proposed set of corporate re-
sponsibility principles that businesses
would have to observe as a condition to
qualify for certain preferential treat-
ment in Federal contracting. These
principles include, among others, pro-
viding a safe and healthy workplace;
ensuring fair employment, including
avoiding discrimination in hiring; ob-
serving environmental protections;
promoting good business practices;
maintaining a corporate culture that
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respects free expression; and encour-
aging similar behavior by partners,
suppliers and subcontractors. This pro-
posal would require that, in its pro-
curement process, the Federal Govern-
ment give a preference to contractors
that adopt and enforce this corporate
code of conduct; it would also provide
for periodic reviews to ensure compli-
ance with the code.

I believe we must encourage respon-
sible citizenship by firms doing busi-
ness with the Government, and this
provision moves us in that direction. I
am skeptical of providing additional
tax subsidies as some have proposed,
and I think this alternative approach
deserves consideration. I know that
there are a host of other approaches,
such as those that have caught fire in
my State and elsewhere, which require
that a living wage—not just a min-
imum wage—be paid by companies that
receive government benefits. I want to
pursue this and other similar ideas
which are bubbling up from the grass-
roots, because I think they too are in-
teresting ways to prompt firms to act
more responsibly, and to combat the
growing layoffs that have so shaken
our economy.

FAIR TRADE UNDER NAFTA

Many Americans today are concerned
about losing good jobs in this country
when U.S. employers seek cheaper
labor abroad. I did not support the
North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment. I believed then, and do now, that
this particular agreement is not in the
best interests of the workers of Mexico,
Canada, or the United States. I believe
we have an obligation to guarantee
that workers and environmental inter-
ests are not compromised. And so I
have included a title in my omnibus
legislation that is an effort to
strengthen NAFTA and at the same
time protect the interests of all work-
ers.

The legislation I am proposing would
direct the President to renegotiate por-
tions of the North American Free-
Trade Agreement to address the nega-
tive effects of the agreement’s imple-
mentation since January 1994. The re-
negotiation would seek to achieve the
original promises of NAFTA: to im-
prove the standard of living and qual-
ity of life for United States citizens, as
well as those of Mexico and Canada. A
positive, fair NAFTA would open mar-
kets in a way that promotes a high-
wage, high-skill strategy of growth for
the whole continent, promotes environ-
mental and consumer protection, and
contributes to real development and
democracy.

Instead, available evidence indicates
NAFTA has failed and has contributed
to a substantial U.S. trade deficit, loss
of jobs, suppression of wages, and to
downward pressure on environmental
and health standards and conditions.

I am not opposed to free trade. I am
in favor of fair trade and fair trade
agreements. I believe these changes
would take us along the road of build-
ing a solid foundation for the future of
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our workers, our health, and the future
of the entire region.

Mr. President, I hope this bill, and
other measures to bring the issues of
economic security for working families
back to center stage, will be acted on
soon. I intend to continue to press leg-
islation to address these issues here in
the Senate—it was what I was elected
to do. I urge my colleagues to cospon-
sor this important legislation, and to
support its key elements as I bring
some of them to the Senate floor in the
coming months.

Mr. President, the Working Families
Economic Security Act of 1996 is really
an effort on my part as the Senator
from Minnesota pulling together a lot
of different legislation and a lot of
work that I have been doing in the Sen-
ate over the years and putting it into
one bill. The reason I do so is that I
really feel as if Minnesota and the
country are kind of leading the way in
telling us what we must do, the work
that they think is important that con-
nects to their lives.

I am a cafe politician, and I try to
spend as much time as possible with
coffee and pie—probably too much
pie—in cafes in Minnesota, just sitting
down with people and talk and listen
—and listen. What I hear, Mr. Presi-
dent, is, ‘“‘Senator, I am retired. I don’t
want anybody to take my pension
away.”

One provision in this legislation
makes it crystal clear there can be no
skimming of hard-earned pension
money. That belongs to the employees.
It belongs to nobody else. No large
multinational corporation will be al-
lowed to skim pension money from any
man or woman retired in Minnesota or
anywhere in the country. People say to
me in cafes in Minnesota, ‘‘Senator, it
is just outrageous to me that if I have
a bout with cancer in my 50’s, I might
see my insurance policy canceled.”

This bill includes the insurance re-
form provisions that we should pass
anyway that make sure that the insur-
ance companies no longer are able to
continue with this discrimination. It is
just outrageous that an insurance com-
pany would not provide coverage to
someone because of a bout with an ill-
ness, or that somebody cannot transfer
from one job to another or start a
small business in Minnesota or in Colo-
rado or in New Mexico with this kind
of discrimination against them because
they have had a bout with cancer or be-
cause they are a diabetic.

Mr. President, Minnesotans say to
me in cafes, ‘“‘Senator, I don’t know
what your colleagues are thinking, but
let me tell you, $4.25 an hour to $5.15 an
hour, increasing the minimum wage
nationwide is an additional $1,800. For
that, I can pay my energy bill; for that,
I can purchase health insurance for
myself and my children; for that, I can
go to a community college; for that, I
can put food on the table.” This in-
cludes raising the minimum wage to
$5.15 an hour.

Mr. President, Minnesotans say to
me in cafes, ‘“‘Senator, I am really wor-
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ried because I am 50 years old and I
read the papers and I know that people
are being downsized, restructured out
of work. What will happen to me?”’ So
there is a strong emphasis here on edu-
cation and job training in this legisla-
tion. I think we have to redefine edu-
cation as a teacher. It is no longer K
through 12. It is for longer—K through
higher education. It is K through 65.
People should not just be spit out of
the economy with nowhere to go, peo-
ple who have worked hard and are
skilled. We should give skilled men and
women an opportunity, if they lose
their job in one company through no
fault of their own, to be able to go back
to school to have the skills develop-
ment to find a job, a good job, some-
where else in the economy. There is a
strong emphasis on education and job
training.

Mr. President, this legislation also
focuses on, in general, the issue of eco-
nomic opportunities. People say to me
in cafes, ‘‘Senator, our children are in
their 20’s. They cannot find a job pay-
ing a decent wage with decent fringe
benefits.”

So, Mr. President, let me just say, I
think from pension funds to health
care to decent jobs at decent wages, to
educational opportunities, to putting
an end to this obscene disparity tax,
funded disparity between CEOQO’s sala-
ries and wage earners, to some sort of
accountability, that we call on large
multinational corporations to be ac-
countable. I think this is the direction
people want us to go in. These are the
bread-and-butter economic issues.

I say, by way of conclusion, that I
think one of the mistakes—I do not be-
lieve in hate; I believe in honest de-
bate. I think much of the mistake that
the Gingrich Congress has made in
1994, there was a lot of campaigning on
the bread-and-butter economic issues,
and now Speaker Gingrich is taking
the bread and butter, and working fam-
ilies do not like that. People want to
see their kids have economic opportu-
nities. These are the issues that mat-
ter: a good job, good education, oppor-
tunities to start a small business, hav-
ing decent health care coverage, mak-
ing sure that we focus on investing in
our kids, making sure we invest in an
economy that produces jobs that peo-
ple can count on. That is what people
are talking about in the cafes in Min-
nesota.

That is what people are talking
about under the roofs in their homes.
That is what people are talking about
on their farms. This Working Family’s
Economic Security Act of 1996 brings
that together. I will take pieces of this
legislation and bring amendments to
the floor and make sure we have votes
on this.

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself,
Mr. PELL, and Mr. CAMPBELL):
S. 1723. A bill to require account-
ability in campaign advertising, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.
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THE CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING ACCOUNTABILITY
ACT OF 1996

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer legislation on behalf of
myself and Senator PELL that I believe
is a small, yet a very important step in
reforming the campaign system that
has led to widespread mistrust of the
political process and mistrust of those
who seek public office.

Mr. President, the legislation that I
am offering today is simple and
straightforward. First of all, it would
amend the new Telecommunications
Act to provide that all legally qualified
candidates for Federal elective office
who refer directly or indirectly to an-
other candidate for that office in a
campaign advertisement must make
the reference in person.

If the candidate voluntarily chooses
not to make the reference himself or
herself, he or she would not be eligible
for the lowest unit rate provided to
candidates under section 315(b) of the
Communications Act for the remainder
of the 45-day period preceding the pri-
mary or the primary runoff election, or
the 60-day period presiding the date of
the general or special election. The
candidate would, however, of course,
continue to have access to the broad-
cast station at the same charge made
for comparable use of the station by
commercial users.

Second, the bill requires that broad-
casters who allow an individual or
group to air advertisements in support
of, or in opposition to, a particular
candidate for Federal office, allow the
candidate’s opponent the same amount
of time without charge on the broad-
cast station during the same period of
the day.

Mr. President, these are not new con-
cepts. In the 99th Congress, Senator
Danforth offered S. 1310, which would
have required a broadcast station that
allowed a candidate to present an ad
that referred to her opponent without
presenting the ad herself, to provide
free rebuttal time to the other can-
didate. Since then, other variations of
what have become known as talking
heads legislation have been incor-
porated in overall campaign finance re-
form bills and introduced as free stand-
ing bills.

Mr. President, I became interested in
this issue last year when I read an edi-
torial in the Washington Post by David
Broder entitled, ‘“‘Dirty Work for Dirty
Campaigns.”” Mr. Broder referred to an
issue of Campaigns and Elections
which is a magazine for campaign con-
sultants. The July 1995 issue contained
an article about negative attack ads
and quoted several campaign consult-
ants. What the consultants admitted
about campaigning today should shock
the conscience of everyone in the Sen-
ate.

Consultants are quoted as saying in
reference to developing negative, at-
tack ad, “Welcome to the world of at-
tack mail * * * It’s a world of taunts,
jeers, jabs, pointed fingers, and mud-
slinging.”” The consultants go on to
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write, ‘“Excite the emotions. It’s much
easier and more effective to persuade
with the heart than with the head
alone. Fear, anger, envy, indignation
and shame are powerful emotions in
the political arena.” And, Mr. Presi-
dent, in what is perhaps the most re-
vealing revelation about these consult-
ants’ campaign strategy, they write
that the candidate should never take
personal responsibility for attacking
the opponent but, and I quote, ‘“‘It’s al-
ways best to have someone else deliver
the negative message, even if it’s a
third-person, unsigned piece. Keep your
candidate at a dignified distance.” Mr.
President, I see nothing dignified about
such a strategy. While the consultants
were commenting on attack mail, I
don’t think it requires too much of a
stretch to realize that the same rules
apply to many of today ’s television ad-
vertisements.

Mr. President, a little over a year
ago, I went through a costly, and nega-
tive campaign. right now, many of our
colleagues are preparing to go through
the same process and I say with all sin-
cerity, that I do not envy my col-
leagues whether they are Republican or
Democrat because I know that they
will soon be subjected to many of the
same negative, attack ads that I had to
face in my race. Many of those ads will
contain misrepresentations, distor-
tions, and outright untruths. Perhaps
an image will appear but it won’t be
the candidate’s either. Instead, it will
be the candidate hiding behind the
message. And if it is not the candidate
himself or herself who is orchestrating
the attack ad, it will be some special
interest group that is not subject to
even the minimal restraints on spend-
ing and other restrictions that can-
didates are subject to.

Mr. President, we hear that politi-
cians are held in only slightly higher
esteem by the public than lawyers and
journalists. While that may be true, I
know that my colleagues, regardless of
their political affiliation, are honor-
able men and women who care about
their respective States and our Nation.
Unfortunately, the negative perception
persists.

I believe that one of the reasons for
that is the trend in today’s campaigns
to attack, attack and attack—to go
negative early and stay negative until
the votes are counted. As Senator Dan-
forth noted, legislation requiring the
candidate herself to present ads that
reference her opponent would serve the
purpose, ‘“* * * to open up speech, open
up the ability to respond, the ability to
defend oneself. In the case of a can-
didate making a negative attack, we
try to improve the sense of responsi-
bility and accountability by making it
clear that the candidate who makes
the attack should appear with his own
face, with his own voice.”

I believe that the legislation I am in-
troducing today will begin the process
of restoring the confidence of the
American people in public service as an
honorable endeavor. I also believe that
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it passes first amendment scrutiny be-
cause it sets up a system of voluntary
participation in receiving the benefits
of section 315 of the Communications
Act. A candidate’s access rights to the
airwaves in this instance are statutory,
rather than constitutional. Congress
established the requirements for can-
didates to be eligible for the lowest
unit rate and Congress has the right to
modify those requirements so long as
the modifications reasonably balance
the interest of candidates, broadcast 1li-
censees, and the public. Participation
in this context is voluntary.

Nothing in this legislation would pro-
hibit a candidate from offering an ad
that references her opponent without
making the reference in person. A can-
didate could offer her ad in any format
and no penalty, either civil or crimi-
nal, would attach for deciding not to
following the strictures of this legisla-
tion. Broadcasters would not be bur-
dened by this bill because it does not
require them to provide any additional
benefits to particular candidates. In-
stead, it leaves the choice of whether
or not to participate in the system
whereby the candidate receives a low-
est unit rate charge to the candidate
herself. And, finally, the public is not
harmed by this bill. In fact, I find it
difficult to believe that anyone would
argue that the public would be harmed
by requiring candidates to take respon-
sibility for their statements. More
openness, more honesty and more re-
sponsibility in campaign advertising
would benefit all.

Mr. President, last year the majority
leader included campaign finance re-
form in the list of legislation that
should be considered by the 104th Con-
gress, and I commend him for that. In
addition, our colleagues from Arizona
and Wisconsin, Senators MCCAIN and
FEINGOLD introduced a comprehensive
campaign finance reform bill that has
received a positive response in many
corners. Unfortunately, I fear that, as
the majority leader has noted, the dif-
ferences between the two parties on
comprehensive campaign finance re-
form could all to easily prevent the
Congress from enacting comprehensive
campaign finance reform. My legisla-
tion, on the other hand, is not a Repub-
lican or Democratic issue. If the elec-
tions of 1992 and 1994 demonstrated
anything, it was that neither Repub-
licans nor Democrats have a patent on
the art of negative campaigning. Both
sides have resorted to these types of
ads and both sides have been the vic-
tims of them. My legislation, unlike
the larger issues of campaign finance
reform, should attract bipartisan sup-
port.

Mr. President, we are about to enter
the height of the American political
season. It is no doubt just a matter of
time before the negative advertise-
ments begin to air across the country.
By enacting the legislation we are in-
troducing today, I believe that the Sen-
ate will take a major first step in
bringing fresh air into the area of cam-
paign reform and a major step toward
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restoring dignity and confidence in our
political process. I urge my colleagues
to act on this matter at the earliest
possible time.

By Mr. THOMAS:

S. 1724. A Dbill to require that the Fed-
eral Government procure from the pri-
vate sector the goods and services nec-
essary for the operations and manage-
ment of certain Government agencies,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

THE FREEDOM FROM GOVERNMENT COMPETITION
ACT

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a bill called the
Freedom From Government Competi-
tion Act, a bill that will create jobs
and commercial opportunities for
small businesses. I am joined in this ef-
fort by my friend and associate from
Wyoming, Senator SIMPSON, as well as
Senator KYL and Senator CRAIG. I urge,
of course, other Senators to join this
effort.

It has been the Federal Government’s
policy for a good long time to contract
out services. We have not always en-
forced it, however. The purpose of this
bill is to put some teeth in the policy;
we ought to put into the private sector
all those things that could be better
done there, as opposed to having them
done within the Federal Government.

This bill establishes a process in
which the Office of Management and
Budget will identify Government func-
tions that are commercial in nature
and recommend a plan to contract out
those activities to the private sector
over a b-year period. It is similar to
H.R. 28 in the House, introduced by
Congressman DUNCAN from Tennessee.
It has bipartisan support of over 40
Members in the House and it is similar,
interestingly enough, to a bill that was
introduced by Senator RUDMAN in the
1980’s here in the Senate.

Significant portions of this idea were
a part of the 1996 defense authorization
bill, which had to do with procurement
and moving some of these Kinds of
things into the private sector. This bill
simply takes that concept and expands
it further to other Federal Government
operations.

Government competition with the
private sector, as we all know, is a big
problem. Often bureaucracy wastes too
much time and money on goods and
services that could better be delivered
by the private sector. Most of us, I
think, agree with the notion we ought
to limit those functions of the Govern-
ment to things that can only be per-
formed by the Government and put
into the private sector the other func-
tions. That, basically, is the purpose of
my bill.

It is also wrong, it seems to me, that
the Government competes with the pri-
vate sector. There ought to be competi-
tion, but the competition ought to
exist within the private sector. For ex-
ample, surveying and mapmaking can
be done in the private sector. Indeed it
should be. Training, education, jani-
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torial services, laboratory services are
all functions that can be performed by
private industry. I proposed a similar
bill when I served in our legislature in
the State of Wyoming, urging and in
fact setting up a process to contract
out many services.

This idea has been a major concern
for some time. It was one of the top
issues of the most recent White House
Conference on Small Business, as you
can imagine. State and local govern-
ments have had success, in some areas,
privatizing. Massachusetts Governor
Weld said, ‘“‘It’s not an issue of public
versus private. It’s an issue of monop-
oly versus competition.” I agree.

The Department of Defense has had
considerable success in contracting out
some functions. The armed services are
saving $1.5 billion a year, a 31 percent
reduction, from outsourcing. So it is
time for us to not only talk about it
but to do it. This bill basically says to
the Office of Management and Budget,
come back to the Congress with a plan
that makes this happen. It will create
jobs, help small businesses and save
billions of dollars.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to take a look at this bill and join me
in this idea of moving those nongovern-
mental functions that are performed by
the Government into the private sec-
tor.

Mr. President, I send the bill to the
desk and ask it be appropriately re-
ferred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr.

PRESSLER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
DoLE, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. McCAIN, Mr.

WYDEN, and Mr. ASHCROFT):

S. 1726. A bill to promote electronic
commerce by facilitating the use of
strong encryption, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

THE PROMOTION OF COMMERCE ON-LINE IN THE
DIGITAL ERA ACT OF 1996

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Pro-CODE bill,
or the Promotion of Commerce Online
in the Digital Era Act of 1996, with the
following cosponsors: the distinguished
majority leader, Senator DOLE, Sen-
ator PRESSLER, Senator LEAHY, Sen-
ator MURRAY, Senator WYDEN, Senator
NICKLES, Senator MCcCAIN, Senator
ASHCROFT, and Senator FAIRCLOTH.

Like the title of the bill states, my
primary objective with this legislation
is to promote commerce both domesti-
cally and abroad. But I have two other
goals that I believe will be achieved by
Pro-CODE: one is to improve the com-
petitiveness of American software com-
panies with their foreign competitors,
the other is to protect the intellectual
property and privacy of both businesses
and individuals.

Mr. President, Pro-CODE would have
a profound impact on our economy and
the way each of us lives our life from
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day to day. It is a relatively simple
bill, but it deals with a term few of
us are familiar with: encryption.
Encryption is simply the use of a
string of letters or numbers—or a
key—to render our computer files and
transmissions unreadable by people
who have no business reading them. If
you have the right key, you can unlock
the code and have access to that infor-
mation.

Unfortunately, American businesses
and computer users face a threat—and
it is a threat from their own Govern-
ment—because the current administra-
tion will not let American companies
export encryption at a level higher
than 40 bits. This is a fancy word, but
it means is that it is a level of security
that can be cracked by your basic
supercomputer in about one-thou-
sandth of a second at a cost of a tenth
of a cent. Companies can sell stronger
encryption here at home, but it is too
expensive to create two different stand-
ards, so they do not.

What this means is that commerce
and communication on computer net-
works including the Internet is not
reaching its full potential. How many
of you would feel secure sending your
credit card number over the Internet—
especially when you learn that re-
ported invasions by computer hackers
increased ninefold between 1990 and
1994? Or when Internet World magazine
estimates that the actual number of
unwanted computer penetrations in
1992 alone was 1.2 million? If you were
a business, how many of you would feel
secure passing sensitive information to
your branches around the world or
around the Nation? If you were an ordi-
nary citizen, would you feel secure
knowing that many of your records and
files are subject to the kind of security
that the cyber-criminals of today just
laugh at?

Yet that is the problem we face
today, and my colleagues here today
and I find it unacceptable. Just 3
months ago we passed a historic tele-
communications law that is designed
to make it easier to interact with each
other. But the law—that vehicle which
will take us along the information
highway—is useless without the engine
of information security driving it for-
ward.

Mr. President, our bill would allow
the unrestricted export of mass-market
or public-domain encryption programs.
It would also require the Secretary of
Commerce to allow the export of
encryption technologies if products of
similar strength are available else-
where in the world. Finally, it would
prohibit the Government from impos-
ing a mandatory key-escrow system in
which the Government or another third
party would have a back door to your
computer files.

I come from a State where distances
can often keep us apart. From Eureka,
MT, in the northwest to Alzada, MT, in
the southeast is the same distance as
from Washington, DC, to Chicago. Any-
thing to bring us closer together will
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give us benefits only enjoyed now by
folks in larger areas. It will also give
the mom-and-pop businesses in our
smallest communities a leg up on their
bigger competitors as we enter the in-
formation age.

But my concern is also based on the
effect the current policy is having on
jobs and industry in this Nation. Be-
cause of our current ill-advised policy,
American companies will lose their
share of the world market—which now
stands at 75 percent—to foreign compa-
nies who do not have to abide by such
restrictions. For example, I have dis-
covered a World Wide Web page from a
South African company that boasts
128-bit encryption. In many cases,
these encryption programs are avail-
able to download from the Internet.

Mr. President, American companies
clearly are at a competitive disadvan-
tage. A study by the Computer Sys-
tems Policy Project found that within
just the next 4 years, American compa-
nies could lose $60 billion in revenues
and American workers could lose
216,000 high-tech jobs. Our bill is a jobs
bill that I'm sure the administration
can agree with. But it is not only that.
As you can see, it is also a consumers
bill.

One of the questions I have heard is,
“How does this legislation differ from a
bill you are also sponsoring with Sen-
ator LEAHY?”’ The answer is, not a lot.
However, Pro-CODE is narrower in its
scope. It deals exclusively with the
issue of commerce and omits the crimi-
nality provisions. In addition, it does
not set up guidelines for a voluntary
key-escrow arrangement. This is a
streamlined measure that I hope to
move quickly through the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation and the Science, Technology,
and Space Subcommittee, which I
chair. We will have hearings on this
bill, hopefully as soon as this month,
and I hope to have at least one of those
in the field where the people are af-
fected most by this bill.

In addition to the diverse and bipar-
tisan group of Senators you see before
you, support for this legislation in the
private sector is both broad and deep.
There are two homepages on the Web
that are dedicated to tracking
encryption legislation and making peo-
ple aware of why it is needed. As with
the blue-ribbon campaign, Internet
users will be encouraged to download
the golden key and envelope symbol.
They will then be able to link to one of
the two encryption pages and show
their support for this effort.

I am also sending today an open let-
ter to the Internet community encour-
aging support for this bill, and I expect
it to be made available to hundreds of
thousands of Internet users. I will also
make myself available for at least two
online forums to discuss my bill with
computer users. Mr. President, I urge
support for this bill.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I am
proud to join with my colleagues today
to introduce the Promotion of Com-
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merce On-Line in the Digital Era Act
[Pro-CODE]. This bill will eliminate
outdated, useless rules, and regulations
so that American companies can com-
pete effectively throughout the world
in the global information technology
industry. It will strengthen our econ-
omy, create jobs, and maintain the
U.S. lead in telecommunications and
information technology into the 21st
century.

The high-technology industry is the
crown jewel of the American econ-
omy—growing exponentially each year
and constantly creating new jobs. This
is the future of our country’s economic
security.

We are the world leaders in the tech-
nology revolution. Whether in hard-
ware, software, browsers, semiconduc-
tors, cryptography, or other segments
of the industry, we have the talent and
capability to retain this lead indefi-
nitely. The private sector is doing ev-
erything possible to expand this indus-
try. Unfortunately, they frequently are
held back by unnecessary or anti-
quated Government rules and regula-
tions. Government should help, or at
the very least, get out of the way.

Outdated Government policy must
change and it must change imme-
diately. The future of this industry, its
employees and our country’s economy
depends on this change.

This is why I am an original sponsor
of Pro-CODE. The Senate Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation, which I chair, will have juris-
diction over this bill, that basically,
would allow unlimited export of com-
mercially available encrypted soft-
ware. I am committed to moving this
legislation forward immediately and I
am joined by others on the committee
who fell the same way.

The health of our national economy,
and my home State of South Dakota’s
economy in particular, is heavily de-
pendent upon exports. We must focus
on expanding our present foreign mar-
kets and opening new ones in order to
strengthen our businesses and main-
tain our economic hegemony. It is un-
disputed that American business can
compete evenly with their foreign
counterparts when operating on a level
playing field. However, they are not al-
ways given fair treatment.

When U.S. companies are treated un-
fairly vis-a-vis their foreign competi-
tors, they lose contracts and their mar-
ket share suffers. This leads to lower
profits and less repatriation of those
profits to the United States. We must
do all we can to eliminate foreign trade
barriers that restrict U.S. companies
operating abroad. At the same time, we
also must eliminate our own Govern-
ment’s discrimination against our
American multinationals. To this end,
the bill assists U.S. multinational com-
panies, and high-technology companies
in particular, by eliminating unneces-
sary restrictions on their operations.

The Pro-CODE bill enjoys widespread
bipartisan support. I Dbelieve this
change in policy is vital if the United
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States is to maintain its worldwide
lead in the development and sale of
software technology. This is an indus-
try key to the continued strength of
our economy, however, export con-
trols—true relics of the cold war—are
hurting American companies’ ability
to sell their products overseas. We won
the cold war. We must now disarm the
weapons used to win that war before
they are used against us.

It is simply logical to allow U.S.
companies to sell overseas some of the
technology they currently are allowed
only to sell within the United States.
As you know, certain software readily
available around the world and on the
Internet is not allowed to be exported
from the United States. Rules that
once made sense are obsolete and
harmful—only to us—in today’s rapidly
changing world. Encrypted software,
which serves to secure communica-
tions, is the future of the industry.

If we fail to loosen our export laws,
American companies face two unpleas-
ant choices. First, they can simply
stand by and watch their products be
replaced by foreign competitors. This
means losing this industry the way we
lost consumer electronics, steel, and
the auto industry in the past. In the
more likely alternative, these compa-
nies will be forced to move their pro-
duction and research facilities off-
shore. If this happens, not only will our
economy suffer, but we will lose high-
paying, high-technology jobs. We can-
not afford either alternative. That is
why I am fighting to correct this prob-
lem. We must do so—before it is too
late.

When I led the effort to enact the
sweeping Telecommunications Reform
Act my goal was to open up all aspects
of the telecommunications industry to
widespread competition. Without
changes in other laws this goal cannot
be fully achieved. Indeed, without such
changes we risk the loss of markets
such as software to foreign competitors
because our own Government restricts
the U.S. companies.

The issue is a simple one—with the
globalization of our information sys-
tems we must have secured trans-
missions. Those transactions should be
protected by the best encrypted soft-
ware available. That means American
products.

As the Federal Communications
Commission proceeds with implemen-
tation of the Telecommunications Act
it is important for Congress to keep a
watchful eye on their deliberations.
For example, some at the FCC support
a mandated high-definition television
[HDTV] standard. Not me. I will fight
any FCC attempt to set mandated
equipment standards. To establish such
mandates would set a dangerous prece-
dent which could chill competitive
gains the United States has made
throughout the world. The computer
industry has grown and flourished be-
cause the Government did not set
standards or impose mandates. The
Government should not get into man-
dating standards.
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I also am working to bolster our
competitiveness through the enact-
ment of the international tax sim-
plification for American competitive-
ness bill. The purpose of this legisla-
tion is to make technical corrections
and simplification changes to the U.S.
Tax Code—eliminating some of the dis-
criminatory and redundant application
of rules of our companies. This bill
likely will include a provision elimi-
nating the discrimination against soft-
ware under the foreign sales corpora-
tion rules. This too will help U.S. soft-
ware exporters. This bill contains com-
monsense changes to the Tax Code de-
signed to put United States companies
on more equal footing with their key
competitors in Japan and Germany. I
intend to introduce this bill in the next
few weeks. Here too, I expect wide-
spread bipartisan support.

I want to use my role as chairman of
the Commerce Committee—with its ju-
risdiction over international trade and
the Commerce Department—in com-
bination with my membership on the
Finance Committee—which has juris-
diction over trade and tax policy—to
help strengthen American competitive-
ness overseas. Our economic future de-
pends upon diligent efforts to ensure
our companies are treated equitably
not only by foreign countries, but by
our own as well. We can compete with
anyone given a fair chance. It is my
goal to put America first.

Mr. LEAHY. I am pleased to join a
bipartisan group of Senators in sup-
porting legislation to encourage the de-
velopment and use of strong, privacy-
enhancing technologies for the Inter-
net by rolling back the outdated re-
strictions on the export of strong cryp-
tography.

As an Internet user myself, I care
deeply about protecting individual pri-
vacy and encouraging the development
of the Net as a secure and trusted com-
munications medium. Current export
restrictions only allow American com-
panies to export primarily weak
encryption technology. The current
strength of encryption the U.S. govern-
ment will allow out of the country is so
weak that, according to a January 1996
study conducted by world-renowned
cryptographers, a pedestrian hacker
can crack the codes in a matter of
hours. A foreign intelligence agency
can crack the current 40-bit codes in
seconds.

Perhaps more importantly, the in-
creasing use of the Internet and similar
interactive communications tech-
nologies by Americans to obtain crit-
ical medical services, to conduct busi-
ness, to be entertained and commu-
nicate with their friends, raises special
concerns about the privacy and con-
fidentiality of those communications. I
have long been concerned about these
issues, and have worked over the past
decade to protect privacy and security
for our wire and electronic communica-
tions. Encryption technology provides
an effective way to ensure that only
the people we choose can read our com-
munications.
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Encryption is critical for electronic
commerce really to flourish on the
Internet, and for computer users to
trust that their communciations will
remain private. Today, I have sent out
an open letter to the Internet about
this encryption legislation. So that
people reading the letter can be as-
sured that it is really me sending it, I
am using a popular encryption program
called ‘‘Pretty Good Privacy’, or
“PGP’”’, to authenticate my signature.
This is yet another practical use of
encryption, and an important one for
electronic commerce.

Maintaining the privacy and con-
fidentiality of our computer commu-
nications and information is very im-
portant to all of us both here and
abroad. I have read horror stories sent
to me over the Internet about how
human rights groups in the Balkans
have had their computers confiscated
during raids by security police seeking
to find out the identities of people who
have complained about abuses. The
human rights groups have been able to
get for free from the Internet an
encryption program called Pretty Good
Privacy (PGP) to protect their com-
puter communications and files. These
encrypted files are undecipherable by
the police and the names of the people
who entrust their lives to the human
rights groups are safe.

The encryption bill, called the Pro-
motion of Commerce On-Line in the
Digital Era (PRO-CODE) Act of 1996,
which we introduce today, would:

Bar any government-mandated use of any
particular encryption system, including key
escrow systems and affirm the right of
American citizens to use whatever form of
encryption they choose domestically;

Loosen export restrictions on encryption
products so that American companies are
able to export any generally available or
mass market encryption products without
obtaining government approval; and

Limit the authority of the Federal Govern-
ment to set standards for encryption prod-
ucts used by businesses and individuals, par-
ticularly standards which result in products
with limited key lengths and key escrow.

This is the second encryption bill I
have introduced with Senator BURNS
and other congressional colleagues this
year. Both bills call for an overhaul of
this country’s export restrictions on
encryption, and, if enacted, would
quickly result in the widespread avail-
ability of strong, privacy protecting
technologies. Both bills also prohibit a
government-mandated key €SCrow
encryption system. While Pro-CODE
would limit the authority of the Com-
merce Department to set encryption
standards for use by private individuals
and businesses, the first bill we intro-
duced, called the ‘‘Encrypted Commu-
nications Privacy Act’, S.15687, would
set up stringent procedures for law en-
forcement to follow to obtain decoding
keys or decryption assistance to read
the plain text of encrypted commu-
nications obtained under court order or
other lawful process.

To satisfy national security and law
enforcement concerns, both bills have
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important exceptions to restrict
encryption exports for military end-
uses, or to terrorist designated or em-
bargoed countries, such as Cuba or
North Korea.

I know this is not enough to satisfy
our national security and law enforce-
ment agencies, who fear that the wide-
spread use of strong encryption will
undercut their ability to eavesdrop on
terrorists or other criminals.

But U.S. export controls will not
keep encryption out of the hands of
criminals; these controls only hurt le-
gitimate users and American business.
Any criminal intent on encrypting his
computer information or messages to
avoid getting caught can go into any
Egghead store and buy off-the-shelf
Lotus Notes or Norton Utilities
encryption program, both of which con-
tain strong encryption that cannot be
exported. It is then a simple matter
just to slip the software disc into his
pocket to smuggle out of the country.

Actually, it is even simpler than that
for a foreign terrorist or any criminal
to get ahold of strong encryption. They
don’t even have to leave home. With a
computer, a modem, and a telephone
line, they could download for free off
the Internet from anywhere in the
world strong encryption, such as Pret-
ty Good Privacy.

Strong encryption has an important
use as a crime prevention shield, to
stop hackers, industrial spies and
thieves from snooping into private
computer files, and stealing valuable
proprietary information. We should be
encouraging  the use of strong
encryption to prevent certain types of
computer and online crime.

It is clear that the current policy to-
ward encryption exports is hopelessly
outdated, and fails to account for the
real needs of individuals and businesses
in the global marketplace.

In one recent example, a major high-
technology firm had a multi-million
dollar contract to sell digital tele-
vision systems to China put at risk due
to our export regulations. Why? The
company suffered lengthy delays in
getting export approval because the
systems contained encryption tech-
nology to scramble TV signals—a crit-
ical component of the system to pro-
tect the intellectual property rights of
the programming carried by the signal.
Foreign competitors seeking to get
into the vast China market were ready
and willing to step into the company’s
place if it were unable to fulfill its con-
tractual obligations. Two weeks after
the contractual delivery date, the com-
pany finally got the export approval it
sought. This example is particularly
ironic since in trade negotiations, the
United States has strongly urged China
to protect intellectual property rights
better.

Encryption expert Matt Blaze, in a
recent letter to me, noted that current
U.S. regulations governing the use and
export of encryption are having a ‘‘del-
eterious effect * * * on our country’s
ability to develop a reliable and trust-
worthy information infrastructure.”
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This sentiment is echoed by the chief
executive officers of 13 major U.S. com-
puter systems companies, including
IBM, Apple, Digital Equipment, Hew-
lett-Packard, and others, which re-
cently reported that

* % * encryption is the most practical and
effective means to protect valuable and con-
fidential electronic information traveling
across open networks. The availability of ef-
fective encryption is necessary to realize the
full potential of the Global Information In-
frastructure (GII).

The time is right for Congress to
take steps to put our national
encryption policy on the right course.
The Pro-CODE bill, as well as the
Encrypted Communications Privacy
Act, S. 1587, are much-needed steps to
reform our Nation’s cryptography pol-
icy.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be joining Senator BURNS,
Senator LEAHY, Senator DOLE, Senator
PRESSLER and others in cosponsoring
the Promotion of Commerce On-Line in
the Digital Era Act of 1996. The strong
bipartisan support for this bill empha-
sizes how important our national
encryption policies are becoming and
reflects Congress’ growing awareness of
the issues surrounding the production
and sale of encrypted software and
hardware. I commend Senator BURNS
and Senator LEAHY for their efforts in
putting this legislation together.

As many of my colleagues know, the
Department of Commerce recently re-
leased a report stating there are tre-
mendous international growth opportu-
nities for software exporters in the
next five to 10 years. Unfortunately,
the Department of Commerce also ac-
knowledged most U.S. companies don’t
pursue international sales because our
export control laws are too cost prohib-
itive.

Rather than dissuading international
sales, our national policies should be
encouraging American companies to
enter the global marketplace. Amer-
ican software producers are losing tens
of billions of dollars in lost sales due to
outdated export controls. I recognize
there are legitimate national security
concerns underpinning the Export Ad-
ministration Act. However, these ar-
chaic laws are no longer relevant to
the post-cold-war world in which we
now live. Today’s national export con-
trols should target those items that
really need to be controlled in order to
maintain national security. Simply,
they should make better sense; it
doesn’t make sense to tell U.S. soft-
ware producers they can’t export a
product that is already widely avail-
able on the world market.

Senator BURNS’ bill makes sure our
innovative private sector producers
lead the way in developing acceptable
encryption technology, and it makes
sure government mandates and na-
tional export control policies do not
hamper private sector developments.

Mr. President, I introduced the Com-
mercial Export Administration Act in
the 103rd Congress, and I am pleased
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Senator BURNS is incorporating the
spirit of my language in his bill. My
language reduced regulatory red tape
and made it easier to export generally
available mass-marketed commercial
software. Washington state is home to
some of the most innovative software
producers in the world, and they are
eager to export their goods. Unfortu-
nately, our export controls keep Wash-
ington state’s companies from pene-
trating the world market.

Some of my colleagues may not know
that Washington state’s small and mid-
sized high-tech companies provided
more than 98,000 jobs in 1995.

Mr. President, I mention this because
our bill will increase exports and en-
able our high-tech companies to grow
further. Higher growth means more
jobs—plain and simple. A recent study
revealed U.S. software and hardware
exporters lost $60 billion in potential
1995 sales, and the study estimates a
loss of 200,000 jobs in the industry by
the year 2000. Given the increase in
international competition, we can no
longer afford to hold U.S. companies
back from potential world sales.

This legislation is badly needed, and
I urge my colleagues to join Senator
BURNS and me in supporting this bill.

————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 704
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. INHOFE] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 704, a bill to establish the Gam-
bling Impact Study Commission.
S. 929
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
KyL] was added as a cosponsor of S. 929,
a bill to abolish the Department of
Commerce.
S. 1233
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1233, a bill to assure equi-
table coverage and treatment of emer-
gency services under health plans.
S. 1385
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] was added as
a cosponsor of S. 1385, a bill to amend
title XVIII of the Social Security Act
to provide for coverage of periodic
colorectal screening services under
Part B of the Medicare Program.
S. 1584
At the request of Mr. THOMPSON, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 15684, a bill to authorize appro-
priations for the preservation and res-
toration of historic buildings at his-
torically black colleges and univer-
sities.
S. 1646
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. BUMPERS] and the Senator from
Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] were added as co-

S4627

sponsors of S. 1646, a bill to authorize
and facilitate a program to enhance
safety, training, research and develop-
ment, and safety education in the pro-
pane gas industry for the benefit of
propane consumers and the public, and
for other purposes.
S. 1647

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
KEMPTHORNE] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1647, a bill to amend the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of
1976 to provide that forest management
activities shall be subject to initial ju-
dicial review only in the United States
district court for the district in which
the affected land is located, and for
other purposes.

S. 1667

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
names of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. GRAMS] and the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL] were added as
cosponsors of S. 1667, a bill to change
the date on which individual Federal
income tax returns must be filed to the
nation’s Tax Freedom Day, or the day
on which the country’s citizens no
longer work to pay taxes, and for other
purposes.

SENATE RESOLUTION 243

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. ABRAHAM], the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT], the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS], the Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS],
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
COCHRAN], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CRAIG], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. DASCHLE], the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. DEWINE], the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. DoDD], the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. DOLE], the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. EXON], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH], the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. FORD], the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST],
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN], the
Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
TON], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
GRAHAM], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. GRAMS], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. KEMPTHORNE], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY], the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. MACK],
the Senator from XKentucky [Mr.
McCoONNELL], the Senator from Mary-
land [Ms. MIKULSKI], the Senator from
New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES], the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. SMITH], the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS], the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN], the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN],
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-
GOLD], and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. NUNN] were added as cosponsors of
Senate Resolution 243, a resolution to
designate the week of May 5,
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1996, as ‘‘National Correctional Officers
and Employees Week.”
AMENDMENT NO. 3840

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE the
name of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
MACK] was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3840 proposed to S.
1664, an original bill to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act to in-
crease control over immigration to the
United States by increasing border pa-
trol and investigative personnel and
detention facilities, improving the sys-
tem used by employers to verify citi-
zenship or work-authorized alien sta-
tus, increasing penalties for alien
smuggling and document fraud, and re-
forming asylum, exclusion, and depor-
tation law and procedures; to reduce
the use of welfare by aliens; and for
other purposes.

———————

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE IMMIGRATION CONTROL AND
FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
OF 1996

SIMPSON AMENDMENT NO. 3951

Mr. SIMPSON proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 3734 proposed
by him to the bill (S. 1664) to amend
the Immigration and Nationality Act
to increase control over immigration
to the United States by increasing Bor-
der Patrol and investigative personnel
and detention facilities, improving the
system used by employers to verify
citizenship or work-authorized alien
status, increasing penalties for alien
smuggling and document fraud, and re-
forming asylum, exclusion, and depor-
tation law and procedures; to reduce
the use of welfare by aliens; and for
other purposes; as follows:

SEC. . ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OF ORDERS.

Section 274A(e)(7) is amended by striking
the phrase *‘, within 30 days,”.

Section 274C(d)(4) is amended by striking
the phrase ‘‘, within 30 days,”’.

SEC. . SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.

Section 1173(d)(4)(B)) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320b-7(d)(4)(B)) is amended by
striking subsection (i) and inserting the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘(i) the State shall transmit to the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service either
photostatic or other similar copies of such
documents, or information from such docu-
ments, as specified by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service, for official
verification, .

SEC. . HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1980.

Section 214(d)(4)(B) of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1980 (42
U.S.C. 143a(d)(4)(B)) is amended by striking
subsection (i) and inserting the following
new subsection:

‘(i) the Secretary shall transmit to the
Immigration and Naturalization Service ei-
ther photostat or other similar copies of
such documents, or information from such
documents, as specified by the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, for official
verification,”.

SEC. . HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965.

Section 484(g)(B) of the Higher Education

Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1091(g)(4)(B)) is amend-
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ed by striking subsection (i) and inserting
the following new subsection:

‘(i) the institution shall transmit to the
Immigration and Naturalization Service ei-
ther photostatic or other similar copies of
such documents, or information from such
documents, as specified by the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, for official
verification,”.

SEC. . JUDICIAL REVIEW OF ORDERS OF EXCLU-
SION AND DEPORTATION.

Page 87, at the end of line 9, insert at the
end of the following:

““Judicial review of all questions of law and
fact, including interpretation and applica-
tion of constitutional and statutory provi-
sions, arising from any action taken or pro-
ceeding brought to exclude or deport an alien
from the United States under Title II of this
Act shall be available only in the judicial re-
view of final order of exclusion or deporta-
tion under this section. If a petition filed
under this section raises a constitutional
issue that the court of appeals finds presents
a genuine issue of material fact that cannot
be resolved on the basis of the administra-
tive record, the court shall transfer the pro-
ceeding to the district court of the United
States for the judicial district in which the
petitioner resides or is detained for a new
hearing on the constitutional claim as if the
proceedings were originally initiated in dis-
trict court. The procedure in these cases in
the district court is governed by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure.”

SEC. .LAND ACQUISITION AUTHORITY.

Section 103 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1103) is amended by redes-
ignating subsections ‘“(b)”’, ‘“‘(c)”’, and ‘‘(d)”
as subsections ‘‘(¢c)”’, ‘‘(d)”’, and ‘‘(e)’’ accord-
ingly, and inserting the following new sub-
section ““(b)”’:

““(b)(1) The Attorney General may contract
for or buy any interest in land, including
temporary use rights, adjacent to or in the
vicinity of an international land border when
the Attorney General deems the land essen-
tial to control and guard the boundaries and
borders of the United States against any vio-
lation of this Act.

‘“(2) The Attorney General may contract
for or buy any interest in land identified pur-
suant to subsection (a) as soon as the lawful
owner of that interest fixes a price for it and
the Attorney General considers that price to
be reasonable.

“(3) When the Attorney General and the
lawful owner of an interest identified pursu-
ant to subsection (a) are unable to agree
upon a reasonable price, the Attorney Gen-
eral may commence condemnation pro-
ceedings pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 257.

‘“(4) The Attorney General may accept for
the United States a gift of any interest in
land identified pursuant to subsection (a).”
SEC. . SERVICES TO FAMILY MEMBERS OF INS

OFFICERS KILLED IN THE LINE OF
DUTY.

SEC. 294. [8 U.S.C. 1364]—Transportation of
the Remains of Immigration Officers and
Border Patrol Agents Killed in the Line of
Duty.

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Attorney General may expend ap-
propriated funds to pay for:

(1) the transportation of the remains of
any Immigration Officer or Border Patrol
Agent killed in the line of duty to a place of
burial located in the United States, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or the territories
and possessions of the United States;

(2) the transportation of the decedent’s
spouse and minor children to and from the
same site at rates no greater than those es-
tablished for official government travel; and

(3) any other memorial service sanctioned
by the Department of Justice.
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(b) The Department of Justice may prepay
the costs of any transportation authorized
by this section.

SEC. . POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE ATTORNEY
GENERAL AND THE COMMISSIONER.

Section 103 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1103) is amended in sub-
section (a) by adding the following after the
last sentence of that subsection:

‘“The Attorney General, in support of per-
sons in administrative detention in non-Fed-
eral institutions, is authorized to make pay-
ments from funds appropriated for the ad-
ministration and enforcement of the laws re-
lating to immigration, naturalization, and
alien registration for necessary clothing,
medical care, necessary guard hire, and the
housing, care, and security of persons de-
tained by the Service pursuant to Federal
law under intergovernmental service agree-
ments with State or local units of govern-
ment. The Attorney General, in support of
persons in administrative detention in non-
Federal institutions, is further authorized to
enter into cooperative agreements with any
State, territory, or political subdivision
thereof, for the mnecessary construction,
physical renovation, acquisition of equip-
ment, supplies or materials required to es-
tablish acceptable conditions of confinement
and detention services in any State or local
jurisdiction which agrees to provide guaran-
teed bed space for persons detained by the
Immigration and Naturalization Service.”

Section 103 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1103) is amended in sub-
section (b) by adding the following:

“The Commissioner may enter into cooper-
ative agreements with State and local law
enforcement agencies for the purpose of as-
sisting in the enforcement of the immigra-
tion laws of the United States.”

SEC. .PRECLEARANCE AUTHORITY.

Section 103(a) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1103(a)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

““After consultation with the Secretary of
State, the Attorney General may authorize
officers of a foreign country to be stationed
at preclearance facilities in the United
States for the purpose of ensuring that per-
sons traveling from or through the United
States to that foreign country comply with
that country’s immigration and related laws.
Those officers may exercise such authority
and perform such duties as United States im-
migration officers are authorized to exercise
and perform in that foreign country under
reciprocal agreement, and they shall enjoy
such reasonable privileges and immunities
necessary for the performance of their duties
as the government of their country extends
to United States immigration officers.”

On page 173, line 16, insert ‘‘(a)’’ before the
word ‘‘Section’.

On page 174, at the end of line 4, insert the
following:

‘“(b) As used in this section, ‘‘good cause”
may include, but is not limited to, cir-
cumstances that changed after the applicant
entered the U.S. and that are relevant to the
applicant’s eligibility for asylum; physical
or mental disability; threats of retribution
against the applicant’s relatives abroad; at-
tempts to file affirmatively that were unsuc-
cessful because of technical defects; efforts
to seek asylum that were delayed by the
temporary unavailability of professional as-
sistance; the illness or death of the appli-
cant’s legal representative; or other extenu-
ating circumstances as determined by the
Attorney General.”

Page 106, line 15, strike ‘““(A), (B), or (D)”
and insert ““(B) or (D).

At the appropriate place in the matter pro-
posed to be inserted by the amendment, in-
sert the following:
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SEC. . CONFIDENTIALITY PROVISION FOR CER-
TAIN ALIEN BATTERED SPOUSES
AND CHILDREN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to informa-
tion provided pursuant to section 150(b)(C) of
this Act and except as provided in subsection
(b), in no case may the Attorney General, or
any other official or employee of the Depart-
ment of Justice (including any bureau or
agency of such department)—

(1) make an adverse determination of ad-
missibility or deportability of an alien under
the Immigration and Nationality Act using
only information furnished solely by—

(A) a spouse or parent who has battered the
alien or the alien’s children or subjected the
alien or the alien’s children to extreme cru-
elty, or

(B) a member of the alien’s spouse’s or par-
ent’s family who has battered the alien or
the alien’s child or subjected the alien or
alien’s child to extreme cruelty,

unless the alien has been convicted of a
crime or crimes listed in section 241(a)(2) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act;

(2) make any publication whereby informa-
tion furnished by any particular individual
can be identified;

(3) permit anyone other than the sworn of-
ficers and employees of the Department, bu-
reau or agency, who needs to examine such
information for legitimate Department, bu-
reau, or agency purposes, to examine any
publication of any individual who files for
relief as a person who has been battered or
subjected to extreme cruelty.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—(1) The Attorney General
may provide for the furnishing of informa-
tion furnished under this section in the same
manner and circumstances as census infor-
mation may be disclosed by the Secretary of
Commerce under section 8 of title 13, United
States Code

(2) The Attorney General may provide for
the furnishing of information furnished
under this section to law enforcement offi-
cials to be used solely for legitimate law en-
forcement purposes.

SEC. .DEVELOPMENT OF PROTOTYPE OF COUN-
TERFEIT-RESISTANT SOCIAL SECU-
RITY CARD REQUIRED.

(a) DEVELOPMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of So-
cial Security (hereafter in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Commissioner’’) shall in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this section
develop a prototype of a counterfeit-resist-
ant social security card. Such prototype card
shall—

(A) be made of a durable, tamper-resistant
material such as plastic or polyester,

(B) employ technologies that provide secu-
rity features, such as magnetic stripes,
holograms, and integrated circuits, and

(C) be developed so as to provide individ-
uals with reliable proof of citizenship or
legal resident alien status.

(2) ASSISTANCE BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.—
The Attorney General of the United States
shall provide such information and assist-
ance as the Commissioner deems necessary
to achieve the purposes of this section.

(b) STUDY AND REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner shall
conduct a study and issue a report to Con-
gress which examines different methods of
improving the social security card applica-
tion process.

(2) ELEMENTS OF STUDY.—The study shall
include an evaluation of the cost and work
load implications of issuing a counterfeit-re-
sistant social security card for all individ-
uals over a 3, 5, and 10 year period. The study
shall also evaluate the feasibility and cost
implications of imposing a user fee for re-
placement cards and cards issued to individ-
uals who apply for such a card prior to the
scheduled 3, 5, and 10 year phase-in options.
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(3) DISTRIBUTION OF REPORT.—Copies of the
report described in this subsection along
with a facsimile of the prototype card as de-
scribed in subsection (a) shall be submitted
to the Committees on Ways and Means and
Judiciary of the House of Representatives
and the Committees on Finance and Judici-
ary of the Senate within 1 year of the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated and
are appropriated from the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this section.

Page 15, lines 12 through 14, strike: ‘‘(other
than a document used under section 274A of
the Immigration and Nationality Act)”’

———————

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE LIBRARY OF
CONGRESS

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that the Joint Committee
on the Library of Congress will meet in
SR-301, Russell Senate Office Building,
on Tuesday, May 7, 1996 at 10 a.m. to
receive testimony on a report done by
the General Accounting Office on the
Library of Congress.

For further information concerning
the hearing, please contact Chuck
Frost of the committee staff on (202)
224-8312.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the Senate Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs will conduct
an oversight hearing during the session
of the Senate on Thursday, May 9, 1996
at 9:30 a.m. on the impact of the U.S.
Supreme Court’s recent decision in
Seminole Tribe versus Florida. The
hearing will be held in room G-50 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building.

Those wishing additional information
should contact the Committee on In-
dian Affairs at 224-2251.

———

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and the asso-
ciated subcommittees be authorized to
meet on Thursday, May 2, 1996, for
markup of the fiscal year 1997 defense
authorization bill.

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC

WORKS

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the full Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works be granted permission to con-
duct a hearing Thursday, May 2, at 2:30
p.m., hearing room (SD-406), to receive
testimony from Hubert T. Bell, Jr.,
nominated by the President to be In-
spector General, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Com-
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mittee on the Judiciary be authorized

to meet during the session of the Sen-

ate on Thursday, May 2, 1996, at 10

a.m., to hold an executive business

meeting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-

ate on Thursday, May 2, 1996, at 2 p.m.

to hold a nominations hearing.

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

SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE WHITE-
WATER DEVELOPMENT AND RELATED MATTERS
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Special

Committee to investigate Whitewater

Development and Related Matters be

authorized to meet during the session

of the Senate on Thursday, May 2, 1996,

to conduct hearings pursuant to Senate

Resolution 120.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select

Committee on Intelligence be author-

ized to meet during the session of the

Senate on Thursday, May 2, 1996 at 2

p.m. to hold a closed hearing on intel-

ligence matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREST AND PUBLIC LAND
MANAGEMENT
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Forests and Public Land

Management of the Committee on En-

ergy and Natural Resources be granted

permission to meet during the session

of the Senate on Thursday, May 2, 1996,

for purposes of conducting a sub-

committee hearing which is scheduled
to begin at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of
this hearing is to consider S. 1401, Sur-
face Mining Control and Reclamation

Amendments Act of 1995; and S. 1194, to

amend the Mining and Mineral Policy

Act of 1970 to promote the research,

identification, assessment, and explo-

ration of marine mineral resources.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PARKS, HISTORIC
PRESERVATION AND RECREATION
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Parks, Historic Preser-
vation, and Recreation of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet
during the session of the Senate on

Thursday, May 2, 1996, for purposes of

conducting a subcommittee hearing

which is scheduled to begin at 2 p.m.

The purpose of this hearing is to con-

sider S. 742, a bill to amend the Wild

and Scenic Rivers Act to limit acquisi-
tion of land on the 39-mile segment of
the Missouri River, Nebraska and

South Dakota, designated as a rec-

reational river, to
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acquisition from willing sellers; S. 879,
a bill to amend the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act to limit acquisition of land
on the 39-mile headwaters segment of
the Missouri River, Nebraska and
South Dakota, designated as a rec-
reational river, to acquisition from
willing sellers; S. 1167, a bill to amend
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to ex-
clude the South Dakota segment from
the segment of the Missouri River des-
ignated as a recreational river; S. 1168,
a bill to amend the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act to exclude any private lands
from the segment of the Missouri River
designated as a recreational river; S.
1174, a bill to amend the Wild and Sce-
nic Rivers Act to designate certain seg-
ments of the Lamprey River in New
Hampshire as components of the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System;
and S. 1374, a bill to require adoption of
a management plan for the Hells Can-
yon National Recreation Area that al-
lows appropriate use of motorized and
nonmotorized river craft in the recre-
ation area.

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

——

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

2056TH ANNIVERSARY OF POLISH
CONSTITUTION

e Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today to congratulate the Polish-
American community and Polish peo-
ple around the world on a very impor-
tant occasion in world history. May 3,
1996, marks the 205th anniversary of
the adoption of Poland’s first constitu-
tion.

The concept of a constitutional de-
mocracy was introduced to Poland by
Thaddeus Kosciuszko, a hero of the
American Revolutionary War. The sim-
ilarities between the Constitution of
the United States and Poland are nu-
merous, including protection of sov-
ereignty and national unity, securing
of individual and religious freedom for
all persons, separation of powers en-
compassed in the judicial, legislative,
and executive branches, and power de-
rived from the will of the people. These
strong principles have endured in both
countries, and has made Poland an
independent nation and leader in Cen-
tral-Eastern Europe.

I am pleased to be able to join Sen-
ator DOLE and my other Senate col-
leagues in cosponsoring Senate Joint
Resolution 51 which commemorates
this very important anniversary. My
home State of Michigan has been
blessed with a wonderful Polish-Amer-
ican community and I extend my
warmest congratulations to them and
to the national Polish-American com-
munity on the commemoration of this
anniversary.e

———

SOUTHEASTERN MICHIGAN SOCI-

ETY OF HOSPITAL PHARMACISTS
e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to commemorate the 50th anni-
versary of the founding of the South-
eastern Michigan Society of Hospital
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Pharmacists. The society was founded
in 1946 when a group of pharmacists de-
cided that they needed a forum where
they could exchange ideas and educate
themselves about their evolving profes-
sion.

Today, the mission of the South-
eastern Michigan Society of Hospital
Pharmacists is still to provide an arena
where pharmacists can keep abreast of
new rules, regulations, and accredita-
tion standards. The society promotes
the continuing education of its mem-
bers through periodic lectures. The so-
ciety also seeks to educate the public
every year through Pharmacy Week,
Poison Prevention Week, and Child Im-
munization Week.

The society is a 600-member regional
association of the American Society of
Health-Systems Pharmacists. On May
11, 1996, the organization will hold a
banquet to celebrate their 50th anni-
versary. This significant milestone is
made even more special because it
marks the first time a regional organi-
zation of the American Society of
Health-Systems Pharmacists has
achieved such longevity.

I know my Senate colleagues join me
in celebrating the great achievements
of the Southeastern Michigan Society
of Hospital Pharmacists over the past
50 years.e

————

HIGHLANDS UNION BANK

e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to have the opportunity
to give well deserved recognition to a
bank in my State. Highlands Union
Bank in Abingdon, VA, recently re-
ceived the U.S. Small Business Admin-
istration’s top ranking as one of the
Nation’s top ‘‘small business friendly
banks’”. The SBA Office of Advocacy
defines small business lending as loans
under $250,000. I would like to commend
Highlands Union Bank for this achieve-
ment. The ranking is based on many
factors, including the number of loans
given to small businesses, as well as
the dollar values. They scored 49 out of
a possible 50 points—the best in the
State of Virginia.

As a member of the Senate’s Small
Business Committee, I believe very
strongly in this Nation’s small busi-
nesses. Small businesses are the job
creators in our economy. Indeed, small
businesses are the backbone of Amer-
ica. Highlands Union Bank is com-
mitted to serving small business, and
providing opportunities for entre-
preneurs. This financial institution be-
lieves in its community, and in helping
people.

Mr. President, I would like to con-
gratulate Mr. Sam Neese, CEO, for this
outstanding recognition from the
Small Business Administration. I also
extend my best wishes to the staff, be-
cause I know full well they rightfully
share in this honor. Highlands Union
Bank is a shining example for banks
across the country and I am proud to
salute this Virginia institution for its
hard work and accomplishments.®
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HOLY CROSS ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL

e Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, this after-
noon I had the privilege of meeting
with 37 seventh-grade students from
Holy Cross Elementary School in
Dover, DE. Talking with these bright
and energetic young people on the
steps of the Capitol reminded me that
I was about their age when I first
began to develop an interest in govern-
ment and consider a career in public
service.

While we talked out there on this
beautiful spring day, I noticed that I
was not alone. A number of my col-
leagues were similarly engaged with
young people from their own States.

Today the Senate passed important
legislation on immigration reform, leg-
islation which will have a profound im-
pact upon the communities in which
these young people are growing up.
And I am glad that the students from
Holy Cross had the opportunity to wit-
ness some of this important debate. It
provides them with the opportunity to
learn that what we do here has a real-
life effect upon many, many Ameri-
cans. It reinforces that point that
young people, whether they are old
enough to vote or not, have a stake in
keeping abreast of public affairs, be-
cause it is their communities’, their
States’, and their Nation’s future that
is being shaped by the actions we take
here in the Halls of Congress.

It will not be too many years before
those seventh-graders are our leading
businessmen, teachers, doctors, and
even Senators, and I think there are
few things we as public officials can do
that are as important as spending time
with the young people who are the fu-
ture of this country. I have always said
that education is the best investment
America can make, and as public serv-
ants, I believe we have a responsibility
to encourage that investment when-
ever possible.

Beyond that, I honestly believe that
spending time with bright, energetic,
and thoughtful young people does us a
lot of good. Because I never come away
from meeting them without gaining a
fresh perspective on some of the impor-
tant questions and issues which con-
front us today. My meeting with the
students from Holy Cross was no excep-
tion, and I am grateful to Ms. Marylou
Soltys and Ms. Marie McCann and the
13 parent chaperones for bringing their
students to Washington. I hope that
they all enjoyed their visit, and bene-
fited from our conversation, as much
as I did.

I hope to see the day when they re-
turn to Washington as leaders in indus-
try, education, medicine, and govern-
ment.e

———

CYCLE OF VIOLENCE

e Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, Derrick
Robie’s tiny, battered body was discov-
ered in the afternoon of August 2, 1993.
The small town was shocked to find
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that 13-year-old Eric Smith had mur-
dered this 4-year-old child.

Investigators found an indicator of
violent crime in Eric Smith’s behav-
ioral pattern: 1 year prior to Kkilling
Derrick Robie, Eric had strangled his
neighbor’s cat with a hose clamp. At
the time, no one paid much attention
to this so-called prank.

Mr. President, it is time that we took
a serious look at animal abuse and it’s
link to crimes against people. Per-
petrators of serious animal abuse often
lack empathy and respect for life in
general. The absence of empathy is
often manifested by striking, torturing
and abusing an innocent animal. Abus-
ing animals is a despicable act, and
psychologists and criminologists tell
us those who lack empathy for animals
may also lack empathy for humans. As
a result they may be predisposed to
other violent behavior.

Violence begets violence. Child,
spousal, and elder abuse are unfortu-
nately too commonplace in our society.
Often physical abuse is coupled with
sexual abuse against a family member.
Aggression is passed from one genera-
tion to another. In a hostile home envi-
ronment, children often mimic their
parents’ abusive behavior. They be-
come abusive to others, including the
family pet, and learn that violence and
cruelty are a way of life. Unless inter-
vention occurs, this child is likely to
continue violent acts to others, per-
haps become an abusive spouse, and
possibly commit other criminal acts.

The National Research Council and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation
agree that cruelty to animals is one
childhood behavior that is a powerful
indicator of violence elsewhere in the
perpetrator’s life. There is a strong
probability that youths who abuse ani-
mals are themselves victims and per-
petrators of violence.

Dr. Frank Ascione of Utah State Uni-
versity has been conducting research
on the animal-people abuse phe-
nomenon for more than 15 years. He
has studied the common roots of vio-
lence toward people and animals and
has found a strong correlation between
animal abuse and people abuse. He is a
leader among many researchers who
have been scientifically studying this
phenomenon since the 1970’s. One study
of 38 abuse victims at a crisis shelter
found nearly 75 percent of women with
pets reported their partner had threat-
ened, hurt, or killed the animal. Re-
searchers in child abuse cases found
that in 88 percent of these family situa-
tions, the pet was also abused.

Violence is not an isolated event and
animal abuse is often part of a larger
cycle of violence. For this reason, vio-
lence toward animals must be taken
much more seriously. Cruelty to ani-
mals can be a predictor of future vio-
lence and an indicator of the violence
already in the perpetrator’s life.

Experts in the family violence field
instruct us to treat a single act of vio-
lence as indicators of past and future
violence. Our public support systems
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must be coordinated so when an adult
or child abuses an animal, the animal
control officer will notify other public
health officials to determine whether
there is evidence of child, spousal or
elder abuse. The perpetrator of animal
or people abuse may, himself, be a vic-
tim of sexual or other abuse. Further,
the Federal Bureau of Investigation
has identified animal abuse as one of a
cluster of juvenile behaviors that could
suggest serious violent behavior later
in life.

The good news is that experts are
finding that compassion and empathy
can be taught. Various schools across
the country have recognized the link-
age of animal and people violence.
They have added specialized humane
education to their curriculum in order
to teach compassion and empathy.

In 1994 the National Research Council
released a comprehensive study on un-
derstand and preventing violence,
showing that childhood behavior is
more important than teenage behavior
in predicting future violent behavior.
The report suggests that early preven-
tion efforts have a greater potential for
reducing adult crime than criminal
sanctions applied later in life.

Cities and towns across the country
are beginning to recognize the poten-
tial for further violence in the link be-
tween animal abuses and other abuses.
Last year the city of San Diego en-
acted an unprecedented interagency
agreement, requiring its children’s
services agencies to report to animal
control officials suspected instances of
animal abuse within 24 hours of becom-
ing aware of it. Further, the animal
control officers must report suspected
child abuse to the proper authorities.
These workers are cross trained to rec-
ognize signs of abuse in animals and
people.

Other cities and States are strength-
ening penalties for animal abuse as
well as requiring mental health care to
be administered to the perpetrators of
animal abuse. There is much to be
done, and progress begins when those
of authority become educated on the
significance of animal cruelty.

It is the responsibility of our private
and public support systems to recog-
nize signs that a child is in trouble and
intervene in an effective manner. The
FBI has identified clusters of traits in-
dicating problems: firesetting, cruelty
to animals, truancy, et cetera. When
there is fire setting, there could be sex-
ual abuse. When there is truancy, there
could be drug problems. When there is
fighting, and cruelty to people or ani-
mals, the perpetrator could be respond-
ing to abuses he is suffering or has suf-
fered. Most importantly these signals
should not be treated as isolated

events, but rather trigger responses
from the educators, criminal justice
professionals, public health officials,

and animal control specialists, working
in concert.

I believe that this cycle of violence
merits further investigation. We must
recognize there is continuity between
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animal abuse and people abuse. Fur-
ther research is needed on the predict-
able influences of violence. Meanwhile,
we must take action on the known
data. Individuals, the public health
system, the criminal justice profes-
sionals, and the educators must coordi-
nate their efforts in recognizing, inter-
vening and preventing future violent
acts.

In order to encourage more in-depth
analyses of this link between people
and animal violence, I have asked At-
torney General Janet Reno to accel-
erate the Department of Justice’s re-
search in this area and to take appro-
priate action based upon what we al-
ready know. One particular area of in-
terest to me is the education of pros-
ecuting attorneys and judges regarding
the correlation of animal cruelty to
other crimes. While experts agree the
penalties for such abuse should be stiff-
ened, they are also in agreement that a
mental health analysis of the entire
family involved in an abusive case may
be necessary.

I intend to continue my examination
of violence prevention and I intend to
continue investigating where the pub-
lic support systems may be further
strengthened in breaking this cycle of
violence. The professionals in criminal
behavior are reporting to us that vio-
lence has warning signals. It is our re-
sponsibility to recognize these signals
and intervene swiftly and effectively.

Admittedly this is not an exact
science. Every child that abuses an ani-
mal will not necessarily become a vio-
lent offender or become a victim of vio-
lence himself, but it would be a mis-
take to dismiss the strong correlation
between animal and people violence. As
a society, we must realize that violent
behavior rarely exists in a vacuum. We
must recognize at-risk youths who lack
empathy and compassion for animals
and other human beings. It is our re-
sponsibility to do all that we can to
teach these personality attributes to
our youth so that today’s animal abus-
ers don’t continue these despicable ac-
tions and become tomorrow’s dan-
gerous felons, thereby perpetuating the
cycle of violence that has taken such a
devastating toll on our society.e

——

SUPPORT FOR JUNK GUN
VIOLENCE PROTECTION ACT

e Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, one
month ago, I introduced legislation to
prohibit the manufacture and sale of
junk guns—the cheap, easily conceal-
able handguns of choice for criminals.
This bill has attracted the support of 27
California police chiefs and sheriffs and
numerous law enforcement and anti-
crime organizations.

I ask that a list of supporters of the
Junk Gun Violence Protection Act be
printed in the RECORD.

The list follows:

SUPPORTERS OF THE JUNK GUN VIOLENCE

PROTECTION ACT

Chief Willie Williams, Los Angeles Police

Department.
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Chief Art Venegas, Sacramento Police De-

partment.

Chief Fred Lau, San Francisco Police De-
partment.

Chief Louis Cobarruviaz, San Jose Police
Department.

Chief Ed Chavez, Stockton Police Depart-
ment.

Chief Arnold Millsap, Eureka Police De-
partment.

Chief Stephen D. Walpole, Scotts Valley
Police Department.

Chief Robert W. Nichelini, Vallejo Police

Department.

Chief Gregory Caldwell, Downey Police De-
partment.

Chief Sidney J. Rice, Daly City Police De-
partment.

Chief Craig T. Steckler, Fremont Police
Department.

Chief P. Robert Krolak, San Rafael Police
Department.

Chief M. Lansdowne, Richmond Police De-
partment.

Chief Daschel Butler, Berkeley Police De-
partment.

Chief Joseph Samuels, Jr., Oakland Police
Department.

Chief Steven R. Belcher, Santa Cruz Police
Department.

Chief Robert J.P. Maginnis, San Leandro
Police Department.

Chief Wayne C. Clayton, El Monte Police
Department.

Chief Wesley R. Bowling, East Palo Alto
Police Department.

Chief Larry Todd, Los Gatos Police De-
partment.

Chairman, Firearms Committee of the Po-
lice Chief’s Association.

Chief Salvatore V. Rosano, Santa Rosa Po-
lice Department.

Chief Larry Hansen, Lodi Police Depart-
ment.

Chief Burnham E. Matthews, Alameda Po-
lice Department.

Chief James Cook, Westminster Police De-
partment.

Chief Charles Brobeck, Irvine Police De-
partment.

Chief Harold Hurtt, Oxnard Police Depart-
ment.

Chief Hourie Taylor, Compton Police
Chief.

Chief Gene Kulander, Palm Springs Police
Department.

Chief Skip Dicherchio, National City Po-
lice Department.

Chief Michael Stein, Escondido Police De-
partment.

Chief Lloyd Scharf, Ontario Police Depart-
ment.

Chief Wesley Mitchell, Los Angeles Unified
School District Police Department.

Chief Ted J. Mertens, Manhattan Beach
Police Department.

Chief Ronald E. Lowenberg,
Beach Police Department.

City of Palo Alto, Lanie Wheeler, Mayor.

Sheriff Robert T. Doyle, Marin County.

Sheriff Norman G. Hicks, Monterey Coun-
ty.
The Honorable Luis Caldera, California
State Assembly.

The Honorable Elihu Harris, Mayor, City
of Oakland.

The Honorable Joe Serna, Jr., Mayor, City
of Sacramento.

California Police Chiefs’ Association.

Los Angeles County Police Chiefs’ Associa-
tion.

San Diego County Chiefs’ and Sheriffs’ As-
sociation.

Coalition to Stop Gun Violence.

Californians for Responsible Gun Laws.

Trauma Foundation.e

Huntington

——————

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT

e Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
hereby submit to the Senate the budg-
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et scorekeeping report prepared by the
Congressional Budget Office under sec-
tion 308(b) and in aid of section 311 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
as amended. This report meets the re-
quirements for Senate scorekeeping of
section 5 of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 32, the first concurrent resolution
on the budget for 1986.

This report shows the effects of con-
gressional action on the budget
through April 30, 1996. The estimates of
budget authority, outlays, and reve-
nues, which are consistent with the
technical and economic assumptions of
the 1996 concurrent resolution on the
budget (H. Con. Res. 67), show that cur-
rent level spending is above the budget
resolution by $15.5 billion in budget au-
thority and by $14.3 billion in outlays.
Current level is $79 million below the
revenue floor in 1996 and $5.5 billion
above the revenue floor over the 5
yvears 1996-2000. The current estimate of
the deficit for purposes of calculating
the maximum deficit amount is $260.1
billion, $14.4 billion above the max-
imum deficit amount for 1996 of $245.7
billion.

Since my last report, dated April 15,
1996, Congress has cleared and the
President has signed the Federal Tea
Tasters Repeal Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-
128), the Antiterrorism and Effective
Death Penalty Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-
132), and the Omnibus Rescission and
Appropriations Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-
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THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, FIS-
CAL YEAR 1996, 104TH CONGRESS, 2D SESSION AS OF
CLOSE OF BUSINESS APR. 30, 1996—Continued

[In billions of dollars]

Budget Current
Resolu- level
tion H. Cluer‘iglnt over/
Con. under
Res. 67 resolution
OUHIAYS 1 oo 1,2882  1,302.5 143
Revenues:
1996 1,0425 1,0424 —0.1
1996-2000 ,691. 5,697.0 5.5
Deficit 245.7 260.1 144
Debt Subject of Limit ........coooovererrerrrrrrrrene 5210.7 50089  —2018
OFF-BUDGET
Social Security Outlays:
199 ........ 299.4 0
1996-2000 1,626.5 0
Social Security Revenues:
1996 3747 0
2,061.0 0

1The discretionary spending limits for budget authority and outlays for
the Budget Resolution have been revised pursuant to Section 103(c) of P.L.
104-121, the Contract with America Advancement Act.

Note: Current level numbers are the estimated revenue and direct spend-
ing effects of all legislation that Congress has enacted or sent to the Presi-
dent for his approval. In addition, full-year funding estimates under current
law are included for entitlement and mandatory programs requiring annual
appropriations even if the appropriations have not been made. The current
level of debt subject to limit reflects the least U.S. Treasury information on
public debt transactions.

THE ON-BUDGET CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S.
SENATE, 104TH CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, SENATE SUP-
PORTING DETAIL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996 AS OF CLOSE
OF BUSINESS APRIL 30, 1996

[In millions of dollars]

Budget au-

thority Revenues

Outlays

ENACTED IN PREVIOUS SESSIONS

R 1,042,557
Permanents and other spending

134). These actions changed the current legislation 798,924
i Appropriation legisla 242,052
level of budget authority, outlays and Ofotting tomsints G 500017
revenues.
The report follows: Total previously enacted . 630,254 840,958 1,042,557
U.S. CONGRESS, ENACTED IN FIRST SESSION
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, Appropriation Bills
Washington, DC, May 2, 1996. 1995 Rescissions and Department
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, of Defense Emergency
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen- lgggPRNemEﬂia'S ACtd(El- 104-6) - 100 =885
; escissions an mergency
ate, Washington, DC. Supplementals for Disaster As-
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report sistance Act (P.L. 104-19) . 22 ~3,149
for fiscal year 1996 shows the effects of Con- gg;icultu(rg fP]Lbz;lOél—)w z%gg% 122%2
5 2 3 efense (P.L. — § 3
gresswna}ll acmﬁnAon.lthe 11996 rl;;dget and is b Water (b T04-46) 1933 11502
current through April 30, 1996. The estimates |egsiative Branch (P.L. 105-53) .. 2,125 1,977
of budget authority, outlays and revenues Military Construction (P.L. 104-32) 11,177 3,110
are consistent with the technical and eco- Iransportation (P.L 104-50) ......... 12,682 11,899
nomic assumptions of the 1996 Concurrent Treasury, Postal Service (P.L. 104—
52) i . 23,026 20,530
Resolution on the Budget (H. Con. Res. 67). Offsetting receipts . —7,946 —7,946
This report is submitted under Section 308(b) Authorization Bills
and in aid of Section 311 of the Congressional  Self-Employed Health Insurance Act . . .
Budget Act, as amended. L 104=7) s -18 -18 -10
Since my last report, dated April 15, 1996, A""Eka Native Claims Settlement
. ct (P.L. 104-42) ...covvrverrr 1 1
Congress has cleared, and the President has  Fishermen’s Protective Act Amend-
signed the Federal Tea Tasters Repeal Act of ments of 1995 (P.L. 104-43) ... e Gy ——
1996 (P.L. 104-128), the Antiterrorism and Ef- Pef;@'gj‘;,'j“ggf}jfg{ﬁ' Commodities ) (*)
fective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-  pjaska Power Administration Sale 77"
132), and the Omnibus Rescission and Appro- Act (P.L. 104-58) ..ooovrrrrve -20 =20
priations Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-134). These ac- ICC Termination Act (P.L. 104-88)  ooiviiiieies s (*)
tions changed the current level of budget au- Total enacted first session ... 366191 245805 —100
thority, outlays and revenues.
Sincerely, ENACTED IN SECOND SESSION
JUNE E. O’NEILL, Appropriation Bills
Director. Nin{tg Cogngtir}uing Resolution (P.L. -
4-99) =L
THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, FIS- Pt of Combia (B i0ize) - T2
CAL YEAR 1996, 104TH CONGRESS, 2D SESSION AS OF 0 Of,[]settirgg receipts o - —44
mnibus Rescission and Appropria-
CLOSE OF BUSINESS APR. 30, 1996 tions Act of 1996 (PL. 104-134) 330746 246,113
[In billions of dollars] Offsetting receipts ......coovveees — 63,682 — 55,154
Authorization Bills
Budget Current . .
Resolu- ¢y level Glo(l;’cftf(r)ztmjln)]g Piteries At 14,054 5882 o
t\ggnH. level nggr Smithsonian Institution Commemo-
Res. 67 resm tion rative Coin Act (P.L. 104-96) ..... 3 3 e
' i :
tlement Act (P.L. 104-102) ......... oo =T s
ON-BUDGET Telecommunications Act of 1996
Budget Authority ! ... 1,2855 13011 155 (P.L. 104-104)3
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THE ON-BUDGET CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S.
SENATE, 104TH CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, SENATE SUP-
PORTING DETAIL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996 AS OF CLOSE
OF BUSINESS APRIL 30, 1996—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

Budget au-

thority Revenues

Outlays

Farm Credit System Regulatory Re-

lief Act (P.L. 104-105) .....cccoveereee -1 -1
National Defense Authorization Act

of 1996 (P.L. 104—106) ............... 369 367
Extension of Certain Expiring Au-

thorities of the Department of

Veterans Affairs (P.L. 104-110) -5 -5
To award Congressional Gold Medal

to Ruth and Billy Graham (P.L.

104-111) wooverererevecenvenceemmmnnsenns (*) *)
An Act Providing for Tax Benefits

for Armed Forces in Bosnia,

Herzegovina, Croatia and Mac-

edonia (P.L. 104-117)
Contract with America Advancement

Act (P.L. 104-121)
Agriculture Improvement and Re-

form Act (P.L. 94-127)
Federal Tea Tasters Repeal Act of

1996 (P.L. 104-128) *)
Antiterrorism and Effective Death

Penalty Act (P.L. 104-132) .........

...................... —120 L

—325 —744

Total enacted second session 292,699 201,740 —-36
ENTITLEMENTS AND MANDATORIES
Budget resolution baseline esti-
mates of appropriated entitle-
ments and other mandatory pro-
grams not yet enacted .... 11,913 13951 s
Total Current Level 4 ... 1,301,058 1,302,495 1,042,421
Total Budget Resolution .. 1,285,500 1,288,100 1,042,500
Amount remaining:
Under Budget Resolution ... .ccoovnveeee. 79
Over Budget Resolution .. 15,558 14395 e

1P.L. 104-99 provides funding for specific appropriated accounts until
September 30, 1996.

2This bill, also referred to as the sixth continuing resolution for 1996,
provides funding until September 30, 1996 for specific appropriated ac-
counts.

3The effects of this Act on budget authority, outlays, and revenues begin
in fiscal year 1997.

4In accordance with the Budget Enforcement Act, the total does not in-
clude $4,547 million in budget authority and $2,399 million in outlays for
funding of emergencies that have been designated as such by the President
and the Congress.

*Less than $500,000.

Notes: Detail may not add due to rounding.e

RECOGNIZING DR. PAUL KREIDER
FOR HIS ACCOMPLISHMENTS
AND YEARS OF GOOD SERVICE

e Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this
June, Dr. Paul Kreider will be retiring
from his position as president of Mount
Hood Community College in Gresham,
OR. I would like to recognize Dr.
Kreider for his exceptional accomplish-
ments and leadership during his many
years of service.

Through strategic planning, program
review and improvement, staff and or-

ganizational development, manage-
ment information systems, and
participatory decisionmaking, Dr.

Kreider has played a significant role in
the successful development of Mount
Hood Community College. His effec-
tiveness as a leader has not gone unno-
ticed; Dr. Kreider has received a num-
ber of awards, among them the Na-
tional Council for Research and Plan-
ning 1991 Management Recognition
Award, the National ACCT Marie Y.
Martin CEO of the Year Award, and the
National Council for Staff, Program,
and Organizational Development Lead-
ership Award.

Dr. Kreider’s leadership did not stop
at the doors of Mount Hood Commu-
nity College; he has extended his
knowledge and expertise to others in
the community as well. In particular,
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he founded and chaired the Consortium
for Institutional Effectiveness and Stu-
dent Success in the Community Col-
lege, an American Association Commu-
nity Colleges-affiliated consortium.
Additionally, he reached out to assist
other community colleges in devel-
oping assessment tools to measure stu-
dent outcomes, strategic planning, and
program improvement.

Dr. Kreider remains quite active on
State, national, and international lev-
els. In the past, he served as president
of the Board of Education Partners for
International Cooperation, Inc. and the
Oregon Community College Presidents’
Council. Presently, he sits on the
boards of several organizations includ-
ing the American Association of Com-
munity Colleges and Community Col-
leges for International Development,
Inc.

Again, I would like to both pay trib-
ute to Dr. Kreider and congratulate
him for his accomplishments and con-
tributions to the educational commu-
nity. Mount Hood Community College,
as well as Oregon at large, has most
certainly benefited from his initiative
and leadership. I wish him the best of
luck in his future endeavors.e

————
TRIBUTE TO DAVID IFSHIN

e Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today,
we laid to rest a dear friend of mine,
and of many of my colleagues, David
Ifshin. His family honored me by invit-
ing me to be among the eulogists at
David’s funeral. I want to include in
the RECORD a copy of my remarks so
that those many Americans who review
our proceedings will know that a good
and much loved man and an authentic
American patriot has been lost to us.

I ask that those remarks be printed
in the RECORD.

The remarks follow:

EULOGY FOR DAVID IFSHIN BY SENATOR JOHN
MCcCAIN

It has become a common appeal of
eulogists for the bereaved to celebrate the
life rather than mourn the passing of the
loved one to whom we bid goodbye. It is a
hopeful and well-intended appeal. Gathering
in sorrow is not, I suspect, what David Ifshin
would have us do on this occasion. But he
was such a lovely guy, and his company such
a blessing, that the loss of him is a great
weight which only a word from David could
lift from my heart today.

Yet, the sadness of this day will not long
intrude on our memories of David; memories
which illuminate for me a way to live my
own life. As we grow older, we all learn how
brief a moment life is. David’s was far too
brief, but he filled his moment with so much
passion and love and with such a ceaseless
striving for grace that it would exhaust the
lives of lesser men who manage to stay
among us for more years than David could.
Few people, having reached the end of a long
life, will have done as much good, lived with
grater dignity, deserved more honor, be-
stowed more love, traveled as far as David
Ifshin did in his forty-seven years.

David had an uncommon capacity for per-
sonal growth. When I was in his company, I
always had a sense that David derived much
of his own happiness from discovering virtue
in others. And I believe those discoveries
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made him grow. They nourished his own hu-
manity.

David was a patriot because he found, as
all patriots must, virtue in his country’s
cause. He always felt passionate about his
country. But when we are young our passion
is not always governed by wisdom gained
from long experience, and, thus, is often in-
discriminate in the emotions it animates.
While living in Israel David discovered his
country’s virtue, and his love of country be-
came the object of his enlightened passion.

David also possessed an animating love of
justice. He worked to make our society more
just, and he sought justice for those who
were not blessed to live in this country. Even
more importantly, he always tried in his per-
sonal relationships to do justice to others.
And that explains why, no matter where his
reason and his love took him, David never
left a friend behind.

We friends of David are cast across the
spectrum of contemporary American poli-
tics. Some may think that David and I be-
came friends because David’s political views
became more compatible with my own. That
is not really true. My regard for David is
more personal then political affinity. We re-
mained partisans in different camps. What
David taught me, and, I suspect, what he
taught a great many people, was how narrow
are the differences that separate us in a soci-
ety united in its regard for justice, in a coun-
try in love with liberty.

In this town, we accentuate our political
differences to advance our respective agen-
das and our professional ambitions. David
kept such things in perspective. He was loyal
to his political beliefs, but he pledged a
greater devotion to the bonds of friendship
and love that connected him to so many peo-
ple of diverse backgrounds, creeds and aspi-
rations.

He was extraordinarily generous in his re-
gard for others’ virtues, and self-effacing in
considering his own attributes. Because of
that capacity, I always felt in David’s com-
pany that I was in the presence of a better
man.

Regrettably, it was not human virtue, but
human weakness which created the occasion
for me to publicly declare my personal re-
gard for David. Some people who did not
know David based their judgment of his
character in their resentment over one brief
episode in David’s life. I am ashamed to
admit that I once made the same mistake.
My subsequent discovery of David’s true
character taught me to refrain in future
from using snapshots of another’s life as the
full measure of a person’s value. That was a
valuable lesson to learn, and I am indebted
to David for having taught it to me.

To honor that debt, I tried to impart the
lesson to others who had rushed to a wrong
judgment of David. Three years ago, I went
to the Senate floor to respond to a protest at
the Vietnam War Memorial. One of the
protestors had held up a sign questioning Da-
vid’s patriotism and his association with the
President. I wanted the protestors to know
that they were bearing false witness against
a good man. That this small gesture meant
so much to David meant even more to me.
David Ifshin was my friend, and his friend-
ship honored me, and honors me still.

Most of the important and lasting friend-
ships I have made in my life were formed in
the shared experience of war. David and I did
not fight a war together, but neither did we
fight a war against each other. We chose in-
stead to make a peace together.

I found little to differentiate the quality of
our friendship from the quality of those that
were begun in Vietnam. I learned about cour-
age, honor and kindness from all my friend-
ships. From David, I learned to look for vir-
tue in others, and I also learned the futility
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of looking back in anger. I'm a better man
for the experience.

I think that as David approached the clos-
ing of his life he could look back with pride,
and with gratitude, that his life was not dis-
tinguished by its brevity, but by its richness,
by the love of his beautiful family, and by
the tender regard in which he was held by so
many people who knew a good man when
they saw him. We are all better people for
having been blessed by David Ifshin’s friend-
ship.

Gail, Jake, Ben and Chloe, Mr. and Mrs.
Ifshin, thank you for so generously sharing
David with the rest of us. Please know that
the day will arrive when your deep hurt sub-
sides, when the memory of David, and the
bright and gentle moments you shared with
him lifts your hearts again. He will be with
you always.e

————

COMMERCE SECRETARY RONALD
H. BROWN

e Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, as
we return to session today it is spring
in Washington. The blossoms are out.
It is a beautiful time, and yet I am sure
the experience I had in flying back
with my family yesterday was similar
to what others returning yesterday ex-
perienced: It brought home the terrible
tragedy that occurred while we were
away—the plane that went down in
Croatia carrying Secretary of Com-
merce Ron Brown and so many others.
It filled me with a sense of loss again
yesterday and today.

I am proud that I had the chance to
work with Ron Brown during his all
too short tenure at the Commerce De-
partment. I enjoyed working with Ron
Brown at various stages of his career—
as an attorney, as a leading Demo-
cratic activist, as chairman of the
Democratic National Committee, and
most closely and, I think, most cre-
atively in these last 3 years as Sec-
retary of Commerce. I am honored that
I can call him a friend. We are all going
to miss him—it’s painful to think that
my staff and I won’t have the sheer fun
of working with him again—and the
country will miss him even more. I
have the greatest respect for him, as
have so many others, as a wonderful,
warm human being and as a leader who
had a clear-eyed vision of how to make
our people and our country better.

You never think of a man in the
prime of life not being here. In a way,
it is death that forces you to appre-
ciate even more the great skills and
the service that Ron Brown, displayed
for our benefit.

Ron Brown truly loved the job he had
at Commerce. He always managed to
fit himself well to the tasks he under-
took, wherever he was, but this job
really did fit him like a glove, from the
moment he took it. He understood as
soon as he started the job that the mis-
sion of the Department of Commerce is
to promote economic growth, that it is
job creation. He understood from his
own experience the wide-open nature of
our market system and that the mar-
ket and its upward mobility was the
unique way America had for creating
opportunity for its citizens.
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Ron Brown never saw the business
community as an enemy, he saw it as
an ally in expanding opportunity, and
he threw himself into this job with a
single-mindedness and joyous commit-
ment to moving the system, the eco-
nomic system, so that it would deliver
for all Americans.

Against this background, I want to
talk about two efforts he spent his
time on at Commerce that I think were
critical. I believe that they were truly
extraordinary, and set a new perform-
ance standard for our Government’s re-
lationship with the private sector.

EXPORTS

The first has been written about ex-
tensively in the days since his death,
and even over the preceding 3 years:
The incredible export promotion oper-
ation he put together at Commerce.
But I do not think that enough has
been said about why it was so impor-
tant.

Until the mid-1970’s, the United
States economy was on top of the
world, dominating it. While our eco-
nomic rivals, 1led particularly by
Japan, were figuring out that selling
advanced manufactured goods for ex-
port was the key to economic growth
and raising the living standards of peo-
ple back home, our Government was
coasting on our success. We were not
paying attention to the emerging eco-
nomic message.

Other countries built export pro-
motion machines—and they were ma-
chines—through the most intimate and
comprehensive alliances between busi-
ness and government, the private sec-
tor and the public sector. But our Gov-
ernment paid too little attention to
the need to build these alliances.
American businesses—and I heard this
repeatedly from business executives in
Connecticut—would go abroad to com-
pete, and they would see what the busi-
ness-government alliances of our com-
petitors were doing for export pro-
motion.

I remember being told a story by the
executive of one of the companies in
Connecticut; his firm was competing
against two other companies, one from
Asia and one from Europe, for a very
large order in a foreign country. He
went over there to participate in si-
multaneous bidding among the three
business competitors. This company
from Connecticut, a big company, had
its executives and lawyers in one room.
But in the other two rooms, the execu-
tives and representatives of the Asian
company and of the European company
were teamed up with a representatives
of the Asian government and of the Eu-
ropean government, respectively. The
government representatives were com-
bining with their companies to enhance
their firms’ offers. It made the contest
unequal. The Connecticut company did
not get the contract. We lost an oppor-
tunity and jobs.

The State Department, I am afraid,
continued to treat American business
as if it had to be held at arm’s length.
Too many administrations went along
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with that distant attitude. Preoccupied
with the end of the cold war and re-
taining the political alliances required
for it, the State Department embraced
a traditional and outmoded notion of
what foreign policy was all about, of
what mattered to people here at home.
It missed what was happening in both
the world economy and the American
economy, which has been a grave error.
It made export promotion a low pri-
ority, while our rivals made it the top
priority. The State Department treated
U.S. business like pariahs, it was “Up-
stairs-Downstairs’’—trade was beneath
our diplomatic priorities.

This hasn’t ended. A Business Week
editorial this week notes that, ‘‘The
U.S. foreign policy and security elite
believe security should be divorced
from economic issues. Some go so far
as to suggest that providing security is
a perk of global power.” It concludes,
“We don’t. American workers can’t be
expected to suffer economically to pro-
tect [other nations] from one another.”
Ron Brown shared this view, and he
was the new momentum for bringing
our economy into foreign relations.
The President was his staunch ally on
this effort, and helped him force
change in this area.

Ron Brown, working with President
Clinton, understood that we had to cre-
ate a central position in our foreign
policy for our economic policy. Export
promotion had to be at the core of our
international outreach. It was not a
bad thing, but, in fact, it was a very
good thing, if the President visited a
foreign country with the Secretary of
Commerce and the issues they dis-
cussed with the leadership of that for-
eign country included buying American
goods.

I come from a very export-oriented
State. In fact, it has the highest level
of exports per capita of any State in
the country. We know that exports cre-
ate jobs, high-paying manufacturing
jobs, and that each manufacturing job
has an economic multiplier effect, cre-
ating a chain of goods and services be-
hind it, longer by far than other types
of jobs.

The sad fact is that we have been
disinvesting in manufacturing since
the mid-1970s, even though we need
these kinds of jobs more than ever to
develop a strong economy and a better
standard of living for our people which
will continue America as the land of
opportunity. Ron Brown, as Secretary
of Commerce, understood this from the
beginning of his service.

When he began his export promotion
effort, within days of arriving at the
Commerce Department, the leaders of
the American business community that
I spoke to—and I particularly heard
this from heads of firms in Con-
necticut—were in disbelief. Someone
was finally paying attention to their
priorities. Somebody was finally trying
to help them pull together an Amer-
ican governmental countermovement
to the vast efforts rival countries and
their businesses had been mounting for
decades, to take jobs and exports away
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from us. Finally, someone with real
power, the Secretary of Commerce, un-
derstood the problem. At the same
time, in the beginning, many in the
business community were skeptical
whether Ron Brown could make all
this happen.

But he proved them wrong, to their
delight. He was great at this. Trained
as a lawyer and always a superb advo-
cate, he used those skills on behalf of
American businesses throughout the
world. He knew how to run campaigns,
and he ran this export operation like a
campaign, which is exactly what it is.
Nobody had ever done this before in the
way that Secretary Brown did, and our
country has never benefited as much
before as we did from his service.

He even set up, in the Commerce De-
partment, something like a campaign
war room, where he would get reports
on economic opportunities opening up
around the world to sell American
products and create American jobs—an
early warning system. Then the letters
and the phone calls would start fly-
ing—Ron Brown was a phone wizard, it
was a technology invented for him, he
was forever reaching out to touch some
business leader or a head of State
abroad. He followed those calls with
visits, such as the one he was on when
his life ended. He was so enormously
skilled, he was so hard working, he so
absolutely and irresistibly likable, he
had such a great smiling charm, such
sharp intelligence, he was such fun, he
had such energy.

The customers loved his perform-
ance. They all knew he spoke directly
to and for the President of the United
States, and that he would relay their
messages back to the White House.
Even our friends in Japan, who have
systematically been denying entry for
too many United States products for
too long, liked him, as he worked very
hard at breaking down their barriers.

U.S. business strongly appreciated
his commitment to them, his accom-
plishments. He was a terrific political
operator in the very best sense of this
phrase—he was mobilizing the political
system to serve the public’s needs. The
business community understood this
and respected it deeply—I’'ve heard this
again and again from U.S. companies.
Ron Brown was a new kind of life force
to them and they had great affection
for him.

Ron Brown and his team’s export suc-
cess was only beginning when he left
us, because the historic changes he was
starting are a long-term project. But
this new direction was a very impor-
tant accomplishment for America. A
major job for Secretaries of Commerce
from now on will be to promote U.S.
goods, not just in the offhanded, ran-
dom way of the past, but with all the
force of Ron Brown’s campaigns, or
they will be judged failures. From now
on, the Federal Government is going to
have to get down and get to work with
business selling our economy. It’s
about time, but it took Ron Brown to
show us how to do it. Ron Brown has
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set an entirely new standard for the
country by which all that come after
him will be judged.
INNOVATION

A second remarkable thing he did as
Commerce Secretary was to fight for
innovation. This has been almost no-
where mentioned in the press, and it is
not well understood by the public or
the fourth estate or Congress. But Ron
Brown understood that for the Amer-
ican dream of opportunity to be sus-
tained for a new generation, a higher
level of economic growth was crucial.
In addition to exports, he concentrated
on another ingredient of that strategy,
innovation. Even before he was sworn
in as Commerce Secretary, his friend
George Fisher, then president of Mo-
torola and now of Kodak, invited him
to speak to a leading group of business
thinkers, the Council on Competitive-
ness. Ron Brown set out in that speech
an aggressive agenda of technology de-
velopment and promotion. He recog-
nized that innovation has been the
great American competitive advantage
for generations, that it is now under
attack as our competitors expand, and
that it has to be renewed if we are
going to keep expanding our economy.
Economists estimate that technology
development—coupled with a techno-
logically trained work force—has ac-
counted for 80 percent of the increase
in United States productivity and
wealth for most of this century.

INNOVATION IS OUR BREAD AND BUTTER.

Brown understood that since the Sec-
ond World War, the Federal Govern-
ment has backed most of the long term
research and development and applied
R&D that has gone on in the U.S.,
while business focused on shorter term
product development. That is an eco-
nomic reality—the risk and cost of
R&D means that the private sector
must focus on what it can raise capital
for—shorter term products. It’s a clas-
sic market failure problem, and until
recently Congress on a bipartisan basis
has supported the need for govern-
mental support of innovation. Brown
picked up a series of small technology
and technology extension programs
that had been quietly started at Com-
merce in previous administrations, and
made them a central focus. With an
able team around him, he made the
Commerce Department the administra-
tion’s leader in civilian technology de-
velopment, and supported a new sys-
tem of cooperative R&D development
with business, requiring business to
match Federal funding to ensure
sounder Government R&D investments
and leveraging Federal research dol-
lars. He also helped expand a new sys-
tem of manufacturing extension cen-
ters around the country, now in over 30
States, to bring advanced manufac-
turing techniques and technology to
smaller and mid-sized manufacturers
desperately in need of it to be able to
compete with global competitors. In a
time of budget cutting, he successfully
found the resources to build these pro-
grams. He was also head of the admin-
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istration’s Information Infrastructure
task force, formulating policies on the
new information highway and how to
expand our population’s access to it.

He was both an innovator and an in-
novation supporter, and was moving
quickly toward making the Commerce
Department what it long should have
been: A department for trade and tech-
nology, where each of these two sides
of the department provides synergy for
the other. It was becoming an agency
which provided governmental leader-
ship in these two areas in support of
the private sector, not trying to domi-
nate it, and much stronger because of
this.

Ron Brown’s clear success, of course,
led to the usual Washington political
reaction against signs of creativity.
Unfortunately, for too much of this
past year he had to spend time deftly
deflecting attacks on the existence of
the Commerce Department. But he had
helped make it into an instrument for
growth and job creation, and his efforts
had strong support among business and
work force constituencies. He had
begun the process to put the Commerce
Department on the map as a unique
American engine to support oppor-
tunity and growth in America. He had
a great dream for his agency, and I re-
spect that dream very much. I, for one,
pledge to him that I am not going to
sit here in this body and let it get dis-
mantled.

BARRIERS

I have discussed his innovations at
Commerce, but I want to raise an addi-
tional subject. Much was said in the
aftermath of Ron Brown’s tragic death
about his role as a bridge builder. I say
he was also a barrier breaker. I think
sometimes about Chuck Yeager and
how he felt piloting his X-1 rocket
plane when he first broke the sound
barrier. Ron Brown was a great barrier-
breaker, too, our first African-Amer-
ican to achieve many things. While
Chuck Yeager’s courage enabled him to
break his barrier, the sound barrier re-
mained and had to be broken again by
countless other pilots. Ron Brown’s
barrier-breaking was different. It also
required courage, but he had a way of
breaking barriers that began to erase
them. He would get through a barrier
in his wonderful, excited, buoyant way,
and he would make everyone who
watched him think, there goes another
one, and why didn’t we do that long
ago? When Ron Brown became Com-
merce Secretary, many were expecting
the President to name an experienced
business leader, and were disappointed
when he named a friend and politician.
Ron Brown’s outstanding performance
as Commerce Secretary, and the depth
of support he built in the business com-
munity, was unlike anything any Com-
merce Secretary has been able to do
before. We watched and thought, there
he goes through another barrier, the
biggest he had ever faced.

In so doing, Ron Brown broke an even
bigger Dbarrier. America has been
blessed with a long line of outstanding
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African-American leaders. Many of
those leaders have been seen as leaders
of the African-American community.
Ron Brown was intensely loyal to his
African-American roots, but, like Colin
Powell, he was also a national leader,
an American leader who was clearly
understood, in his great energetic way,
to be battling for the well-being of
every American.

In his struggle to save the Commerce
Department over the last year, Ron
Brown often compared the abolition of
the Department to unilateral disar-
mament in the international economic
wars of today. In closing, I note that
all around our city of Washington are
statues of our great military heros.
Now we are engaged in a different kind
of global conflict: an economic global
conflict. If we ever start building stat-
ues for those who have served coura-
geously and with great success in this
economic battle for the opportunity
and the well-being of our people, we
ought to erect a statue to Ron Brown
as one of the finest of those leaders.e

———

THE MARK AND GARY BEEF
PLEDGE

e Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, cat-
tle producers in my State of Iowa and
across the country are facing substan-
tial economic hardship. Record-high
grain and feed costs, low hay reserves,
drought conditions, and an oversupply
of beef are compounding the problem of
a 10-year-low cattle market. I am
pleased the administration has taken
to heart our proposals to assist the sag-
ging cattle market. Allowing haying
and grazing on CRP acres is necessary
to alleviate the high feed costs and a
large beef purchase by the U.S. Govern-
ment should help turn the tide.

Speaking of helping to turn the tide,
a farm broadcasting duo in central
Iowa has embarked on a campaign to
promote beef consumption in the State
of Iowa. Gary Wergin and Mark Pear-
son of WHO-Radio in Des Moines, TA
are calling on their Heartland listeners
to take a pledge. As one who proudly
and easily accepted their challenge to
eat just one more serving of beef a
week, I submit ‘“The Mark and Gary
Beef Pledge’” into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. By working together, Iowans
can make a difference.

The material follows:

THE MARK AND GARY BEEF PLEDGE

I, Chuck Grassley, am a proud consumer of
beef be it broiled, roasted or grilled. I respect
the efforts of all those, from the farm to the
supermarket, who make American beef the
safest in the world. At this time of low
prices, I can help in the most delightful way
. .. by consuming more beef. I therefore
pledge to boost my beef consumption by one
serving per week, while staying within die-
tary guidelines.

CHUCK GRASSLEY.®

————
ORDER OF BUSINESS
Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

THE CHOIR FROM KENTUCKY

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, in Appa-
lachia in a community and a county
called Harlan, there is a group of young
men who now for decades—some have
fathers that sang in this choir, and
their sons are now singing in this
choir. They all donate their time. The
director of this choral group donates
his time. It is after everything else is
done.

They have won international honors
without much fanfare, without much
publicity. But we know them, and we
love them. In 1988, they were here to
sing at the inauguration. They sang for
the inauguration, the Kentucky Soci-
ety, the Bullets basketball game, and
they kind of took this town by storm.
Everybody liked them when they found
out about them, like I do.

Mr. President, this group is back in
town. They are here visiting Wash-
ington again. I know the policy and
rules of the committee. I can go only
so far. But I want it to be in the
RECORD that this group is here, and I
want my colleagues to know how im-
portant they are to me, and to our
State.

So, Mr. President, if any of you see
some young men, fine young men,
walking around this town, or walking
around this Capitol Building—they
have on light green T-shirts—I hope
that you will walk up to them and
thank them for their contribution to
something that is real, something that
is tangible, and something that is last-
ing.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BURNS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. BURNS Dper-
taining to the introduction of S. 1726
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Jersey.

—————

NEWBORNS’ AND MOTHERS’
HEALTH PROTECTION ACT OF 1996

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, in 10
days it will be Mother’s Day. This
means something precious to mothers,
grandmothers, and expectant mothers
in this country. I, along with many
others, also think it means something
special to the Senate. It is our oppor-
tunity to take up and pass the
Newborns’ and Mothers’ Health Protec-
tion Act of 1996.

I have several letters with me today.
These were addressed to the majority
leader and the minority leader of the
Senate. Each letter respectfully re-
quests that a date for Senate floor ac-
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tion and a vote on the newborns bill be
scheduled as soon as possible. This is
what we can do for mothers and their
families this Mother’s Day.

Let me remind us all of the history of
the newborns bill. Last year, many of
us began to hear disturbing stories
about mothers and babies being forced
to leave the hospital too soon after
childbirth.

While we can all agree that some-
times it makes good medical sense for
mothers and babies to go home quick-
ly, we have to recognize that, trag-
ically, many times it is not good sense.
We have been moved and saddened to
learn of the deaths of babies and of se-
rious and sometimes lifelong threats to
their health and normal development
that come from leaving the hospital
too soon after childbirth.

Many of us began to hear that the de-
cision about whether or not a mother
and her baby should leave the hospital
was being made by the wrong people.
We began to hear that those who
should make this decision, the doctor
or the health care practitioner attend-
ing the mother and baby, were in fact
not making that decision. Instead, the
decision forcing a woman to leave the
hospital in less than 24 hours after
childbirth was being made by a clerk at
an insurance company shaving costs
and shortening lives.

I think many of us began to realize
that this was the moment in a situa-
tion just like this when Government
should step in to try to provide protec-
tion to mothers and babies. We all
know the health care environment has
changed, and changed with startling
speed, over the last couple of years.
Such a massive, fast change, even when
positive, always creates instability and
temporary imbalances. On occasion, it
creates a serious problem. This is a se-
rious problem—forcing women out of
hospitals after giving childbirth in less
than 24 hours.

With this background, Senator
KASSEBAUM and I introduced the
Newborns’ and Mothers’ Health Protec-
tion Act, S. 969, about a year ago—last
June. This is a bill that respects the
authority of doctors and other health
care practitioners, in consultation with
mothers, to make health care decisions
about the length of time their patient
should stay in the hospital following
childbirth. This is a bill that respects
the flexibility that health plans need
to manage care efficiently in our rap-
idly changing health care environment.

Mr. President, the newborns act cre-
ates what my colleague and cosponsor
on this bill, Doctor and Senator FRIST
has called a safe haven of time—a safe
haven of time for doctors, mothers, and
babies, 48 hours minimum for normal
childbirth, 96 hours minimum for Ce-
sarean sections. Under this bill, doc-
tors, nurse practitioners, nurse mid-
wives, and nurses will all be free to do
their job. Mothers will be relieved of
the fear that they may be sent home
too early before their babies are stable
and they are prepared physically and
emotionally. Newborns will be watched
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and tested and assisted with their job
of adapting to this world.

When it is appropriate for mothers
and newborns to go home before the
end of a 48-hour period or a 96-hour safe
haven, they will go home—if it is ap-
propriate, they will go home. Followup
care will be required and studied in
greater depth because of the fine
amendment that Senator DEWINE of
Ohio was able to add.

Please understand that this bill does
not require that all mothers stay in
the hospital for a specified length of
time any more than it requires all
mothers to give birth in hospitals. A
woman, in consultation with her doc-
tor, may decide to leave the hospital
before 48 hours, but in no event can an
insurance company require that she
leave in less than 48 hours.

Mr. President, April 17, 1996, is an im-
portant day for the Senate. The Labor
and Human Resources Committee held
a markup on the newborns bill and,
after careful consideration, the com-
mittee members voted overwhelmingly
to send the bill to the full Senate.

What I would like to do is return to
the letters that are en route to the dis-
tinguished Senators from Kansas and
South Dakota. One letter makes a bit
of history. Six different professional
medical groups have all signed the
same letter asking for full Senate ac-
tion in behalf of mothers and
newborns. They are the American Med-
ical Association, the American College
of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, the
American Academy of Pediatrics, the
American Nurses Association, the As-
sociation of Women’s Health, Obstetric
and Neonatal Nurses, all joined by the
March of Dimes Birth Defects Founda-
tion. All have joined together to say:

As organizations representing health care
professionals and advocates committed to
quality maternity care, we urge you to
schedule for consideration by the full Senate
S. 969. We ask you to lend your leadership to
guarantee that women and their newborns
receive adequate insurance coverage at one
of the most important times in their lives.

Mr. President, this is remarkable
unity and should inspire us in the Sen-
ate to do the same and take action.

A second letter comes from more
than 30 cosponsors and supporters of
the Newborns’ and Mothers’ Health
Protection Act. This letter says many
of the same things:

Let us move on this bill. Newborns and
their mothers need it. It is very important.
We hope—

The letter goes on to say—
we will be able to inform hundreds of thou-
sands of interested mothers by Mother’s Day
when this vote will occur.

Several of our women colleagues in
the Senate—in fact, all of them—have
agreed to sign a third letter. Let me
quote a few words from it. It simply
says: “What better Mother’s Day gift
can we give to new mothers than pass-
ing this bill?”’

A fourth letter comes from the Cen-
ter for Patient Advocacy, a non-
partisan organization devoted to qual-
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ity of care for patients. They write and
say much the same thing. They say
pass the newborn bill. Pass it so that
by Mother’s Day we can assure moth-
ers that they will be taken care of.

Finally, I want to mention what I be-
lieve are the most important letters
and pieces of correspondence of all.
Those are from the more than 83,000—
83,000 men and women, doctors and
nurses, grandparents and families who
have written my office alone to support
this bill—83,000.

The Baumans in my State of New
Jersey, the Drumms of Philadelphia,
the Joneses of New York, the
Avandoglios of Tennessee, are just a
few of the families who have gener-
ously shared their personal experience
and support for this bill.

The Newborns’ and Mothers’ Health
Protection Act has earned unprece-
dented, unified, professional support
from doctors and prompted many thou-
sands of Americans to write us in sup-
port of this bill. The bill has been care-
fully developed with input from all in-
terested parties on both sides of the
aisle and throughout the community.
It has passed the wise review of the
Labor Committee and passed with fly-
ing colors.

Many in the Senate have indicated
their support. I hope we will honor the
occasion of Mother’s Day and the voice
of so many Americans by announcing
as soon as possible that the Senate will
vote on this bill and, in passing this
bill, will say to mothers that now we
understand that giving birth deserves
the respect that the insurance industry
has failed to give it in requiring women
to leave hospitals in less than 24 hours.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Delaware.

———
WELFARE REFORM

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, it has been
39 months since President Clinton out-
lined his welfare reform goals to the
American people. But he has failed to
deliver on his promise. Welfare reform
was not enacted in 1993 nor in 1994.

Sixteen months ago, President Clin-
ton declared at a joint session of Con-
gress that, ‘““‘Nothing has done more to
undermine our sense of common re-
sponsibility than our failed welfare
system. It rewards welfare over work.
It undermines family values.”

As a matter of record, the new Re-
publican Congress passed welfare re-
form twice in 1995.

H.R. 4, the ‘‘Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Act of 1995, re-
ceived bipartisan support in both the
House and Senate as it was being draft-
ed. But the President rejected this bi-
partisan approach. It has now been 16
weeks since he vetoed authentic wel-
fare reform legislation for the second
time.

Mr. President, few people have dared
to look inside H.R. 4 as it was, after
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all, a complex bill reflecting a complex
welfare system. Today, I would like to
recommend a recent article on the Re-
publican welfare proposal. The article
describes how the bill incorporates
three different conservative approaches
to solving the problems which plague
our failed welfare system. Let me
quote from the conclusion of the arti-
cle entitled, ‘“Welfare Fixers.”

What is especially interesting about the
three conservative strands of thought about
welfare is that despite the theoretical dif-
ferences among them, together they provide
a coherent guide as to how to fix a broken
system. As men are not angels, Charles MUR-
RAY’s negative incentives have their place.
But neither are men brutes, and hence some-
thing more is needed than a ‘‘technology’’ of
behavioral change. As Marvin Olasky re-
minds us, a rebirth of the spirit of religious
charity would change many lives for the bet-
ter. And as Lawrence Mead reminds us, in a
commercial republic such as ours, work is
the proper condition for all who are able.

The article goes on to say that:

Indeed, the politicians have seen the big
picture in a way that is perhaps not so easy
for the lone social thinker to do. The Repub-
lican welfare-reform bills in Congress, along
with the many state plans being put into ef-
fect by Republican governors, make use of
Murray’s incentives, Olasky’s religious char-
ities, and Mead’s workfare. If there are theo-
retical and practical difficulties with each of
these approaches, it is precisely the com-
bination that may make conservative wel-
fare reform politically palatable and even, in
the end, effective.

Mr. President, you might expect such
praise to come out of the Heritage
Foundation or the National Review or
another prestigious conservative orga-
nization. However, this particular arti-
cle was written by Adam Wolfson, the
Executive Editor of the Public Interest
and was just published in this month’s
edition of Commentary.

Republicans understand, and H.R. 4
reflects the reality, that there is not a
singular approach to welfare reform.
We believe that if families are going to
escape from the vicious cycle of de-
pendency, they must be enabled to find
their own way out. Welfare reform is
not simple because human beings are
complex.

The goal of welfare reform for all
families to leave welfare.

But the path on how they get there is
not necessarily a straight line. Nor,
under the Republican approach, must
all families follow the same path.

In contrast, this is precisely why
Washington will never be able to end
welfare as we know it. The bureaucrats
in Washington see people only in terms
of numbers, not as individuals. In the
tradition of scientific management, ev-
erything must be reduced to bureau-
cratic procedures and mathematical
equations.

But by vetoing welfare reform, the
President ignored the most important
number of all. That is, if we do noth-
ing, the number of children on welfare
will increase in the coming years.

When he talks about work and family
values, President Clinton may talk
like a Republican, or at least like a
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New Democrat. But he acts like an old
bureaucrat by opposing reforms which
are not controlled by Washington. By
his vetoes, he is protecting the bu-
reaucracy and accepting the status quo
in which more children will fall into
the trap of dependency.

The causes and cures of poverty in-
volve some of the most intimate acts
in human behavior. What many fami-
lies on welfare need cannot be sent
through the mail nor reproduced in the
Federal Register.

There is no flaw in admitting that we
do not understand how or why individ-
uals will respond to the various incen-
tives and sanctions present in every
day life in modern society. The mis-
take is believing, especially after 30
years of evidence to the contrary, that
Washington does know how to apply
these incentives and sanctions to the
lives of millions of people.

Under the present system, welfare de-
pendency is allowed to become a per-
manent condition. This is one of the
cruelest features of the welfare system
because it saps the human spirit.

The true measure of success will be
whether the timeless values of work
and family life are restored.

Only then while we help free families
from the present welfare trap and save
future generations from its effects. To
do this, we must give the State and
local governments all of the tools they
need to change the existing welfare
system. Different families have dif-
ferent needs.

These tools must include Medicaid,
the largest welfare program. For some
families, the potential loss of the value
of health care coverage locks them
into dependency.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have Adam Wolfson’s article,
“Welfare Fixers,”” printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Commentary, Apr. 1996]
WELFARE FIXERS
(By Adam Wolfson)

In 1982, the journalist Ken Auletta defined
the question of the underclass: how do we ex-
plain why ‘‘violence, arson, hostility, and
welfare dependency rose during a time when
unemployment dropped, official racial bar-
riers were lowered, and government assist-
ance to the poor escalated’’?

Indeed, government spending on welfare in-
creased from about $33 billion in 1964 to over
$300 billion in 1992 (both figures in 1992 dol-
lars). During the Reagan and Bush years
alone, total welfare spending rose more than
50 percent. But all the while, rates of pov-
erty, illegitimacy, non-work, crime, and
family break-up got worse, not better. From
1965 to 1990, the illegitimacy rate for blacks
rose from 28 to 65 percent, and for whites
from 4 to 21 percent. Meanwhile, work among
the poor plummeted, to the point where
today only about 11 percent of poor house-
holds are headed by a full-time worker. For
many, Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC)—what most of us think of when
we speak of welfare—has become a perma-
nent condition, with over 50 percent of its re-
cipients remaining on the rolls for over ten
years.
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One thing, however, has changed. Since
1935, when AFDC was first created, through
President Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty
in the 1960’s, to Bill Clinton’s 1992 promise to
‘“‘end welfare as we know it,”” welfare innova-
tion and welfare reform were pretty much a
Democratic affair. That is no longer the
case. When conservative Republicans gained
control of Congress in 1994, they also as-
sumed a major share of responsibility for the
nation’s welfare system and those trapped in
it.

How do they intend to proceed? As it hap-
pens, although most conservatives agree on
the permanent need to end welfare as a fed-
eral entitlement, there have been three dif-
ferent and, to some extent, rival schools of
thought about how to reform the system. All
three have been incorporated in the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act,
which formed the basis of the Republican
welfare bill that President Clinton eventu-
ally vetoed this past January, and also in the
many state plans now being put into effect
by such Republican governors as Tommy
Thompson of Wisconsin and John Engler of
Michigan. The three approaches therefore
bear scrutiny, for it is no exaggeration to
say that the well-being of America’s welfare
population, and indeed of American society,
depends upon the conceptual clarity with
which we approach this long-festering prob-
lem.

The most influential of the three schools is
associated preeminently with the name of
Charles Murray, and its guiding premise is
that humans respond rationally to economic
incentives. It is a tribute to the sheer rhetor-
ical force and intellectual brilliance of
Murray’s extensive writings that, although
conservatives often tend to resist mecha-
nistic views of human nature, they have em-
braced this analysis almost without reserva-
tion. The most important parts of the Re-
publican welfare bill, those dealing with
‘“‘personal responsibility,” are in fact based
on Murray’s logic. I am referring in par-
ticular to those sections which attempt to
curb the high rates of family disintegration
and out-of-wedlock births by the application
of negative economic incentives. Under these
provisions, states would be permitted
(though not required) to deny cash assist-
ance to children born out of wedlock to teen-
age mothers, and would also be permitted
(though again not required) to deny addi-
tional cash assistance to mothers on welfare
who continue to have more children.

Why, Senator Daniel P. Moynihan asked in
connection with this aspect of the conserv-
ative reform effort, should children have to
pay for the sins of their fathers (and moth-
ers)? The answer is to be found in certain as-
sumptions that were first spelled out by
Murray over a decade ago in his now-classic
book, Losing Ground: American Social Policy
1950-1980. The crucial passage appears mid-
way through the book:

‘It is not necessary to invoke the Zeitgeist
of the 1960’s, or changes in the work ethic, or
racial differences, or the complexities of
post-industrial economies, in order to ex-
plain . . . illegitimacy and welfare depend-
ency. All were results that could have been
predicted . . . from the changes that social
policy made in the rewards and penalties,
carrots and sticks, that govern human be-
havior. All were rational responses to changes
in the rules of the game of surviving and get-
ting ahead.” [Emphasis added]

In other words, according to Murray, the
welfare state has provided exactly the wrong
incentives to the poor and the underclass by
rewarding non-work, family dissolution, and
out-of-wed-lock births. It follows that if we
change the rules of the game, behavior will
change with it. Get rid of the economic sup-
ports (e.g., AFDC) that enable poor single
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mothers to support additional children, and
they will eventually either abstain from sex,
or use birth control, or (one supposes) have
abortions.

There is much to Murray’s argument. But
implementing it might also entail more than
the American people and their representa-
tives are willing to swallow. The key to his
rationalist approach is ‘‘the overriding
threat, short-term and tangible.” Here is
how he describes the threat in a recent arti-
cle on reducing illegitimacy:

““A major change in the behavior of young
women and the adults in their lives will
occur only when the prospect of having a
child out of wedlock is once again so imme-
diately, tangibly punishing that it overrides
everything else. . . . Such a change will take
place only when young people have it
drummed into their heads from their earliest
memories that having a baby without a hus-
band entails awful consequences.”

Murray relies heavily on a calculus of
pleasure and pain in part because, as a liber-
tarian, he sees no other way. Since govern-
ment ‘‘does not have the right to prescribe
how people shall live or to prevent women
from having babies,” it is left with no op-
tions for affecting people’s lives other than
the tax code. But there is also a deeper rea-
son for Murray’s reliance on what he labels
“the technology of changing behavior.”” He
thinks it the only effective means of training
the human animal. Thought he acknowl-
edges the roles of religion and morality in
forming people’s sensibilities and attitudes,
much of the force of these other agencies, he
writes, has always been ‘‘underwritten by ec-
onomics.”

It is perhaps this oddly materialist version
of human volition that has led some conserv-
atives to look beyond Murray for solutions
to the welfare problem. What if, they ask,
gutting the welfare system does not have the
desired effect forthwith? It will take a very
resolute legislator indeed to go on applying
negative incentives for as long as it takes.
And even if we concede that negative incen-
tives have their place in any plan of welfare
reform, how can we expect young people to
aspire to the roles of motherhood and father-
hood unless we offer a more elevated concep-
tion of these roles in their own terms?

Interestingly enough, Murray himself
wrote the preface to a recent book, Marvin
Olasky’s The Tragedy of American Compassion,
which embodies an alternative to the ‘‘tech-
nology’’ of behavior control. The book’s leg-
islative impact has thus far been slight, but
its influence can be felt in measures that
would authorize states to contract out their
welfare services to private religious charities
and to churches. Its stamp is also to be found
on Republican efforts to restore civil soci-
ety, like Senator Dan Coats’s Project for
American Renewal. The book has garnered
the endorsements of such heavyweights as
William J. Bennett and Newt Gingrich, and
later this spring a more policy-oriented se-
quel will be published by the Free Press
under the title Renewing American Compas-
sion.

Though Olasky (who teaches at the Univer-
sity of Texas at Austin) agrees with Murray
that we should scrap the current welfare sys-
tem, his analysis of how we got where we are
is quite different from Murray’s and, cor-
rectly understood, leads down different
paths. In fact, Olasky turns Murray’s thesis
on its head. Although he acknowledges the
impact of economic incentives on people’s
behavior, in his view the underlying forces
are spiritual and, broadly speaking, reli-
gious. Thus, according to Olasky, ‘‘the key
change of the 1960’s”” was ‘‘not so much new
benefit programs [Murray’s claim] as a
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change in consciousness concerning estab-
lished ones, with government officials ap-
proving and even advocating not only larger
payouts but a war on shame.”’

To Olasky, American social-welfare policy
has always reflected the dominant theology
of the day. In the 18th and early 19th cen-
turies, theology emphasized a merciful but
just God and a sinful human nature that
only God’s grace could cure. This produced a
hardheaded approach to social policy: aid to
the poor was given in kind, but not in cash;
charity, understood as ‘‘suffering with” the
needy, was personal and paternalistic; mate-
rial aid was considered secondary to, and de-
pendent upon, saving souls; aid was for the
‘“‘deserving,” not the ‘‘undeserving,’ poor.

But this Calvinist theology lost out in the
late 19th century to a universalistic, liberal-
ized view that ‘“‘emphasized God’s love but
not God’s holiness,”” that jettisoned belief in
original sin for a Rousseau-like belief in the
natural goodness of man, and that essen-
tially secularized a whole range of Christian
beliefs. The effects on social policy were dra-
matic and devastating—and, in Olasky’s
opinion, completely predictable. The state
took over the care of the poor, crowding out
private charity. Shame and the work ethic
were supplanted by the attitude that the
poor have a constitutional right—that is, an
entitlement—to welfare. Emphasis shifted
from improving the spiritual conditions of
the poor to improving their material condi-
tions. As Owen Lovejoy, president of the Na-
tional Conference of Social Work, put it in
1920, the goal would no longer be private sal-
vation but rather the creation of ‘‘a divine
order on earth as it is in heaven.”

Olasky’s history describes, in short, a de-
scent, a fall from grace. As a nation, he
claims sweepingly, we have been making war
not on poverty but on God, and ‘‘the corrup-
tion is general.” Therefore, although he too,
like Murray, would tear down the welfare
state, he does not expect any sudden alter-
ation in behavior. Rather, he sees in the end
of the welfare state an opportunity for pri-
vate charities, and in particular private reli-
gious charities, to take over some of the re-
sponsibilities of caring for the poor, espe-
cially in the (for him) primary arena of their
spiritual needs.

After all, writes Okasky, it was the federal
government’s entry into the welfare arena
that ‘‘crowded out’ private religious char-
ities in the first place. Remove the govern-
ment, and the charities will come surging
back. Yet he is honest enough to admit that
the historical record is not entirely clear on
this point: which came first, the increasing
involvement of professionals and the govern-
ment in the lives of the poor, or a decline in
voluntarism and religiosity? This is a crucial
question, for if something in the culture led
to a decline in voluntarism prior to the fed-
eral government’s takeover of welfare, then
a simple withdrawal of the latter will not
necessarily lead to an increase in the former.

“In the end,” predicts Okasky, ‘‘not much
will be accomplished without a spiritual re-
vival that transforms the everyday advice
people give and receive, and the way we lead
our lives.” If that were really so, it would be
reasonable to conclude that public-welfare
programs should not be scrapped at all, but
rather kept in place until the hoped-for spir-
itual revival occurs, lest the poor be left
without God and without material support
at once. Be that as it may, however, there is
much else in Olasky’s thinking, particularly
about the role of private ‘‘compassion,” that
reformers can make use of in the months and
years to come.

This brings us to the third current. Unlike
the first two, both of which see big govern-
ment as the principal culprit in the welfare
mess, this one envisions a role for govern-
ment in its solution.
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Perhaps the principal figure here is Law-
rence Mead of New York University. In his
book, The New Politics of Poverty, Mead ar-
gues, against Murray, that the marginal eco-
nomic disincentives created by welfare do
not explain the really staggering extent of
non-work and family dissolution in the wel-
fare population. Moreover, having a baby out
of wedlock in order to receive a welfare
check is not really ‘‘rational,” in Mead’s
judgment. Rather, this and other aspects of
the behavior of the underclass are the results
of a certain personality profile. The non-
working poor, says Mead, are defeatist, pas-
sive, and psychologically resistant to taking
low-skilled jobs. A ‘‘culture of poverty” ex-
ists that cannot be fully explained by the ra-
tionalist model.

What to do? The answer, according to
Mead, is workfare, an approach that would
require able-bodied recipients of welfare to
enter the labor market. By forcing the poor
to be like the rest of us, workfare seeks to
manage and even (in the words of Congress-
man Bill Archer) to “‘transform’ them.

The thinking of Mead and others who favor
workfare—Mickey Kaus of the New Republic
is another well-known proponent of such
schemes—is evident in the various versions
of the Republican welfare-reform bill. All in-
clude the basic requirement that for any aid
poor people receive from the government,
they must work, in the private sphere if pos-
sible but in the public sector if not. Accord-
ing to the bill, 50 percent of welfare recipi-
ents must be working by 2002; even single
mothers with children (over the age of one)
should be required to work; and families re-
ceiving benefits will be cut off after five
years.

Mead argues that workfare represents, in
effect, a ‘‘new paternalism,’” a ‘‘tutelary re-
gime.” And indeed his ideas have alarmed
more than a few conservatives, especially
those of a libertarian bent. Many believe
that any attempt by the government to mold
behavior, even that of the poor, marks a
break from the American tradition of lim-
ited government. Such fears are in Mead’s
view well-founded. But the appearance of the
contemporary underclass itself marks, he be-
lieves, a watershed development in our na-
tional life, if not ‘“‘the end . . . of an entire
political tradition.”” That tradition—the tra-
dition of the Founders, and of such classical
liberals as Hobbes, Locke, and
Montesquieu—‘‘took self-reliance for grant-
ed.” It assumes that people are, by nature,
rational maximizers of their economic inter-
ests. But now it appears that many are not;
and so a ‘‘new tradition,” a ‘‘new political
theory,” even a ‘‘new political language’ is
needed.

All this seems somewhat overheated. For
some reason, many of those who propose
work as a solution to the welfare problem
cannot resist militaristic metaphors. (Thus
Mickey Kaus, in The End of Equality, urges
Americans to build a ‘“Work Ethic State.””)
But we need not really move beyond our own
liberal tradition in order to enforce the norm
of work. The Founders themselves recog-
nized that humans are frequently irrational,
indeed even lazy. And Adam Smith, the clas-
sical liberal par excellence, was not mincing
words when he observed that among the ‘“‘in-
ferior ranks’ of society there was a surfeit of
‘“‘gross igmnorance and stupidity.”” Rather
than positing rational self-interest as a uni-
versal human trait, Smith and other clas-
sical liberals thought that through persua-
sion and law, it would be possible to turn
men away from their former pursuits of mili-
tary glory and religious enthusiasm toward
‘‘small savings and small gains.”” A little bit
of workfare for those still unmindful of their
economic self-interest thus need hardly spell
the end of the American political tradition.
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What is especially interesting about the
three conservative strands of thought about
welfare is that despite the theoretical dif-
ferences among them, together they provide
a coherent guide as to how to fix a broken
system. As men are not angels, Charles
Murray’s negative incentives have their
place. But neither are men brutes, and hence
something more is needed than a ‘‘tech-
nology” of behavioral change. As Marvin
Olasky reminds us, a rebirth of the spirit of
religious charity would change many lives
for the better. And as Lawrence Mead re-
minds us, in a commercial republic such as
ours, work is the proper condition for all
who are able.

Indeed, the politicians have seen the big
picture in a way that this perhaps not so
easy for the lone social thinker to do. The
Republican welfare-reform bills in Congress,
along with the many state plans being put
into effect by Republican governors, makes
use of Murray’s incentives, Olasky’s reli-
gious charities, and Mead’s workfare. If
there are theoretical and practical difficul-
ties with each of these approaches, it is pre-
cisely the combination that may make con-
servative welfare reform politically palat-
able and even, in the end, effective.

——
CONSERVATION AND GRAZING
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise

today to express my strong opposition
to President Clinton’s actions to open
our conservation reserve lands to cat-
tle grazing. As someone who is con-
cerned about the environment, I am
disappointed by his decision.

The conservation program pays
ranchers to take ecologically fragile
land out of grazing.

It has been a very successful program
and has put away some 36 million acres
away as a nature preserve. By remov-
ing these acres of land from -cattle
grazing and creating areas of undis-
turbed vegetative cover, the program
has created habitat for many types of
wildlife across the Great Plains and the
Midwest, including waterfowl, pheas-
ants, prairie grouse, raptors, and mi-
gratory songbirds. These species need
undisturbed cover to nest and raise
young successfully.

But good green grass is hard to come
by. The price of feed is up and the price
of cattle is down. For some, the solu-
tion to higher beef prices may be to
open up restricted land to grazing.

But as Richard Cohen quickly point-
ed out in today’s Washington Post,
“First the oil reserves, then the con-
servation reserves and next—maybe—
the Federal Reserve.”’

In the name of environmental protec-
tion, this Congress fought off any at-
tempts to allow grazing on ecologically
sensitive land.

In fact, in last month’s farm bill we
provided significant funding for the
Conservation Reserve Program and
made sure that wildlife habitat was a
primary objective of the reserve pro-
gram.

By opening all 36 million CRP acres
nationwide to grazing and haying with
few constraints and little apparent
consideration for the scope of the
emergency, the Clinton administration
has eliminated much of the wildlife
value of the Conservation Program.
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In the Great Plains, it is now nesting
season, and if cattle are allowed on the
land, ducks and grassland songbirds are
going to get trampled.

Grass is growing where it has not
grown in years and species that were
once threatened are making a come-
back. Unfortunately, President Clin-
ton’s action probably has negated all
that progress this year.

I am also disappointed that the Clin-
ton administration made this decision
without consulting the environmental
and sportsmen communities. The con-
servation community, the Agriculture
Department, even the environmentalist
were surprised, and, frankly, I am sur-
prised.

I keep asking myself how can some-
one who calls himself an environ-
mentalist justify opening up some of
our most fragile and protected areas to
cattle grazing?

I believe that President Clinton’s ac-
tions directly contradicts the belief
that the Clinton administration truly
cares about the environment.

This situation demonstrates that,
once again, the interests of sportsmen,
conservationists, and the public still
rank far below those of subsidized com-
modity agriculture.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
Washington Post article to which I ear-
lier referred.

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

POLITICS, PRICES
(By Richard Cohen)

What’s the most dangerous place in the
world? Bosnia? Liberia? Chechnya? Any-
where in Montana? No. The answer is any
place between Bill Clinton and reelection. It
is a no-man’s land where principle is sac-
rificed to politics and consistency is given
scant regard. That explains why the adminis-
tration moved this week to sell federal oil
reserves and open restricted lands to cattle
grazing. It wants to lower the price of gas
and raise the price of beef.

The average voter, which is to say me, is
confused. If I drive a little less but eat more
meat, will that balance out? If I drive a lot
less and eat more steak, will that be better
for the country? If I drive down to see Alan
Greenspan, will I get even richer? After all,
I sense a pattern: First the oil reserves, then
the conservation reserves and next—maybe—
the Federal Reserve. Will Uncle Sam be giv-
ing away money?

Silly me, it already has. The federal gov-
ernment paid an average of $27 a barrel for
the 587 million barrels of oil now in storage.
Since Alaskan crude, the oil that most ap-
proximates what Uncle Sam has in the cel-
lar, is now selling at about $20 a barrel, you
don’t have to be a regular Laura D’Andrea
Tyson to figure out that you would be taking
a $7 loss on each barrel. Since the govern-
ment plans to sell 12 million barrels, that
amounts to an anti-profit (I thought I'd coin
yet another stupid economic term) of $84
million. I'd say offhand that the per-capita
cost to the average American is anyone’s
guess.

But it is not anyone’s guess that Clinton is
pursuing a political, not economic, agenda.
The price of gas became a problem only when
the networks started reporting on the story
and Bob Dole recommended repealing a 4.3-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cent gas tax increase that Clinton pushed
through Congress in 1993. With that, the
White House rolled out its Big Bertha fax
machines and bombarded Washington with
press releases noting that Dole, in his reck-
less youth, had at one time supported a gas
tax increase. Next, the president announced
he would sell federal oil to drive down the
price at the pump. But check the pump.
Nothing’s happened.

And nothing much will. Despite some Cap-
itol Hill sound bites to the contrary, the
price of gas has increased for sound economic
reasons. The conspiracy to which some poli-
ticians allude happens to include consumers
who are driving faster in heavier cars, a bru-
tal winter and a miscalculation on the avail-
ability of Iraqi oil. Prices will go down even-
tually—but not, probably, before they go up
some more.

In a sense, Clinton’s response to Dole has
been truly impressive. As an exercise in cyn-
ical politics, it’s a masterpiece—a regular
Mona Lisa or, if you will, a Jackie Kennedy
bauble. Opening up restricted grazing land is
a different story altogether. This is an ap-
palling tale in which, for a few votes, a con-
servation program has been endangered
without much thought at all.

The program in question pays ranchers to
take ecologically fragile land out of grazing.
In this way, some 36 million acres (about the
size of Jowa) has become a sort of nature pre-
serve. But the Great Plains are parched, and
good grazing land is hard to come by. As a
result, the price of feed is up and the price of
cattle is down. (Ranchers have been selling
off their herds.) Understandably, ranchers
have been eyeing the acres in the Conserva-
tion Reserve Program. The grass there is
tall—yummy for cattle.

But that land is also good for birds, and
ducks. Now is the nesting season, and if cat-
tle are allowed on the land, a lot of eggs and
ducklings are going to get trampled. The
program is hardly perfect—too much acreage
in some areas, not enough in others—nor is
it cheap. (Over a 10-year period, the average
payment has been a total of $52,800 for 97
acres.) But grass is now growing where it has
not grown in years.

Maybe, after due deliberation, opening the
land was the best way to go. But there was
no deliberation, due or otherwise. The con-
servation community, even Department of
Agriculture officials, was taken by surprise
at how fast this decision was made. Clinton
would barbecue Smokey the Bear to win re-
election.

The administration is at odds with itself. If
everything works as planned, you could drive
to McDonald’s for less—and pay more for a
burger when you get there. The one consist-
ency is the fervid White House desire to put
politics above everything else. In that area,
it has shown true leadership.

Mr. ROTH. I yield the floor.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). The Chair recognizes the
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the
Presiding Officer.

———

NEWBORNS’ AND MOTHERS’
HEALTH PROTECTION ACT OF 1996

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
want to follow on the comments that
were made by Senator BRADLEY with
respect to the Newborns’ and Mothers’
Health Protection Act of 1996. I think
it is an absolutely classic example of
what it is the American people do ex-
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pect us to do in Congress and what
they would like us to take on. It is a
very real problem. As he indicated,
they are very real families, very real
people and they are in this situation,
very helpless.

I also join Senator BRADLEY in urg-
ing the majority leader, Senator DOLE,
to bring this bill to the floor as soon as
possible. It did pass Labor and Human
Resources by 14 to 2. That is not a close
vote. That is virtually a unanimous
vote. We are approaching Mother’s
Day. It would be nice to have this bill
debated at that time.

The legislation is absolutely vital in
the turmoil which is now our health
care system. It shifts the decision-
making power of when a mother and
her baby would be leaving a hospital,
discharged home, so to speak, from an
insurance company or an HMO, which
has interesting missions in all of this,
and then send it back to the doctor and
to the patient. That is, the decision
when to leave. That is why I signed on
to this bill and became a cosponsor
very, very early.

Many large insurers are refusing to
pay for more than 24 hours of mater-
nity care. I do not know where man-
aged care is going to take this country.
I can tell you this, I am extremely wor-
ried about it, and I am even more wor-
ried about for-profit HMOs and man-
aged care. Some HMOs even require
discharge within 8 hours of delivery. I
cannot imagine such a thing. I am sure
that can happen from time to time, but
I just cannot imagine that happening
very often.

These quick discharge practices can,
in fact, enormously endanger the life of
the mother and endanger greatly the
life of the child. Newborns are prone to
problems such as dehydration. They
are prone to problems like jaundice
that are not even detectable until they
have been alive for 24 hours. So, by def-
inition, how are doctors going to be
able to determine infants’ condition if
they are already at home?

New mothers are themselves very
susceptible to pelvic infections, to
breast infections. A new mom may be,
probably is in most cases, too fatigued,
just too tired, has been through too
much in the delivery to properly care
for an infant 24 hours after a normal
but nonetheless exhausting delivery
problem or experience.

Quick discharges can result in dev-
astating medical consequences, in dev-
astating human consequences and, yes,
they can result, and have resulted, in
death, because new mothers and fa-
thers are sometimes unable to detect
these early symptoms of potentially
life-threatening conditions. This is not
ideological talk, this is medical talk.

Right mnow, insurance companies
start the 24-hour clock, or even the 8-
hour clock or the 12-hour clock ticking
the minute the child is born. The
minute the child emerges, the minute
of the first cry, the clock begins.

The insurance companies do not dis-
tinguish between those mothers who
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have had a 2-hour birth and a mother
who has been through 12 hours or 18
hours and had an extremely painful,
exhausting, debilitating birth. They
make no distinction whatsoever be-
tween the two; just out of here in 24
hours.

Their rules do not distinguish be-
tween an experienced mother, a mother
perhaps having her third or fourth
child with a father or a grandmother at
home ready to help, ready to help the
mother, ready to help the child, on the
one hand, and then on the other hand,
a l6-year-old teenage mother with an
exhausting birth process who is dis-
charged after virtually no time. A
teenage mother, who is terrified at the
prospect and has no idea of how to care
for a healthy baby, much less a baby
showing some Kkinds of symptoms
which that 16-year-old teenage mother
cannot understand. It makes no dif-
ference to the insurance company. The
circumstances make no difference: 24
hours, they must all be discharged
from the hospital, period.

How do we get here? I mean, this is
the great debate. The Clinton health
care bill did not pass, I understand
that. It tried to bite off too much, I un-
derstand that. The free market is
working, I understand that, but there
are some very dangerous things going
on. Some of the most unhappy people
in America right now, and the ones
most worried about quality of care, are
physicians.

Judith Bowman is a first-time mom
from Fairmont, WV. She recently expe-
rienced one of these speedy discharges.
She wrote to me:

“I was surprised by the almost drive-
thru like approach put on bringing a
precious new life into the world. The
information concerning the baby and
personal follow up care comes fast.”

“I was,” she said, ‘‘exhausted. I
couldn’t understand it all. It was new
to me. I couldn’t take it all in. I was
still recovering from the birth experi-
ence.”

“The total length of my stay after
delivery was approximately 20 hours.”

Mr. President, in concluding, I say
that one would hope that the Congress
would not need to legislate on this
kind of matter. I mean, to be quite
honest with you, I think it is rather
shocking. It is the kind of thing that
you think that the private sector
would pick up immediately at the first
sense of difficulties and simply stop.
But, no—insurance companies are mo-
tivated by other things.

I would think that we could trust in-
surance companies to do the right
thing on an individual case-by-case
basis. What is so strange about that?
What is so radical about that? To let
doctors make patient-care decisions
without concern of financial or other
penalties being imposed on them.

Of course, what I am saying is, if doc-
tors who belong to HMOs want to keep
the mother more than 24 hours, they
may be threatened, saying, ‘“You either
start discharging after 24 hours or
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you’re off our payroll.” Do not think
for a moment that is not happening. It
is scary. It is scary.

So this bill would require insurers to
pay for a 48-hour stay following an un-
complicated vaginal delivery and 96
hours for an uncomplicated Caesarean
section. The bill permits, as Senator
BRADLEY said, shorter stays. But,
again, it puts the decision in the hands
of the physician of the mother to de-
cide if that is appropriate. That is who
should make this critical decision, not
an insurance company driven by other
considerations, including those of their
stockholders.

Mr. President, I conclude my re-
marks simply by thanking Senator
BRADLEY and Senator KASSEBAUM for
leading this effort. I again hope we will
be able to take this matter up some-
where around Mother’s Day. I thank
the Chair, and I yield the floor.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

————
GAS TAX REPEAL

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I believe
that we should not have a roll-back of
the 4.3-cent-a-gallon gasoline tax. Ac-
tually, retention of this tax is the sen-
sible, national interest course to follow
as we struggle to reduce the deficit. I
fear that, like Sisyphus in Hades, we
are doomed forever to roll the heavy
stone of the deficit uphill, only to have
it always roll down again, weighted
down by yet another quick-fix tax cut.

In our effort to reduce the deficit, we
grapple daily with the stark reality
that funds for education, the environ-
ment, Medicare, and the earned income
tax credit, are all being scaled back.
And now, a clarion call to lower the
gas tax is being heard. Repealing the
gas tax is projected to save the average
motorist the grand total of about $27 a
year in taxes. Note too, there is no cer-
tainty that the oil companies will ac-
tually pass this rebate on to the con-
sumer. The effect of this gesture is to
reduce revenues by $4.8 billion, thereby
making it all the more difficult to re-
duce the Federal deficit.

While I recognize that higher gas
prices effectively reduce the take home
pay of commuters and those whose
daily Ilivelihood depends upon the
availability of low priced fuel, gasoline
in the United States has become one of
the ‘‘great bargains of the Western
world” to quote Daniel Yergin in to-
day’s New York Times. Over the last
few years, prices, adjusted for infla-
tion, have been as low as at any time
since World War II. The price of about
$1.30 a gallon is exquisitely cheap when
compared with the almost $56 a gallon
paid in France.

Rather than providing a potentially
illusory benefit of $27 per motorist, I
suggest we concentrate on those issues
having a far more profound impact on
the lives of working Americans. We
have yet to satisfactorily grapple with
proposals to increase the minimum
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wage, the projected shortfall in Medi-
care funds in 2001, and the fact that our
education programs are such that the
mathematics scores of some of our stu-
dents, particularly in the Southeast re-
gion, continue to be lamentably low.
Repealing the gasoline tax is the last
thing we should think of doing—and we
should quickly reject the idea.

——————

WELCOMING U.S. DECISION TO
PARTICIPATE IN EXPO ’98 IN LIS-
BON

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on another
matter, last month, the White House
announced that it has accepted an invi-
tation from the Portuguese Govern-
ment to participate in the inter-
national exposition to be held in Lis-
bon in 1998. This is good news indeed. I
commend President Clinton for this de-
cision.

I have long encouraged the adminis-
tration to take this step. Last year, I
sponsored a resolution calling for U.S.
participation in Expo ’98. In March of
this year, I visited the site of the expo
while in Lisbon for President
Sampaio’s inauguration. During my
visit, I took the opportunity to learn in
detail the goals and themes of the expo
from Antonio Cardoso Cunha, commis-
sioner-general and chairman of Expo
’98.

Earlier this week, we welcomed Por-
tuguese Foreign Minister Jaime Gama
to Washington. Accordingly, I believe
it is a particular appropriate time to
bring Expo ’98 to the attention of my
colleagues and to express my enthu-
siasm for working with our Portuguese
allies on this important project.

The theme of Expo ’98 appropriately,
will be ‘“The Oceans, a Heritage for the
Future” and will focus on environ-
mental topics. As the resident of a
coastal State which shares with Por-
tugal a rich maritime tradition, I
cannot imagine a more appropriate or
more unifying theme. The U.N. General
Assembly has declared 1998 as the
International Year of the Ocean in an
effort to alert the world to the need to
improve the physical and cultural as-
sets of the world’s oceans. A funda-
mental goal of Expo ’98 will be to focus
on the growing importance of the
world’s oceans and to foster a debate
on the sustainable use of marine re-
sources and environmental protection.
The United States, of course, has a
vested interest in being part of this de-
bate.

Our participation in this exposition,
which marks the 500th anniversary of
the historic voyage from Europe to
India of the Portuguese explorer Vasco
da Gama, should be a source of pride
for those of Portuguese heritage, as
well as a source of great interest for all
those with a concern for the oceans and
a sense of history. Portugal, of course,
has a great history of sea exploration,
and in fact, helped to create important
trade links between the peoples of Eu-
rope, the Americas, Africa, and Asia.
Lisbon, the capital of Portugal since
the 12th century, is a vibrant cultural
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and economic center, and its location
on the Atlantic makes it a fine choice
for an expo focused on the sea.

Expo 98 offers opportunities for U.S.
business as well. The organizers of
Expo 98 will provide all facilities relat-
ing to each national pavilion free of
charge. Accordingly, participating
countries will have to provide only the
contents of its representation. The U.S.
exhibit will be financed completely by
the private sector. Such an arrange-
ment is a win-win situation—for the
U.S. Government and for U.S. busi-
nesses which may be able to receive in-
creased international exposure through
their participation. I am hopeful that a
commissioner general who will be re-
sponsible for coordinating the U.S. ef-
fort and for securing corporate spon-
sorships will soon be appointed so that
we can move ahead quickly.

I add also, having it this year brings
attention to the Law of the Sea Trea-
ty, which needs to be acted upon.

I remember myself in 1940 seeing the
last time we had a world exhibition in
Lisbon and seeing the amount of the
world’s surface that was under Por-
tuguese rule. On a personal note, I re-
member attending an exhibition in 1940
while visiting my father who was post-
ed as the U.S. Minister to Lisbon. At
that time, I attended the Exhibition of
the Portuguese World, which focused
on the contributions of Portugal’s far
flung colonies. Lisbon was a wonderful
site, and the Portuguese people were
perfect hosts for such an exhibition.
With such a firm tradition of hospi-
tality already well established, I know
that Portugal will prove the ideal
choice for hosting the 1998 expo.

I am pleased that the United States
sill be joining dozens of other coun-
tries—including Germany, Greece, the
United Kingdom, Morocco, India, Paki-
stan, and Cape Verde—to name a few—
in participating in the last expo of this
century. As a long-time friend of Por-
tugal and the Portuguese people, I look
forward to working together to make
Expo 98 a success. I yield the floor.

————
RIGHT TO DIE DECISIONS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, one of the
most profound and sensitive issues fac-
ing our society today is whether doc-
tors should be allowed to assist in the
suicide of their patients.

On this issue, I happen to share the
view of the American Medical Associa-
tion that doctors who are sworn to be
life-givers, should not act as life-tak-
ers, and that the licensing of doctors to
administer death is ‘‘fundamentally in-
consistent with the pledge physicians
make to devote themselves to healing
and to life.”

I recognize that there are those who
do not share this point of view. But the
process we use to work out such dis-
agreements and come to a social con-
sensus is called democracy. I will vig-
orously defend the right of every fellow
citizen to disagree with me, but I will
also defend the constitutional process
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by which our laws are made. The peo-
ple, through their elected Representa-
tives, should be the ones to decide
whether to permit or to prohibit physi-
cian-assisted suicide. It is a give and
take of meaningful public debate that
enables our democratic society to ex-
amine complicated social issues and,
hopefully, reach a consensus that en-
joys broad popular support.

In recent weeks, however, two influ-
ential Federal courts—the ninth cir-
cuit of appeals on the west coast and
the second circuit court of appeals on
the east coast—have determined that
the U.S. Constitution flatly prohibits
the States from outlawing physician-
assisted suicide.

The ninth circuit ruled that individ-
uals have a liberty interest in control-
ling the time and manner of our deaths
and that a Washington State law pro-
hibiting assisted suicide was, therefore,
a violation of the due process clause of
the 14th amendment. In a more nar-
rowly drawn opinion, the second cir-
cuit declared that a similar New York
State law outlawing physician-assisted
suicide violates the 14th amendment’s
equal protection clause. In fact, I think
in the Washington case it was due proc-
ess; also the liberty clause.

These decisions, like others in recent
years, have the unfortunate effect of
substituting the judgment of unelected
Federal judges for the democratic proc-
ess. If the ninth circuit’s decision pur-
porting to find a fundamental right to
physician-assisted suicide is upheld by
the Supreme Court, then all meaning-
ful public debate on this issue would ef-
fectively be cut off. All of the moral
and ethical concerns on both sides
would, with a single stroke, be replaced
with a judicial fiat. The only citizens
whose voices matter in such a decision
would be the judges themselves. As col-
umnist Charles Krauthamer writes:
“Not a single country in the world
(save Holland) permits doctors to help
patients Kkill themselves. Now judges
have declared that America will be
such a country, indeed that the Con-
stitution demands that America be
such a country.”

I yield to no one in my respect for
the role of the judiciary in preserving
our fundamental liberties. On occasion,
judges may even be required to strike
down a legislative act because it clear-
ly conflicts with fundamental freedoms
and guarantees of equal protection set
forth in our Constitution. This is part
of the genius of our system, the funda-
mental check on the legislative and ex-
ecutive branches created by the Fram-
ers of the Constitution.

But what would the Framers say of
these decisions or others like these?
Does anyone doubt that they would be
astonished to learn that the Constitu-
tion prohibits the people from prohib-
iting physicians from administering
death? At some point, the legal argu-
ments advanced by our judges to strike
down an otherwise valid legislative act
must be examined in the light of com-
mon sense.
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In creating a new constitutional
right to kill oneself with a physician’s
help, the unelected members of the
ninth circuit, judges appointed by both
Democratic and Republican Presidents,
have taken it upon themselves to deny
millions of their fellow citizens the op-
portunity to address this sensitive and
morally charged issue through the
democratic process. That is the denial
of a fundamental right that would have
made the Framers shake with anger.
They did not fight so hard to win and
preserve the freedom of self-govern-
ment simply to abandon that freedom
to unelected judges.

As one judge who dissented from the
ninth circuit’s decision observed:
“That a question is important does not
imply that it is constitutional. The
Founding Fathers did not establish the
United States as a democratic republic
so that elected officials could decide
trivia, while all the great questions
would be decided by the judiciary.”

In recent days, I have highlighted the
enormously influential role that judges
play in the daily lives of the American
people. Today, Federal judges micro-
manage hospitals, schools, police and
fire departments, even prisons. Federal
judges have unilaterally raised prop-
erty taxes, and now they have struck
down popularly enacted laws on the
theory that physician-assisted suicide
is no less than a right guaranteed by
the Constitution.

The Constitution is a precious leg-
acy. It was precious when it emerged as
that ‘“‘miracle in Philadelphia.”” Ameri-
cans of all generations have made it
more precious by fighting an dying to
defend it. These sacrifices were not
made so that Federal judges with life
tenure could warp the meaning of the
Constitution to fit their own political
agenda or personal beliefs. When that
happens, judicial review becomes an
expression of tyranny, no longer the
guarantee of liberty intended by the
Framers.

On the admittedly difficult issue of
physician-assisted suicide, I am pre-
pared to trust the American people.
The American people, not a small
group of unelected judges seeking to
dispense their own superior moral wis-
dom, should be the ones deciding
whether assisted suicide is consistent
with the values our great country does,
and should represent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that opinion pieces by Charles
Krauthamer and E.J. Dionne be printed
in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 12, 1996]

DECIDING ON LIFE OR DEATH
(By Charles Krauthammer)

In the most morally laden judicial decision
since Roe v. Wade, two U.S. appeals courts
(for the 2nd and 9th circuits) have within the
last five weeks struck down as unconstitu-
tional laws banning physician-assisted sui-
cide. Two issues are at stake here: (1) Should
physician-assisted suicide be permitted? And
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(2) should judges be deciding the issue? The
first is a difficult question. The second is
not.

In this column and elsewhere, I have ar-
gued that permitting doctors to kill their pa-
tients is a bad idea, however compassionate
the motives, principally because the erosion
of the taboo against physician-assisted sui-
cide will inevitably lead to abuses. But what-
ever my private view and whatever the pri-
vate view of the robed eminences of the 2nd
and 9th circuits, is this not an issue that a
democratic people ought to decide them-
selves?

Have these judges learned nothing from
Roe v. Wade? The United States is the only
country in the Western world that has legal-
ized abortion not by popular vote or legisla-
tive action but by judicial fiat. The result
has been 25 years of social and political tur-
moil.

Having disenfranchised a democratic peo-
ple on one of the fundamental moral issues
of our time, the courts are now bent on doing
it again. Not a single country in the world
(save Holland) permits doctors to help pa-
tients kill themselves. Now judges have de-
creed that America will be such a country,
indeed that the Constitution demands that
America be such a country.

It is not as if the people have neglected the
issue. Since 1991, three states have held
referenda on the question. California and
Washington voted narrowly to retain the
ban, Oregon voted even more narrowly to lift
it.

Well, they can forget their votes. Judge
Stephen Reinhardt and the 9th Circuit Court
in San Francisco have decided the issue for
them. Congratulating his own steely self-dis-
cipline, Reinhardt writes: ‘“We must strive to
resist the natural judicial impulse to limit
our vision to that which can plainly be ob-
served on the face of the document before
us,”” meaning the Constitution. And resist he
does, heroically. In a manifesto longer than
the Unabomber’s, Reinhardt embraces a ‘“‘dy-
namism of constitutional interpretation”
and proclaims a constitutional ‘“‘right to die”’
lodged, lo, undiscovered all these years right
under our noses in the ‘‘liberty interest’” of
the Due Process Clause of the 14th Amend-
ment.

(Question: If the liberty interest mandates
permitting assisted suicide, how can one jus-
tify the current drug laws? If the state may
not impinge on your liberty to make your-
self dead, how can it impinge your liberty to
make yourself high?)

The prize for judicial presumption, how-
ever, goes to Judge Guido Calabresi of the
2nd Circuit in New York for his opinion con-
curring that current laws banning assisted
suicide must be thrown out but for a dif-
ferent—and revealing—rationale: They must
g0 because they are obsolete. They were
originally enacted at a time when suicide
was either a crime or considered a ‘‘grave
public wrong.” Now that suicide is consid-
ered neither, he says, the assisted suicide
laws make no sense. Calabresi grants that
the Constitution and its history do not clear-
ly render these statutes invalid. But that de-
ters him not a bit. He would throw them out
anyway until the New York legislature
comes up with new assisted-suicide laws
sporting more modern rationales.

Are democratically enacted laws to be
stricken until a new moral exegesis can be
cooked up to satisfy a judge’s personal eth-
ics? Judges rule on the constitutionally of
laws, not their currency.

Calabresi presumes that the people of New
York retain their prohibition against physi-
cian-assisted suicide out of absent-minded-
ness. Yet he himself notes that in 1994 a task
force of doctors, bioethicists and religious
leaders organized at the request of Gov.
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Mario Cuomo concluded (unanimously, mind
you) that the laws against physician-assisted
suicide should be retained. Yet Calabresi car-
riers on as if no one other than he has bent
his mind to the problem.

Calabresi is a Clinton appointee. Judge
Roger Miner, who wrote the 2nd Circuit’s
majority opinion, was appointed by Reagan.
The 9th Circuit majority (1 Kennedy, 5
Carter, 2 Reagan appointees) is similarly ec-
umenical. Which proves that judicial impe-
rialism is a bipartisan occupational disease.

Is it too much to hope that the Supreme
Court will put a stop to it? It would do a
great service to the democratic character of
this country by reviewing these opinions,
overturning them and remonstrating against
the breathtaking arrogance of these imperial
judges. It might begin by quoting from the
dissent of the 9th Circuit’s Andrew Kleinfeld:
“That a question is important does not
imply that it is constitutional. The Found-
ing Fathers did not establish the United
States as a democratic republic so that
elected officials would decide trivia, while
all great questions would be decided by the
judiciary.”

[From the International Herald Tribune,

Apr. 16, 1996]
ON DYING IN AMERICA: A QUIET REVOLUTION
(By E.J. Dionne, Jr.)

WASHINGTON. Thanks to two court deci-
sions, the people of the United States are
hurtling down a road they did not choose and
have grave doubts about pursuing. The deci-
sions, by the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Ap-
peals on the West Coast and the 2d Circuit on
the East Coast, abruptly struck down laws
prohibiting doctor-assisted suicide.

It all happened without a full national de-
bate, without any consultation of patients or
doctors. These judges decided there ought
not be a national dialogue on what is one of
the most difficult ethical, moral and prac-
tical decisions confronting modern medicine.
They were sure they knew better than the
rest of us.

What needs to be recognized is that this is
not some small legal step. These decisions, if
kept in force, will revolutionize the way we
Americans think about dying. They will
hugely increase the pressures on the very ill
to agree to kill themselves, utterly trans-
form the relationship between doctors and
patients and create gaping loopholes for
abuse.

It is especially chilling that these deci-
sions come up as the country is moving rap-
idly into managed-care health plans where
all the incentives are to cut costs. What easi-
er way to cut costs than to create subtle
pressures on patients to kill themselves? Of
course there is no managed-care plan out
there that would ever do such a thing con-
sciously—one hopes so, anyway. But as med-
ical care for the very ill becomes more and
more expensive, it is naive to pretend that
such pressures will never arise.

That is why those who call themselves lib-
eral should not rush to the cause of assisted
suicide just because the battle flag of ‘‘a lib-
erty interest’” has been raised. One of the
most badly needed protections in America’s
increasingly complicated health system is to
insulate individuals from bureaucratic pres-
sures when they make the hardest decisions
of their lives.

Many doctors vigorously oppose assisted
suicide precisely because they want their
own missions to remain clear and unequivo-
cal. The American Medical Association wor-
ries that assisted suicide is ‘‘fundamentally
incompatible with the physician’s role as
healer and care-giver.” Medicine is, as the
medical ethicist Leon Kass put it, ‘‘an inher-
ently ethical activity.” The doctors we ad-
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mire most are those who keep their ethical
obligations in the forefront. We ought not
transform their ethical role without debat-
ing what such a change would mean. This
choice cannot be thrust upon us, of a sudden,
by courts claiming higher ethical wisdom.

The confusion created when judges decide
this issue by fiat is illustrated by the fact
that the two courts reached their decisions
for entirely different constitutional reasons.
The 2d Circuit judges said laws against as-
sisted suicide violated the 14th Amendment’s
equal protection clause, since the law per-
mits one class of people to end their lives by
withdrawing treatment but requires another
class to stay alive because it denies them
suicide.

This gives the concept of ‘‘equal protec-
tion” a chilling twist. It is a terrible leap to
declare that withdrawing support is exactly
the same as helping a patient commit sui-
cide. In the first case, we are acknowledging
that great medical advances permit us to
trump nature and keep people alive long
after they would otherwise have died. In the
second, we are taking active measures to kill
people. Surely this is not a line we should
erase casually.

The 9th Circuit, on the other hand, relies
on the liberty protections of the 14th Amend-
ment. ‘At the heart of liberty is the right to
define one’s concept of existence, of mean-
ing, of the universe and of the mystery of
human life,” wrote Judge Stephen
Reinhardt. Well, sure, But what is at stake
here is the relationship of the individual to
the medical system. What needs arguing is
whether liberty will actually be enhanced by
giving doctors Q and hospitals and HMOs Q
new powers over life and death.

One cannot escape the suspicion that we
have here an outcome in search of a ration-
ale. The goal is to legalize assisted suicide
and the judges rummage around for constitu-
tional language to justify the goal.

This is no easy issue. Modern medicine can
keep people alive far longer now than in the
past. It’s fair to debate if more people may
now suffer more pain in the last stages of
life, and what that should mean for the prac-
tices of medicine. But the courts should not
decide this for us.

———
TRAVELGATE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today I read a story in the Washington
Times that ought to absolutely outrage
every Member of this body. It should
also outrage the American people. The
article is entitled ‘“Democrats Stymie
Effort to Pay Travelgate Legal Fees.”
It is written by Mr. Paul Bedard.

The story is about how Democrat
Senators are secretly trying to pull the
plug on a Republican bill to pay legal
fees for this person. The bill would help
undo some of the damage that the Clin-
ton White House perpetrated against
seven innocent employees of the White
House travel office. Mr. Billy Dale was
the head of that office. He is the most
prominent of the seven and the most
harassed by the White House. The bill
would restore only a small part of the
economic damage done to these citi-
zens and their families. It would simply
pay their legal fees. It would do little
or nothing to restore their reputations,
their dignity, their psychological trau-
ma, or their faith in their Government,
especially in this White House.

Now, to make matters worse, Mr.
President, the Democrats want to take
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away their legal fees, too. This, of
course, is adding insult to injury. By
their putting a stop to this bill, the
Democrats would deprive these seven
of legal fees, even after it has been
shown that the seven should not have
been targets of the Clintons in the first
place.

These seven innocent—let me repeat,
innocent—workers were given their
walking papers so a Clinton family
member and a rich Hollywood crony
and a Clinton contributor could reap
spoils for themselves. The seven be-
came unjust targets of the enormous
power of the Federal Government.
Their rights were trampled all over.

Why should our Democrat colleagues
be trying to secretly kill the legal fees
for the Travelgate seven? Here is what
Mr. Bedard of the Washington Times
says: ‘A Senate leadership official said
Democrats hope to kill the aid for Mr.
Dale in order to save the President the
embarrassment of having to sign it.”

Mr. President, that is no justification
whatever. If that is the justification,
then that explains why this effort is
being done in the secrecy of the back
room. First, the President fails to take
responsibility for his actions. He points
the finger and blames the firings of the
Travelgate seven on others. Now it ap-
pears that his lieutenants do his bid-
ding to stop the legal fee bill, once
again failing to take responsibility as a
President of the United States for his
own actions.

This is precisely why I have often re-
peated on this floor my observation
that there is an absence of moral lead-
ership coming from this White House.
If there was ever an appropriate illus-
tration of what I am talking about,
this clandestine maneuvering on the
Travelgate bill is it. If all of this is
true, these Senators are doing the
President of the United States a dis-
service, as well as Mr. Dale, and the
President would best show some leader-
ship by standing up and saying he
wants no part of this effort to harass
these citizens any longer.

In the Travelgate case, the President
and First Lady already have been ac-
cused of coverup, damage control,
stonewalling, a failure of moral leader-
ship, cronyism, nepotism and, most im-
portantly, a breach of public trust.

Why should these Senators, whom I
assume are allies of the President,
want to add to this list of accusations
legislative as well?

It is all right for the President of the
United States to create a fund and
have his own legal fees paid by lobby-
ists, cronies, and high rollers. But if
the average ‘‘Joe Citizen’’ wants and
deserves to be made whole in the face
of Federal harassment, he gets, as Mr.
Dale has found, the plug pulled on him
secretly behind closed doors.

I submit that the harassment of Billy
Dale by the Democrats continues.
First, it was the Clinton White House
doing it to Mr. Dale. Then it was the
FBI and the Federal prosecutors. Now
it is friends of the President in the U.S.
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Senate. It seems like everybody in
Government is in a league together to
frustrate an attempt to help make Mr.
Dale whole—at least economically.
There is no way you are going to help
him with all these other problems he
has.

I will urge our leaders—meaning our
Republican leaders in this body—to lift
up this rock to the light of day and see
who scurries away from the refuge of
secrecy, closed doors, and the dark. I
will urge that a full public debate be
allowed on this bill, followed by a re-
corded vote instead of a voice vote. Let
those who are doing their work behind
the scenes face the American people
and make their case in public.

This is a fairly outrageous position
for anybody to take, particularly since
the President is trying to get his legal
bills paid by donations from his
friends. Now, this is outrageous. I have
not seen a whole lot like it in the 15
years I have been here. This is not a de-
bate about corporate or trade associa-
tions or labor organizations or large
grassroots organizations; this is a de-
bate about doing justice for just one
person—a man who was wrongly ac-
cused and harassed by our Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. President, in a sense, this is a de-
bate about our moral leaders in the
White House. Mr. Dale and his family
have been left financially, emotionally,
and psychologically drained. Since a
Federal jury acquitted Mr. Dale after
all of 2 hours of deliberations, how can
anyone in this body defend such ac-
tion? One thing is for sure: I do not
think the people will want to defend
such action in public. In that, I have
much confidence.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
article printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Times, May 2, 1993]
DEMOCRATS STYMIE EFFORT TO PAY
“TRAVELGATE’ LEGAL FEES
(By Paul Bedard)

Senate Democrats have ganged up in secret
to block legislation that would pay off
“Travelgate’ figure Billy R. Dale’s $500,000
legal bill in an apparent effort to shield the
president from further embarrassment in the
scandal.

Senate leadership sources said yesterday
that Sen. David Pryor of Arkansas, a close
ally of the president, put a confidential
“hold” on the bill, blocking it from being
considered by the Senate.

They said Mr. Pryor, who is retiring this
year, then passed the hold to other Demo-
crats, and they have kept the legislation
from being considered for passage in a voice
vote.

Pryor spokesman Beau Morrison denied
that the senator now has a hold on the bill,
adding that a senator’s privilege to put a
hold on legislation is supposed to be con-
fidential.

Senate protocol allows any member to
place a confidential hold on any legislation
for any reason. Democratic senators recently
tried to kill that rule.

“Pryor did put a hold on it, and we expect
another Democrat to drop one on it now that
you have caught wind of it,” a Republican
source said.
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Mr. Dale accumulated legal bills of $500,000
in defending himself against two counts of
embezzlement that followed his surprise
ouster as White House travel office director
May 19, 1993. A U.S. District Court jury took
two hours to acquit him after a three-week
trail.

The firings of Mr. Dale and his six aides
sparked the Travelgate scandal.

A House panel is investigating a former
senior White House aide’s accusation that
first lady Hillary Rodham Clinton demanded
the firings in order to make room for Clinton
associates. Mrs. Clinton has denied the
charge.

Republicans upset with Senate Majority
Leader Bob Dole’s refusal to force the issue
on the Senate floor yesterday urged the like-
ly GOP presidential nominee to bring the
legislation to a vote.

‘““Please do whatever you can to bring this
bill to the floor, thus allowing those oppo-
nents the opportunity to make their argu-
ments in public, in the light of day,”’ Sens.
Christopher S. Bond, Missouri Republican,
and Richard C. Shelby, Alabama Republican,
wrote to Mr. Dole in a letter provided to The
Washington Times.

“The careers of seven long-time employees
were put in jeopardy, their finances dev-
astated and their reputation forever stained.
And now a simple bill designated to attempt
to right one of the wrongs perpetrated
against these seven employees is being held
up by at least one Democrat senator,” they
wrote.

“We believe the ‘Travel Office Seven’ has
suffered enough—this bipartisan, widely sup-
ported bill should be allowed to pass.”

The House in March voted 350-43 to pay Mr.
Dale’s bills. Swift Senate action was prom-
ised—along with presidential approval—but
the bill was stopped dead by Democratic op-
position.

The House and Senate previously approved
a $150,000 bill to help cover the legal bills of
the other travel office workers.

Unless Mr. Dole pushes the bill Repub-
licans expect the hold ‘‘to continue until we
begin putting pressure on the Democrats,”
Senate leadership official said ‘“We should be
going to the floor every day to force and em-
barrass the Democrats, but we aren’t there
yet.”

The official said Senate Democrats hope to
kill the aid for Mr. Dale in order to save the
president the embarrassment of having to
sign it. Mr. Clinton has said he will sign it,
but he isn’t pushing Democrats to let the bill
go.

Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is rec-
ognized.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, if I
might, I would like, through the Chair,
to request my good friend from Iowa to
stand by for a few moments, because I
would very much like to know some of
the points that he raised so that I
might be able to respond. I say that in
great respect to him. When I saw him
take the floor and mention the
Travelgate issue, I literally ran from
my office in the Russell Building to be
here so that I may attempt to respond.

First, I do not know if the Senator
from Iowa, in any way, has indicated or
implied that a Member on this side of
the aisle—especially this Senator from
Arkansas—or would have inferred that
this Senator from Arkansas has had a
hold on this particular bill, known as
the Travelgate reimbursement bill for
legal fees.
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In this morning’s Washington Times,
Mr. President——

Mr. GRASSLEY. If the Senator will
let me answer, and I will not take the
floor.

Mr. PRYOR. Sure.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I did
not say anybody’s name. However, the
article I have put in the RECORD does
have the name of the Senator from Ar-
kansas in a headline. This was the
basis for my comments. I did get unan-
imous consent to have this printed in
the RECORD.

Mr. PRYOR. I do not object. I am
very proud that my good friend is rais-
ing this point so that I can finally re-
spond to it.

The Washington Times indicated this
morning that the Senator from Arkan-
sas, myself, Senator PRYOR, had a hold
on this bill to repay all of the legal
fees, some $500,000, which had been
amassed by those people involved in
the Travelgate episode.

Mr. President, I want to state this: I
do not have a hold on this bill. I have
never placed a hold on a bill in my 18
years in the Senate. I will be here
about another few months, and I will
never place a hold on a bill, or a piece
of legislation. I do not think that is a
healthy way to conduct the business of
the Senate. And I deeply resent—not
the Senator from Iowa—but any in-
sinuation by anyone from the media
that the Senator from Arkansas has a
hold on this bill. I do not have a hold.
I have never talked to anybody about
having a hold. I have never mentioned
to the majority leader, to the minority
leader, to the floor staff, to the Cloak-
room, or anyone, that I want to stop
this bill.

In fact, Mr. President, I want to see
this bill come to the floor. I wish it
would come to the floor tonight. I wish
we would vote on it tonight, because 1
am probably going to support it be-
cause I have an amendment I may want
to add to this bill. This amendment re-
lates to changing the implementation
of the GATT treaty, so that a handful
of drug companies will not continue
taking advantage of the American con-
sumer, the American taxpayer, in the
sale of certain pharmaceutical drugs.

I might use this bill as that vehicle,
Mr. President, to offer that amendment
so that we can correct this odious mis-
take that the Congress has made in
carving out a special exemption and a
special place for Glaxo, the manufac-
turer of Zantac, and other drug firms
of the manufacturing nature, in the
manufacture of drugs that are neces-
sities of life for people. I was going to
use this as a possible vehicle to make
that change and to offer that amend-
ment.

There is another bill that I hope will
come to the floor. The Senator from
Iowa had worked for many years on
something we called the taxpayers’ bill
of rights. I was going to see if there
would be a way to offer my amendment
on Glaxo and the GATT implementing
legislation. I have been consulting with
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my colleague, Senator BROWN of Colo-
rado, and Senator CHAFEE of Rhode Is-
land, to establish which vehicle would
be best for us to use to get the max-
imum number of votes. If Travelgate
was the one, that would be fine, or the
taxpayers’ bill of rights, that would be
fine. Whatever the legislation, Mr.
President, I was prepared to offer this
amendment to correct this mistake
Congress made, which allows extra
profits of $6 million each day to one
particular firm, which I think is uncon-
scionable.

I state to my friend, once again, I do
not have a hold on this bill. Please in-
sert the article. I will certainly not ob-
ject. I thank the Senator for raising
the point, because all day I have been
asked by various members of the press
if T actually had a hold on the bill. I do
not. I see that my friend may be seek-
ing recognition.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Will the Senator
yield for rebuttal on my part?

Mr. PRYOR. I am happy to yield to
my friend.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, first
of all, I thank the Senator very much
for coming to the floor to make his re-
marks. I absolutely believe what the
Senator says. I hope that the Senator
will have an opportunity, maybe, to
study what I said, because, as he said,
he had to leave his office to come over
here. I will be happy to discuss, either
privately or on the floor of the Senate,
any of the comments that I made. I did
not name any Senator, albeit, the Sen-
ator’s name could be implied from put-
ting the article in the RECORD. But I
did not accuse any Senator of putting a
hold on it. People on this side of the
aisle did inquire about whether or not
there was a hold by somebody on your
side of the aisle on the bill, and we
were told there was a hold. We were
not told who it was, but that there is a
hold on the bill.

So I want to take time to clarify that
because the Senator from Arkansas
asked me to, and I appreciate how he
approaches this issue as well.

I still would leave my comments,
though, that we should get this bill
passed. It is not going to restore the
situation prior to the firing the way it
was for Mr. Dale. But I think that this
is something which will bring some jus-
tice to it and some equity to other sit-
uations in this town where people are
getting their legal fees paid.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Iowa very much.

I once again appreciate this oppor-
tunity to be able to come to the floor
and attempt to clarify this situation
which I think is somewhat of sync. If I
might, before my friend and colleague
leaves the floor, I am just going to
take a very few moments before my
colleague leaves.

There seems to be sort of an insinu-
ation in some of the media writings—in
the Washington Times—that the White
House, through Senator PRYOR from
Arkansas, being from the same State

S4645

as the President and the First Lady,
might be inclined to put a hold on this
bill so as not to embarrass the White
House, or whatever.

Mr. President, let me state in the
presence of my colleague, the Senator
from Iowa, that I have never talked to
anyone in the White House about this
bill. Never, ever have I talked to any-
one in the White House about this bill.
I do not think they have any idea
whether there is a hold on this bill or
not. In fact, I think I have seen in the
press, or I have heard somewhere, that
the President has indicated that he
would probably sign this bill. I do not
know what the President’s position on
this bill is.

But, if I may, I am so appreciative of
the Senator remaining to let me tell
him how this might have started. This
is a very small body, and we all know
each other. I went the other evening to
one of Senator GRASSLEY’s colleagues,
Mr. President, on the other side of the
aisle, and I said, ‘“When 1is the
Travelgate reimbursement for legal
fees bill coming?’”’ They said, ‘“Well, we
are not sure.” I said, ‘‘I may have an
amendment to the bill.” I may amend
it either with the GATT implementa-
tion legislation to try to cure this ter-
rible mistake we have made to allow
all these windfall profits to occur for
Glaxo and other companies, or I may
have another amendment. I may offer
an amendment to put some extra
money in this bill as a contingency
fund, a contingency fund to somehow
begin to compensate and to give some
protection, even a modest amount of
protection, for those individuals who
are being dragged up here to Wash-
ington, DC, time and again at their
own expense incurring enormous back-
breaking legal fees to appear before the
Whitewater committee.

Mr. President, these people are finan-
cially destitute. These are not Presi-
dents and First Ladies necessarily.
These are secretaries and file clerks
who are having to answer a subpoena
and bring records, bring themselves,
pay for airplanes, and come up here
and give opportunities to be grilled and
interrogated by the Whitewater com-
mittee.

Mr. President, I do not know if Mr.
Dale’s firing was right or not. I have
not truly followed that case. I think
the President probably had the right to
fire him should he have wanted him
fired. I do not know how that worked.
But whether he did or whether he did
not, that is irrelevant to the other
issue.

Do we need to start looking at a way
to protect private citizens in the pay-
ment of their legal fees when they are
not a target of an investigation, when
they are not even truly a part of any
problem that has given rise to an in-
vestigation when those individuals can-
not pay their legal bills?

Mr. President, when these people are
first talked to about appearing before
this committee or before Kenneth



S4646

Starr’s grand jury in Arkansas or be-
fore a grand jury here, they do not
know what is happening. They do not
know if they need an attorney or not.
They do not know in most cases wheth-
er they are a target of an investigation
or not. They are having to produce
mountains of information. They are
having to produce file drawers full of
documents. For many of those docu-
ments, they do not know where they
are. But in most cases they are trying
to comply in good faith and with good
intentions.

So, Mr. President, that may have
been how this rumor started about the
Senator from Arkansas putting a hold.
I said that I might have an amend-
ment. One amendment might be on the
GATT Glaxo issue; one amendment
might be to add additional funds so
that we could cover those individuals
who could not pay attorney’s fees who
are not targets of an investigation.

I remember hearing the majority
leader sometime back. I tell you, I
think he was right. I remember him
talking about someone who had been
hauled—perhaps hauled or subpoe-
naed—before the Iran-Contra com-
mittee. I believe that was the case. The
majority leader said then that what he
was going to have to do is go out and
try to get his reputation back.

Those words rang in my ears, and
they ring in my ears again as we con-
tinue dragging these people up from es-
pecially our State and where it is going
to wreak financial devastation on some
of these individuals who have had no
part in creating this problem but were
merely what you might call lower ech-
elon public servants who are going to
be financially destitute after all of this
is over.

Mr. President, I see the distinguished
majority leader is here. I want to
thank once again my friend from Iowa,
Senator GRASSLEY, for remaining, and
he has had to leave the floor now.

Seeing no other Senators seeking
recognition, I yield the floor at this
time.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

——

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate imme-
diately proceed to executive session to
consider the following nominations on
today’s Executive Calendar: Executive
Calendar nomination Nos. 507 and 508.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the nominations be confirmed, en bloc,
the motions to reconsider be laid upon
the table, en bloc, that any statements
relating to the nominations appear at
the appropriate place in the RECORD,
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action, and that the
Senate then return to legislative ses-
sion.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The nominations were considered and
confirmed as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Thomas Paul Grumbly, of Virginia, to be
Under Secretary of Energy.

Alvin L. Alm, of Virginia, to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of Energy (Environmental
Management).

————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session.

———

RYAN WHITE CARE ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1996—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I submit a
report of the committee of conference
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 641),
a bill to reauthorize the Ryan White CARE
Act of 1990, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses this report, signed by
all of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
April 30, 1996.)

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the conference report
on the Ryan White CARE Act Amend-
ments of 1996, S. 641. This bipartisan
legislation reauthorizes critical health
care programs which provide services
for individuals living with HIV and
AIDS. Accordingly, I urge the Senate
to move expeditiously to pass this con-
ference report, which has already
moved through the House with near-
unanimous support.

The Ryan White CARE Act plays a
critical role in improving the quality
and availability of medical and support
services for individuals living with HIV
disease and AIDS. As the HIV epidemic
continues, the need for this important
legislation remains.

Achieving a compromise on the Ryan
White CARE Act reauthorization bill
has been a long process, and I am de-
lighted to see it come to a completion.
The give-and-take involved in the con-
ference rarely leaves everyone satisfied
with every aspect of the final agree-
ment. I believe, however, that the com-
promise bill offers constructive change,
and I am particularly pleased that it
provides greater equity for rural states
through changes in the funding for-
mulas.

The present distribution formulas
have led to disparity in funding for in-
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dividuals living with AIDS based on
where they live. When the CARE Act
was first authorized in 1990, the epi-
demic was primarily a coastal urban-
area problem. Now it reaches the
smallest and most rural areas of this
country. Our agreement ensures that
the amount of Federal AIDS support
for an individual in a rural State more
closely approximates the support for
an individual living in a high AIDS
population area. This agreement en-
sures that any individual living with
AIDS, regardless of where he or she
lives, will have similar support from
the Federal Government.

Mr. President, with any formula
change, there is always concern about
the potential for disruption of services
to individuals now receiving them. To
address this concern, the bill maintains
hold-harmless floors designed to assure
that no entity receives less than 95 per-
cent of its 1995 allocation over the next
5 years, and all entities are held harm-
less in fiscal year 1996.

The Senate-House HIV testing com-
promise shifts the emphasis from man-
datory testing of infants to voluntary
testing of pregnant women. It provides
$10 million to help States meet CDC
guidelines for voluntary HIV coun-
seling, testing, and treatment for preg-
nant women. I believe the emphasis on
voluntary testing for pregnant women
makes sense and is an appropriate com-
promise. Medical technology today en-
ables us to greatly reduce the chance
that a HIV-positive mother will pass
HIV to her newborn if she receives
proper treatment prior to delivery.
This is why I felt it was so critical to
focus our Federal resources on vol-
untary testing of mothers rather than
testing newborns, when it would be too
late to try to prevent most HIV trans-
mission.

I believe that the changes proposed
by this legislation will assure the con-
tinued effectiveness of the Ryan White
CARE Act by maintaining its success-
ful components and by strengthening
its ability to meet emerging chal-
lenges.

Putting together this legislation has
involved the time and commitment of
a wide variety of individuals and orga-
nizations. I want to acknowledge all of
their efforts. I particularly appreciate
the constructive and cooperative ap-
proach which the Senate conferees,
Senators JEFFORDS, FRIST, KENNEDY,
and DoDD, lent to the development of
this legislation. I wish to thank both
the Senate and the house conferees for
their efforts in crafting the com-
promises reflected in this conference
bill.

I also wish to thank their staffs, in-
cluding Sharon Winn, Susan Ramthun,
Jonelle Rowe, M.D., Joe Musker, Mi-
chael Iskowitz, Seth Kilbourn, Jane
Loewenson—as well as Marty Ross,
M.D., James Wade, M.D. and Kent
Bradley, M.D. of my staff—for their
hard work in reaching this agreement.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a
privilege to join Senator KASSEBAUM in
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bringing to the Senate floor the con-
ference report for the Ryan White
CARE Reauthorization Act of 1996.
This is critically important legislation
and I am pleased that after months, an
agreement has finally been reached.

For 15 years, America has been strug-
gling with the devastating effects of
AIDS. More than 1 million citizens are
infected with the virus. AIDS itself has
now become the leading killer of all
young Americans from ages 25 to 44.
AIDS is killing our brothers and sis-
ters, parents and children, friends and
loved ones—all in the prime of their
lives. This epidemic knows no walls
and has no mercy.

More than 500,000 Americans have
been diagnosed with AIDS. Over half
have already died—while the epidemic
marches on unabated.

The epidemic is now a decade and a
half old, but almost 40 percent of the
AIDS cases in this country have been
diagnosed in the last 2 years. Another
American gets the bad news every 6
minutes. Each day, 100 more of our fel-
low citizens die of AIDS.

As the crisis continues, it becomes
more and more difficult for anyone to
pretend that AIDS is someone else’s
problem. There are few of us who do
not know someone who is either in-
fected or affected by AIDS. In a very
real way, we are all living with AIDS.

In 1990, AIDS advocates and service
providers gave us the sound advice that
the development and operation of com-
munity-based care networks could help
shore up the Nation’s overburdened
health system, and improve the quality
of life and efficiency of services for in-
dividuals and families living with
AIDS.

In response, and in the name of Ryan
White and all the other Americans who
had lost the battle against AIDS, Con-
gress passed the Comprehensive AIDS
Resources Emergency Act, called the
CARE Act. With broad bipartisan sup-
port, we put people before politics, and
took constructive action that has made
a world of difference.

America can take satisfaction that,
in difficult times, sometimes we get it
right. In the case of the CARE Act, we
have.

The act contains a series of provi-
sions that have reduced inpatient hos-
pitalization and emergency room vis-
its—and allowed more than 300,000
Americans with HIV disease to live
longer, healthier, and more productive
lives.

Title 1 of the act provides emergency
relief for cities hardest hit by AIDS.

Title 2 provides funding for all 50
States to organize and operate HIV
care consortia, to offer home care serv-
ices and lifesaving therapeutics, and to
continue private insurance coverage
for those who would otherwise fall onto
the public rolls.

Title 3 funds community health cen-
ters and family planning clinics which
offer primary care and early interven-
tion services to those living with HIV
in underserved urban and rural commu-
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nities face an increasing demand for
care.

Title 4 links cutting-edge pediatric
AIDS research with family centered
health and support services to meet the
unique needs of children, youth, and
families with HIV.

Title 5 funds national demonstration
projects for HIV populations with spe-
cial needs, including teenagers, minori-
ties, the homeless, and Native Ameri-
cans.

Together, these titles put in place a
strong national response with a proven
track record of success that has saved
both money and lives.

In Boston, the act has led to dramati-
cally increased access to essential serv-
ices. Because of the act, 15,000 individ-
uals are receiving primary care, 8,000
are receiving dental care, and 9,000 are
receiving mental health services. An
additional 700 are receiving case man-
agement services and nutrition supple-
ments. This assistance is reducing hos-
pitalizations, and is making an ex-
traordinary difference in people’s lives.

While our response has changed sig-
nificantly since 1990, the brutality of
the epidemic remains the same. When
the act first took effect, only 16 cities
qualified for ‘‘emergency relief’’. In the
past 5 years, that number has more
than tripled.

This crisis is no longer limited to
major urban centers. Caseloads are now
growing in small towns and rural com-
munities, along the coasts, and in
America’s heartland. From Weymouth
to Wichita, no community will avoid
the epidemic’s reach.

We are literally fighting for the lives
of hundreds of thousands of our fellow
citizens. This reality challenges us to
move forward together in the best in-
terest of all people living with HIV.
And that is what this conference report
seeks to do.

This bill acknowledges that the HIV
epidemic has expanded its reach, but
we have not forgotten its roots. While
new faces and new places are now af-
fected, the epidemic rages on in the
areas of the country hit hardest and
longest.

The pain and suffering of individuals
and families with HIV is real, wide-
spread, and growing. All community-
based organizations, cities, and States
need additional support from the Fed-
eral Government to meet the needs of
those they serve.

The revised formulas in this legisla-
tion will make desperately needed re-
sources available to cities and States,
based on the number of people living
with HIV disease. These changes will
increase the availability of medical
care and the support services to indi-
viduals with HIV in many cities, in-
cluding Boston, and in many States.

Equally important, the compromise
will ensure the ongoing stability of the
existing care system in areas of the
country with the greatest incidence of
AIDS. The HIV epidemic in New York,
San Francisco, and Miami is far from
over—and in many ways, the worst is
yet to come.
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Finally, the compromise includes a
provision promoting voluntary HIV
counseling, testing, and treatment for
pregnant women as part of comprehen-
sive prenatal care.

Thanks to recent research advances,
we now know that this sound public
health approach will save countless
young lives. Doctors, nurses, public
health officials and AIDS organizations
have all called for this responsible ac-
tion.

This aspect of the bill is a dramatic
departure from the provisions con-
tained in the House bill, which focused
on mandatory testing of newborns.
That approach is both too little and
too late. In addition, it is likely to
prove counterproductive for achieving
the goal of preventing HIV in newborns
or prolonging the lives of children in-
fected with HIV.

The participation and cooperation of
parents and physicians is essential if
children are to receive the care they
need. Mothers must be involved in the
health care system, not alienated from
it. Mandatory testing programs threat-
en to drive women away from essential
services, for fear of losing their health
care or the custody of their children.
This is especially true for poor women
and IV drug users who are at high risk
for HIV, but who are also often highly
mistrustful of the health care system.

An HIV test by itself does not guar-
antee needed participation, and does
not ensure access to care. It does not
provide access to health insurance or
to necessary followup treatment. It
does not mean that a mother will be
able or willing to follow a complex
treatment schedule.

Doctors, nurses, patients, and all
those on the front lines of this epi-
demic agree that to maximize the po-
tential for appropriate care, the rela-
tionship between a woman and her
health provider must be based on com-
passion, confidence, and trust.

Coercive, mandatory procedures are
hostile to such a relationship and hos-
tile to the American tradition of re-
spect for the doctor-patient relation-
ship.

The compromise contained in the
conference report focuses on the prom-
ising strategy of offering voluntary
HIV counseling, testing, and treatment
to pregnant women. States are given
the time and the resources to imple-
ment the CDC guidelines and to begin
to save lives.

Medical professional and public
health officials have expressed serious
concerns about Congress withholding
funds unless they implemented a pro-
gram which they do not believe is in
the best interest of those they serve.
Under this bill, no doctor or State will
be forced to implement a program of
mandatory HIV testing of newborn dur-
ing this reauthorization cycle.

No State will be forced to implement
a mandatory testing program at all un-
less, first, the Secretary of HHS de-
cides that such a program has become
the standard of practice; and second,
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the State is unable to achieve a signifi-
cant reduction in HIV transmission
from mother to child by the year 2000.
This compromise allows States to keep
their eyes on the goal, rather than di-
vert their attention or resources to a
strategy they believe is wrong.

If States do implement mandatory
testing programs, this provision re-
quires that States have in place protec-
tion against insurance discrimination
based on HIV status or based on the
fact that an individual has undergone
HIV testing. This protection adds to
the protection already provided under
the Americans With Disabilities Act
[ADA].

Under the ADA, an insurance com-
pany or an employer cannot place dif-
ferent requirements or restrictions on
people with HIV or AIDS than they
place on people with diseases of similar
financial risk. This protects against in-
surance discrimination based on fears
and myths, rather than objective actu-
arial and financial considerations.

The requirements in this provision
add to those of the ADA, and prohibit
insurance discrimination against indi-
viduals who have simply undergone
HIV testing. The ADA has an impor-
tant provision which protects people
who are perceived to have HIV or
AIDS. Many people who have under-
gone HIV tests, and are subsequently
discriminated against, may be per-
ceived as having HIV and are thus pro-
tected by the ADA. But this provision
makes clear that such individuals may
not be discriminated against in insur-
ance, whether or not they are perceived
as having HIV.

The reason for this provision is clear.
As I have noted, I do not believe man-
datory testing is appropriate. But if a
State ultimately chooses to fulfill its
obligations under this law by enacting
such testing, it must also ensure that
comprehensive insurance protection is
in place. Congress has already ensured
significant protection when we passed
the ADA. These State laws or regula-
tions will complement such protection.

Like most compromises, it is not per-
fect and it will not please everyone.
But on balance, it is a fair one. We
have sought sound policy. We have lis-
tened to those on the frontlines. And
we have attempted to support their ef-
forts, not tie their hands.

With the enactment of this con-
ference report, Congress has put aside
political, geographic, and institutional
differences to face this important chal-
lenge squarely—and in all likelihood,
successfully.

In these times of partisan politics
and scarce resources, it is a tribute to
the effectiveness of this landmark leg-
islation that Congress voted nearly
unanimously to continue this pro-
gram—and to provide a $105 million in-
crease for this year.

This action will sustain and expand
the act’s lifeline. It will provide better
care and support for hundreds of thou-
sands of individuals and families
caught in the epidemic’s path.
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The Ryan White CARE Reauthoriza-
tion Act, however, is about more than
Federal funds and health care services.
It is also about caring and the Amer-
ican tradition of reaching out to people
who are suffering and in need of help.
Ryan White would be proud of what is
happening in his name. His example,
and the tireless commitment of so
many others, are bringing help and
hope to our American family living
with AIDS.

I am pleased that the House of Rep-
resentatives passed the conference re-
port earlier this evening by a vote of
402 to 4 and I urge my colleagues to
unanimously approve this critically
important conference report.

Before we take final action, I would
like to thank the committee staff who
have worked tirelessly on this legisla-
tion and made it possible for us to
reach this point. First and foremost, I
would like to thank Michael Iskowitz
of my staff, who was instrumental in
the development of this act in 1990, and
who has been indispensable throughout
this reauthorization process.

I would also like to thank Seth
Kilbourn who, during his detail with
the Labor Committee, proved invalu-
able to our efforts. Finally, I would
like to thank Senator KASSEBAUM and
her able staff, including Kent Bradley,
Jim Wade, and Marty Ross. This has
been a solidly bipartisan effort and I
am grateful to the chairman and her
staff for their cooperation and collabo-
ration.

I ask unanimous consent that my re-
marks, a summary of the legislation
and of the voluntary testing com-
promise be printed in the RECORD.

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

RYAN WHITE AIDS CARE ACT SUMMARY

TITLE I—DISASTER RELIEF TO CITIES

Provides emergency assistance to metro-
politan areas hardest hit by the AIDS epi-
demic. Urban areas with more than 2,000 di-
agnosed AIDS cases qualify for such assist-
ance (FY91=16 cities, FY93=24 cities,
FY9%=42, and FY9=48 projected cities).
Funds are used for outpatient health care
and support services for individuals and fam-
ilies with HIV disease to enhance quality of
life and to reduce inpatient hospitalization.
Funds go to mayors who must establish an
HIV Planning Council to assess need and al-
locate resources.

Authorizes such sums as may be necessary
in FY96-00. Actual appropriations: FY91=$87
million; FY92=$122 million; FY93=$184.8 mil-
lion; FY94=$325.5 million; FY95=$356.56 mil-
lion; and FY96=$391.7 million.

TITLE II—HIV CARE GRANTS TO STATES

Provides for the development, organiza-
tion, and operation of effective and cost effi-
cient systems for the delivery of essential
health care and support services to individ-
uals and families with HIV disease in both
urban and rural areas. Eligible uses of funds
include:

(1)—local consortia capable of delivering a
comprehensive continuum of care;

(2)—home health care services;

(3)—assuring continuity of health insur-
ance coverage, and

(4)—paying for HIV related therapeutics.

All states must set aside not less than 15
percent of funds for the delivery of health
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and support services for infants, children,
women and families with HIV disease.

Authorizes such sums as may be necessary
in FY9-00. Actual appropriations: FY91=$87
million; FY92=$108 million; FY93=$115.3 mil-
lion; FY94=$183.9 million; FY95=$198.1 mil-
lion; and FY96=$260.8 million.

TITLE III—EARLY INTERVENTION CATEGORICAL
GRANTS

Provides early intervention services
through categorical grants to public and
non-profit entities including community and
migrant health centers and others which de-
liver primary health care. Individuals who
test HIV(+) receive the diagnostic and thera-
peutic services in order to benefit from med-
ical advances.

Authorizes such sums as may be necessary
in FY9-00. Actual appropriations: FY91=$44
million; FY92=$49.8 million; FY93=$47.9 mil-
lion; FY94=$47.9 million; FY95=$52.3 million;
and FY96=$56.9 million.

TITLE IV—CHILDREN, YOUTH, WOMEN AND
FAMILIES

Provides grants to appropriate public and
non-profit entities that offer primary care to
coordinate the delivery of health care and
support services with experimental therapies
for women and children with HIV to increase
access to services and clinical trials.

Authorizes such sums as may be necessary
in FY96-00. Actual appropriation: FY94=$22
million; FY95=$26 million; and FY96=$29 mil-
lion.

HELPING TO REDUCE HIV TRANSMISSION FROM

MOTHER TO CHILD

The Senate-House HIV testing compromise
contained in the Ryan White conference re-
port shifts the emphasis from mandatory
testing of infants to voluntary testing of
pregnant women. Focusing on voluntary
testing of pregnant women rather than man-
datory testing of newborns is the approach
supported by medical professionals and pub-
lic health officials as the most effective
means of preventing perinatal transmission
of HIV. The compromise contains the fol-
lowing provisions.

Provides $10 million to assist states in im-
plementing the CDC guidelines which call for
voluntary HIV counseling, testing, and
treatment for pregnant women. For states to
access these funds, they must have adopted
the CDC guidelines.

Within 4 months of enactment (Sept. 1996),
the CDC, in consultation with states, must
develop and implement a system for states
to gather data related to perinatal trans-
mission, to document reduction in such
transmission.

The Secretary of HHS is directed to con-
tract with the Institute of Medicine to evalu-
ate the extent to which state efforts have
been effective in reducing perinatal trans-
mission of HIV and to analyze the existing
barriers to further reduction in such trans-
mission. Within two years of enactment
(May 1998), the Secretary shall report these
findings to Congress along with any rec-
ommendations made by the Institute.

After 2 years and 4 months (Sept. 1998), the
Secretary of HHS will make a determination
of whether mandatory HIV testing of all in-
fants born in the US whose mothers have not
undergone prenatal HIV testing has become
routine practice in the provision of health
care in the US. This determination will be
made in consultation with states and ex-
perts.

If the Secretary determines that such man-
datory testing has become routine practice,
after an additional 18 month period (March
2000), a state will not continue to receive
Title 2 Ryan White funding unless it can
demonstrate one of the following:

(1). A 50 percent reduction (or a com-
parable measure for states with less than 10
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cases) in the rate of new AIDS cases result-
ing from perinatal transmission, comparing
the most recent data to 1993 data;

(2). At least 95% of women who are re-
ceived at least two prenatal visits prior to 34
weeks gestation have been testing for HIV;
or

(3). A Program for mandatory testing of all
newborns whose mothers have not undergone
prenatal HIV testing.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am
proud to be an original cosponsor of
the Ryan White CARE Act; I am proud
to have served on the conference com-
mittee for this very vital legislation;
and I am proud to be here today to
speak in support of the bill’s final pas-
sage. As most of us are aware, AIDS
has become one of the most difficult
and complicated public health threats
in recent memory. For this reason, the
Ryan White CARE Act is important
not only for to those already infected
with HIV or suffering from AIDS—as a
public health bill, this legislation is
important for all of us.

We’ve said it a number of times be-
fore, but it bears repeating: AIDS is
now the leading killer of men and
women ages 25 to 44. AIDS has killed
over 300,000 people since the beginning
of the epidemic in the early 1980’s—but
half of those people, 154,077, have died
in the past 2 years. The Centers for
Disease Control estimates that nearly 1
million people are now infected with
HIV, the virus that leads to AIDS.
Clearly, then, AIDS is challenging our
health care system in ways it has not
been challenged before.

We discussed this bill at length near-
ly a year ago, so I want to take a few
minutes to remind my colleagues of
the valuable programs they will help to
support today. As I've already men-
tioned, the bill provides health services
to those already living with AIDS. It
also relieves pressure from our critical
care units and emergency rooms by
utilizing early intervention techniques
with AIDS and HIV patients.

The programs we’re reauthorizing
today work at the local level, and
they’re cost-effective—two things
we’ve tried hard to stay focused on in
this Congress. The Ryan White CARE
Act funds community based organiza-
tions to provide needed outpatient care
at the local level in the most cost ef-
fective and efficient ways possible for
the populations that need help the
most. One study even indicated that a
person receiving outpatient managed
care spends 8 fewer days in the hospital
than a person not receiving such care—
resulting in a cost savings of over
$22,000 per person.

Dollars from the CARE Act increase
the availability of critical outpatient
primary care services; they provide
support services; and they improve the
quality of life of those living with HIV.
In Vermont, CARE Act money is used
primarily to provide pharmaceuticals
to people with HIV and AIDS who need
drugs, but cannot afford them.

Successful outpatient care keeps peo-
ple out of the hospital, improves their
quality of life, and saves money for the
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system. When early interventions and
primary care are used successfully, the
health care system saves untold dollars
in unused emergency health services.
From a purely fiscal perspective, we
cannot afford not to fund these pro-
grams.

Finally, let me remind my colleagues
that this is not a disease from which
we can remove ourselves so easily as
we might expect. Any of us who pre-
viously felt confident we could not be
touched by HIV or AIDS because AIDS
affects other people must now reexam-
ine those assumptions. Soon we will all
have friends whose lives have been
touched by this disease. I had the
honor of hosting one of my friends,
David Curtis, at a Labor Committee
hearing on this bill. The face of AIDS
is changing, it is affecting the people I
know and the people we all know.

If we and our loved ones are affected,
I know we will want adequate re-
sources to be available to help with
prescription drugs, health care and
support services. The Ryan White
CARE Act is an assurance that help
will be available. So for my friend,
David Curtis and the millions of other
Americans affected by HIV, I hope my
colleagues will join me in supporting
final passage of the Ryan White CARE
Act.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the conference re-
port be deemed adopted, the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table, and
that any statements relating to the
conference report be included in the
RECORD at the appropriate place.

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

The conference report was agreed to.

——
ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MAY 3, 1996

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today it stand in
adjournment until the hour of 10 a.m.
on Friday, May 3; further, that imme-
diately following the prayer, the Jour-
nal of proceedings be deemed approved
to date, that no resolutions come over
under the rule, the call of the calendar
be dispensed with, that the morning
hour be deemed expired, that there be a
period for the transaction of morning
business until the hour of 1 p.m. with
Senators to speak for up to 5 minutes
each with the following Senators to
speak for the designated times: Sen-
ator COVERDELL for the first 90 minutes
and Senator DASCHLE for the last 90
minutes.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Senate
will have a period for morning business
only tomorrow, and no rollcall votes
will occur during Friday’s session of
the Senate.

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will recess until 12 noon on Mon-
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day, May 6th. Following morning busi-
ness on Monday, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate turn to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 380, H.R.
2937, regarding White House Travel Of-
fice.

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, it is my hope
that the Senate could dispose of the
White House Travel Office bill by the
close of business on Monday. I did not
hear the debate between the Senator
from Arkansas and the Senator from
Iowa, but, hopefully, if there are prob-
lems, we can work those problems out.
We hope there are not any nongermane
amendments. We will see what hap-
pens. Perhaps we could find that out
before or maybe on Monday because I
may fill up what we call the amend-
ment tree—I prefer not to do that—in
order to keep the Senate germane to
the pending issue.

There will be no rollcall votes during
Monday’s session of the Senate, and
the Senate may be asked to consider
any other legislative matters that may
be cleared for action.

I know there are a number of nomi-
nations on the calendar. I have never
been one to try to hold up nomina-
tions, but I would just say to the White
House they have had nominations—Re-
publican nominees have been down
there for 6 to 8 months—that have not
been sent to the appropriate commit-
tees. It seems to me there ought to be
some reciprocity here. If they continue
at the White House to say, ‘“We are not
going to send Republican nominees
out,” we do not find it very difficult to
say, “Why should we clear nominations
the White House wants?’’—whether ju-
dicial nominations or any others.

So I hope we could have some under-
standing because I have never been
one, regardless of who is in the White
House, to try to hold up nominations.
These nominees have families and obli-
gations but so do the families we have
sent down months and months and
months ago. They are still waiting for
some word from the White House. They
cannot have it both ways.

I also hope that we could still work
out some agreement—we made a ten-
tative suggestion to our colleagues on
the other side with reference to the
minimum wage. I will ask Senator
LOTT to try to meet again early next
week with Senator DASCHLE or his des-
ignee to see if we can work out some
time to take up that matter, either as
a part of something else, which I will
not speculate what it might be, or have
separate votes, parallel votes on our
proposal and a Democratic proposal,
because we would like to proceed with
the legislation and not have non-
germane amendments at every turn. It
took us 8 days to complete an immigra-
tion bill that probably should have
taken 3 days, and I hope that we can
catch up. We need to catch up so we
can hopefully enjoy a recess or a few
days off the end of this month. We have
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a number of bills we think should be
completed prior to that time.
————

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276h-276k, as
amended, appoints the following Sen-
ators as members of the Senate delega-
tion to the Canada-United States Inter-
parliamentary Group during the 2d ses-
sion of the 104th Congress, to be held in
southeast Alaska May 10-14, 1996:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
CHAFEE]; the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH]; the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. PRYOR]; the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER]; the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY]; the Senator
from Washington [Mr. GORTON]; the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS];
the Senator from Florida [Mr. MACK];
the Senator from Montana [Mr.
BURNS]; the Senator from Utah [Mr.
BENNETT]; the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. INHOFE]; the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. DEWINE], and the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. GRAMS].

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276h—
276k, as amended, appoints the fol-
lowing Senators as members of the
Senate delegation to the Mexico-
United States Interparliamentary
Group during the 2d session of the 104th
Congress to be held in Mexico May 3-5,
1996:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI]; the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. BROWN]; and the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL].

Mr. DOLE. I will be happy to yield
the floor or yield to the Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the Chair. I
thank the distinguished majority lead-
er for yielding.

———

PRESIDENTIAL NOMINATIONS

Mr. PRYOR. Once again I should
have been here a few moments ago be-
cause it was my understanding that
one of my colleagues, and perhaps even
the majority leader himself, made
some reference to the appointment of
judges by President Clinton.

Mr. DOLE. Not today.

Mr. PRYOR. I did not hear the major-
ity leader.

Mr. DOLE. I did not make any ref-
erence today to the appointment of
judges, but I did make a reference to
the fact that judges in the second and
ninth circuits have been reaching for
some way to find a constitutional right
to die, and I thought that should be de-
cided by the legislative branch.

Mr. PRYOR. I see. Notwithstanding
the majority leader’s assurances that
he has not talked about President Clin-
ton’s appointments to the bench, Mr.
President, I think the record should
fairly reflect what the facts are about
this. I really appreciate the majority
leader yielding to me for a moment.

The appointments of President Clin-
ton’s judges—in fact, almost two-thirds
of President Clinton’s judicial appoint-
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ments—have received the American
Bar Association’s highest rating: ‘“Well
qualified,” the highest percentage of
any of his three predecessors.

Second, U.S. News and World Report
is saying with regard to President Clin-
ton’s appointments to the bench, and I
quote, ‘“‘Centrism is carrying the day.”

Third, even Senator HATCH, our col-
league and friend from Utah, our dis-
tinguished chairman of the Senate
Committee on the Judiciary, has as re-
cently as August 3, 1995, Mr. President,
stated at a confirmation hearing, and I
quote:

I wish to compliment the administration
for the type of people they are sending to us.
It is making our job much easier.

That is a direct quote from the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, Senator Orrin HATCH of
Utah. Only two more comments, be-
cause I know the distinguished major-
ity leader may be needing to get on.

Only 3—only 3—of the 185 judges in
the lower Federal court appointed by
President Clinton have been even the
subject of contested votes. They did
not even have a vote—only three have
been subjected to a contested vote in
the Judiciary Committee or in this
Chamber. I think this is a remarkable
record.

Finally, Mr. President, let me say
that the Senate has approved unani-
mously with the consent of all Repub-
licans 182 of 185 lower court Federal
judges President Clinton has nomi-
nated and were ultimately approved for
the bench.

So I think from time to time it is
necessary for us to put the facts out in
the RECORD, and I am very, very grate-
ful for the understanding and the op-
portunity the majority leader has
given me to make this record.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate that. I would only say the fact
that they got the highest rating by the
American Bar Association worries me
even more. It is nothing but a liberal
advocacy group, and that should indi-
cate what kind of judges are being
given these very high ratings. The
more liberal you are, the higher rating
you get from the American Bar Asso-
ciation.

It is customary, it has been in Demo-
cratic and Republican administrations,
to honor a President’s nominees unless
there was some reason—sometimes you
do not know until after they have, in
this case, been on the bench and made
a few rulings to see precisely which di-
rection they can go, but we will be
happy to accommodate the Senator
from Arkansas if he would like to have
all these contested in the future. I do
not know how many judicial nominees
are on the calendar now.

So I would just say, obviously, the
President has a right to appoint the
judges that he believes more or less fol-
low his philosophy and others would
have the right to appoint those who
follow their philosophy. That debate
will probably continue.
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LEGISLATIVE SCHEDULE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is also
my hope that we can complete action
on the Billy Dale matter on Tuesday,
and then also Amtrak authorization
which is, as I understand, not particu-
larly controversial, and the firefighters
discrimination bill, S. 849. We hope we
might be able to reach a time agree-
ment on the firefighters discrimination
bill. I think it has broad bipartisan
support. I know the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] has an amend-
ment; the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] has an amendment.
There are three or four amendments on
each side. Some will be adopted, some
will be defeated. But I would like to
complete action on that bill early next
week so that we can move on to other
matters before the week is out.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, if the
majority leader will answer a question,
I would appreciate it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DOLE. I will be happy to yield to
the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. I am wondering—I guess
we are calling the compensation meas-
ure, the Travelgate issue, Billy Dale—
which is fine. I think we will just call
it the Billy Dale legislation.

Mr. DOLE. I do not have a number.

Mr. PRYOR. I wonder if the majority
leader might be favorably disposed to
any kind of amendment to that which
might set up a fund to ultimately com-
pensate those people regarding the
Whitewater matter who may have been
called here or called to Little Rock or
called to some grand jury, to help them
be compensated for their legal fees, if
they were not a target of the investiga-
tion, not a subject of the investigation,
and are found to be destitute and can-
not pay their legal bills. I wonder if the
majority leader would look kindly on
such an amendment.

Mr. DOLE. I would certainly look
kindly on having the Senate Judiciary
Committee considering that. I think
Senator HATCH would be very recep-
tive.

My view is, if someone who is not a
target is not only inconvenienced but
must go out and hire counsel, there
should be some recompense. I do not
care whether it is Whitewater or what-
ever it may be.

So I would certainly, if I could work
with the Senator from Arkansas and
encourage the Senator from Utah, Sen-
ator HATCH, to immediately go to work
on it, perhaps we can work out some-
thing.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished majority leader.

———————

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. DOLE. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I now
ask the Senate stand in adjournment
under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 6:02 p.m., adjourned until Friday,
May 3, 1996, at 10 a.m.
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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate May 2, 1996:
IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING U.S. ARMY RESERVE OFFICERS FOR
PROMOTION IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE
GRADES INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C. SECTIONS
3371, 33384 AND 12203(A):

To be major general

BRIG. GEN. PAUL C. BERGSON, 000-00-0000.

BRIG. GEN. DOUGLAS E. CATON, 000-00-0000.
BRIG. GEN. ANTHONY R. KROPP, 000-00-0000.
BRIG. GEN. JOHN M. O’CONNELL, 000-00-0000.

To be brigadier general

COL. VONEREE DELOATCH, 000-00-0000.
COL. ROBERT M. DTIAMOND, 000-00-0000.
COL. ALFONSA GILLEY, 000-00-0000.
COL. HAYWOOD S. GILLIAM, 000-00-0000.
COL. PIERCE A. ROAN, JR., 000-00-0000.
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COL. ALFRED T. ROSSI, 000-00-0000.
COL. RICHARD G. SIMMONS, 000-00-0000.

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE OF ADMIRAL IN THE U.S. NAVY WHILE AS-
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601 AND TITLE
42, U.S.C., SECTION 7158:

DIRECTOR, NAVAL NUCLEAR PROPULSION
PROGRAM

To be admiral
VICE ADM. FRANK L. BOWMAN, 000-00-0000.

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL IN THE U.S.
NAVY WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10 U.S.C., SECTION
601:

To be vice admiral
VICE ADM. ARTHUR K. CEBROWSKI, 000-00-0000.
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 2, 1996:

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

THOMAS PAUL GRUMBLY, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE UNDER
SECRETARY OF ENERGY.

ALVIN L. ALM, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF ENERGY (ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT).

The above nominations were ap-
proved subject to the nominees’ com-
mitment to respond to requests to ap-
pear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

THE DYNAMIC WAY TO SCORE TAX
POLICY

HON. TOM CAMPBELL

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of reforming the Federal budget proc-
ess, to make the Federal budget process
more manageable and responsive to the
American people. Today, | am introducing,
along with my colleagues, the Honorable Ma-
jority Leader Dick ARMEY, Joint Economic
Committee Vice Chairman JiM SAXTON, Con-

gressmen SHAYS, SANFORD, HORN,
THORNBERRY, EWING, CUNNINGHAM, and
MANzULLO, a sense-of-Congress resolution

that would promote the concept of dynamic
economic modeling.

Congress can gain valuable insight from the
States in many key policy areas, and one im-
portant area is in the accurate estimation of
the revenues available to provide Government
services in the first place. Through the sound
application of an accounting device known as
dynamic economic modeling, several State
governments are providing clearer and more
accurate insight into revenue patterns for fu-
ture years. The sense-of-Congress resolution |
am introducing today is in support of the
premise that dynamic economic modeling is a
valuable means of estimating the effect Fed-
eral tax policy. In addition, this is a concept
that Congress and the Federal Government
should explore further.

The formulas now used to predict the eco-
nomic impact of changes in the Tax Code
don't fully reflect the fact that tax changes
spur behavior and macroeconomic changes. If
you don’t factor in these behavior changes
you get phony revenue numbers and, con-
sequently, inaccurate budget numbers. My
resolution is designed to encourage the con-
sideration of real life and real dollars back into
Government projections.

At the heart of this discussion is whether we
should encourage growth and opportunity in
our tax policy. By implementing dynamic eco-
nomic modeling, one can get a better idea of
the revenue effects that changes in sensitive
tax policy cause. The Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts, for example, has been using dy-
namic economic methods for several years.
My home State of California, it should be
noted, has completed initial design and testing
of a computable general equilibrium model
[CGE]. As a State senator in California, | took
part in this process by authoring Senate bill
1837, a bill authorizing the implementation of
dynamic economic modeling techniques. This
bill was passed by the California legislature
and signed by Governor Wilson in 1994.

The California Department of Finance, | am
pleased to say, has sent a copy of the model
paper to members of Governor Wilson's coun-
cil of economic advisers, specifically John

Cogan, John Taylor, and Michael Boskin of
Stanford University. | expect this model will be
circulated to other academics in California and
elsewhere, and am confident that these mod-
els will be excellent tools to help policymakers
at the State and Federal levels understand the
full economic consequences of tax legislation.

Dr. Boskin, also a former Bush administra-
tion economic adviser, argued last year before
Congress that dynamic economic modeling is
not an attempt to cook the books as defenders
of conventional models might suggest. As Dr.
Boskin added, those who claim that this is an
attempt to cook the books are starting with the
erroneous proposition that the books are now
in good shape. What he acknowledged is that
there are serious problems in conventional ac-
counting and in the current presentation of in-
formation.

Let me illustrate how dynamic modeling may
work. The House of Representatives Joint
Economic Committee [JEC] cites a 1990 pro-
jection of Congressional Budget Office [CBO]
realizations after capital gains tax rates were
increased. Initial estimates of capital gains re-
alizations showed significant gains even after
a large increase in the capital gains tax rate
after 1987. According to recent Internal Reve-
nue Service data, however, actual realizations
were less than half of what was projected by
CBO for 1993. Instead of projected realiza-
tions of $295 billion in 1993, capital gains real-
izations remained stagnant at $141 bilion—an
error or over 100 percent. In the words of the
Joint Economic Committee, the higher capital
gains tax rate has produced less annual real
revenue in the 1990-93 time period under the
lower rate of 1985, despite a larger economy.

These problems are serious enough to jus-
tify exploration of policy changes in how we
project revenue. At the very least, the idea of
dynamic economic modeling could provide a
range of revenue estimates around the num-
ber produced by the static model.

It is time for Congress to take notice of dy-
namic economic modeling’s implementation by
States, and with the help of leading account-
ing firms and academics, adopt it. Ignoring the
debate on alternative revenue estimating will
create a bias against tax policies to create
growth which are now under consideration.
Good ideas which could enrich our future
standard of living are a risk of outmoded eco-
nomic calculations if we do not begin this dia-
log.

CENTENNIAL OF MILLTOWN
BOROUGH, NJ

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on May 7,
1996, the Borough of Milltown, NJ, will com-
memorate its 100th anniversary under its

present form of government and incorporation.
This occasion will be marked by the borough
council at its public meeting on that date. It is
a great honor and pleasure to pay tribute to
this beautiful, historic community, located in
the heart of Middlesex County in the Sixth
Congressional District.

Mr. Speaker, the community of Milltown es-
sentially started in 1816 with Jacob Beyer,
who had a local grist mill. The industrial era
came to the community 27 years later. On Oc-
tober 9, 1888, residents met to discuss seces-
sion from the larger area of North Brunswick,
and 2 weeks later a special election was held
to form a borough commission and establish
boundaries. On March 1889, the board of
commissioners was chosen and they were
sworn in on March 16 of that year. In 1896,
the State legislature repealed the act relating
to the commission form of government. On
May 7, 1896, the new borough council was
formed.

Mr. Speaker, as the Congressional Rep-
resentative of Milltown, | salute the mayor and
governing body, all of today’s residents, and
all of the men and women over the past cen-
tury who have helped to build this lovely, tight-
knit community into a great place to live, work,
and raise a family.

INTRODUCTION OF THE CONGRES-
SIONAL TRAVEL ACCOUNTABIL-
ITY RESOLUTION

HON. GREG GANSKE

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
introduce the congressional travel accountabil-
ity resolution. This resolution will increase the
accountability of House Members for domestic
and foreign trips made at taxpayers’ expense.

Currently, travel taken by Members of Con-
gress is only partially reported and not all in
one place. It is nearly impossible for someone
to sift through the current travel reporting
maze and determine who has been where and
at what expense to taxpayers.

Current reporting and disclosure require-
ments are inadequate. The public has a right
to know how its money is spent. And most im-
portantly, Members of Congress should be
held personally accountable for their travel on
the taxpayers’ dime.

This resolution provides accountability, re-
sponsibility, simplicity, and common sense.
These are four things the American people are
demanding of the Federal Government.

This proposal has already received biparti-
san support. | urge my colleagues to join me
and support this long overdue reform.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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CONGRATULATING THE SPRING
SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL CONCERT
BAND

HON. JACK FIELDS

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate this opportunity to congratulate the
Spring Senior High School concert band in
Spring, TX, on recently winning the Sudler
Flag of Honor, which is presented to the most
outstanding high school concert bands in the
United States and Canada.

Under the direction of Mr. Bill Watson, Jr.,
the Spring Senior High School concert band is
just the 34th band to have earned the Sudler
Flag of Honor in the 14 years that it has been
awarded. And it was one of just two high
school bands nationwide to have been se-
lected for this honor this year. The award is
presented by the John Philip Sousa Founda-
tion and is intended to recognize and salute
high school concert band programs of inter-
national-level excellence.

Winning the Sudler Flag of Honor proves
what many of us have known for a long time:
that the Spring Senior High School concert
band is among the very best concert bands in
North America.

The Sudler flag is designed in red, white
and blue and feature the logo of the John Phil-
ip Sousa Foundation. The flag becomes the
property of the band. Each member of the
band receives a personalized certificate and
the band director receives a personalized
plaque.

To be eligible for the Sudler flag, a high
school must have maintained a fine concert
band for at least 7 years. Although the band’s
concert activities receive the most attention in
the selection process, the high school's band
program must be a complete one and must in-
clude a marching band, small ensembles, and
solo participation by its members in contests
and festivals. Also, the band conductor must
have been at the same high school for at least
7 consecutive years and is expected to be in-
volved in professional band and music edu-
cation organizations and activities on the local,
state and national level.

Clearly, the Sudler Flag of Honor is one of
the most significant awards that a high school
band can earn. It requires that band members
and their director work together to achieve not
just musical competence, but musical excel-
lence.

Mr. Speaker, | know that you join with me
in congratulating the young men and women
of the Spring Senior High School concert
band—as well as conductor Bill Watson, Jr.—
on this significant achievement, and | know
you join with me in wishing everyone associ-
ated with the band continued success in the
years ahead.

TEMPLE EMANU-EL’S 135TH
ANNIVERSARY

HON. ZOE LOFGREN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 2, 1996

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, this weekend,
San Jose will commemorate the 135th anni-
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versary of Temple Emanu-El, the city’s oldest
synagogue, and | know that all the Members
of this House will want to join me in marking
this historic event.

A few dedicated families founded the Tem-
ple in 1861, originally named Bickur Cholim, to
care for the sick and needy, to ensure proper
burial for the dead, and, as their original arti-
cles read, to “[further] their Holy religion and
language.” The Temple has continued to
serve this mission through this day.

Temple Emanu-El has a long history of
service to both the Jewish community and the
San Jose community at large. Through Inter-
faith Sabbaths, the congregation’s work with
the homeless through the Coalition of Church-
es and Synagogues, and their community out-
reach through concerts and pulpit exchanges,
the Temple Emanu-El community is active in
San Jose cultural and civic life. As current
Rabbi Mark Schiftan remarks, the Temple pro-
vides a beacon for Jewish values and ethical
imperatives for the entire community.

The history of Temple Emanu-El truly mir-
rors the development of San Jose. In 1861,
the fledgling Temple relied on the strong sup-
port of the community’s churches and civic or-
ganizations to construct its synagogue and
build its congregation. Over the next 80 years,
it grew with the city until a fire in 1940 de-
stroyed the sanctuary. | am proud to tell you
that, once again, the community responded
enthusiastically, helping the Temple continue
its services and programs. The new sanctuary
was completed in 1948.

Temple Emanu-El's last 50 years have been
a whirlwind of rapid growth and community de-
velopment. | believe that, like San Jose, this
synagogue will remain an active center of our
vibrant Silicon Valley community. One of the
Temple’s former Rabbis, Joseph Gitin, re-
minds us that although the Temple has grown,
its fundamental role is unchanged. “Here,” he
says, “we learn that our faith and discipline of
Jewish ethical values prepare and equip us to
live meaningful lives.”

Mr. Speaker, | believe that no matter what
our particular religion may be, we all strive for
a similar goal. | would invite my colleagues in
the U.S. House of Representatives to join me
in recognizing Temple Emanu-El's 135th anni-
versary.

TRIBUTE TO CLARA MacNAMEE

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor one of my district's more dedicated and
caring individuals, Clara MacNamee. Clara is
being honored as Marin County Teacher of
the Year for 1996. | wish that | could be with
her colleagues, friends and family to celebrate
her remarkable accomplishments.

Clara began working with the Marin Office
of Education in 1976. There, she helped de-
velop a classroom whose sole purpose was to
serve students involved with drugs and alco-
hol. The success of this classroom, which fo-
cused on a variety of activities, such as peer
coaching, and family involvement, expanded
into a charter school called Sobriety High
School. Student throughout the county are
now attending this school and are being
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touched by Clara’s enthusiasm and love of
teaching. Marin County and our Nation, owe a
great deal to Clara for her tireless efforts in
providing exceptional education to students
with special needs.

| was not surprised to learn that Clara has
been the recipient of many education awards.
In 1992, she received the Marin County Gold-
en Bell Award for Academic Excellence, and,
in 1993, she was awarded the California State
Golden Bell Award for Academic Excellence. |
continue to be impressed by Clara’s dedica-
tion to the students in our community and her
vision for their success.

In addition to her work in education, Clara
has been a committed member of the commu-
nity. She served as a CPR instructor for the
American Heart Association and the Red
Cross for over 10 years and was a Braille
transcriber for 5 years. Clara also served as a
community representative to her local Commu-
nity Service District for 17 years.

Mr. Speaker, it is my great pleasure to pay
tribute to Clara MacNamee during this special
evening at the Marin Art and Garden Center.
I extend my thanks and appreciation and my
hearty congratulations and best wishes to
Clara for continued success in the years to
come.

HONORING ROGER TILLES

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to join with my colleagues and the members of
Temple Beth-El of Great Neck, as they gather
on the weekend of May 10 and 11, 1996, to
pay tribute to their president, Roger Tilles.

The son of former Temple President Gilbert
Tilles, Roger's devotion to Temple Beth-El
stems from his childhood. In fact, his good
work began early on when, as a teenager, he
was president of the Junior Temple Club.

However, Mr. Speaker, it is his charitable
contributions that have been most noteworthy.
Roger has been chair of the Temple's social
action, building, and grounds and development
committees. In 1985, he was elected a Tem-
ple trustee, eventually going on to become
vice president and president of Temple Beth-
El. Roger has long been a champion of family
values, and he has utilized his tradition of
leadership in this regard. To name but a few
of these beneficial organizations, he was in-
strumental in launching the Beth-EI Connec-
tion, a program dedicated to welcoming new
families into the congregation, as well as the
Family Life Program, a group devoted to
strengthening the Jewish family.

In fact, Roger’'s philanthropic activities ex-
tend far beyond the scope of the Jewish com-
munity to encompass the many faces of Long
Island. He has been an active member of the
Association for a Better Long Island. Further-
more, Roger has consistently been a strong
supporter of the arts. It is his love of education
and culture that led to the construction of the
Tilles Center at Long Island University’'s C.W.
Post campus.

Mr. Speaker, Roger Tilles has come to sym-
bolize the American spirit of voluntarism and
generosity. | ask all my colleagues to rise with
the grateful people of the Fifth Congressional
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District in extending to Roger Tilles the highest
accolades of appreciation and admiration.

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 3379

HON. GARY A. CONDIT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, along with our
colleagues, LAMAR SMITH, JiMMY HAYES,
ScoTT KLUG, WILLIAM LIPINSKI, and RALPH
HALL, | am today introducing legislation to re-
quire the President of the United States to
submit a balanced budget plan to the Con-
gress and to forbid the consideration in the
House of Representatives of any budget reso-
lution that does not provide for a balanced
budget. These changes would take effect at
the beginning of the 105th Congress.

Under the terms of the bill, the President
must submit to Congress a detailed plan to
balance the Federal budget in 6 years or less.
In the event the President’s budget plan is not
in balance, as determined by the Congres-
sional Budget Office [CBO] after review, it
would be returned to the White House. In ad-
dition, the legislation provides that the only
concurrent budget resolution in order in the
House is one that provides for a balanced
budget and this provision is enforced by a
nonwaiveable point of order. During a de-
clared war or national emergency, these re-
quirements could be suspended.

This measure does not interfere with the
ability of the President or the Congress to set
spending priorities. Under current law, title 31,
Presidents are required to meet several re-
quirements in their budget submission, and
this bill only adds to these requirements. And
the Budget Committee would remain free to
determine spending priorities and to instruct
the authorizing committees to reduce spend-
ing.
The last budget surplus occurred in fiscal
year 1969, and you have to go back to fiscal
years 1956 and 1957 to find 2 consecutive
years of budget surplus. According to the Of-
fice of Management and Budget [OMB], Presi-
dent Clinton’s fiscal 1997 produces balance in
the year 2002. The CBO, however, found that
the President’'s claim of budget balance is
based on contingent proposals, including
sunsetting tax relief, triggering new taxes and
Medicare cuts, and unspecified reductions in
discretionary spending of 15 percent in 2002.
Absent these contingencies, the fiscal 1997
budget results in a $80 billion deficit.

In the last few years, Presidents have sub-
mitted budget plans to the Congress that rest-
ed on rosy economic assumptions and re-
strained spending through the generous use of
budget gimmickry, and successive Con-
gresses were all too willing to go along with
these practices. The President’s fiscal 1997
budget is proof that the use of blue smoke
and mirrors continues unabated. President
Clinton does deserve credit for agreeing to
balance the budget and to work with the lead-
ership of Congress to achieve that goal.

The American people in every opinion poll
strongly support a balanced budget, and most
of our colleagues now support balancing the
budget. If we cannot balance the budget this
year, it must be done next year.

The legislation that | am introducing today
will facilitate the work of the Congress and the
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President. This legislation has been endorsed
by the National Taxpayers Union, Citizens
Against Government Waste, Americans for
Tax Reform, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce,
and the National Federation of Independent
Business.
| urge you and our colleagues, Mr. Speaker,
to join me in supporting this needed bill. The
text of the legislation follows.
H.R. 3379

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

SECTION 1. PRESIDENT'S BUDGET.

Section 1105(a) of title 31, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘“(32) A detailed plan to achieve a balanced
Federal budget by the close of the sixth fis-
cal year beginning after the current fiscal
year.”.

SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL TREATMENT OF BUDG-
ET SUBMISSIONS.

Upon the submission by the President of a
budget for the United States Government to
the Congress pursuant to section 1105(a) of
title 31, United States Code, the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office shall deter-
mine and certify whether the balanced budg-
et plan submitted pursuant to section
1105(a)(32) of that title does achieve a bal-
anced budget. The Director shall inform the
Clerk of the House of Representatives and
the Secretary of the Senate of the results of
the certification. If the budget is certified as
not being in balance pursuant to such plan,
the Clerk and the Secretary shall return the
budget submission to the President.

SEC. 3. POINT OF ORDER.

(a) The Rules of the House of Representa-
tives are amended by adding at the end the
following new rule.

“RULE LIII
““BALANCED BUDGET ENFORCEMENT

“1. It shall not be in order in the House to
consider any concurrent resolution on the
budget unless it provides for a balanced
budget for the United States Government.”.

‘2. The House may waive the provisions of
clause 1 if a declaration of war is in effect or
if the United States faces an imminent and
serious military threat to national security
and is so declared by a joint resolution
(adopted by a majority of the whole number
of each House) which becomes law.”.

(b) The second sentence of clause 4(b) of
rule Xl of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives is amended by inserting before
the period at the end the following: *‘; nor
shall it report any rule of order waiving
clause 1 of rule LIII".

NEW JERSEY RECOGNIZES LOYAL
HEART AWARD DAY

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today | have
the distinct honor of recognizing the activities
of caregivers throughout the State of New Jer-
sey. Sunday, May 5 marks the third annual
“Loyal Heart Award Celebration.” In my home
State of New Jersey, Governor Whitman has
designated May 5 as “Loyal Heart Award
Day.”

The Loyal Heart Award is sponsored by the
Middlesex County Chapter of the New Jersey
Coaliton on Women and Disabilities. The
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award was initiated in 1994 by Elayne Hyman
Risley to recognize the contributions made by
individuals who provide care for persons with
disabilities.

Those recognized on Loyal Heart Award
Day represent the wide range of caregivers;
they are friends, relatives, nurses or assistants
to a person with a disability. Those we honor
today embody the qualities of faithfulness,
dedication, and commitment. Their efforts are
tireless and dependable. Ms. Risley, inspired
by the quality of care she had received from
her daughter Robyn, son Ryan and her
assistant, Nancy Namowicz; became deter-
mined to establish a formal day of tribute to
caregivers. This is truly a grassroots effort; |
was contacted first by New Jersey Assembly-
man, John Wisniewski.

The role of caregivers is varied and signifi-
cant. Caregivers may provide personal care or
help around the house or furnish transpor-
tation which makes possible participation in
community programs. This care may be tem-
porary or extend over a lifetime. Whatever as-
sistance the caregiver is providing, it is of
great importance to the individual with disabil-
ities. But to express it most succinctly, | will
use the words of Ms. Risley: “Through
caregivers” efforts, individuals with disabilities
are able to reach their fullest potential.”

Many of us have a personal connection to
individuals with disabilities. Perhaps we are
one of million of people in the United States
with a disability. Perhaps we are a family
member, advocate or one of the very special
people, a caregiver, whom we honor today. In-
dividuals with disabilities and their caregivers
deserve our acknowledgement, our support,
our appreciation and our respect.

In my own district, we are trying to reach
out to individuals with disabilities, their fami-
lies, caregivers and advocates for the pur-
poses of keeping them informed about issues
of importance to this exceptional community. |
encourage my congressional colleagues to re-
member that these groups of persons need in-
formation so that they can be in the best posi-
tion to know about issues of significance to in-
dividual with disabilities. | also encourage
other Members of Congress to join me in sup-
port and recognition of the humanitarian ef-
forts of the loyal hearts.

In addition, | have sponsored or cospon-
sored legislation that | believe is of importance
to individuals with disabilities and their fami-
lies.

Potentially, any of us could become a per-
son with a disability. If | were ever to face that
situation, it is my hope that | would be blessed
by support and care equal to that provided by
one of the selfless individuals we recognize
here today.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. HELEN CHENOWETH

OF IDAHO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, on
Wednesday, | was unavoidably detained and
missed rollcall vote 144. Had | been here, |
would have voted “yes.” | ask unanimous con-
sent to have my statement appear in the ap-
propriate place in the RECORD.
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ONE STRIKE YOU'RE OUT FOR
ASSISTED HOUSING

HON. JAMES P. MORAN

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to
introduce legislation extending the “One Strike
You're Out” provisions to screen and evict
drug and alcohol abusers in public and tenant-
based section 8 housing to all types of low-in-
come, rent-subsidized housing.

For too long, drug dealers and other crimi-
nals have plagued low-income housing
projects. Despite Federal policies that date
back to 1988, a number of legal loopholes
have enabled criminals to evade eviction. The
new law closes these loopholes and grants
housing authorities new powers to screen and
evict problem tenants. | was pleased to see
that the Housing Opportunity and Extension
Act [S. 1494] included my language closing
several legal loophole that enabled drug deal-
ers and problem tenants to evade the expe-
dited eviction procedures in public housing.

| have a personal interest in the expedited
eviction procedure dating back to my service
as mayor of the city of Alexandria. Unfortu-
nately, it took the tragic death of Alexandria
police officer Charlie Hill in 1989 before HUD
responded with an expedited eviction proce-
dure for public housing residents. | tried to
deal with his death in the most constructive
way possible and sought a waiver from then
Secretary Jack Kemp to expedite the eviction
of known drug dealers from public housing.

The police and the community knew who
the drug dealers were, but every time they at-
tempted to do something, they were stymied
by the legal aid advocates. Fortunately, Alex-
andria was successful and the city's public
housing units are a far different place to live
today. The expedited eviction procedure works
but it needed to be strengthened further.

The work begun following officer Hill's
death, however, is not yet complete. The new
law fails to cover residents living in federally-
assisted housing. Residents in project-based
section 8 and FHA insured multifamily housing
have no similar protection today when drug
dealers threaten their health and safety. There
are approximately 1.4 million public housing
units, while there are more than 2.1 million
section 8 publicly assisted housing units. Resi-
dents of these 2.1 million units deserve equal
protection under the law.

With enactment of this legislation, tenants,
victimized by drug dealers and others who
threaten their safety and well being, will re-
ceive equal protection. With enactment of this
legislation, drug dealers in project-based sec-
tion 8 housing will no longer be able to ply
their trade outside the project's boundary
where they were erroneously exempt from the
expedited eviction procedure. And, ignorance
of a fellow tenant’s illegal drug activity will no
longer be exclusive grounds to exempt a
lease-holder from the expedited eviction pro-
cedure. Ignorance of illegal drug activity
should not, by itself, be grounds for exempting
a tenant from the expedited eviction proce-
dure.

Too often the actual knowledge standard is
an easy way out for the tenant. It also encour-
ages lease holders to avoid knowing what
members of their family or other persons
under their roof are doing.
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Mr. Speaker, this legislation is good public
policy. It's good for the tenants, it's good for
the neighbors and it's good for the managers
and owners.

It is also important that as we shift from
Government-run public housing to community-
based vouchers and assistance, we need to
provide communities with the tools to enforce
the laws and foster good responsible neigh-
bors.

This legislation helps bring us closer to this
goal.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
165 HONORS THE POLISH CON-
STITUTION OF 1791 AND PRO-
MOTES DEMOCRACY IN EAST-
CENTRAL EUROPE

HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to honor the 205th anniversary of Poland’s
first Constitution on May 3. The Polish Con-
stitution of 1791 was the first liberal Constitu-
tion in Europe, narrowly preceded by our own
Constitution in 1787.

| would also like to announce my cospon-
sorship of the House Concurrent Resolution
165, to honor the Polish Constitution of 1791
and to promote democracy in East-Central Eu-
rope.

Throughout our Nation’s history, the sons
and daughters of Poland have immigrated to
our shores. In fact, a native son of Poland,
Thaddeus Kosciuszko, fought alongside Gen-
eral Washington during the Revolutionary War.
Upon returning to Poland, after his heroic ef-
forts for American liberty, Mr. Kosciusko
helped draft the Polish Constitution. The
American concept of constitutional democracy
was thus born in Europe in 1791.

However, just as American independence
had threatened the colonial establishment and
balance of power, Poland’s early democratic
experiment threatened the autocratic regimes
of its neighbors, imperial Russia and the
Hapsburg Austro-Hungarian Empire. Two
years after Poland embarked on its bold path
the Russian and Austrian armies conquered
Poland and ended constitutional rule.

Today, 205 years after it began, the demo-
cratic experiment in Poland has been restored.
A free Poland has experienced its first real
open elections in several generations and the
positive economic successes it has achieved
are unparalleled in its history.

Poland is looking to cement its economic
and political achievements by joining the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] and the
European Community. Poland’s efforts to ex-
ercise civilian control over its military and its
cooperation with the NATO alliance through
the Partnership for Peace and in Bosnia are
important steps toward greater military and
economic integration with the rest of Europe
and the United States.

Today, | salute and congratulate Polish peo-
ple around the world, including the thousands
of Polish-Americans in the Fourth Congres-
sional District of lllinois and in the Chicago
area, as we commemorate the adoption of the
first Polish Constitution. | also urge my col-
leagues and the people of the United States to
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recognize Poland’s rebirth as a free and inde-
pendent nation in the spirit and legacy of the
Polish Constitution of 1791.

SMUGGLING BANNED CHLORO-
FLUOROCARBONS IN THE UNITED
STATES

HON. LINCOLN DIAZBALART

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to address smuggling activities occurring in
the United States by Indian chemical manufac-
turing companies. A report, published in the
Washington Times earlier last month cites
India as the source of a multimillion-dollar ring,
which is smuggling banned
chlorofluorocarbons, or CFC’s into the United
States.

According to this report, tons of banned
CFC's are being smuggled into the United
States by Indian manufacturers with govern-
ment patronage, generating huge profits in ille-
gal sales.

CFC importation has become a serious
problem. The Customs Service says that it is
now the No. 2 problem behind illegal drugs.
Until it was banned under the Montreal Proto-
col, CFC-12, or freon gas, was widely used to
run refrigerators and car air conditioners. Ac-
cording to the article, Customs recently broke
up an operation that was smuggling $52 mil-
lion worth of CFC-12. The newspaper said
that a substantial portion of CFC-12 in U.S.
commerce has been smuggled. Much of it ap-
pears to have been produced by Mafatlal, an
Indian chemical company. The report goes on
to say that one Indian CFC smuggling oper-
ation involved 2,750 tons of gas. In this article,
the newspaper reports that by labeling the
CFC-12 for transshipment to a third country or
identifying it as another gas, “the smugglers
can avoid the ban by delivering CFC-12 to
unscrupulous distributors, auto chains, and
others and make a fat profit.”

In this light, it becomes more important than
ever for the United States to stop providing
assistance to the Indian Government. | urge
my colleagues to pass H.R. 1425, which will
end American development aid to India until
human rights are respected, and House Con-
current Resolution 32, which calls for self-de-
termination for Khalistan, the independent Sikh
country declared on October 7, 1987. Both
bills should be passed as soon as possible.
We must make it clear to the Indian regime
that smuggling, genocide, and repression are
not acceptable.

| am entering into the RECORD a press re-
lease issued by the Council of Khalistan, the
government in exile of Khalistan, which deals
with this scandal.

[News release from the Council of Khalistan]
INDIA SMUGGLES BANNED CFCs To U.S.

WASHINGTON, DC, April 23.—The Associated
Press reported recently that
chlorofluorocarbons, or CFC gas, which is
banned in the United States, is being heavily
smuggled from India. CFC gas was widely
used in car air conditioners, but environ-
mentalists contend that the gas is harming
Earth’s ozone layer. Under terms of the 1987
Montreal Protocol, industrial nations agreed
to phase out CFCs. CFCs have been banned in
the United States since January 1. According
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to the Customs Service, CFCs are now the
number two problems after illegal drugs.

According to the AP report, CFC gas from
India is “‘routinely marked as another gas or
labelled as being transshipped to a third
country.” CFC production remains legal in
India. In one single case, AP reports, more
than 2,750 tons of CFC-12 were smuggled into
the United States. Authorities say that at
least some of that gas came from India. An-
other operation in Florida was worth $52 mil-
lion. Experts estimate that one-third or
more of CFC-12 in U.S. commerce, worth
nearly $3 billion, may have been smuggled.
According to a U.S. prosecutor, quite a bit of
the CFC-12 confiscated from smugglers ‘‘was
labelled as having been produced by the In-
dian chemical company Mafatlal,”” the re-
port said.

“This is additional evidence of India’s irre-
sponsibility. First it refused to sign the NPT
and the Comprehensive Test Ban treaty, and
now we find out that it is complicit in the
smuggling of banned substances,”” said Dr.
Gurmit Singh Aulakh, President of the
Council of Khalistan, the government in
exile of Khalistan, the independent Sikh
country declared on October 7, 1987. “‘In 1994,
according to a Heritage Foundation study,
India was the third largest recipient of U.S.
aid at that time. Should the U.S. be support-
ing such an irresponsible country?”’

“India is one of the worst human rights
violators in the world,” said Dr. Aulakh. ““It
is a nuclear threat to its neighbors in South
Asia and was a strong ally of the former So-
viet Union,”” he said. “Now we find out that
it is an environmental threat as well. Ameri-
cans aid to this corrupt, repressive country
should be cut off immediately,” Dr. Aulakh
said. He urged the U.S. Congress to pass two
bills: HR 1425, the Human Rights in India
Act, which would cut off U.S. development
aid to India until human rights are re-
spected, and House Concurrent Resolution
32, which calls for an internationally-super-
vised plebiscite on independence in Indian-
occupied Khalistan. “‘Clearly, India is un-
willing to allow these questions to be decided
according to democratic principles,’ said Dr.
Aulakh. ““In view of India’s repressive record,
Congress should pass these two bills imme-
diately to help restore freedom, peace, and
democracy to the South Asian subcontinent.
As Representative Gerald Solomon said,
‘Isn’t it time the United States stops dump-
ing American taxpayer money into this
black hole?’””

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PENSION
LIABILITY FUNDING REFORM
ACT OF 1996

HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON

OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 2, 1996

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, today | have in-
troduced the District of Columbia Pension Li-
ability Funding Reform Act of 1996. This bill is
indispensable to the District's return from in-
solvency. As long as 10 percent of the Dis-
trict’s operating budget must pay for pensions,
the District cannot revive.

This bill is the fraternal twin, or complement,
to the D.C. Economic Recovery Act (H.R.
3244) which | introduced last month. Together,
these bills provide the most pragmatic ap-
proach available at this time for obtaining rev-
enue. Both are critically important to restoring
solvency by 1999 and enabling the District to
achieve a balanced budget as contemplated
by the Financial Authority legislation.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks

The D.C. Pension Liability Funding Reform
Act provides the missing congressional piece
of the city’s financial puzzle. The huge pen-
sion liability passed on at home rule by Con-
gress has been a huge and definitive part of
the city’s financial problems for 16 years. It is
time that Congress also becomes a part of the
solution.

There has long been bipartisan agreement
that the District's pension liability is congres-
sional liability and that the Congress must
contribute more. This bill challenges Congress
to play a significant role for the first time since
home rule in helping the District to eliminate
the pension liability that Congress alone cre-
ated. Because Congress has required the Dis-
trict to balance its budget in 4 years, this is
the appropriate time for Congress to begin to
pay its fair share of contributions to help elimi-
nate this crushing liability.

A precedent for raising the Federal contribu-
tion was established this year in the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 1997 budget when the ad-
ministration proposed increasing the Federal
contribution to $104 million from its current
level of only $52 million. Like the administra-
tion's recommendation, the Federal contribu-
tion in my bill recognizes that reducing the li-
ability that Congress created is very different
from providing direct revenue to the District—
the action Congress has repeatedly refused to
take until the District does more to downsize
and reform its operations. None of the funds
my bill will authorize go toward operating the
District government. Rather, the bill requires
the D.C. government, residents, employees
and retirees alike to make significant sacrifices
to reduce the pension liability that has become
a stone around the city’s neck.

Congress instituted pension plans for the
District's police officers and firefighters in
1916, for teachers in 1920, and for judges in
1970 but never funded the plans. Instead,
Congress paid the pensions of individuals as
they retired. In 1979, Congress passed the
District of Columbia Retirement Reform Act
and transferred all the unfunded pension liabil-
ity associated with these plans—all $2 billion
that had accumulated— from the Federal Gov-
ernment to the District of Columbia. The an-
nual pension payments required of the District
by the Federal Government were to be made
on the same pay-as-you-go basis as Congress
employed, with payments each year covering
only that year's benefit payments. Thus, the
District has fully funded all the pensions under
its control from the day the city was handed
this liability. Stated another way, there has
been no new unfunded liability of these pen-
sions on the District’'s watch. Since fiscal year
1980, however, the $2 billion unfunded liability
has never been funded but instead has in-
creased to $5 billion. Most of the increase is
interest on the original unfunded liability that
accumulated under Federal management. The
transfer of this liability is an amazing case
study in Federal fiscal irresponsibility. It is one
of those rare instances in U.S. history when
the Federal Government has off-loaded its in-
debtedness to an American city.

The unfunded pension liability has grown
from an unfair burden to a crippling threat to
the economic viability of the District of Colum-
bia. The District, struggling to survive with a
sharply declining taxpayer and revenue base
and the continuing responsibility for State, mu-
nicipal, and county functions, cannot recover
without systematic relief from the unfunded
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pension liability created and passed on to the
city by Congress. The legislation | am intro-
ducing today will provide that relief by signifi-
cantly reducing the District's annual retirement
plan contribution by 43 percent. The con-
sequence of this one change will be to reduce
the District's annual pension contribution from
about $321 million today to a flat rate of $185
million, which will remain constant for 40
years. This change is accomplished by allocat-
ing to the Federal Government 80 percent of
the accrued actuarial liability as of October 1,
1979 for services rendered by employees
hired prior to home rule but who continued to
work for the District government. As of now,
the Federal Government has assumed no re-
sponsibility whatsoever for pension rights ac-
crued by these employees while the District
was under Federal management. The con-
tribution will prefund the cost of the benefits of
active employees as they are earned, and will
liquidate the District's reduced and much more
equitable share of the unfunded pension liabil-
ity that accrued before home rule. This change
will bring critical relief to the District’'s deficit
and allow the District desperately needed
breathing room in its budget.

By no means does the bill simply require
only the Federal Government to increase it
share of the responsibility for the liability. Cur-
rent and future retirees will receive only one
cost of living adjustment per year rather than
two, and the rate of contribution from employ-
ees will increase from 7 to 8 percent of their
annual wages. The unions and retirees de-
serve credit for having negotiated these sac-
rifices. In return, the Federal Government will
increase its annual pension contribution from a
virtually token payment of $52 million to a flat
rate of $295 million per year. This payment
will also be extended over 40 years to lig-
uidate the recalculated amount of the Federal
Government's share of the unfunded pension
liability. These are painful prescriptions, espe-
cially for the employees and retirees, but as
they have already recognized, these sacrifices
are absolutely necessary. If the District is to
reach the goal of a balanced budget by the
end of fiscal year 1999, and sustain that per-
formance, it is necessary that the burden be
shared.

These reforms will implement a plan that is
the result of years of intensive work from the
time | came to Congress in 1991 by Members
of Congress and their staffs in bipartisanship,
representatives from the affected employee
groups, retirees, the Council, the Mayor's of-
fice, the District of Columbia Retirement
Board, the Congressional Research Service,
and the General Accounting Office. | deeply
appreciate all of the cooperation and support
they have given to this endeavor. The evalua-
tion of this bill reflects their thoughtful contribu-
tions. This plan is the most practical from
among numerous alternatives we have devel-
oped and discarded.

It is impossible to overemphasize the impor-
tance of this legislation to the fiscal health and
stability of the District. Under the current Dis-
trict of Columbia Retirement Act, upon reach-
ing the year 2004, the Federal Government’s
annual payments cease, and the 1979 law re-
quires the amount the District contributes to
nearly double in order to cover both accruing
pension obligations and interest payments on
unfunded obligations. The unfunded pension
liability will have reached $7.7 billion with the
District solely responsible for this debt. This
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result would be catastrophic, crushing the Dis-
trict financially and wiping out its capacity to
ensure future pension benefits for covered
beneficiaries.

To complement my bill, the Mayor and the
city council are developing local legislation
that will create a third tier within the retirement
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system to cover new hires who will be pro-
vided with an adequate but modified and less
costly benefit plan. Experts here in Congress
are now assisting the city by reviewing and
advising on two bills now pending before the
city council.
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| feel fully justified in asking my colleagues
to support this legislation now because it is
designed to help the District with a problem
which is not of its making, but a financial bur-
den created solely by Congress. Corrective
action is not only fair. It is quite simply indis-
pensable.
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HIGHLIGHTS

Senate agreed to Ryan White CARE Reauthorization Conference Report.
Senate passed Illegal Immigration Reform.

Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S4571-S4651

Measures Introduced: Seven bills and one resolu-
tion were introduced, as follows: S. 1721-1727, and
S.J. Res. 54. Page S4618

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
S. 1474, to provide new authority for probation
and pretrial services officers. Page S4617

Measures Passed:

Nicodemus Historic Site/New Bedford Historic
Landmark: Senate passed S. 1720, to establish the
Nicodemus National Historic Site and the New Bed-
ford National Historic Landmark. Pages S4587-90

Illegal Immigration Reform: By 97 yeas to 3
nays (Vote No. 108), Senate passed H.R. 2202, to
amend the Immigration and Nationality Act to im-
prove deterrence of illegal immigration to the Unit-
ed States by increasing border patrol and investiga-
tive personnel, by increasing penalties for alien
smuggling and for document fraud, by reforming ex-
clusion and deportation law and procedures, by im-
proving the verification system for eligibility for em-
ployment, and through other measures, and to re-
form the legal immigration system and facilitate
legal entries into the United States, after striking all
after the enacting clause and inserting in lieu thereof
the text of S. 1664, Senate companion measure, as
amended, and after taking action on further amend-
ments proposed thereto, as follows:

Pages S4576-87, S4590, S4592-S4611

Adopted:

Simpson Amendment No. 3853 (to Amendment
No. 3743), relating to pilot projects on systems to
verify eligibility for employment in the United
States and to verify immigration status for purposes
of eligibility for public assistance or certain other
government benefits. Pages S4576, S4578, S4590

Simpson Amendment No. 3854 (to Amendment
No. 3743), to define “regional project” to mean a
project conducted in an area which includes more
than a single locality but which is smaller than an
entire State. Pages S4576, S4578, S4590

Snowe Amendment No. 3873 (to Amendment
No. 3743), to require a study and review of allega-
tions of harassment by Canadian customs agents for
the purpose of deterring cross-border commercial ac-
tivity along the United States-New Brunswick bor-
der. Page S4595

Snowe Modified Amendment No. 3874 (to
Amendment No. 3743), to express the sense of Con-
gress on the discriminatory application of the New
Brunswick Provincial Sales Tax. Page S4595

Simpson Amendment No. 3951 (to Amendment
No. 3743), to make certain further amendments.

Pages S4595-97

Dole (for Simpson) Amendment No. 3743, of a
perfecting nature. Pages S4576, S4610

Rejected:

By 30 yeas to 70 nays (Vote 105), Graham
Amendment No. 3759 (to Amendment No. 3743),
to suspend Federal requirements imposed on state
and local governments if requirements would con-
stitute unfunded mandates.

Pages S4581-85, S4587, S4592, S4594

By 40 yeas to 60 nays (Vote No. 106), Chafee/
Mack Amendment No. 3840 (to Amendment No.
3743), to provide that the emergency benefits avail-
able to illegal immigrants also are made available to
legal immigrants as exceptions to the deeming re-
quirements. Pages S4585-87, S4594

Withdrawn:

Dewine/Abraham Amendment No. 3835 (to
Amendment No. 3743), to make persecution for re-
sistance to coercive population control policies a
basis for the granting of asylum. Pages S4592-93

During consideration of this measure today, Senate
also took the following action:
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By a unanimous vote of 100 yeas (Vote No. 107),
three-fifths of those Senators duly chosen and sworn
having voted in the affirmative, Senate agreed to
close further debate on the bill. Pages S4610-11

Subsequently, S. 1664 was returned to the Senate
calendar. Page S4611

Ryan White CARE Reauthorization Conference
Report: Senate agreed to the conference report on S.
641, to reauthorize the Ryan White CARE Act of
1990, clearing the measure for the President.

Pages S4646-49

White House Travel Office/Former Employees—
Agreement: A unanimous-consent agreement was
reached providing for the consideration of H.R.
2937, for the reimbursement of legal expenses and
related fees incurred by former employees of the
White House Travel Office with respect to the ter-
mination of their employment in that office on May
19, 1993, on Monday, May 6, 1996. Page S4649

Appointments:

Canada-U.S. Interparliamentary Group: The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 276d-276g, as amended, appointed the
following Senators as members of the Senate Delega-
tion to the Canada-U.S. Interparliamentary Group
during the Second Session of the 104th Congress, to
be held in Southeast Alaska, May 10-14, 1996: Sen-
ators, Chafee, Hatch, Pryor, Pressler, Grassley, Gor-
ton, Jeffords, Mack, Burns, Bennett, Inhofe,
DeWine, and Grams. Page S4650

Mexico-U.S. Interparliamentary Group: The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 276h-276k, as amended, appointed the
following Senators as members of the Senate Delega-
tion to the Mexico-U.S. Interparliamentary Group
during the Second Session of the 104th Congress, to
be held in Zacatecas, Mexico, May 3-5, 1996: Sen-
ators Murkowski, Brown, and Coverdell.  page s4650

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:
Thomas Paul Grumbly, of Virginia, to be Under
Secretary of Energy.
Alvin L. Alm, of Virginia, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of Energy (Environmental Management).
Page S4651

Nominations Received: Senate received the follow-
ing nominations:

11 Army nominations in the rank of general.

2 Navy nominations in the rank of admiral.

Page S4651
Messages From the House: Page S4616
Measures Referred: Page S4616

Communications: Pages S4616-17
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Executive Reports of Committees:
Statements on Introduced Bills:
Additional Cosponsors:
Amendments Submitted:

Notices of Hearings:

Authority for Committees:
Additional Statements: Pages S4630-46

Record Votes: Four record votes were taken today.
(Total-108) Pages S4594, S4610-11

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9 a.m., and ad-
journed at 6:02 p.m., until 10 a.m., on Friday, May
3, 1996. (For Senate’s program, see the remarks of
the Majority Leader in today’s Record on pages
S4649-50.)

Pages S4617-18
Pages S4618-27
Pages S4627-28
Pages S4628-29

Page S4629
Pages S4629-30

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

APPROPRIATIONS—FDA/COMMODITY
FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies
concluded hearings on proposed budget estimates for
fiscal year 1997, after receiving testimony in behalf
of funds for their respective activities from David A.
Kessler, Commissioner, Michael A. Friedman, Dep-
uty Commissioner for Operations, Robert J. Byrd,
Acting Deputy Commissioner for Management and
Systems, William Schultz, Deputy Commissioner for
Policy, and Mary K. Pendergast, Deputy Commis-
sioner/Senior Advisor to the Commissioner, all of the
Food and Drug Administration, and Dennis P. Wil-
liams, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Budget, all of
the Department of Health and Human Services; and
John E. Tull, Jr., Acting Chairman, Commodity Fu-
tures Trading Commission.

APPROPRIATIONS—DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies held hearings on proposed budget estimates
for fiscal year 1997 for the Department of Justice,
receiving testimony from Janet Reno, Attorney Gen-
eral, Department of Justice.

Also, subcommittee held hearings on proposed
budget estimates for fiscal year 1997 for the judicial
system, receiving testimony from Anthony M. Ken-
nedy and David H. Souter, both Associate Justices
of the Supreme Court of the United States; and
Richard S. Arnold, Chief Judge for the Eighth Cir-
cuit, United States Courts of Appeals.
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Subcommittee will meet again on Wednesday,
May 8.

APPROPRIATIONS—ENERGY

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Interior
held hearings on proposed budget estimates for fiscal
year 1997 for the Department of Energy, receiving
testimony in behalf of funds for energy conservation
programs from Christine Ervin, Assistant Secretary
for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, and in
behalf of funds for fossil energy, clean coal energy,
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, and Naval Petroleum
Reserve from Patricia F. Godley, Assistant Secretary
for Fossil Energy, both of the Department of Energy.

Subcommittee will meet again on Wednesday,
May 8.

APPROPRIATIONS—FAA

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Trans-
portation and Related Agencies held hearings on
proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 1997 for
the Federal Aviation Administration, receiving testi-
mony from David R. Hinson, Administrator, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation.

Subcommittee will meet again on Thursday, May
9

AUTHORIZATION—DEFENSE/
NOMINATIONS

Committee on Armed Services: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items:

An original bill authorizing funds for fiscal year
1997 for military activities of the Department of
Defense, for military construction, and for defense
activities of the Department of Energy, and to pre-
scribe personnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces;

An original bill entitled “Department of Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997;

An original bill entitled “Military Construction
Act for Fiscal Year 1997,

An original bill entitled “Department of Energy
National Security Act for Fiscal Year 1997; and

The nomination of Markos K. Marinakis, of New
York, to be a Member of the Board of the Panama
Canal Commission, and 4,539 military nominations
in the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force.

SURFACE MINING CONTROL/MARINE
MINERAL RESOURCES

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on Forests and Public Land Management
concluded hearings on S. 1401, to minimize duplica-
tion in regulatory programs and to give States exclu-
sive responsibility under approved States program for
permitting and enforcement of those provisions of
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the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of
1977 with respect to surface coal mining and rec-
lamation operations, and S. 1194, to promote the re-
search, identification, assessment, and exploration of
marine mineral resources, after receiving testimony
from Representative Cubin; Robert J. Uram, Direc-
tor, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and En-
forcement, Department of the Interior; James Carter,
Utah Department of Natural Resources, Salt Lake
City; Gregory Conrad, on behalf of the Interstate
Mining Compact Commission, Herndon, Virginig;
Terry O’Connor, ARCO Coal Company, Denver,
Colorado, on behalf of the Western Regional Coun-
cil; Blair M. Gardner, Arch Minerals Corporation, St.
Louis, Missouri; Albert A. Hale, Navajo Nation,
Window Rock, Arizona; Doug McRay, Northern
Plains Resources Council, Billings, Montana; and
Tom Fitzgerald, National Citizens Coal Law Project,
Frankfort, Kentucky.

RECREATIONAL RIVERS

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on Parks, Historic Preservation and
Recreation concluded hearings on S. 879, to limit
acquisition of land on the 39-mile headwaters seg-
ment of the Missouri River, Nebraska and South Da-
kota, designated as recreational river, to acquisition
from willing sellers, S. 1167, to exclude the South
Dakota segment from the segment of the Missouri
River designated as a recreational river, S. 1168, to
exclude any private lands from the segment of the
Missouri River designated as a recreational river, S.
1174, to designate certain segments of the Lamprey
River in New Hampshire as components of the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and S. 1374,
to require adoption of a management plan for the
Hells Canyon National Recreation Area that allows
appropriate use of motorized and nonmotorized river
craft in the recreation area, after receiving testimony
from Senators Pressler and Smith; Katherine H. Ste-
venson, Associate Director for Cultural Resource
Stewardship and Partnerships, National Park Service,
Department of the Interior; Jack Ward Thomas,
Chief, Lyle Laverty, Director, Recreation, Heritage
and Wilderness Resources Management, and Bob
Richmond, Forest Supervisor, Wallowa-Whitman
National Forest, all of the Forest Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture; Elizabeth Norcross, American
Rivers, Washington, D.C.; Judith Spang, Lamprey
River Watershed Association, Durham, New Hamp-
shire; Richard H. Wellington, Lamprey River Advi-
sory Committee, Lee, New Hampshire; Sandra F.
Mitchell, Hells Canyon Alliance, Boise, ldaho; Rich-
ard K. Bailey, Hells Canyon Preservation Council,
Joseph, Oregon; Darell Bentz, Intermountain Excur-
sions and Bentz Boats, Lewiston, Idaho; Jerry
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Hughes, Hughes River Expeditions, Inc.,, Cam-
bridge, Idaho; and Richard G. Sherwin, Clarkston,
Washington.

NOMINATION

Committee on Environment and Public Works: Commit-
tee concluded hearings on the nomination of Hubert
T. Bell, Jr., of Alabama, to be Inspector General,
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, after the nominee
testified and answered questions in his own behalf.

BUSINESS MEETING

Committee on the Judiciary: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items:
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The nominations of Glenn Dale Cunningham, to
be United States Marshal for the District of New
Jersey, and John R. Lacey, of Connecticut, to be a
Member of the Foreign Claims Settlement Commis-
sion of the United States, Department of Justice;

S. 1474, to authorize probation officers and pre-
trial services officers, if approved by the district
court, to carry firearms under such rules and regula-
tions as may be prescribed by the Director of the
Administrative Office of the United States Courts;
and

S. 1277, to provide equitable relief for the generic
drug industry, with an amendment in the nature of
a substitute.
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House of Representatives

Chamber Action

Bills Introduced: 3 public bills, H.R. 3389-3391;
and 4 resolutions, H.R. Con. Res. 170-171, and H.
Res. 423-424 were introduced. Page H4423

Reports Filed: Reports were filed as follows:

H. Res. 416, establishing a select subcommittee of
the Committee on International Relations to inves-
tigate the United States role in Iranian arms transfer
to Croatia and Bosnia (H. Rept. 104-551);

H. Res. 421, providing for consideration of H.R.
2974, to amend the Violent Crime Control and Law
Enforcement Act of 1994 to provide enhanced pen-
alties for crimes against elderly and child victims (H.
Rept. 104-552); and

H. Res. 422, providing for consideration of H.R.
3120, to amend title 18, United States Code, with
respect to witness retaliation, witness tampering and
jury tampering (H. Rept. 104-553). Page H4423

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designates Representative Upton
to act as Speaker pro tempore for today. pPage H4399

Referrals: Two Senate-passed measures were referred
to the appropriate House committees. Page H4421

Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
today appears on page H4399.

Quorum Calls—Votes: No quorum calls or votes
developed during the proceedings of the House
today.

Adjournment: Met at 10:00 a.m. and adjourned at
1:23 p.m.

Committee Meetings

REVIEW—MEAT AND POULTRY
INSPECTION

Committee on Agriculture: Subcommittee on Livestock,
Dairy, and Poultry held a hearing to review science-
based meat and poultry inspection; emerging tech-
nologies; and the approval process for new tech-
nology. Testimony was heard from Tom Billy, Asso-
ciate Administrator, Food Safety and Inspection Serv-
ice, USDA,; and public witnesses.

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, AND THE
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary held a hear-
ing on Commerce Department Statistical Programs,
Undersecretary for Economics and Statistics, Bureau
of Census, Bureau of Economic Analysis, the Inter-

national Organizations and Conferences, United
States Mission to United Nations, International Or-
ganizations and OAS. Testimony was heard from the
following officials from the Department of Com-
merce: Everett Ehrlich, Undersecretary, Economic
Affairs; Martha Riche, Director, Bureau of the Cen-
sus; and Stephen Landefeld, Director, Bureau of Eco-
nomic Analysis; and the following officials of the
Department of State: Ambassador Madeleine K.
Albright, Permanent Representative to the United
Nations; Ambassador Harriet C. Babbit, Permanent
Representative to the OAS; and Molly Williamson,
Assistant Secretary, International Organizations.

LABOR-HHS-EDUCATION
APPROPRIATIONS

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education held a
hearing on Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Service Administration, on Administration for Chil-
dren and Families; and the Administration on
Aging. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices: Nelba Chavez, Administrator, Substance Abuse
and Mental Health Services Administration; Mary Jo
Bane, Assistant Secretary, Administration for Chil-
dren and Families; and Fernando M. Torres-Gil, As-
sistant Secretary for Aging.

VETERANS AFFAIRS-HUD-INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs, Housing and Urban Development, and
Independent Agencies held a hearing on the Cor-
poration for National and Community Service. Testi-
mony was heard from Harris Wofford, CEO, Cor-
poration for National and Community Service.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTION REGULATORY
SYSTEM

Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Continued
hearings on the Federal financial institution regu-
latory system. Testimony was heard from James L.
Bothwell, Director, Financial Institutions and Mar-
ket Issues, General Government Division, GAO; and
public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES

Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Health and
Environment, concluded hearings on the following
bills: H.R. 3199, Drug and Biological Products Re-
form Act of 1996; H.R. 3200, Food Amendments
and Animal Drug Availability Act of 1996; and
H.R. 3201, Medical Device Reform Act of 1996.
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Testimony was heard from Mary Hamilton, Director,
Operations, GAO; and public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS HEALTH CARE MEASURES

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Human Resources and Intergovern-
mental Relations and the Subcommittee on Govern-
ment Management, Information and Technology
held a joint hearing on H.R. 3224, Health Care
Fraud and Abuse Prevention Act of 1996, H.R.
1850, Health Care Fraud and Abuse Act of 1995,
and H.R. 2480, Inspector General for Medicare and
Medicaid Act of 1995. Testimony was heard from
Representative Quinn; Michael Mangano, Deputy In-
spector General, Department of Health and Human
Services; and public witnesses.

ADMINISTRATION'’S FOREIGN POLICY
RECORD

Committee on International Relations: Held a hearing on
the Administration’s Foreign Policy Record: An
Evaluation. Testimony was heard from Robert B.
Zoellick, former Under Secretary, Economics, De-
partment of State; Richard N. Perle, former Assist-
ant Secretary, International Security Policy, Depart-
ment of Defense; and Charles William Maynes,
former Assistant Secretary, International Organiza-
tions, Department of State.

REGULATORY FAIR WARNING ACT

Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Com-
mercial and Administrative Law held a hearing on
H.R. 3307, Regulatory Fair Warning Act. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
Department of Justice: James F. Simon, Deputy As-
sistant Attorney General, Environment and Natural
Resources Division; and Edward L. Dowd, Jr., U.S.
Attorney, Eastern District of Missouri; and public
witnesses.

PICK-SLOAN REPAYMENT ISSUES

Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on Water and
Power Resources held an oversight hearing on Pick-
Sloan Repayment lIssues. Testimony was heard from
Victor S. Rezendes, Director, Energy, Resources and
Science Issues, Resources, Community and Economic
Development Division, GAO; J.M. Shafer, Adminis-
trator, Western Area Power Administration, Depart-
ment of Energy; Patricia J. Beneke, Assistant Sec-
retary, Water and Science, Department of the Inte-
rior; and public witnesses.

SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE ON U.S. ROLE IN
IRANIAN ARMS TRANSFERS

Committee on Rules: By a vote of 7 to 4, the Commit-
tee ordered reported H.Res. 416, establishing a se-
lect subcommittee of the Committee on Inter-
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national Relations to investigate the U.S. role in Ira-
nian arms transfers to Croatia and Bosnia.

CRIMES AGAINST CHILDREN AND
ELDERLY PERSONS INCREASED
PUNISHMENT ACT

Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, an open
rule providing 1 hour of debate on H.R. 2974,
Crimes Against Children and Elderly Persons In-
creased Punishment Act. The rule waives clause 7,
rule XII1 (requiring a cost estimate in the committee
report) against consideration of the bill. The rule
makes in order as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on the Judi-
ciary now printed in the bill. The rule provides that
each section of the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute be considered as read. The rule
waives points of order against the amendment print-
ed in the report of the Committee on Rules for fail-
ure to comply with clause 7 of rule XVI (germane-
ness). The rule provides that Members who have pre-
printed their amendments in the Congressional Record
will be given priority in recognition to offer their
amendments if otherwise consistent with House
rules, and said amendments will be considered as
read. Finally, the rule provides one motion to recom-
mit, with or without instructions. Testimony was
heard from Representatives McCollum, Fox of Penn-
sylvania and Schumer.

WITNESS RETALIATION AND TAMPERING
AND JURY TAMPERING

Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, an open
rule providing 1 hour of debate on H.R. 3120, to
amend title 18, United States Code, with respect to
witness retaliation, witness tampering and jury tam-
pering. The rule waives clause 7, rule XIII (requir-
ing a cost estimate in the committee report) against
consideration of the bill. The rule makes in order as
an original bill for the purpose of amendment, the
Judiciary Committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, which shall be considered as read. The
rule provides that Members who have pre-printed
their amendments in the Congressional Record will be
given priority in recognition to offer their amend-
ments and such amendments shall be considered as
read. Testimony was heard from Representatives
McCollum, Fox of Pennsylvania and Schumer.

U.S. PATENT LAW—IMPLICATIONS FOR
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT R&D

Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment held a hearing on Changes in U.S. Pat-
ent Law and their Implications for Energy and Envi-
ronment Research and Development. Testimony was
heard from Bruce A. Lehman, Assistant Secretary
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and Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks, De-
partment of Commerce; Terry Bibbens, Entrepreneur
in Residence, Office of Advocacy, SBA; and public
witnesses.

OVERSIGHT

Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Technology
held continued oversight hearings on Research Lab-
oratory Programs at the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology, Part 2. Testimony was heard
from the following officials of the National Institute
of Standards and Technology, Department of Com-
merce; Katharine Gebbie, Director, Physics Labora-
tory; and Hratch Semerjian, Director, Chemical
Science and Technology Laboratory; and public wit-
nesses.

IMPACT OF SHORT SUPPLY ON SMALL
MANUFACTURERS

Committee on Small Business: Subcommittee on Pro-
curement, Exports, and Business Opportunities held
a hearing on the “Impact of ‘Short Supply’ on Small
Manufacturers.” Testimony was heard from Rep-
resentatives Crane and Levin; and public witnesses.

GSA's CAPITAL INVESTMENT PROGRAM

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Public Buildings and Economic De-
velopment held a hearing on GSA’s FY 1997 Capital
Investment Program. Testimony was heard from
Representative Dooley; Robert Peck, Commissioner,
Public Buildings Service, GSA; and Norman H.
Stahl, Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals, 1st Circuit
(New Hampshire) and Member, Committee on Secu-
rity, Space, and Facilities, Judicial Conference of the
United States.
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ISTEA REAUTHORIZATION

Committee on Transportation: Subcommittee on Surface
Transportation held a hearing on ISTEA Reauthor-
ization: Federal Role for Transportation and National
Interests. Testimony was heard from the following
officials of the Department of Transportation:
Federico Pefia, Secretary; Rodney E. Slater, Adminis-
trator, Federal Highway Administration; Gordon J.
Linton, Administrator, Federal Transit Administra-
tion; Ricardo Martinez, Administrator, National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration; and Jolene
M. Molitoris, Administrator, Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration; and public witnesses.
Hearings continue May 7.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR FRIDAY,
MAY 3, 1996

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate

Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on VA,
HUD, and Independent Agencies, to hold hearings on
proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 1997 for the
Department of Veterans Affairs, 9:30 a.m., SD-192.

Committee on Finance, to hold hearings to examine trans-
portation fuel taxes, 10 a.m., SD-215.

Select Committee on Intelligence, to hold closed hearings on
intelligence matters, 10 a.m., SH-219.

House
No committee meetings are scheduled.
Joint Meetings

Joint Economic Committee, to hold hearings to examine
the employment-unemployment situation for April, 9:30
a.m., SD-562.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
10 a.m., Friday, May 3 2 p.m., Monday, May 6
Senate Chamber House Chamber

Program for Friday: After the recognition of two Sen-  Program for Monday: No legislative business is sched-
ators for speeches, Senate will conduct routine morning uled.

business.
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